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METRO Agenda

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398
503/221-1646

Meeting: METRO COUNCIL *%*% REVISED AGENDA **% '
Date: April 26, 1990 Please Note the Addition of Agenda
Day: Thursday Item No. 7.6, Resolution No. 90-1256
Time: 5:30 p.n. For the Purpose of Endorsing
Place: Council Chamber Ballot Measure 1

Approx. Presented
Time* By

5:30 p.m. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL

1. INTRODUCTIONS

2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS TO COUNCIL ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS
3. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS

5:35 4. CONSENT AGENDA (Action Requested: Motion to Adopt the
(10 min.) Recommendations Listed Below)

REFERRED FROM THE INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS COMMITTEE

4.1 Resolution No. 90-1234, Approving the FY 1991 Unified

Work Program (UWP) (Action Requested: Motion to Adopt
the Resolution)

4.2 Resolution No. 90-1235, Certifying that the Portland “
Metropolitan Area is in Compliance with Federal
Transportation Requirements (Action Requested: Motion
to Adopt the Resolution)

REFERRED FROM THE SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE
4.3 Resolution No. 90-1244, For the Purpose of Approving a
Contract with Grimm’s Fuel Company and McFarlane’s

Bark, Inc. for a Yard Debris Compost Coupon Campaign
(Action Requested: Motion to Adopt the Resolution)

(continued)

*# All times listed on this agenda are approximate. Items may not be
considered in the exact order listed.
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4. CONSENT AGENDA
REFERRED FROM THE ZOO COMMITTEE

4.4 Resolution No. 90-1249, Approving the Request for
Proposals Documents for Construction of the Research
and Propagation Center and Owl Mews at the Metro
Washington Park Zoo (Action Requested: Motion to
Adopt the Resolution)

5:45 5. ORDINANCES, FIRST READINGS
(5 min.)
5.1 Ordinance No. 90-347, For the Purpose of Amending Metro
Code Chapter 2.08, Office of General Counsel (Referred
to Intergovernmental Relations Committee)

5250 5.2 Ordinance No. 90-345, An Ordinance Adopting Cooper
(30 min.) a Final Order and Amending the Metro

Urban Growth Boundary for Contestead

Case No. 89-1: Gravett (Action

Requested: Conduct Public Hearing; the

Council will vote on the issue at the

Second Reading tentatively scheduled

for May 10, 1990)

6. ORDINANCES, SECOND READINGS
REFERRED FROM THE FINANCE AND ZOO COMMITTEES

6:20 6.1 Ordinance Ne. 90-343, Amending Ordinance Gardner/
(5 min.) No. 89-294A Revising the FY 1989-90 Budget Van Bergen
and Appropriations Schedule for
Increased Zoo Operations (PUBLIC
HEARING) (Action Requested: Motion to
Adopt the Ordinance)

(continued)

* All times listed on this agenda are approximate. Items may not be
considered in the exact order listed.
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6:25
(10 min.)

6:35
(15 min.)

6:50

(20 min.)

7:10
(5 min.)

25D
(5 min.)

RESOLUTIONS

REFERRED FROM THE SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE

7.1 Resolution No. 90-1246, For the Purpose Hansen

of Adopting the Annual Waste Reduction
Program for Local Government and the
"Metro Challenge" (Action Requested:
Motion to Adopt the Ordinance)

Resolution No. 90-1248, For the Purpose Hansen
of Adopting a Policy to Require Weighing

of All Vehicles at Metro Transfer

Facilities (Action Requested: Motion

to Adopt the Resolution)

Resolution No. 90-1251, For the Purpose Hansen
of Supporting and Approving a Grant Award

for KINK Radio/SOLV (Stop Oregon Litter

and Vandalism) Clean-Up Day (Action

Requested: Motion to Adopt the

Resolution)

BEFORE THE CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD OF THE METROPOLITAN
SERVICE DISTRICT

7.4

Resolution No. 90-1231, For the Purpose of Knowles
Amending Contract with Zimmer Gunsul Frasca
Partnership for Additional Services for Oregon
convention Center Project (Action Requested:

Motion for the Contract Review Board to Adopt the
Resolution)

Resolution No. 90-1239, For the Purpose of Knowles
Amending Contract No. 900590 with KPMG

Peat Marwick for Audit Services

Required in the Metro ERC Consolidation

Agreement (Action Requested: Motion

for the Contract Review Board to Adopt

the Resolution)

COUNCILOR COMMUNICATIONS & COMMITTEE REPORTS

ADJOURN



Agenda Item No. 4.1
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INTERGOVERNMENTAI, RELATIONS
- COMMITTEE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1234, APPROVING THE FY91 UNIFIED WORK
PROGRAM (UWP) - -

Date: April 17, 1990 Presented by: Councilor Ragsdale

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: At the April 10, 1990, Intergovernmental
'Relations Committee meeting, all members were present and voted
unanimously to recommend Council adopt Resolution No. 90-1234.

- COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/ISSUES: Transportation Department Director Andy
Cotugno presented the resolution which approves the annual Unified
Work Program (UWP) containing the transportation planning programs to
be carried out in the Portland-Vancouver metropolitan region during
the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1990. Each year the Metro Council
is called upon to approve the UWP which reflects the Metro Transport-
ation Department proposed budget for the upcoming fiscal year.

The Committee did not raise any issues or questions about the FY91
UWP, but Councilor Gardner noted he is still very interested in
Metro’s Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) being updated to reflect
transit-intensive alternatives. With the Vehicle Registration Fee
measure and resulting funding uncertain for FY90-91, Councilor Gardner
said he will not press for RTP revisions next year, but he will look
for changes to occur in FY91-92.

jpmfbur
b:\901234.cr



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING THE ) RESOLUTION NO. 90-1234

FY 1991 UNIFIED WORK PROGRAM ) _ :
(UWP) : ) Introduced by Mike Ragsdale,

Chair, Joint Policy Advisory
Committee on Transportation
WHEREAS The Unlfied Work Program describes all fed-
» erally—funded transportation planning activities for the Portland-
Vancouver metropolitan area to be conducted in FY 1991; and
wHEREAS, The FY 1991 Unified Work Program indicates
federal funding sources for transportation planning activities
carried out by the Metropolitanlservice District, Intergovernmental
Resource Center of Clark County, the Oregon Department of Transpor{
‘tation, Tri-Met and the local jurlsdictions, and
- WHEREAS, Approval of the FY 1991 Unifled Work Program is
required to receive federal transportation planning funds; and
| _WHEREAS, The FY 1991 Unified wOrk Program is consistent
with the proposed Metropolitan Service District budget submitted to
the Tax Supervisory and Conservation Commission; now, therefore,
BE IT RESOLVED, |
| That the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
hereby declares:
| 1. That the FY 1991 Unified Work Program is approved.
2. That the FY 1991 Unified Work Program is consistent
with the continuing, cooperative and comprehensive planning process

and is given positive Intergovernmental Project Review action.



3. That the Metropolitan Service District Executive
Officer is authorized to apply for, accept and execute grants and

agreements specified in the Unified Work Program.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service Dis-
. | . . .

trict this- iday of -, 1990. .

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

KT:1lmk:mk
90-1234.RES
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CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 90-1234 FOR THE PURPOSE
OF APPROVING THE FY 1991 UNIFIED WORK PROGRAM (UWP) AND
RESOLUTION NO. 90-1235 CERTIFYING THAT THE PORTLAND
METROPOLITAN AREA IS IN COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING REQUIREMENTS

Date: March 23, 1990 Presented by: Andrew Cotugno

PROPOSED ACTION

This resolution would: 1) approve the Unified Work Program (UWP)
containing the transportation planning work program for FY 1991; 2)
authorize the submittal of grant applications to the appropriate
funding agencies; and 3) certify that the Portland metropolitan
area is in compliance with federal transportation planning re-
quirements.

" TPAC and JPACT have reviewed the FY 91 Unified Work Program and
recommend approval of Resolution No. 90-1234.

ROUND AND_ANALY

The FY 1991 UWP describes the transportation planning activities to
- be carried out in the Portland-Vancouver metropolitan region during
the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1990. Included in the document
are federally-funded studies to be conducted by Metro, Intergovern-
mental Resource Center of Clark County (IRC), Tri-Met, the Oregon
Department of Transportation (ODOT),. the City of Portland, and
local jurisdictions. Adoption of this resolution begins the fifth
year of the overall direction established in the five-year Pro-
spectus, adopted in May 1986, and the specific work program for FY
291.  This work program makes a major commitment to the Westside .
Corridor project and Hillsboro DEIS and the I-205/Milwaukie Alter-
" natives Analysis and High Capacity Transit studies. Also of major
priority is the joint Bi-State Study which reflects federal and
local funding sources and the Southeast Corridor Study.

Federal transportation agencies (UMTA/FHWA) require a self-
certification that our planning process is in compliance with
certain federal requirements as a prerequisite to receiving federal
funds.  The self-certification documents that we have met those
requirements and is considered yearly at the time of UWP approval.

The UWP matches the projects and studies reflected in the proposed
- Metro budget to be submitted to the Tax Supervisory and Conserva-
tion Comm1551on



'Approval will mean that grants can be submitted and contracts
executed so work can commence on July 1, 1990 in accordance with
established Metro priorities. '

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution No. 90-
"1234., : :



Agenda Item No. 4.2
Meeting Date:_February 22, 1990

Resolution No. 90-1235



INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS
' COMMITTEE REPORT o

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1235, CERTIFYING THAT THE PORTLAND ‘
METROPOLITAN AREA IS IN COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION
PLANNING REQUIREMENTS

~ Date: April 17, 1990 : Presented by: Councilor Ragsdale

COMMITTEE RECOEMENDATION: At the April 10, 1990, Intergovernmental
Relations Committee meeting, all members were present and voted
unanimously to recommend Council adopt Resolution No. 90-1235.

co EE DISCUSSION/ISSUES: Resolution No. 90-1235 meets the federal
transportation agencies -- Urban Mass Transit Administration (UMTA)
"and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) -- requirements for regional
self-certification that the Portland metropolitan area (Oregon por-
tion) planning process is in compliance with certain federal require-
ments. Meeting these standards is a prerequisite to receiving federal
funds. i

Metro Transportation Department Director Andy Cotugno noted the self-
certification includes reaffirming Metro as the designated Metropol-

- itan Planning Organization (MPO) for "the urbanized areas of Clacka-

mas, Multnomah and Washington Counties, Oregon." Each year the self-
certification documents are considered at the same time as the UWP.

The Committee did not raise any issues or questions regarding the

resolution.

jpmfour
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JOINT RESOLUTION OF THE
COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
AND OREGON STATE HIGHWAY ENGINEER

FOR THE PURPOSE OF CERTIFYING THAT "RESOLUTION NO. 90-1235
THE PORTLAND METROPOLITAN AREA IS
IN COMPLIANCE WITH FEDERAL TRANS-

PORTATION PLANNING REQUIREMENTS

Introduced by Mike Ragsdale,
Chair, Joint Policy Advisory
‘Committee on Transportation

WHEREAS, Substantial federal funding from the Urban Mass
Transportation Administration and Federal ﬁighway Administration is
‘available to the Portland metropolitan area; and

WHEREAS, Urban Mass Transportation Administration and
Federal Highway Administration require that the planning process
for the use of these funds comply with certain_requireménts as a
prerequisite for receipt of such funds; and ‘ |

WHEREAS, Satisfaction of the various requirements is -
documented in Att;chment‘A; now, therefore, |

EE IT RESOLVED,

| That the transportation plannihg process for the Portland
metropolitan area (Ofegon portion) is in compiiance with federal
requirements'as defined in Title 23 Code of Federal Regulations,
Part 450, and Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 613.
'ADOPTED by the Council of the Metroéolitan Service Dis-

trict this day of , 1990.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer
APPROVED by the Oregon Department of Transportation State

Highwavangineer this day of ., 1990.

State Highway Engineer

90-1235.RES.
lmk -



ATTACHMENT A

Metropolitan Service District
Self-Certification

Metropolitan Planning Oraganization Designation
The Metropolitan Service District (Metro) is the MPO desig-

nated by the Governor for the urbanized areas of Clackamas.
Multnomah and Washington Counties, Oregon.

Metro is a regional government with 12 directly elected
Councilors and an elected Executive Officer. Local elected
officials are directly involved in the transportation :
planning/decision process through the Joint Policy Advisory
Committee on Transportation ' (JPACT) (see attached member-
ship). JPACT provides the "forum for cooperative decision-
making by principal elected officials of general purpose
-local governments" as required by USDOT.

. B :

Though cooperative working agreements between jurisdictions
are no longer required, several are still in effect:

a. A basic memorandum of agreement between Metro and the
Intergovernmental Resource Center (Clark County) which
delineates areas of responsibility and necessary
coordination and defines the terms of allocating
Section 8 funds.

b. An agreement between Tri-Met, Public Transit Division

: of the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) and
Metro setting policies regarding special needs trans-
portation. .

c. An intergovernmental agreement between Metro,ATri-Met
and ODOT which describes the roles and responsibllltles
of each agency in the 3C planning process.

d. Yearly agreements are executed between Metro and ODOT
: defining .the terms and use of Federal Highway Admini-
stration (FHWA) planning funds and Metro and Tri-Met:
for use of Urban Mass Transportation Administration
(UMTA) funds.

e. Bi-State Resolution -- Metro and Intergovernmental
Resource Center jointly adopted a resolution establish- -
ing a Bi-State Policy Advisory Committee.



£. Bi-State Transportation Planning -- Metro and IRC have
jointly adopted a work program description which is
reflected in this UWP and a decision-making process for
- "high capacity transit corridor planning and priority -
setting. -

Geoaraphic Scope

Transportation planning in the Metro region includes the
entire area within the Federal-Aid Urban boundary. . '

Transportation Plan

The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was adopted on July
1, 1982. The document had one housekeeping update in 1984
and a major update in 1989. A rigorous review process was -
followed which allowed for extensive citizen and technical
comment. The short-range Transit Development Plan (TDP),
the detailed transit operations plan for the region, was.
completely revised and adopted by the Tri-Met board in
January 1988

. Transportation Improvement Program

The FY 1990 Transportation Improvement Program (TIP),.
adopted in September 1989, is amended continuously through- .
out the year. Future amendments will include authorization
of FY 1990 Interstate Transfer funds and Federal-Aid Urban
funds; updates of the Section 3 Letter-of-Intent Program,
the Section 9 Capital Program and incorporation of the state
Six-Year Highway Improvement program.

Ieeues_qf_ln_t_e_:smLs_igm_ﬁ_mns_e |

Considerable interest was generated in the bi-state study
proposed by the Washington State Legislature. The adopted
JPACT position paper established the terms of those issues.
A comprehensive study is underway as reflected ‘in this work
program.

Public Involvement

Metro maintains a continuous public involvement process
through citizen members on technical advisory committees,
newsletters and press releases. Major transportation
projects have citizen involvement focused specifically on
the special needs of the project. -

Several proposed projects have, in the past year, generated
considerable public interest.



10.

11,

The possibility of a third brldbe'prompted a major new bi-

state transportation study involving jurisdictions from both
sides of the Columbia.

The Western Bypass project, by its nature of being partially
outside the urban growth boundary, was .subject of a land use
law suit.

The.  Southeast Corridor Study invblved not only its own

- citizens committee but neighborhood associations, business
groups and community groups. Final recommendations were

approved by the concerned interest groups as well as the
involved jurisdictions.

Alr Ouality

Oregon's State Implementation Plans for ozone and carbon
monoxide were both adopted by Metro and the Environmental
Quality Commission (EQC) and approved by the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) in 1982. The region is close to
attainment of both standards. The Department of Environmen-
tal Quality (DEQ) is currently discussing the attainment
status of the ozone and carbon monoxide standards with EPA.

The SIPs do not contain new control measures on transporta-
tion modes in order to reach attainment; rather, they rely
on existing commitments, programs and federal emission
controls. Current transportation efforts are focusing on
increasing the transit mode split throughout the region and

particularly to downtown Portland.

givil Rign;s

Metro's Title VI submittal is certified until September
1992. The,ODOT/PHWA on-site review in March 1988 found the
agency to be in compliance. DBE, EEO and citizen participa-
tion all have programs in place which have been UMTA-certi-
fied. -

mwmgmgm
A Special Needs TranSportation Service Plan was adopted by

the Tri-Met board in January 1988. Appropriate parts of the
new Special Needs Plan were adopted as a portion of the RTP.

Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Program (DBE)
A revised DBE program was adopted by the Metro Council in
September 1989. Overall agency goals were set for DBEs and

WBEs as well as contract goals by type. The annual goal for
all Department of Transportation-assisted DBEs is 12 percent



12.

combined DBE/WBE. : The DBE program is very specific‘about
the request for proposals, bidding and contract process.

i Priv nsi r r

Tri-Met and C-TRAN are the majer providers of transit '
service in the region. Other public and private services

~are coordinated by these operators.

ACC:mk -
CERT0322
03-22-89

C-TRAN contractS'directly for commuter service with Raz
Transportation Company. This contract supplements Tri-Met
and C-TRAN service between Portland and Vancouver.

Tri-Met also contracts for elderly and handicapped service
with private entities such as Broadway Transportation, Buck
Medical Services and Special Mobility Services, Inc. Tri-
Met also coordinates with those agencies using federal
programs (UMTA's 16(b) (2)) to acquire vehicles. Service
providers in this category include Volunteer Transportation,
Inc., Clackamas County Loaves and Fishes, the Jewish Com-
munity Center, Special Mobility Services, Inc. and others.
Special airport transit services are also provided in the
region (Raz Transportation and Beaverton Airporter Serv-
ices). 1Involvement with these services is limited to
special issues. ' S

Two areas, Molalla and Wilsonville, were allowed to withdraw
from the Tri-Met District on January 1, 1989. A condition
of withdrawal was that they provide service at least equal
to the service previously provided by Tri-Met. Buck Medical
Services is providing that alternative service at approxi-
mately two-thirds the cost of Tri-Met service. In addition,
Buck supplies fixed-route service between Clackamas Town
Center and the Milwaukie Transit Center.

Solicitations for citizen representatives to TPAC were sent
to private transit operators in the Portland region of which
three applied. One was selected (from Broadway Cab) and
appointed to a two-year term by the Metro Council.

.REG
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Metro Council . . . . . . . . Councilor Mike Ragsdale
o Councilor George Van Bergen
Councilor David Knowles
Councilor Jim Gardner (alternate)

Multnomah County . . . . . . Commissioner Pauline Anderson
Commissioner Gretchen Kafoury (alternate)

Cities in Multnomah County . Councilor Marge Schmunk (Troutdale)
‘ ‘ ‘Mayor Gussie McRobert (Gresham) (alt.)

Washington County . . . . . . Commission Chairman Bonnie Hays
: Commissioner Roy Rogers (alternate)

Cities in Washingtoh,County . Mayor Clifford Clark (Forest Grove)
Mayor Larry Cole (Beaverton) (alternate)

Clackamas County . . . . . . Commissioner Ed Lindquist

Cities in Clackamas County . Mayor H. wade Byers, Jr. (Gladstone)
Councilman Craig Lomnicki (Milwaukie) (alt.)

City of Vancouver . . . . . . Councilman Scott Collier
: Les White, C-TRAN (alternate)

Clark County . .'.'. e e e . Commissioner David Sturdevant
_ Les White, C-TRAN (alternate)

City of Portland . . . . . . Commissioner Earl_Blumenauef
: : : Commissioner Mike Lindberg (alternate)

Oregon Department of _ ~ '
Transportation . . . . . . Robert N. Bothman, Director
: o Don Adams, Region I Engineer (alternate)

Washington State Department
of Transportation . . . . . Gary Demich, District Administrator
: Keith Ahola, Broject Development Engineer

. Port of Poftland e« « « « o« « RoObert L. Woodell, Executive Director
‘ Carter MacNichol, Director (alternate)
- Real Estate Management and Development

Tri-Met . . . « «. « « « « « . dJames E. Cowen, General Manager
: " Bob Post, Asst. General Manager (alternate)

Department of Environmental , _
Quality . . . . «. « « « « . Fred Hansen, Director
. Nick Nikkila, Administrator
Air Quality Division

imk
JPAC0725, LST
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TRANSPORTATION POLICY ALTERNATIVES COMMITTEE

Cigy of Portland
‘Multnomah County
"Cities of Multnomah County
‘Washington County

Cities of Washingtdn County

Clackamas_cbunty
Cities of Clackamas County
Tri-Met

C;ark County

'FOregon Departﬁent of

Transportation

Washington State Department
of Transportation

Federal Highway Administration

Port of Portland

Department of Environmental
Quality

 citizenry:

- Assoclate Members:

- City of Vancouver
C~-TRAN

mk: (mk
TPACD104. LS2
3-13-90-

Steve Dotterrer
Vic Rhodes‘(alternate)

Susie Lahsene
Larry Nicholas (alternate)

Richard Ross

Greg Wilder (alternate)

Frank Angelo
Brent Curtis (alternate)
Wink Brooks (alternate)

Gary Spanovich
Tom VanderZanden (alternate)

Paul Haines -

Jerry Baker (alternate)

 G.B. Arrington

Cynthia Weston (alternate)

Dean Lookingbill
Andrew Mortensen (alternate)

Ted‘Spence
Wayne Schulte (alternate)

Steve Jacobson
Keith Ahola (alternate)

Fred Patron

Bebe Rucker
Brian Campbell (alternate)

Howard Harris
John Godsey, Jr.

Jack Lindquist
Greg Oldham

Molly O' Reilly/Nancy Porizi (alt. )

Ray Polani
Raye Woolbright

Kim Chin
Doug Johnson (alternate)
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SOLID WASTE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1244, FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING A
CONTRACT WITH GRIMM’S FUEL COMPANY AND MCFARLANE'’S BARK,
INC.- FOR A YARD DEBRIS COMPOST COUPON CAMPAIGN

Date: April 18, 1990 Presented by: Councilor Hansen
Committee Recommendation:

The Solid Waste Committee voted 3 to 0 to recommend Council
adoption of Resolution No.' 90-1244. Voting: Councilors Hansen,
Buchanan and Wyers. Absent: Councilors Bauer and DeJardin. This
action was taken on April 17, 1990. _

committee Discussion/Issues

The Solid waste staff gave a report on the purpose of the Spring
Coupon Campaign which is to promote the awareness of and use of
yard debris compost by the General Public. :

Coupons worth $3.00 off the purchase price of yard debris compost
products will be distributed at a variety of public events. The
‘coupons are to be redeemable at Grimm’s Fuel and McFarlane’s
Bark. Metro will reimburse the vendors for one-half of the face
value of the coupons. :

The Committee asked staff how much was budgeted in FY 89-90 and
how much was proposed for FY 90-91. The current budget provides
$40,000; $6,000 is proposed for FY 90-91.

councilor Wyers asked Council staff if Metro has a written policy
regarding the sale of goods and services. Council staff stated
that there is no written policy but there is a precedent for
selling items such as maps, Metro Codes, food at the Zoo and
tarps at Metro South. Councilor Wyers asked that Council staff
review the matter and advise as to whether a written policy is
recommended. A

There were no further questions or issues.

901244.CR



. AND MCFARLANE'S BARK INC. FOR A

BEFORE THE COUNCIL
, OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING A- RESOLUTION NO. 90-1244

‘ )
CONTRACT WITH GRIMM'S FUEL COMPANY )
) Introduced by Rena Cusma

) .

‘YARD DEBRIS COMPOST COUPON CAMPAIGN Executlve Officer

- WHEREAS, The Council of the Metropolitan Service District
established the Materials Markets Assistance Prdgram of the Waste
Reduction Plan to stimulate market development for recycled solid
waste products such as yard debris compost; and

WHEREAS, The demand for yard debris compost must be expanded
substantiaily to meet the antiqipated increased supply of yard
debris to local procesSors brought about through implementation of
Metro'isegional Yard Debris Plan; and

WHEREAS, For the two Years preceding this Resolution the
Metropolitan' Service District has conducted coupon campaigns
' jointly with McFarlane's Bark Inc. and Grimm's Fuel Company to
increase public awareness of and puréhasé of yard debris compost;
and ' | . '

' WHEREAS, ‘The proposed 1990 Spring Coupon Campaign is a
- budgéted project which improvés on previous efforts by sharing the
redeeméd;coupon costs between Metro and Grimm's and McFarlane's.
The proposed projects involves Metro's distribution of $3.00
coupons via various media to potential users, and coupon redemption
by Grimm's and McFarlane's. The vendors are then reimbursed by
Metro for half the face value of the coupons; and

WHEREAS, Waste Reduction staff has reviewed potential vendors
and found no additional producers of salable yard debris compost;
and ‘ ' .
| WHEREAS, Metro Code Section 2.04.043 (a) provides that it is
permissible to obtain less than three competitive quotes if three
quotes are not available and a written record is made of the effort
to obtain the quotes, and such record has been made a part of the
file herein; and '

WHEREAS, Metro Code Sectlon 2.04.033 requlres Council approval
of all contracts which commit the District to the expenditure of



appropriations not otherwise provided for in the current fiscal
year budget at the time executed and the two agreements will commit
the expenditure of fiscal year 1990-91 appropriations; and

| WHEREAS, The resblution_was submitted to the Executive
Officer for consideration and was forwarded to the Coﬁncil,fof
approval; now therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

- That based on the 'findings attached as Exhibit "A" and
incorporated herein, pursuant to Metro Code Section 2.04.033 (a),
the Council hereby authorizes the Executive Officer to execute the
attached contracts (Exhibits "B" and "C") with Grimm's Fuel Company.
and McFarlane's Bark Inc. _

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
this ___ day of April, 1990. ' ‘

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

HS:jc
yd.res
April 9, 1990



STAFF REPORT , EXHIBIT "A"

F'CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 90-1244 FOR THE PURPOSE OF
APPROVING A CONTRACT WITH GRIMM'S FUEL COMPANY AND MCFARLANE'S
BARK, INC. FOR A YARD DEBRIS COMPOST COUPON CAMPAIGN

Date: April 26, 1990 Presented by: Debbie Gorham
- ' Pat Vernon

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Yard debris compost has a strong potential for recycling, but that
potential has been restricted by lack of market development. The
potential for tremendous increases in the supply of yard debris as
the result of the state's Opportunity to Recycle Yard Debris Rule
must be met by a corresponding increase in demand for the yard
debris compost product. A Spring Coupon Campaign is designed to
promote the awareness of and use of yard debris compost by the
general public. : ' :

Coupons worth $3.00 off the purchase price of yard debris compost
products will be distributed at a variety of public events
including the Street of Dreams and the Street of Affordable Homes.
The coupons are redeemable at Grimm's Fuel and McFarlane's Bark.
Metro will reimburse these two vendors for half of the face value
‘of the coupons. In this way, the coupon is jointly sponsored by
Metro and the vendors. (See Exhibits "B" and "C").

Waste Reduction staff have conducted yard debris compost coupon
campaigns for the two years preceding the proposed agreements.
They have reviewed potential vendors and found no additional
producers of salable yard debris compost. Bids were not solicited
from Grimm's and McFarlane's as the project is detailed in the
current budget. '

‘Metro Code Section 2.04.043 (a) requires ‘a minimum of three
competitive quotes. However, if three quotes are not available,
a lesser number will suffice, provided that ‘a written record is
‘made of the effort to obtain the quotes. Such record is made a
part of the file.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Resélution
No. 90-1244.

HS:jc
YDSTAFF.REP



EXHIBIT "B"

REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT

This agreement is entered into this day of '
1990 by Grimm's Fuel Company and the Metropolitan Service
District (METRO) of Portland, Oregon to promote yard debris
compost sales through a coupon add campaign.

The parties agree to the following:

1) METRO will publish a three (3) dollar coupon to be
.distributed at the Yard, Garden and Patio Show, the Street
of Affordable Homes, the Street of Dreams, and through the
METRO Recycling Information Center, good towards the '
purchase of yard debris compost product from Grimm's Fuel
Company . : v

2) The coupon will be valid the first day of each event and up
to thirty (30) to forty-five (45) days after each event.
_For tracking purposes, a different color coupon will be
distributed at each event. The Contract shall terminate
October 30, 1990. ‘ ’

3) METRO will reimburse Grimm's Fuel Company $1.50 for each
' $3.00 coupon which is presented to METRO with a sales
receipt including customer name, date of sale and volume
purchased (or a copy of the sales receipt) up to a maximum
payment of TEN THOUSAND DOLLARS ($10,000.00).

4) Grimm's Fuel Company will absorb at its own expense the
coupon discount for any coupons collected exceeding the
maximum payment provided in paragraph #3.

5) Grimm's Fuel Company will hold harmless and defend Metro
against any and all claims, all causes of action of
whatsoever nature that may arise out of the operation of
this agreement. . :

Metropolitan Service District Grimm's Fuel Company
By A ' By |

Date . Date

{:\vernon\tami\grim0306.cnt



EXHIBIT "C"

REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT

This agreement is entered into this day of '
1990 by McFarlane's Bark, Inc. and the Metropolitan Service
District (METRO) of Portland, Oregon to promote yard debris
compost sales through a coupon add campaign.

The parties agfee to the following:

1) METRO will publish a three (3) dollar coupon to be
distributed at the Yard, Garden and Patio Show, the Street
of Affordable Homes, the Street of Dreams, and through the
METRO Recycling Information Center, good towards the
purchase of yard debris compost product from McFarlane's

" Bark, Inc.

2) The coupon will be valid the first day of each event and up
"to thirty (30) to forty-five (45) days after each event.
For tracking purposes, a different color coupon will be
distributed at each event. The Contract shall terminate
" October 30, 1990. :

3) METRO will reimburse McFarlane's Bark, Inc. $1.50 for each
$3.00 coupon which is presented to METRO with a sales
receipt including customer name, date of sale and volume
purchased (or a copy of the sales receipt) up to a maximum
payment of TEN THOUSAND DOLLARS ($10,000.00).

4) McFarlane's Bark, Inc. will absorb at its own expense the
: coupon discount for any coupons collected exceeding the
maximum payment provided in paragraph #3.

5) McFarlane's Bark, Inc. will hold harmless and defend Metro
against any and all claims, all causes of action of
whatsoever nature that may arise out of the operation of
this agreement. :

Metropolitan Service District McFarlane's Bark, Inc.
By ' "~ By
Date Date

i :\vernon\(ami \mcfaDSOé.cni



Agenda Item No. 4.4
Meeting Date:_April 26, 1990

Resolution No. 90-1249




%00 COMMITTEE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1249, APPROVING THE REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS
DOCUMENTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF THE RESEARCH AND PROPAGATION
CENTER AND OWL MEWS AT THE METRO WASHINGTON PARK Z0OO

Date: April 20, 1990 ‘ Presented by: Councilor Gardner
COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: At the April 19, 1990, Zoo Committee

meeting, Councilors Knowles, McFarland, Ragsdale and myself voted
unanimously to recommend Council adopt Resolution No. 90-1249.
Councilor DeJardin was excused. _

COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/ISSUES: Zoo General Curator Dennis Pate and
Research Coordinator Dr. Jill Mellen presented the resolution which
approves the RFP for design and construction of a new Research and
Propagation Center and Owl Mews. The total projected cost for the
projects is $435,000 of which $375,000 is in the FY89-90 Zoo Capital
Budget and will be carried over to FY90-91 to complete the project.
The $375,000 will pay for the design and construction of the Propa-
gation Center and the design only of the Owl Mews. Constructing the
Owl Mews is projected at $60,000 which is included in the Zoo’s FY90-
91 fund-raising goal.

Dr. Mellen explained the purpose of the Propagation Center is to
provide a secluded area, off-site from Zoo visitors, to breed endan-
gered species. She said the center is a low cost alternative to
trying to offer the most conducive breeding settings on-site, in the
7zoo’s public viewing areas. The goal in pursuing the Research and
Propagation Center is to balance the Zoo’s visitors’ needs and viewing
preferences with the curators’ needs to study and perpetuate endan-
gered species. '

Responding to Committee questions, Mr. Pate noted no other construc-
tion plans or projects are identified in the Master Plan for the area
by the animal hospital where the Propagation Center and Owl Mews will
be built. The Committee discussed further the Zoo’s endangered
species research, but no additional issues or questions were raised
about the RFP. : ‘

jpmfour
b:\901249.cr -



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING ) RESOLUTION NO. 9041249.

A REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS DOCUMENT FOR )

DESIGN OF A RESEARCH AND PROPAGATION )
)

FACILITY AT METRO WASHINGTON PARK ZOO

Introduced by the
Executive Officer

WHEREAS, Section 2.04.033 (b) of the Metro Code requires
that the Council must approve'the proposal document for éertain
contracts; and _ ‘ . |

WHEREAS; Thé proposal document has been filed with the
Council Clerk; now therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

‘That the Council of the Metropolitan Servicé District
approves the Request for Proposals for the Research/Propagation"
Center and authorizes that it be released for reSponse_by vendors
or proposérs. |

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of | B , 1990.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

resprop.res
4/9/90
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‘Washington Park Zoo 5
: M March 1990

- To:Kay Rich

From: Jill Mellen } ‘ '

Re: RFP for Design and Construction of Research and Propagation Facility and Owl Mews

‘Attached is a revised version of the RFP for the Research and Propagation
Facility with additional information on the incorporation of the Owl Mews
into the plannmg process.

D1 Benedetto Architects
4440 S.W.Corbett
- 223-0555 .

_ An‘drew.,Architects (WBE)
728 SEE. 11th Street
239-4387

.Guthrie, Slusarenko, and Associates
320 S.W. Sixth Ave.

Portland, Oregon

225-0034

Research Equipment Company, Inc.
18017 56th St., N.E. :
Snohomish, Washington 98290
Ron Orta, Sales Representative
206-691-5609 or 409-779-1973

Selig/Lee/Rueda Architects (DBE)
213 S.W. Ash, Suite 201  (MBE)
Portland, OR 97204

224-0173

Otak Inc.

17355 S.W. Boones Ferry Road
Lake Oswego, OR

635 3618

‘Below is a list of the firms I would suggest we solicit bids from:

WalkerEngineering
3312 S.W. Water
224-6767

Romell Architects
1020 S.W. Taylor
227-5844

Columbia Design & Detailing

2250 E. Burnside (DBE)
Portland, OR 97214 (MBE)
232-2216 -

Luey Architects (DBE)
301 Tigard Plaza(MBE)
Tigard, OR 97223
684-3622

Yamada, Randall - Architects (DBE)
3291 S.W. Childs Rd. - (MBE).
Lake Oswego, OR 97034
638-2524

Dennis Pate, Stanley Held, Elayne Barclay, Anna Michel

(»\,; JAVL IV }\c‘W fi
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REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS FOR SCHEMATIC AND DESIGN CONCEPT DRAWINGS,
CONSTRUCTION DOCUMENTS, AND CONSTRUCTION SUPPORT FOR
TWO OFF-SITE FACILITIES:
A RESEARCH AND PROPAGATION FACILITY AND AN OWL MEW FACILITY

1. INTRODUCTION ,

) The Metropolitan Service District's Washingtlon Park Zoo is requesting
proposals for the programming, concept and schematic design, design
development, construction documentation and construction administration
for two off-exhibit facilities: a Research and Propagation Facility and an Owl
‘Mew Facility. Proposals are due on 3 May, 1990 (PST), at the Metro
Washington Park Zoo, 4001 S.W. Canyon Road. Detaxls concernmg the project
and proposal are comamed in this document.

11. BACKGROUND/HISTORY OF PROJECT

One of the primary goals listed in the Zoo's Master Plan is to
“contribute 1o the conservation of animals in the wild and in the Zoo by:
continuing to research and improve husbandry techniques, exhibit
environments, animal management concepts, and captive propagation.” Many.
times this goal is not best achieved in concert with exhibiting animals for the
general public. For example, some animals exhibit substantially less
reproductive behavior while on exhibit as opposed to off-exhibit. Others
‘appear to breed more readily when housed singly as opposed to pairs or in
groups. Still other species require management to mix and match until
. compatible pairing can be found, thus necessitating numerous specimens of
the same species.

An off-exhibit Research and Propagauon Facility would facxlxtate the
Metro Washington Park Zoo's realization of the above stated goal in a cost
effective manner. Since this facility will not be open to the public, the
ésthetic_s of the Facility is not a factor; instead, functionality and flexibility
will be stressed. ~

Further, as a strong commitment to local wildlife, the Zoo has made a
long-term commitment to caring for this area's injured and orphaned owls.
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Injured and orphaned owls are accepted by Metros Washington Park Zoo
from the greater Portland area. Those owls that can be rehabilitated are
returned the wild; non-rehabilitants are used in educauonai programs at this
and other Z00S.

I11. LOCATION OF THE PROPOSED SITE

| ‘The facilities are 10 be constructed on sites located either side of the
Zoo's Research Center/Hospital. Specifically, the Research and Propagation
Facility will be constructed on a site immediately east of the Zoo's Research
Center/Hospital. (See Attachment 1). The area is shaded yellow on the .
attached map. At its Jongest dimensions, the area is roughly 250 feet by 150
feet. The existing Ow! Mews are currently located on this proposed site.

The proposed site for the new Owl Mews is located immediately to the

west of the Quarantine Buildings (agam see Auachment 1, also shaded
yellow). This area is roughly 75 feet by 60 feet.

IV. GENERAL CONCEPT OF THE FACILITIES
A. Research and Propagation Facility

Three buildings are envisioned to house each of three groups of
animals: small cats (ranging in size from 5 pounds to SO pounds), small
..primates (ranging in size from 2 pounds to 30 pounds), and birds (up to and
including large parrots and macaws). All of these animals can readily utilize |
the vertical aspect of their enclosures, and so both indoor and outdoor -
animal areas should be constructed in such a way to maximize that usage.

Each building will have both indoor areas for the animals and attached
outdoor “runs” (covered) constructedbf hardware cloth or chain-link fencing.
One of the buildings (the first one constructed) should have a
kitchen/storage area incorporated into it. Attachment 2 represents a
conceptual drawing of the three prbposed buildings. ‘ ‘

"~ B. Owl Mew Facility-

This building will have a system of 15 inter-connected mews
(essentially stalls) to house wild owls for rehabilitation. Part of each mew
will be covered and part will be open to the elements via screening. A
‘'separate kilchen/storage/transition room area should also be included in the
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design. Attachment 2b represents a conceptual drawing’ of the Owl Mew
Facility.

V. SCOPE OF WORK
A. Proposed Schedule ‘ ,

The scope of work includes programming, concept and schematic
design, design development, and ‘construction documentation for the
Research and Propagation Facility (three buildings) and the Ow! Mews and
the construction administration of the first two buildings of the Research and
Propagation Facility. The budget for the entire project, including design,
- construction, permits, etc. is estimated to be $435.000.

Design process should determine the most cost effective manner 10
construct this facility in phases, (i.e., would it be more cost effective to lay
foundation, sewer, and utilities for the entire project, but complete
~ construction on only the first two buildings? |

Since the construction of the R&P Facility includes destruction of the
existing Ow! Mews, schedule of work should include the most cost effective
sequence in the development of each of these [acilities.

The design of the project should commence no later than 1 Junel990 .
and be completed by 1 November, 1990.

The project covers work iﬁcluding, but not limited to:

1. Survey of both planned sites (R&P and Mews)

2. Soil-investigation/testing of both planned sites (R&P and Mews)

3. Feasibility study of the most cost effective time schedule for
development and construction of both sites

4. Design of all three phases of the Research and
Propagation Facility(including utilities) and the Owl Mews to be

~ completed by 1 November 1990.

5. Acquisition of building permits (permits are to be secured by the
consultant team, but Metro Washmgton Park Zoo will pay the
cost of the permits) \

6. Construction administration of the R&P facility, Buildings 1 and 2.
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B. Scope of Work _ _
| The consultant selected for this project will be expected to work with
the Zoo staff to form a team which will collectively brainstorm, critique and
select the content and concepts 1o to used in the design of the two facilities.
The project manager will also identify the individuals through whom
communication will flow. It will be mandatory during the initial phases of
the project 1o
1. Establish an effective system of communication;

2. Specify critical checkpomts at which zoo staff can approve approaches
designs, illustrations, proposed equipment, and materials; and,

3. Complete design development and cost estimates at 30%, 60%, and 90%
completion of construction drav}ings.

The consultant must be well versed in the production methods and
maintenance concerns of -all the standard kinds of buildings and materials
currently used in the housing of domesticated animals and/or inexpensive,
agricultural buijldings. '

The consultant will be responsible for providing workmg drawmgs of .
the facilities. :

C. Descriptiori of Research and Propagai‘ion Facility

1. Indoor Areas (all three proposed buildings)

a. Within the indoor area of each building, indoor animal enclosures will be
constructed to provide indoor living areas for the animals. These shall be
constructed of hardware cloth or chain- hnk fencing with concrete floors;
each indoor animal enclosure will be no smaller than 10ft x 10ft. x 10ft. -

b. A keeper alley-way (minimum 7 ft) in the center of the building shall be

~ maintained between indoor animal areas. : '

c. A Keeper access door should lead from the mdoor area into each outdoor :
animal enclosure. ' ,

- d. All indoor animal enclosures must be interconnected by sliding or
guillotine doors to adjacent outdoor animal enclosures.

e. Indoor enclosures must be easy to clean (concrete { loors sufficient
dramage[4-mch drains], surrlcxent water pressure appropnate flooring
finishes).
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f. Indoor areas must be heated (to 70° F) and well ventilated.

g. Indoor areas must be well lighted with both florescent lighting and sky
lights.

h. Indoor areas must have an electrical outlet every 10 feet; outdoor outlets
every 20 ft. : ‘

i. Some animal doors (shdmg or guillotine) wul need to be operated remotely.’

j. All entry doors to indoor areas must have viewing windows. |

k. Must be able to clearly see all of each indoor animal area from keeper
space. . :

1. One of the buildings (the 1st constructed) should have attached z kitchen
area (see ATTACHMENT 2a). This kitchen area should include a sink. hot -
and cold water, wall shelves, phone, at least 10 sq {t of counter space, a
window, door exiting to the outside as well as another door entering the
indoor animal area. Kitchen area will be used to store food (refrigerated)
and records and to prepare food. Kltchen area should have at least 4-5
electrical outlets. - ‘

m. All concrete or ¢.m.u. construction must be sealed.

n. The size of each of the three indoor acnhty should be approxxmately 85ft x
30ft x 12f1. Because animals will have almost continual access outdoors, it
may not be cost efficient to insulate the indoor areas. This cost/benefit of

~ insulating the buildings should be evaluated. ‘

~0. All doors (for keepers and animals) will be secured with Best® locks or

padlocks. '

2. Outdoor Enclosures
a. Outdoor enclosures should be auached to and surround (on three sides)

~each indoor building. ‘
b. Outdoor enclosures should be mterconnected to adjacent outdoor

enclosures by guillotine or sliding doors (remotely operated).

c. Outdoor enclosures on one side of each building should be 20ft x 15t x
12ft; on the other side of each building, outdoor enclosures should be 10ft
X151t x 12t _

d. Outdoor enclosures should be constructed of hardware cloth or chain-link
fencing, including ceiling. - '
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e. With the exception of a 3-ft concrete “lip” extending from the building into
the outdoor area, the floor surface of the outdoor areas should be natural
substrate, i.e., grass. The outdoor area should be naturally well-drained,
but no actual sewer drains are need in the outdoor areas.

f. A 3-ft keeper alley, constructed of chain-link or hardware cloth fencing
should surround the outdoor area (see ATTACHMENT 2a). The alley-way -
should be totally enclosed by fencing.The bottom outside wall of fencing
should be recessed 12 inches into the substrate and then extendéd
horizontally away {rom the building (underground) for 6 inches 10 prevent
vermin from digging into the facility. '

8. A Keeper access door should lead from the keeper alley into each of the
outdoor areas. |

D. Descmpuon of Ow! Mew Facility :

This building should have a series of mews (stall-like rooms) ror owls
with dmdmg partitions to make space smaller or larger depending on the
species housed and individual needs. :

Part of each mew should have a solid slanted roof while part should
have a screened roof. Floors should be concrete for ease of cleaning and for
proper disinfection. Access will be via double doors to prevent escapes.
Pathways and areas near doors should be lighted for night keepers access.
~ Adequate electrical receptacles should be placed throughout the facility.

- Hose connections should be placed in appropriate areas for cleaning and
watering. Workroom should be large enough to contain freezer, ref rigerator,
double sink, counter space and storage area. A separate room for transitional
animals should be incorporated into this workroom. As much of the
surrounding vegetations as possible should be preserved for security
purposes and as a visual/sound barrier. - E

3. Grounds xmmedxately around the sxte ie, the area shaded in yellow on
Attachment 1 - Lo

a. Security for this area is an 1mportam issue. The site is secluded and some
of the animals to be housed here are desirable for the pet trade. As much
existing vegetation as possible should be left in place during the
construction phase. This vegetation will shield from view the animals and
enclosures to passers-by on the existing public road immediately above
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the proposed site. The vegetation will also serve as a visual barrier
between the proposed buildings and afford some protection from the sun,
wind and rain. |

D. Cost/Budget - The .total budget including architectural and engineering
fees, inspection costs, contingencies, Zoo management costs, permits, utilities,
site development costs, and construction costs for the design and the
construction of both facilities is $435,000.

‘Provide a preliminary construction cost estimate on the Proposal
Summary Sheet (Attachment 3). Your proposal should address the methods
you recommend to keep the project within budget.

The successful consultant will be required to enter a fixed price
contract agreement which will not be adjusted up or down‘in relation to'the
actual construction costs. However, the consultant may offer and price
additional services available at Metro's option. Provide your preliminary
lump sum fee on the Proposal Summary Sheet (Attachment 3).

VI. PROJECT ADMINISTRATION

| Metro's contact for this project is the Zoo Construction Coordinator,
~ Robert Porter. The Design Team for the Zoo also includes the Zoo's Research
- Coordinator and the Zoo's: General Curator. The Metro executive staff and
Council are involved in review and final approval of the Project.

VI1. PROPOSAL INSTRUCTIONS |
A. Site Visitation - Interested parties are invited to view the site on
20 April 1990 at 13:00 (PST). |

. B.Submission of Proposals -- Two (2) copies shall be furnished to Metro not
later than 3 May, 1990 and addressed to:

Robert Porter

Metro Washington Park Zoo
4001 S.W. Canyon Road
Portland, Oregon 97221



3/22/90 | S 8
C. Deadline -- Proposals will not be considered if received after
17:00 PDT on 3 May 1990. Postmarks are not accepted. .

D. RFP as Basis for Proposals

This RFP represents the most definitive statement Metro will make
concerning information upon which proposals are to be based. Any verbal
information which is not contained in this RFP will not be considered by
Metro in evaluating the proposals. All questions relating to the RFP, or the
project must be submitted in writing to Robert Porter. Any questioné which
in the opinion of Metro warrant a written reply or RFP amendment will be
furnished to all parties receiving a copy of this RFP. Metro will not respond
10 questions received after 27 April 1990.

E. Subconsultants Disadvantaged Busmess Program

A subconsultant is any person or firm proposed to work for the prime
consultant on thxsproyect. Metro does not wish any subconsultant selection
. lo be finalized prior to contract award. For any task or portion of a task to be
undertaken by a subconsultant, the prime consultant shall not sign up a
subconsultant on an exclusive basis. '

Metro has made a strong commitment to provide maximum -
opportunities to Disadvantaged and Women-Owned Businesses in
contracting. The successful proposer will be required 10 meet Metro's
Disadvantaged Business Program goals or clearly demonstrate that a good
~ faith effort has been made to meet the goals. The goals for this contract are:
Disadvantage Business Enterprises (DBEs) -- 7 percent, and Women-Owned
Business Enterprises (WBEs) -- 5 percent of the contract amount. DBEs and
- WBEs must be certified by the state of Oregon as DBEs/WBEs to be counted
-toward the Contract goals. The proposal documents submitted must contain a
fully completed Disadvantaged Business Program Compliance form contained
herein. Thereafter, within 24 hours of notice by Metro, individuals to be
. interviewed may be required to submit completed DBE and WBE ‘utilizations
forms which are also attached. Detailed procedures for completing the forms
and for demonstrating good faith efforts are contained in Ordinance NO. 88-
252 (Metro's Disadvantaged Business Program) contained in the Appendix.
Proposers' special attention is directed to Section 2.04.155 (Contract Award
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Criteria), and Section 2.04.160 (a)(2) (Determination of Good Faith Efforts).
Proposers should note the following requirement of the latter section:

Advertisement in trade association, general circulation, minority

- and trade-oriented, women-focus publications, if any and through
a minority-owned newspaper or minority-owned trade
publication 'concerning the subcontracting or material supply
opportunities on the project at least ten (10) days before bids or
proposals are due.

The following are mmomy -oriented newspapers published in the Portland
Metropolitan area:

The Skanner, 2337 N. William Avenue, Portland, OR 97221
(503)287-3562.

The Part/ana’ Observer, P.0> Box 3137, Portland OR 97208
(503)283-2486.

The American Contractor. P.O. Box 11233, Portiand, OR 97208
(503)285-9000.

The requirement to advertise is but one of the actions necessary 10
demonstrate good faith efforts under this program.

Farlure of the proposer lo comply with all of the requirements of the
Disadvantaged Business Program will resull in the bid being deemed
nonresponsive.

F. Metro Insurance Requirements
The consultant shall provide (from insurance companies acceptable to
" Metro) the insurance coverage designated heremafter and pay for all costs

" therefore.

Before commencing work under this contract the consultant shall
f urmsh Metro with certificates of insurance ev1denc1ng coverage as specif 1ed
'and where indicated naming Metro as an additional insured:
~a. Carrier(s) shail have an A or better insurance rating.
b. Commercial General Liability and Automobile Liability Insurance
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Consultants shall maintain Commercial General and Auto Liability
Insurance on an “occurrence” basis, covering all operations of consultant

(except for the coverage described in subparagraph (¢) below) includingA L

contractual liability, against claims for bodily injury or death including
personal injury and property damage with limits of not less than $1,000,000
combined single limit. Insurance coverag'e shall also be carried with limits of
not less than $1,000,000 combined single limit against bodily injury liability
and property damage liability arising out of the use by or on behalf of the
consultant, his/her agents and employees in pursuit of services provided for
in this agreement, of any owned, non-owned or hired automobile equipment. .
Such policy or policies shall name Metro, their directors, officers, agents, and
employees, as an additional insured but only as results liability incurred by
the' contractor in the performance of this contract. Such insurance shall
provide for thirty days prior written notice 1o the owner in the event of
cancellation. o

c. Errors and Omissions Insurance _

Consultant shall provide Metro with evidence of Professional Liability
Insurance in an amount not less than $1,000,000 per claim, subject to the
policy's annual aggregate of $1,000,000. Such insurance shall include limited
contractual liability coverage and shall provide for thirty days prior written
notice to the owner in the event of cancellation. Consultant shall maintain in
force such coverage for not less than five years following completion of the
project.

G. Workers' Compensation Coverage

Consultant will maintain in force Workers' Compensation coverage as
required by the State of Oregon. Consultant shall provide Metro a certificate
of insurance evidencing such coverage is in force. Consultant shall require
his/her sub-consultants to maintain such insurance also. '

VI11. PROPOSAL CONTENTS

- The proposal should contain not more than 10 pages of written
materials (excluding biographies and brochures, which may be included in
an appendix), describing the ability of the consultant 1o perform the work
requested. Contents of the proposal shall be as follows:



3/22/90 ” | o i1

A. Transmittal Letter -- Indxcale who will be project manager and that the
proposal will be vahd for ninety (90) days.

B. Approéch/Project Work Plan -- Describe how the work will be done within
the given time frame and budget Include a proposed work plan and
schedule. ’

C. Staffing/Project Manager Designation -- Identify specific personnel
assigned 10 major project tasks, their roles in relation to the work required,
percent of their time on the project, and special qualifications they may
bring to the project. '

Metro intends to award this contract to a single firm to provide the services
requxred Proposals must 1denufy a single person as project manger 10 work
with Metro Washington Park Zoo. The consultant must assure responsibility
for any subconsultant work and shall be responsible for the day-to-day
direction and internal management of the consultant effort.

D. Experience -- List projects conducted over the past five years similar to
the work required here. For each pro;ecl include the name of the contact
person, his/her title, role on the project, and 1elephone number. Idenufy
persons on the proposed study team who worked on each project, and their
respective roles. Include resumes of individuals proposed for this contract.

E. A completed Disadvantaged Business Program Compliance form.
F. A Proposal Summary Sheet, which is provided in Attachment 3.

IX. ORAL INTERVIEWS :

From the propoSals received, Metro will select qualified firms for oral
interviews. The oral interview with the selection committee shall include,
but is not limited to:

_ -further mutual development and understanding of 1he scope of work
and fixed fee negouauons _
-confirmation or modifi 1cauon of the schedule prevxously submitted;
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-an opporiunity for the [irm 10 give ils impressions, concepts,
, approaches, and concerns about the project: and,

-discussion of consultant-owner relationship

-identify sub-consultants for the project.

- X. GENERAL PROPOSAL/CONTRACT CONDITIONS

A. Limitations and Award -- This RFP does not commit Metro to the award of
a contract, nor to pay any costs incurred in the preparation and submission
of proposals in anticipation of a contract. Metro reserves the right to accept

or reject any or all proposals received as the result of this requeﬂt 0

negotiate with all.quahned sources, or 10 cancel all or part of this RFP.

B. Contract Type -- Metro intends to award a personal services contract with
the selected [irm for the project. A copy of the contract, which the successful
consultant will be require 10 execute, is attached (Attachment 4).

C. Billing Procedures -- The Architect will be’compensated for each phase of
the project according the lump sum fees established in‘the contract. The
Architect may invoice Metro monthly for the percentage of completion
mutually agreed upon by Architect and the Zoo Assistant Director. Each
invoice shall be supported by a general description of individuals performing
service or such other evidence of Architect's right to payment as Metro may
direct. The attached contract fully describes the billing procedures.

D. Validity Period and Authority -- The proposal shall be considered valid
for a period of at least ninety (90) days and shall contain a statement o that
effect. The proposal shall contain the name, title, address, and felephone
- number of an individual or -individuals with authority to bind any company
contacted during the period in which Metro is evaluating the proposal.

XI. EVALUATION OF PROPOSALS

“A. Proposals will be evaluated by the selection committee based upon the
im'ormation provided in the RFP and the oral interview. The Zoo Director will -
recommend a firm to the Executive Officer of Metro for award of a contract
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after considering the report of the selection committee. Final contract award
must be approved by the Metro Council.
Criteria used in the evaluation of proposals include:

-design fees ' :

-experience of project manager to be assigned

-experience in staying within budget and on schedule

-level of expertise, e.g., [amiliarity with agricultural/animal facilities

-demonstrated experience on similar projects

-present Wor.kloa‘d and ability to add this project

-ability to interact effectively with the Zoo design team

-ingenuity of approaches to project

-successful development of fixed fee negotiations.

B. Evaluation Criteria o
This section provides a description of the criteria which will be used to
evaluate proposals submitted to accomplish the work defined in the RFP.
1. Qualifications of principals (30) °
- 2. Previous Work (30)
References
“Experience (including [ amiliarity with agricultural/animal facilities)

3. Proposal (20)

Demon_strated ability\‘to complete the scope of work; approach to the project

4. Fee (20)
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- Attachment 1: Map of zoo grounds with proposed site highlighted
Attachment 2: Conceptual drawing of proposed buildings
Attachment 3: Proposal Summary Sheet

Attachment 4: Personal Services Contract

14
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Altachment 3: Proposal Summary Sheet

1. Consultant's preliminary construction estimate 3}

2. Consultant's time estimate to complete:

Design Concept Months Days___
Design Development Months Days
Construction Documents & Bid Process Months Days
Construction Months Davs
3. Consultant's Preliminary Lump Sum Fee %
Firm's Name
"Address _
- City : - State ZIP

Firm's Representative

N



. CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 90-1249 AUTHORIZING
. A REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS DOCUMENT FOR DESIGN
~ OF A RESEARCH AND PROPAGATION FACILITY AT
METRO WASHINGTON PARK Z0O

Date: April 9, 1990 _ Presented by: Dennis Pate
BACKGROUND AND FACTUAL ANALYSIS

One of the primary Zoo Master Plan goals is to "contribute to the
conservation of animals in the wild and in the Zoo by: continuing
to research and improve husbandry techniques, exhibit environments, .
animal management concepts, and captive propagation." There is
great awareness among zoo professionals that if some species of
animals are to survive, zoos must assume a leading role in their
preservation through cooperative breeding programs.. However,
public exhibition quarters are not necessarily conducive to
propagation of many species. '

A number of zoos have established off-exhibit breeding centers as
“an additional approach to breeding endangered species (e.g.
National Zoo’s Front Royal, Bronx Zoo’s St. Catherine Island).
These centers have been extremely successful in propagating many
of the species upon which they focused. Metro Washington Park Zoo
will focus upon the propagation of endangered animals on a much
smaller scale. Initially, we will focus on several species of
small carnivores and primates, choosing these species that are
~ecritically endangered in the wild. :

An off-exhibit Research and Propagation Facility would facilitate
realization of the above stated goal in a cost effective manner.
Since this facility would not be open to the public, the aesthetics
_are not a factor; functionality and flexibility will be stressed,
with cinder block and chain link fencing used extensively.

The location for this facility is the area immediately east of the
Zoo Research Center building, in close proximity to existing
utilities, within the perimeter fence and serviced by existing
roads. : -

Further, as a strong commitment to local wildlife, the Zoo has made
a long-term commitment to caring for this area’s injured and
orphaned owls. Injured and orphaned owls are accepted from the
greater Portland area. Rehabilitated owls are returned to the
- wild; non-rehabilitants are used in educational programs at this

~and other zoos. As part of the Research and Propagation Facility



complex, Metro Washington Park Zoo’s Owl Rehabilitation Program
will relocate to an area west of the existing quarantine
facilities. The Owl Rehabilitation Program is the Zoo’s only local
conservation effort and is a primary vehicle for connecting the
people of Portland to the "whole of life". :

Total project cost 'is estimated to be $375,000 with $125,000
budgeted for 1990-91. ‘ _

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION
The Executive Officer recommends approval of this contract.

JDM/ck
resprop.sr



Agenda Item No. 5.1
: Meetmg Date:_April 26, 1990

ORDINANCE NO. 90- 347
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BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 90-347

)
METRO CODE CHAPTER 2.08, OFFICE )
| )

OF GENERAL COUNSEL Introduced by

) Councilor Collier
THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

Section 1. The Council finds:

There is a need to clarify the Duties and Powers of the
Office of General Counsel regarding legal 6pini§ns interpreting
the provisions of Oregon Law reiating to the division of Powers,
Duties and Autﬁofity of the Metro Council and the Metro Executive
Officer.

Section 2. 'A new Section 2.08.080 "OPINIONS REGARDING
- DIVISION OF POWERS" is hereby added to Chapter 2.08 of the Metro
Code. | '

08 Opinions Regardi ivision of Powers:

(a) The General Counsel shall prepare written opinions
regarding interpretations of Oregon Law including but not limited
to ORS Chapter 268 as provided for herein.v Opinions pfepared in.
conformance with this section shall be binding on the District
except as superseded by éourts of law, legislative action, or
other superior tribunals or bodies.

(b) Requests for opinions regarding interpretations of
Oregon Law concerning the powers, duties, and authority of the
Metro Council or the Metro Executive Officer as they relate to
the division of powers, duties, and authoritiesvor}jointly held
powers, duties, and authorities shail be made only by the

Executive Officer,'the Presiding Officer, chairs of standing



Council Committees, Committees acting by résolution, or the
Council acting by resoihtion, |

'(c) Prior to commencing té prepare any requested opinion
subject to the provisions of this section, the Géneral Counsél
shall refér-the.request to both the_Executive Officer and the
.Council.. The issuance of an opinion shall reQuire the
concurrence of both the Council and the Executive Officer in the
question to be answered{ Council concurrence shall be by
resolution and may be considered given if én opinion request is
-originally approved by the Council and the Executive Office:
concurs in the request. Executive Offiqef concurrencé.shall be‘
in writing. | | |

(d) In the event the Council or the Executive Officer fail
 to concur in a request for an opinion'either the Council or the
Executive Officer may direct that the office of General Counsel
refer the question to outside legal counsel approved by the
General Counsel and the requeStoriofAthe,opinion’subjéct to the
provisions of Metro Code Chapter 2.04 and available budget
appropriations. In'the event any requestéd'opiniph is rendered
by outside counsel it shall not be binding on the District but
shall constitute legal advice ;b the requesﬁor of the opinion

only.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer
ATTEST: o '

Clerk of the Council

DBC/gl

1016



Agenda Item No. 5.2
Meeting Date:_April 26, 1990

ORDINANCE NO. 90-345




METRO Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

503'221-1646
Date:  April 18, 1990
To: ‘Metro Council and Interested Parties
From: '~ Gwen Ware-Barrett, Clerk of the Council

Regarding: ORDINANCE NO. 90-345, AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING A FINAL ORDER
*  AND AMENDING THE METRO URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY FOR CONTESTED
CASE NO.. 89-1: GRAVETT - : :

The above referenced ordinance and supporting documents (staff report,
ordinance, Exhibit A - Vicinity Map and Exhibit B - Report and
Recommendation of Hearings Officer) have been. distributed under separate
cover to Councilors, staff and other interested parties. Because of the
volume ‘of the document, only the staff report, ordinance and Report and
Recommendation of Hearings Officer have been included in this agenda
‘packet. Those wishing copies. of the other supporting materials should
contact the Clerk of the Council at 221-1646 ext. 206. :



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN'ORDIﬁANCE.ADOPTING A FINAL ORDER ORDINANCE..NO. 90-345: - :.
AND AMENDING THE METRO URBAN
GROWTH BOUNDARY FOR CONTESTED CASE

NO. 89-1:GRAVETT

e s’ mt® e’

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY
ORDAINS:

Section 1. The Council of theAMetropolitan Service District
‘hereby accepts and adopts as the Final Order in Contested Case No.
89-1 the Hearings Officer’s Report and Recomméndations in Exhibit

B of this Ordinance, which is incorporated by this reference.

Section 2.  The District‘Urban Growth Boundary, as adopted
by Ordinance No. 79-77, is hereby amended as shown in Exhibit A of
this Ordinance, which is incorporated by this reference.

: Section 3. Parties to Contested Case No. 89-1 may appeal
this Ordinance under Metro Code Section 205.05.050 and ORS Ch. 197.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
this _____ day of _ ., 1990.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

ES/es
4/13/90



- "~ A

-~ R
Say, [ o—d
w
Y z =
warser | ST 78T M wo0a Trolt
g|Village
BUANSIDE | ST N sranx g7
o
; g % KJ , - Sandy
prvision ~} ST 3 '
rowtil_| restamN
P amt . & v, )
Power
Buite g
| FOS8TI
&
LI (Gl . \
i .MUL - .2’*‘_. !
| e ' T TCATKEW, ) "
Happy 9 Y
vailey §
N L]
i
(T Ao . )
wawv 819 <

LIBER

Y BOUNDA‘?Y_ o

(I3
.

RESHAM CIT

MULTNOMAH

LA
DOCOOOOCOOOOOOCO)
LOOOOO0000000000]
DOOOOOO000OVO0000

CSUTRLOMAMAE ST

1

CLACKAMAS

OOOOOOOO0000)
OOCOO0O000

03Re 000 c0e0 b0

- 242ND

HO

COCHRAN

%

19TH ST,

1 o
: :\,j PROPOSED ADDI

/

FAS A639

"COUNT 2

COUNTY (ﬁT'

3 RUGG

$T. C Wt
1771y

IE]

-~
-~

-
HALE &

I ~
rRoriN Pt |14

|

252N0

AVE,
j

AVE.

25280 |

Exhibit A

Vicinity Map



. . 0 (XX o CCLK, U
L2y .‘.‘;?;".‘::‘.‘--‘.-’S‘a‘.‘.._. o.o'o'o oo o.o'o.o.'.-'-..'o ..D.... )

o,

(A" L)

PROPOSED ADDITION

URBAN

--'.’
I
G558
o
“,.
' L)
L] é:.
o~ |
¢ &9 '
L] o ‘.
.3‘ .

Site Map



EYHRIT R

BEFORE THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

Christopher P. Thomas
Suite 400, 2000 SW. First Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97201
(503) 227-1116

1 In the Matter of the Petition of ) :
2 PAUL D. and SHIRLEY P. GRAVETT for ) Contested Case No. 89-1
an Amendment to the Urban Growth )
3 Boundary ) REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION
) OF HEARINGS OFFICER

4

5 I. Nature of the Case

6 This is a Petition by Paul D. and Shirley P. Gravett

7 (Petitioners), owners, to add a rectangular piece of land

8 containing approximately 5.8 acres (the Site) to the area within

9 the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), using the locational adjustment
10 :procedure. There has been no opposition to the Petition.

11 The Site is located in Multnomah County, along Hogan Road,
12 immediately south of the Gresham City boundary. The present UGB
13 abuts three sides of the Site,'the north, south, and west sides.
14 Hogan Road abuts the east side of the Site. . Thus the Site is

15 surrounded entirely by urbanizable area and a road.

16 "Gresham City plans call for eventual annexation and urban
17 development»of.all of the land surrounding the Site on the Site's
18 . side of Hogan Road. _
19 A map showing the Site is attached hereto as Exhibit A. The
20 legal description of the Site is: | ‘

21 Tax Lots 25 and 41, Section 22, TiS, R3E, Multnomah

County, Oregon

22 .

23 The City of Gresham has recommended approval of the

24 Petition. Multnomah County has not taken a position on the
. Petition.

25 '

26 - : _

Pagg-l- REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF HEARINGS OFFICER
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II. Proceedings and Record

On January 31, 1990, following publicétion éna mailing qf a
notice to property owners‘who were identified by Peﬁitioner or
the Heérings Officer as living within 250 feet of the Site, the
Hearings Officer held a hearing,on'the Petition at Gresham City
Hall. The Petitioner's legal counsel testified in favor of the
Petition, with City of Gresham representatives providing
supplementél supportive testimony. There were no other
witnesses. Following the testimony, the Hearings Officer left
the fecord open for two weeks so that Petitioner could submit
additional information on school capacify. " On February 1, 1990,
Petitioner provided supplemental'informatioﬁ on this subject.

The following documents either are a part of Metro's public.

file in this matter or were introduced at the hearing or prior to

Closure of the record. Together with the hearing testimony, they

comprise the record in this matter.
Exhibit 1 - Petition for Locational Adjustment, 6/29/89
Exhibit 2 - Letter, Seltzer to Kleinman, 7/6/89
Exhibit 3 - Letter; Kleinman to_Seltzer; 7/21/89

Exhibit 4. - Mailing List of All Land Owners

Exhibit 5 - Petition for‘Locational Adjustment [Revised],
- ' 6/30/89
Exhibit 6 - Request for Comment from Service Provider,
Rural Fire Protection District 10, 7/11/89
Exhibit 7 -  Letter, Kloster to Seltzer, 7/24/89
Exhibit 8 =  Request for Comment from Service Provider,

Multnomah County, 7/20/89

-2- REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF. HEARINGS OFFICER

" Christopher P. Thomas
Suite 400, 2000 SW. First Avenue
Portland, Oregon 87201
(503) 227-1116



Exhibit 9 -  Letter, Stickel to Seltzer, 8/10/89

1 Exhibit 10- Topographic Map'

2 Exhibit 11~ Letter, Kleinman to Seltzer, 10/25/89 with
3 - attached City of Gresham documents

4 Exhibit 12- Metro Resolution No. 89-1126, 11/21/89, with

: attached commlttee report

5 Exhibit 13- Memorandum, Seltzer to Thomas, 12/11/89

6 Exhibit 14- Notice of Public Hearing'

7 Exhibit 15- Memorandum, Seltzer to Hearings Officer,

8 - 1/3/90 |

9 Exhibit 16- Notice Receipts.

10 Exhibit 17- Letter, Kloster to Kleinman, 1/26/90

1 Exhibit 18- _Letter, Kleinman to Thomas, 2/1/90

12 Exhibit 19- Map showing Gravett Site

13 .Exhibit 20- 4:maps showing Gravett Site

14 IIT. vThe Site and the Surrounding Area: Findings

15 ,The Site is’located just south of the Gresham City boundary
16 2nd on the west side of Hogan Road, at the intersection ef Hogan
17 Road and thevdity boundary,' It is 1.25 miles_ south of Powell

18 Boulevard."Presently,.the Gresham City boundary runs eastvand '
15 west from the northern edge of the Site. Farther to the west,-
20 the City boundary turns and runs south.

21 The UGB also runs along the northern edge of the Site,

29 continuing straight to the east across Hogan Road' following the
23 city boundary. At the western edge of the Site, however, the UGB
24 turns south and runs along the western edge of the Site. At the
25 southern edge of the Site, the UGB turns beck to_the east and

26

Page™ -3- REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF HEARINGS OFFICER

Christopher P. Thomas
Suite 400, 2000 SW. First Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97201
(503) 227-1116
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runs along the southern edge of the Site back to Hogan Road. At

Hogan Road, the UGB turns south again and runs approximately six .
hundred feet along Hogan Road. The UGB then turns west for:

several hundred feet and then runs southwesterly to the Gresham
City boundary. City plans call for all of the land west of the

UGB to be annexed into the City. As 111ustrated by Exhibit A,

this means that based on the present UGB, the Site eventually

will be a small, isolated non-urbanized block of land on the west
side of Hogan Road surrounded on three s1des by urbanized land
and on the other side by Hogan Road.

The land directly east of the Site, across Hogan ﬁoad, is
outside the UGB and is zoned for Exclusive Farm ﬁse. The EFU
area is about 40 acres. Immediately across from the Site in the
EFU area is a narrow partially wooded buffer‘followed by nursery E
buildings and,land_devoted to growing nursery stock, which
extends to the west ahd south. Farther to the west is a wooded'
area. |

| The land southeasterly of the Site, across Hogan Road, is
outside the UGB and is zoned ﬁulti-Use Agricultural 20 acre |
minimum. This area has some small buildings along Hogan Road but
primarily is wooded. MUA zoning permits farm, forest, and
limited 51ngle-family residential uses. _
' Further to the south across Hogan Road is more EFU land.

Immediately south of the Site are driveway "flagpoles" that

connect Hogan Road to large residential lots that are west .and

southwest of the Site. These "flagpoles" and residential lots

~4- REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF HEARINGS OFFICER‘

Christopher P. Thomas
Suite 400, 2000 SW. First Avenue
Portland, Oregon 87201
(503} 227-1116
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are inside the UGB but outside the present City boundary. The

City plans to annex them eventually. They are open meadow with

large residences and forest to the west. South of the

"flagpoles," the land is zoned Mua-20, with pasture; nursery, and
container storage uses. Even farther to the south is EFU land to

be developed as part of the Crystal Springs Country Club. The

- Crystal Springs development also will include a 150 dwelling unit

'development within the City boundaries. This project recently

received City approval.

Johnson Creek is approximately 3300 feet north of the Site.
Immediately north of the Site, inside the City bohndary, land is
used for berry growing. The entire area inside the City boundary
north 'west and southwest of the Site appears to be gradually
fllllng in with urban development. '

- The Slte con51sts of two tax 1ots._ Tax lot 41 consists of
one acre with a single family home. Tax lot 25 is undeveloped
and surrounds tax lot 41 on three sides.

Topographlcally the Site slopes downward from Hogan Road to_
the west. The grade prlmarlly is 15 to 35 percent, w1th a large
flat area along Hogan Road.  The lowest point of the slope is
Hogan Creek, which runs in a north-south direction just west of
the Site. Generally, the UGB in this area follows the creek,
except that the UGB . depatts from the‘creek to encompass the
"flagpoles" of the large re51dent1al lots to the south. The

entire Site is within the Hogan Creek dralnage area.

~5- REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF HEARINGS OFFICER

. Christopher P. Thomas
" Suite 400, 2000 SW. First Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97201
(503) 227-1116
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As stated above, the Site presently is éohed MUA-20; If the
Petition is approved, likely zoning‘will be Low Density:
Residential with a minimuﬁ lot size of 7,000 square feet. This
is the zoning that Gresham City plans call for in the area that
already is inside the ﬁGB, wheﬁ that land is annexed in the
future. With LDR-7 zoning, the flat area of the site could be
developed at full density. The bulk of the site, with a,iS t6-35.
percent grade,‘could be developed at half density; Altogether

there could be 10 to 15 single family units or 20 to 30 duplex

‘units. At these densities, the Site would be developable at what

the City considere to be full urban density. The zoning of the
land, of course, if this Petition is granted, would be determined
by the City of Gresham following annexation.

The Site is an agricultural exception area and thus is not

designated for longterm agricultural development.

IV. ILegal Framework
A description of the legal framework that governs locational
adjustments to the UGB is attached hereto as Exhiblt B.

- V. Applicable Standards: Findings and Conclusions

1. Public Facilities and Services. MC Section

3.01.040(a) (1

"Orderly and economic prov151on of public facilities and
services. A locational adjustment shall result in a net
improvement in the efficiency of public facilities and
services, including but not limited to, water, sewerage,
storm drainage, transportation, fire protection and schools
in the adjoining areas within the UGB and any area to be
added must be capable of being served in an orderly and
economlcal fashion."

Page-G- REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF HEARINGS OFFICER

Christopher P. Thomas
Suite 400, 2000 SW. First Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97201
(503) 227-1116
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Water Facilities and Services.

The Site presently has a private water well and no public
water service. The nearest water main is on Hogan Road 3300 feet
north of the Site, across Johnson Creek. As the Cryétal Springs
Country Club devélopment is built, a water line will be built to
the developmeht. This line will run about 2300 feet west of the

Site. Eventually, the City wants to construct a line down Hogan

‘Road so that,the;Crystal Springs line can be looped. The looping

will provide improved water source to the area inside the UGB
served by the'CrYStal Springs line. 1In addition to improving
water service to areas served by the Crystal Springs line, a

Hogan Road line will facilitate service to the other areas on

.Hogan Road that are inside the UGB. The City will require that

the Hogan Road line be installed prior to development of the area
ihsidé the UGB south of the Site and prior to dévelopment of the
Site if it is brought within the UGB.

If a line is installed within Hogan Road, the City Qill

require a 16 inch main, as part of the overall loop, even though

‘development of the Site itself would require only an 8 inch line.

The‘frontagerbn Hogan Road from the sife through the "flagpoles"
to the south is 1300 feet, of which the Site is 742 feet. If a
166 main is installed, the Site would-bear 55 percent of the cost
of_an.s inch line, which amounts to 35 percent of the cost of the
16 inch line. In addition, the City of Gresham believes that if
the Site were not within the UGB, it would alter the "loop"

configuration to circumvent the Site, adding. 500 to 600

=7- REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIbN OF HEARINGS OFFICER

Christopher P. Thomas
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additional feet of water line, at a cost of $42,500 to $51,000.
(The City believes it cannot construct a water line throﬁgh land
outside the UGB.) Thus inclusion of the Site within the UGB, by
transferring'some water line construction costs to the Site and
by providing a better configuration for the 1qoped line, would
reduce the cost of water facilities to adjacent UGB areas, thus
enhahcing their developability.

‘Conclusion. Inclusion of the Site within the UGB would

'improve the efficiency of public water facilities and services in

the adjoining areas within the UGB. In addition, the Site could
be served in an orderly and economical fashion.
Sewerage Facilities and Services.

: The Site presently uses a septic tank. The nearest sewer
trunk line is 3400 feet north of the Site near Hogan Road's |
crossing of Johnson Creek. The City has plans to extend the
sewer line southward‘past'the.west side of'thersite sbon, in
6rder to serve the Crystal Springs developmeht. This extension
will follow the Hogan Creek drainage and will serﬁe the Site if
the Site is brought inside the UGB. _

The basin servéd by thé_sewer line extension will be 463
acres. IF the 5.8bacre Site is brought inside the UGB, the City
anticipates the Site wil;-bear 1.25 percent of the project}cost;
This will reduce the cost of sewer facilities to adjacent UGB
areas, thus enhancing their developability.

Conclusion. Inclusion of the Site within the UGB would

improve the efficiency of public sewerage facilities and services

Pagd's' REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF HEARINGS OFFICER

Christopher P. Thomas
Suite 400, 2000 SW. First Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97201
(503) 227-1116



in the adjoining areas within the UGB. 1In addition, the Site

1 could belservgd in an orderly and economical fashion.
,2 Storm Drainage Facilities and Services
3 The Site is in the Johnson Creek drainage basin. The City
4 of Gresham would requi:e as a'conditioh to Site development that
- B there be either on-site or-regiOnal'storm water detention
6 facilities. Because of this requirement, inclusion of the Site
7 within the UGB will not be detrimental to the public storm sewer
8 system.
9 .Cbnclusion. Inclusion of the Site within the UGB would have
10 no netfimpacf'on the efficiency of public storm drainage
1 facilities and serviceé in the adjoining areas within the UGB.
.12 The Site itself would not require service from public storm
13 drainage facilities.
14 . Transportation Facilities and Services.
15 ‘Hogan Road is a County minor arterial. Over the long term,
16 the city.of Gresham hopes to improve Hogan kdad to collect
17 traffic growth thét is.anticipated_due to urbanization in.the
18 area‘west of Hogan Road. Regner Road, farther to the west of the
19 Site, is windy and steep, and Hogan}is'a preferable road for
20 handling traffic increases. |
21 If the Site is brought within the UGB and is developed, the
22 City will require ﬁalf-street improvements to Hogan Road abutting
23 the Site,’including a dedication of land sufficient for a 35 foot
24 half street. Since the west side of Hogan Road both north and
25 south of the Site is inside the UGB, this would permit a
26 |
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continuous improvement along Hogan Road to a distance 1300 feet

_south of the present City boundary. The Site could be'required

to contribute as much as 55 percent of the cost of the 1300 foot
improvement.

Conclusion. Inclusion of the Site within the UGB would
impro§e the efficiency of public trénspdrtation facilities and

services in the adjoining areas within the UGB. 1In addition, the

‘Site could be served in an orderly and economical fashion.

" Fire Protection and Police Facilltles and Serv1c

Inclusion of the Site within the UGB would have virtually no
effect on fire protection and police fécilities and services. If
anything, inclusion would slightly improve the efficiency of
thoée services by making the UGB more coherent to fire ahd police
personnel, but the improvement would be nominal.

Conclusion. Inclusion of the Site within the UGB would have
no net impact on the‘efficiency of fire protection and police
facilities and services in the adjoining areas within £he UGB.
The Site could be servea in an orderly and ecdndmical fashion.

School Facilities and Services.

If bréught withih.the UGB and developed, the Site would add

10 to 15 additional students to the Gresham Public Schools.

. According to the School District, it has sufficient capacity to

~absorb these students. Development of the Site would add

assessed vaiue to the District, but there was no evidence of the

amdunt of value that.would be added.

Page-lo- REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF HEARINGS OFFICER
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‘Conclusion. Inclusion of the Site within the UGB would have
no net impaot on the efficiency of public school facilities and
services in the adjoining areas within the UGB. The Site could’
be served in an orderly and economical fashion.

Summary of Conclusions

. All needed publicbfacilities and services could be provided -

to‘the Site in an orderly‘andleconomical fashion.

Inclusion of the Site within the UGB would result in

improvement in the efficiency of water, sewerage, and

transportation facilities and services in adjoining areas within
the UGB; and in no net impact on tne efficiency of the storm
drainage, fire protection, police, and school facilities and"
services'in adjoining areas within the UGB,‘ |

As a final conclusion regarding public facilities and

_serv1ces in adjoining areas w1thin the UGB, there would be an
]overall ‘net 1mprovement in the efficiency of those public

facilities and services if the Site were brought within the UGB.

2. Land Use Efficiency. MC Section 3.01.040(a)(2)

"Maximum efficiency of land uses. Considerations shall
include existing development densities .on the area included
within the amendment, and whether the amendment would

facilitate needed development on adjacent ex1st1ng urban
“-land."

The Site presently has a single,family dwelling plus one out

‘building. If the Petition is approved the Site probably will be

zoned LDR-7, although the zonlng determinatlon w111 be made by

f the»City of Gresham and not by Metro. After taking Site

- topography into consideration, LDR=-7 zonlng will permit

=1l- REPORT AND'RECOMMENDATION OF HEARINGS'OFFICER

Christopher P. Thomas
Suite 400, 2000 SW. First Avenue
Portland, Oregon 87201
(503) 227-1116



W 0 3 O O B W N

: I T o T S S o O S o B * S — S 7 R ©

26

development with 10 to 15 single family units or 20 to 30 duplex
units. The City of Gresham considers this to be full urban
density. . |

The Site's particiﬁation in bearing‘the cost of water,
sewerage, and transportation facilities to service the areé would
relieve.some of the financiél burden of deveiopment on adjacent
areas within the UGB, thﬁs increasing their developability to
some unquantified degree. |

Cohclusion. The propoéed émendment would bring into the UGB
land that can be developed efficiently. In adaition, the
proposed amendment‘would facilitate needed development on
adjacent existing urban land, thﬁs maximizing‘the efficient use

of adjacent land already within the UGB.

3. Consequences.' MC Section 3.01.040(a)(3).

"Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences.

Any impact on regional transit corridor development must be

positive and any limitations imposed by the presence of .

hazard or resource lands must be addressed."

The development of the Site would not have any impact on
regional transit corridor development.

Hogan Creek, to the west of the Site, is designated as a
natural resource. The City of Gresham would require-that any
development on the Site protect'Hbgan Creek.

The Site has no identified historic resources.

.Conclusion.. The proposed amendment would have nofimpact on

regional transit corridor development; has addressed in a

satisfactory way the preSence of resource lands; and would not

Pagé-lz- REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF HEARIXGS OFFIQER
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have any negative environmental, energy, economic, or social

consequences.

,1

2 4, Agricultural ILands. MC Section 3.01.040(a) (4)

8 "When a petition includes land with Class I-IV soils

4 designated in the applicable comprehensive plan for farm or
forest use consistent with the requirements of LCDC Goals -

5 No. 3 or 4, the petition shall not be approved unless it is
factually demonstrated that:

6 Mkdek k!

7 The Site formally has been designated as an agricultural

8 exception area irrevocably committed to non-farm use. It has not

9 been designated in the comprehen51ve plan for farm or forest use

10 consistent with LCDC Goal 3 or 4. Therefore, the prov151ons of

11 MC Section 3.01. 040(a)(4) are inapplicable.

12 5. Comgatlblllty with Agricultural Uses. MC Séction

13 301, 040(a) (5)
14 “Compatlblllty of proposed urban uses with nearby
15 agricultural activities. When a proposed adjustment would
allow an urban use in prox1mately to existing agricultural
16 activities, the justification in terms of factors (1)
: through (4) of this subsection must clearly outweigh the
17 adverse impact of any 1ncompat1b111ty "

18 The only nearby agricultural activities are berry growing in
19 the area already inside the UGB and the City bouhdary north of
20 the Site and nursery activities in the area across Hogan Road to
21 the west of the Site. The LDR-7 use that is likely for the Site
29 is frequently mixed in the Gresham area with commercial
23 egricultural activities such as nurseries and berry farms,'

04 Indeed, such low density urban residential uses as are likely on
25 “the Site are considered a good buffer to agricultural uses.

26 : v :
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- There is no evidence that urban development of the Site would

have aﬁy incompatibility with the existing agricultural-
activities.

Conclusion. There would be no incompatibiiity between the
like1§ urban development on the Site and existing agricultural
activities in proximity to the Site. |

v6. Superiority; Contiquous Land. MC Section 3.01.040(d) (2).

"(d) Petitions to add land to the UGB may be approved
under the following conditions:

"[Tlhe proposed UGB must be superior to the UGB as
presently located based on a consideration of the

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

Superiority.

As described above, if the Petition is approvéd, there will
be a net improvement in the efficiency of public facilities and
services in the adjoining areas within the UGB. Furthermore,
development of those UGB areas will become economically mbre

feasible, by some unquantified amount, due to sharing by the Site

‘in the costs of sewer, water, and transportation improvéments and

to reduction in the total cost of water improvements. ‘For these

reasons, the proposed UGB is supérior to the present UGB,
Conclusion. The proposed UGB is superior to fhe UGB as

presently located based on a consideration of the factors in MC

Section 3.01.040(a).

=14~ REPORT ANDFRECOMMENDATION OF HEARINGS OFFICER
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Contigquous Land.v

1 ~ The only contiguous land that is outside the UGB is fhe land
2 across Hogan Road. Immediately acrcés from the Site, the land is:
8 zoned EFU and would not qualify for inclusion within the UGB. To
4 the;southeast, iand'is zoned MUA-20, as is the Site. This land,
5 'howevér, is outside thé‘sewerage basin that the Hogan Creek
6 éewerage line woﬁld serve. It also is not surrounded on three
7, sides by:the QGB and does nof abut the City boundary. For these
8 réasoné, ﬁhe MUA-20 land across Hogan Road from the Site is not
9 similarly situated such that it could be appropriately included
10 vwithin'thé‘UGB as an addition.
11 Conclusion. The Petition does include all similarly
12 situéted cbntiguous land which could also be appropriately
13 .included“within the UGB as an addition basedlon the factors in
14 tne mc Section 3.01.040(a).
15 7. Degree of Superiority. MC Section 3.01.040(d) (3).
16 "Additions shall nbtvadd more than 50 acres of land to the
17 UGB and generally should.not add more than 10 acres of
vacant land to the UGB. ...[T]he larger the proposed
18 addition, the greater the differences shall be between the
suitability of the proposed UGB and suitability of the
19 existing UGB, based upon cogsideration of the factors in
subsection (a) of this section."
20 As statedvabove, the proposed UGB is superior to the UGB as
21 présently locatédibased on a consideration of the facto:s in MC
22 Section 3.01.040(a). 1In particular, the proposéd UGB will
23 improve the efficiency of public faéilities and services in the
,24 adjoining areas inside the UGB and will improve the
25 developability of those areas. For a proposed addition of 10
26 ' ’
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acres or less, such as the present proposed_édditién, this is the
only showing that is necessary to meet the requirement of Seétion_
3.01.040(&)(3). See Exhibit B attached hereto. |

Conclusion. The proposed amendment will sufficiehtly
improve the UGB to justify the addition of 5.8 acres to the area

inside the UGB.

VI. Conclusion

As concluded above, the Petition meets the requirements of
the Metro Code for an addition of land to the UGB thrbugh the
locational adjustment process. The Petitibn should be approved.

Dated: March /4 , 1990 Respectfully submitted,

L [ T o
cgzz;;opher P. Thomas
Hearings Officer
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STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING A FINAL ORDER AND AMENDING
THE METRO URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY FOR CONTESTED CASE 89-1: GRAVETT

Date: April 26, 1990 Presented By: Daniel B. Cooper
FACTUAT, BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Contested Case 89-1 is a petition from Paul and Shirley
Gravett for a locational adjustment of the Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB) in Multnomah County. The property proposed for inclusion
within the UGB includes a total of 5.8 acres in two tax lots
located immediately south of the Gresham City boundary along the
west side of Hogan Road. The present UGB abuts the north, south,
and west sides of the site, with Hogan Road forming the eastern
boundary. .The City of Gresham took a position. in.support of this
petition. _ '

- Metro Hearings Officer Chris Thomas held a hearing on this
matter on January 31, 1990, beginning at 6 pm in the Gresham City
Council chambers. Testimony was presented by the petitioner’s
attorney and by staff from the City of Gresham. No opposition was
expressed either in writing or during the hearing. The Hearings
Officer’s Report and Recommendation, attached as Exhibit B,
‘concludes that the proposal meets all applicable standards and
should be approved. No exceptions were submitted by parties to the

Since no exceptions to the Hearings Officer’s report were
received, the Council can decide whether it wants or needs to hear
from parties following presentation of the case by the Hearings.
Officer. 1In its deliberations, the Council may consider motions
to remand the findings to the Hearings Officer or to staff for
revisions. If no such motions are approved, the Council may allow
Ordinance No.. 90-345 to proceed to a second reading with the
findings and recommendation as proposed in the Hearings Officer’s
report. ‘ : ‘ v

'~ ES/es
4/13/90
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7Z00 COMMITTEE REPORT

ORDINANCE NO. 90-343, AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. 89-294A REVISING
THE FY1989-90 BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS SCHEDULE FOR INCREASED
Z00O OPERATIONS

Date: April 5, 1990 _ ' Presented by: . cOuncilorAGardner

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: At the April 5, 1990, Zoo Committee
meeting, Councilors McFarland, Ragsdale and myself voted unanimously
to recommend Council adopt Ordinance No. 90-343. Councilors DeJardin
and Knowles were excused.

COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/ISSUES: Assistant Zoo Director Kay Rich
presented the ordinance which transfers $204,214 from the Zoo

Operating Contingency to various operating categories. During the
last 3 fiscal years, the Zoo has come to the Council for mid-year
budget adjustments due to attendance increases. According to Dr.
Rich, this year’s adjustment results from better than anticipated
attendance plus unanticipated pay adjustments, additional animal
keeper costs due to some problems in the Elephant area, and increased
service activities to support communication with the public.

In response to Committee questions, Dr. Rich noted FY89-90 visitor
attendance is running about 10 percent ahead of the Zoo’s best past
attendance figures. ' Revenue generated from this year’s increased
attendance is projected to exceed targeted revenue by over $500,000.
The net increase in funds will be reflected in a higher fund balance
for the Zoo when it begins FY90-91. '

jpmfour
b:\ord343.cr



~ BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

‘AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. ) ORDINANCE NO. 90-343
89-~294A REVISING THE FY 1989-90 ) '
BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS SCHEDULE )

)

FOR INCREASED 200 OPERATIONS

Introduced by Rena'Cusma,
Executive Officer

WHEREAS, The Council of the Métropolitan Service Disﬁrict’has
réviewéd and considered the need to modify the FY 1989-90 Budget; and

ﬁﬁEREAS, The need for a modified budget plan has been juStified;
and | |

WHEREAs; Adequate'funds exist for other identified needs; now,
thereforé; | ‘ ,

THE COUNCILIOF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS;

That Ordinance No.'89-294A,4Exhibit B, FY 1989-90 Budget, and
Exhibit C,‘Schedule of Appropriations, are hereby amendgd as shown in
‘Exhibits A and B to this Ordinance for the-pu:poses of ihcreased_Zoo
Operations. |

"ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District this

day of | ., 1990.

Tanya . .Collier, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

ClerkAof the,Cohncil

kr:o0rd89-90:zoo0:ord
3/13/90



FISCAL YEAR 1989-90

EXHIBIT &
ORDINANCE NO. 90-343

- CURRENT
BUBGET

REVISION

100 OPERATING:Administration

s11i21

S11221

511235
511325
511335

511400
512000

521100
521110
521260
521290
521310
521320
524120
524190
524300
525640
526200
526310
526320
526420
526440
526500
526700
526800

528200
529500

529800

Personal Services
SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Director
Assistant Director
Sr. Management Analyst
Developaent Oificer :
WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Adainistrative Secretary
Progras Assistant 2
WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part txne)
Manageeent Intern
REPRESENTED 483-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (par
Cashroos Clerk

70,142
36,449
32,299

38,476

2.00 - 44,970
1.00 20,819.

REPRESENTED 483-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part tiae)

Cashroon Clerk
OVERTINE
FRINGE

Total Personal Services

Naterials § Services

office Supplies

Cosputer Supplies

Printing Supplies

Other Supplies :
Subscriptions & Publlcatlons
Dues

Legal Fees
“Hisc. Professional Services
Managesent Consultant Services
NIR- Equtpnent(CQntract/Agreeuent)
Ads & Legal Notices

Printing Services

Typesetting § Reprographics Services
Postage

Delivery Service

Travel

Teaporary Help Services
Training, Tuition, Conferences
Election Expense

- Meetings
Hiscellaneous

Total Materjals 3 Services

0.50 8,561
t tine)
1.50 29,517
0.75 14,759
1,177
89,519 -

9.73 406,688

16,000
500
4,090
700
1,664
7,280
4,000
2,500
10,000
15,478
9,382
11,120
200
19,280
500
10,252
400
4,278
55,000
4,500
1,000

178,124

PROPOSED
BUDGET

AMOUNT  FTE AMOUNT
976 71,118
1,813 1.00 58,282
1,422 33,721
38,476
1,801 2.00 48771
53 1.00 21,272
0.50 8,581
150 29,517
05 14,79
1177

1,816 91,335
8,301 9.75 414,989
146,000
1,000 1,500
2,310 6,400
4,800 5,500
1,664
7,280
1,000
9,500 12,000
10,000
15,478
9,382
: 11,120
§00 800
8,720 26,000
500
10,252
2,400 3,000
1,278
55,000
4,500
1,000

29,530

207,654



EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE 0. 90-343

. : CURRENT . PROPOSED
FISCAL YEAR 1989-90° . BUDGET . REVISION BUDGET
Cccowt s oescenion FE MO FIE MO FIE T
100 PRI Adminstration (cont'd)
Capital Outlay
571500 --;;;;a;;;;:é;fice Furniture & Equipaent : 3,731 3,737
Total Capital utlay - o am

T0TAL EXPENDITURES | 9.75 588,549 0.00 - 37,831 9.75 626,380



EXHIBIT 4
ORDINANCE NO. 90-343

REVISION

0.28

2,500
8,500
2,000
2,000

0.50

.70

0.30

1.00

7.00
22.00

0.30

1.00

30,400 40.20

(25,000)

(25,000}

PROPOSED
BUDGET

43,408°
54,783
40,087
40,087

12,087

23,519
31,204
21,769

11,424
5,846

25,442
188,225
563,449

12,721

25,729
4,117
405,672

1,549,589

b2
1,400
28,800
114,620
42,200
2,020
580
6,000
10,502
2,000
12,660
2,945
13,000
1,500
50,000

CURRENT
FISCAL YEAR 1989-90 BUDGET
ACCOUNT 1§ DESCRIPTION FIE ANOUNT
100 OPERATING:Animal Managesent
Personal Services
SI1121  SALARIES-REGULAR EHPLUYEES (full time)
Curator 40,908
Veterinarian 44,283
Research Coordinator 38,087
Assistant Curator 38,087
S11125  SALARIES-REGULAR EXPLOYEES (part time)
#ssist. Research Coordinator 0.50 - 12,087
S11221  WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
adainistrative Secretary 23,519
Veterinary/Research Assistant "31,204
: Records Specialist 21,769
511225 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (part tlne)
Anizal Hospital Attendant 0.70 11,42
511235, WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (Part Tiee)
. Staff assistant 0.50 5,844
911321 REPRESENTED 483-REGULAR EHPLUYEES (full tine)
Nutrition Technician o 1.00 25,442
Senior Animal Keeper 7.00 188,225
. Animal Keeper 22.00 563,449
511325 REPRESENTED 4B3-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (part time)
Aninal Keeper-PT 0.50 12,721
$11335 REPRESENTED 483-TEHPGRARY EMPLOYEES {part time) ’

: Texporary Keeper/Support 0.72 15,729
S11400 - OVERTINE ' 4,117
512000 FRINGE 400,272 -

Total Personal Services 39.92 1,519,169

Haterials & Services
521100 Dffice Supplies 624
521110 _Coaputer Supplies 1,400
521230 Vet & Hedical Supplies 28,600
521270 Anisal Food 114,420
521290 Other Supplies 42,200
521310 Subscriptions & Publications 2,020
521320 Dues 580
521590 Haintenance ¥ Repairs Supplies-Other 4,000
524210 "Data Processing Services 10,502
525640 M3R-Equipment{ Contract/Agreement ) 2,000
526500 Travel 12,660
524800 Training, Tuition, Conferences 2,945
526910 Unifore Supply & Cleaning 13,000
- 928100 License, Persits, Payments to Other Agencies 1,500
329700 Anizal Purchases 75,000
Total HMaterials & Services 313,651

288,651



EXHIBIT A

ORDINANCE NOG. 90-343

FISCAL YEAR 1989-90

R et D i it

CURRENT

100 OPERATING:Animal Manageaent (cont'd)

~Capital Outlay

Purchases-Equipsent 3 Vehicles
- Purchases-0ffice Furniture & Equipeent

571400
571500

Total Capital outlay

TOTAL EXPENDITURES

5,400 40.20

PROPOSED
BUDGET REVISION BUOGET
FIE AHOUNT  FIE AHOUNT  FIE AHOUNT
18,150 18,150
6,925 - 6,925
25,075 0 25,075
39.92 1,857,895 0.28 1,863,295



EXHIBIT A

-ORDINANCE NO. 90-343

L ' CURRENT . PROPOSED
FISCAL YEAR 1989-90 BUDGET REVISION BUDGET
. ACCOUNT 3 BESCRIPHON FIE AMOUNT  FTE AMOUNT  FIE AHOUNT
100 OPERATING:Visitor Services
Personal Services
Sty SALARTES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full tiee)
: Hanagers-(B36, Const, VS, Ed, PR) 1.00 4,244 . 1. 44,244
. Food Service Supervisor 1.00 39,463 (2,963) 1.00 36,500
Retail Supervisor ' 1.00 34,404 (4,604) 1.00 29,800
Safety/Security Supervisor 1.00 26,566 . 00 26,566 -
"Food Service Coordinator 3.75 81,993 0.2 4,907 4.00 86,900
Retail Coordinator 1.00 21,866 (11,688) 1.00 10,200
511221 WAGES-REGULAR EHMPLOYEES (full time) :
' Adeinistrative Secretary 24,515 (2,515) 22,000
‘Storekeeper 21,866 (466) 1.00 21,200
Security 2 17,984 {8,984) 1.00 9,000
511225  WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (part tue) S
' Security 1-reg 2.75 42,766 11,234 2.75 54,000
0ffice Assistant 0.50 10,571 0.50 10,571
Visitor Service Worker 3-reg 5.50 72,005 (53,735) 5.50 18,270
Visitor Service Worker 2-reg 0.35 4,073 (2,873) 0.35 1,200
Visitor Service Worker 1-reg 1.30 15,126 {4,626) 1.30 10,500
511235 WAGES-TENPORARY EMPLOYEES (part tiee) : . »
: Security 1-temp 1,35 20,981  0.15 - 1,019 1.50 22,000
-~ S11241 HAGES-SEASONAL EHPLOYEES '
Visitor Service Worker 3-temp 0.50 6,546 - 2,450 0.50 9,000
Visitor Service Worker 2-teap 4.00 42,929 ‘ 4.00 42,929
o Visitor Service Worker 1-teep 23.35 214,025 4.90 105,975 28.2% 320,000
S11321  _ REPRESENTED 483-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full tine) '
, Trpist/Receptionist-reg 1.00 16,933 1,458 1.00 18,391
511328 REPRESENTED 483-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (part tinme) .
C Typist/Receptionist Reg. (part tise) 2.25 .38,100 3,146 2.2 41,244
511335 REPRESENTED 4B3-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time)
Typist/Receptionist- tenp 1.50 22,395 4,104 1.50 26,499
, Stationeaster-teap 2.00 40,660 2.00 40,660
511400 ‘OVERTINE 14,706 4,240 18,946
512000 FRINGE 236,968 12,3 249,362
Total Personal Services 58.10. 1,111,685 5.30 58,299 63.40 1,169,984
Materials & Services
521100 office Supplies 600 2,200 2,800
521110 Computer Supplies - 1,095 5°* 1,100
521250 Tableware Supplies 91,460 91,640
521290 . Other Supplies 95,940 8,040 64,000
521310 - Subscriptions/Publications 250 i 250
521320 Dues 539 995
523100 Herchandise for Resale-Food 451,438 58,552 510,000
. 523200 terchandise for Resale-Retail 251,940 28,060 280,005



EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 90-343

CURRENT : PROPOSED

FISEAL'YEAR' 1989-90 . B‘UDGEI REWSIUN BUDGET
ACCOUNT § DESCRIPTION FTE A_HOUNT FTE AMOUNT  FTE AHOUNT
100 OPERATING:Visitor Services (cont'd)
524190 Misc. Professional Services 10,700 : 10,700
524300 Hanagement Consultant Services : 2,200 ' 2,200
925840 - H3R-Equipment(Contract /Agreenent ) 30,000 (2,000) - 28,000
325710 Equipsent Renta) : 800 - 3,200 : 3,800
526310 Printing Services _ 24,000 ‘ 4,000 28,000
526500 Travel _ ) : ' 3,900 300 4,200
526800 ~  Training, Tuition, Conferences : 3,283 , (483) ‘ 2,800
528910 Unifora Supply & Cleaning ' 7,200 800 8,000
528100 License, Peraits, Paysents to Other Agencies 12,000 : © 12,000
529500 Meetings , : , 200 , - 200
Total Haterials & Services | 947,581 102,68 - 1,050,265
Capital Outlay |
571400 Purchases-Equipment & Vehicles - - 10,000 " 10,000
971500 _Purchases-0ffice Furniture § Equipment S 40,995 40,995
Total Capital Outlay : 50,995 , 0 " 50,995

TOTAL EXPENDITURES | S8.10 2,110,281 5.30 160,983 63.40 2,271,244



EXHIBIT A
ORBINANCE NO. 90-343

CURRENI . ‘ PROPOSED

FISCAL YEAR 1989-90 ' BUDGET REVISION BUDGET
ACCOUNT & DESCRIPTION FTE ANOUNT  FTE ANOUNT  FIE ANOUNT
100 OPERATING:General Expenses
Interfund Transfers
581010 Trans. Indirect Costs to Gen'l Fund 699,927 699,927
581615 Trans. Indirect Cost to Insur. Fund 174,748 , 174,748
582325 Trans. Resources to Zoo Cap. Fund 1,809,794 _ 1,809,794
Total Interfund Transfers . 2,884,469 0 2,684,489
Cdntingencr and Unappropriated Balance
599999 Contingency . 328,252 (204,214) 124,038
999999 Unappropriated Balance 957,268 957,248
Total Contingency and Unappropriated Balance 1,285,520 (204,214) 1,081,306

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 166.72 12,598,051 0.25 0 186.72 12,598,05)



ORDINANCE NO. 90-343
SCHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS £Y 1989-90

CURRENT

APPROPRIATION

REVISION

REVISED
APPROPRIATION -

Adwinistration
Personal Services

Haterials & Services:

Capital Outlay:
Subtotal

" Aninal Hanagesent
Personal Services

Materials & Services:

Capital Outlay:
Subtotal

facilities Manageeent
Personal Services

Materials & Services:

Capital Outlay:
Subtotal

Education Services
Personal Services

Naterials & Services:

Capital Outlay:
Subtotal

Marketing
Personal Services

Materials & Services:

Capital Outlay:
Subtotal

Visitor Services
Personal Services

Materials § Services:

Capital Qutlay:

Subtotal

406,498
178,124
3,737

588,549

1,519,169
313,651
25,075

1,857,895 .

1,289,446
1,222,869
425,828

2,938,163

543,113
221,403
13,904

778,420

145,192
205,967
3,615

354,714

1,111,685
947,581
30,995

2,110,281

8,30t
29,530

37,831

30,400
(25,000)

58,299
102,684

160,983 -

114,989
207,654
3,737

626,360

1,549,569
268,651
25,075

1,883,293

1,289,464
1,222,889
425,828

- 2,938,163

543,113
221,403
13,904

778,420

145,192
205,967
3,815

354,774

1,169,984
1,050,285
50,995

2,211,244



EXHIBIT B
ORDINANCE NO. 90-343
SCHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS FY 1989-90

CURRENT _ REVISED
APPROPRIATION REVISION APPROPRIATION
Tteneral Expenses - TTTTTTTTIITTITTTTIIImmmsooooocomonoememooe
Contingency - ' 328,252 {204,214) 124,038

Transfers ‘ ' ~ 2,684,449 0 2,484,489
Subtotal | oz (00 28,507
nappropriated Balance 957,28 0 957,268
Total Zoo Operating Fund Requirenentsr ' . 12.598.051. 0 12,598,051

ALL OTHER APPROPRIATIONS REMAIN AS PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED



'STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 90-343 AMENDING ORDINANCE NO.
89-294A REVISING THE FY 1989-90 BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS
SCHEDULE FOR INCREASED ZOO OPERATIONS

Date: March 12, 1990 Presented by: McKay Rich

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Several situations have occurred within the Zoo Operatlng Fund
that require budget changes. Substantial increases have been
experienced in Admissions, Food Service and Retail Services directly
attributable to an increase in attendance of about twenty. percent above
projections. In addition changes in the non-represented pay plan and
‘the minimum wage structure have resulted in unanticipated increases in
personal services for retro pay and higher pay rates. Finally, the
Administration and the Animal Management divisions have experienced an
‘increased demand for the use of temporary help because of extended
illnesses and a high ratio of jury duty service. The requested
increases in Administration and Visitor Services will be more than
offset by increases in enterprise earnings. Savings in the Animal
Purchase line item -will be used to fund the requested increase in the
Animal Management Division. ' The Animals orlglnally planned to be
purchased will lnstead be received on loan.

The FY 1989-90 adopted budget approved a .75 FTE Food Service
Coordinator position to provide catering services for special events.
The frequency and popularity of these events is necessitating the
increase of this position to 1.0 FTE. The additional cost of this
- position will be more than offset by the earnings recelved from the
events.

This amendment requests the transfer of $204,214 from the Zoo
Operatlng Contingency to various operatlng categories for the net
increase in Zoo Operations.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Ordinance No. 90-343.

kr:0rd89-90:zo00:sr
3/13/90 ‘



“Agenda Item No. 7.1
Meeting Date:_April 26, 1990

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1246




SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO 90-1246, FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING THE
ANNUAL WASTE REDUCTION PROGRAM FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND THE
“METRO CHALLENGE"

Date: April 18, 1990 Presented by: Councilor Hansen

‘ committee Recommendations:

The Solid Waste Committee voted 3 to 0 to recommend Council
adoption of Resolution No. 90-1246. Voting: Councilors Hansen,
Buchanan and Wyers. Absent: Bauer and DeJardin. This action
taken April 17, 1990.

" Ccommittee Discussion/Issues:

Solid Waste Staff highlighted the Annual Waste Resolution
Provision for Local Government. In lieu of a certification
program, Metro has a solid waste plan that provides each of the
‘local governments an opportunity to develop its own waste
reduction program provided it complies with the Regional Plan.

In order to facilitate the adoption of a waste reduction program
for each of the region’s 27 local governments, Metro will

" allocate $681,000 in grant funds. Metro is issuing a challenge
to itself and the local governments to achieve this goal of a 50
percent recycling rate by the Year 2000. '

The basis of the $681,000 in grént funds is the estimated savings
from avoided landfill disposal costs the region will realize if
the waste reduction goals are attained.

The "Metro Challenge" allocations are based on population. Funds
will be distributed to a local government following receipt of a
waste reduction program that complies with the Annual Waste ’
Reduction Program for Local Governments.

The Solid Waste Committee asked staff when the region would see
the results of the Annual Waste Reduction Program for local

' governments. Staff estimated that it would take 5-7 years to
reduce waste by 11%. :

There were no further questions or issues raised. The Committee
noted that this program had been discussed before the Budget
Committee. .

901246 .CR



. BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING AN ) RESOLUTION NO. 90-1246
ANNUAL WASTE REDUCTION PROGRAM ).

FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT )

| WHEREAS} Metropolitan Service_Disﬁrict Ordinance No. 88-
266B adopted the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan as a
functional plén; and
~ WHEREAS, Metropolitan Service District Ordinance No. 89-
315 amended the kegional Solid Waste Plan's Waste Reduction Chapter
to include the establishment 6f a Five Year Work Program for Metro
and local gpvernments which includes the specific activities that
must be accomﬁlished to achieve waste reduction goals; and
WHEREAS,.'the aforementioned ordinance establishes a
cooperative process for imélementing the Five-Year Program where
Metro and local govefnments adopt annual work programs for the
wastévreduétion activities they will undertake in a given year; and
WHEREAS,.Year 1 of the Annual Waste Reduction Prdgram For
Local Government is appended as Exhibit A and sets dowh minimum
standards for local governments; and
WHEREAS, implementation of local government waste
reduction programs requires a source of funding; and
‘WHEREAS, reduction of the tonnage of solid waste disposed
6f as a résult of successful implementation of local government
" waste reduction programs represents an avoided disposal cost to the
region; and
| | WHEREAS, the avoided‘annual disposal cost of the:tonnage

that will, over time, be recycled through implementation of region-



wide local recycling programs is estimated to be approx1mate1y
$681 000; and

WHEREAS, The resolution was submitted to the Executive
Officer for consideration and was_forwarded to the Council for

approval; now therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

1. That the CoUncil of the Métropolitan"Sefvice'
District adopts the Annual Waste Reduction Program forj Local
_Govefnment to be funded at an amount estéblished by Council budget
appropriations. | |

2. The Council will review funding for Local Government
Work Programs on an annual basis during each of the subsequent four
years of the five year plan. |

ADOPTED, by the Council of th“e‘ Metropolitan Service

District this day of April, 1990.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer



April 2, 1990

Attachment A

"Metro Challenge”
Propose& Grant Allocation
3 1989 . %OF . % OF |
| WASTESHED POPULATION POPULATION  ALLOCATION FUNDS ?
Washington County ;
' : Unincorporated 126,036 12.20% $82,539 12.12% |
Beaverton 44,265 4.29% $28,988 4.26% |
Hillsboro 33,810 3.27% $22,142 3.25% |
Tigard. 27,050 2.62% 817,715 2.60% |
Tualatin 13,340 1.29% $8.736 1.28% |
| Forest Grove 12,180 1.18% $7,976 1.17% |
| Cornelius 5,105 0.49% $3,343 0.49%
Sherwood 3,000 0.29% $1,965 0.29%
King City 1,955 0.19% $1,500 0.22%
r Durham 800 - 0.08% $1,500 0.22%
i !
i .
! TOTAL 267,541 25.90% $176,403 25.90% !
i
Muitnomah County
- Gresham 65,470 6.34% $42,996 6.31% |
: Troutdale 7,375 0.71% $4,843 0.71%
; Wood Village 2.610 0.25% $1.714 0.25%
! Fairview 1,975 0.19% $1.500 . 0.22%
, TOTAL 77,430 7.50% $51,054 7.50%
! Clackamas County , '
| Unincorporated 91,790 8.89% $58,932 8.65%
| Lake Oswego 29,428 2.85% $18,894 2.77% !
| Milwaukie 18,830 1.82% $12,089 1.78% |
‘ Oregon City 14,975 1.45% $9,614 1.41%
| Gladstone 9,685 0.94% $6,218 0.91%
! - Wilsonville 5,800 0.56% $3,724 0.55% !
Happy Valley 1,530 0.15% $1,500 0.22%
Johnson City 480 0.05% $1,500 0.22% .
Rivergrove 335 0.03% $1,500 0.22% |
TOTAL 172,853 16.74% $113,971 16.74%
Portland _ A
City of Portland 432,175 - 41,84% $284,131 41.72%
' Uninc. Mult. County 67,735 6.56% $44,532 6.54%
i Maywood Park 830 0.08% $1,500 0.22%
i
| o
: TOTAL 500,740 48.48% $330,163 48.48%
| West Linn 14,270 1.38% 59,409 1.38%
| :
' TRI-COUNTY TOTAL 1,032,834 100.00% $681,000 - 100.00%
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' EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The
Mede} Annual Waste Reductlon Woxrk Program

ation in regional waste reduction
. goals consistent with state law and Metro's
‘e Management Plan. Local governments are to

submit their
Metro before July
program is consistent with the Department of Environmental

Quality Guidelines and is the result of enabling ordinances
passed by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District.

local government shall annually submit to Metro an annual
| work program that demonstrates adherence to regional

In the first year the local program must 1nclude at a
minimum the following activities:

1. Identify revenue sources to finance programs;

2. Implement weekly recycling collectlon in re51dent1al
neighborhoods;

3. Prepare and schedule the 1mp1ementat10n of a recycling

container collection system;

4. Implement by ordlnance, resolution or admlnlstratlve
- rule, an institutional purchasing policy;

5. Cooperate in reaching other regional goals as they are
developed in yard debris collection, material recovery,
and other resource recovery activities; and .

6. Hire or designate staff to serve as a waste reduction
coordinator. . :

F .3 l ; .l g . ; .']. |] |. 3; : a
; .33 l] *» llu |t E ' . ‘ E |
neechanisms—pby—Metre- ‘

Local governments may work cooperatively with other neighboring
local governments to share staff, equipment and other resources.
Such arrangements shall be documented by intergovernmental
agreements submitted along with the individual local plan. Where
staff is shared it shall be necessary to designate at least one
contact person in the respective local government who will be
familiar with the cooperatlve system.

Those activities that are contemplated for 1mplementatlon in the

subsequent five year period shall be noted in the current year -as
future projects with programmed completion times.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY , | iii ' March 1990



This report presents a model from which a local government can
develop an annual we¥rk program to reduce, reuse, recycle, and .
recover material once destined for the landfill. It is based
upon actual operating experience of recycling programs both in
the Metropolitan Service District and in other states. The
information guide provides a framework for municipalities to
attain locally-stated recycling goals and is de51gned to help
publicly or privately operated programs achieve maximum
effectiveness and efficiency in their recycling'efforts.

The standards that will be used as the primary evaluation
criteria and must be adopted within the local werk—plan
are outlined in detail. The acceptability of. each local”
work program will be determined by adherence to the standards. = -
Failure to adopt these requirements will result in a substandard
and therefore unacceptable local program. Each local government -
is asked to clearly outline in their program how and when each
standard will be met. Plans which contemplate systems that do
not adhere to specific standards must be thoroughly documented by
the respective local government.

A Five Year Model .Forecast ef—Loeal—Government—achievements that
outlines probable major waste reduction accompllshments that—witt
is provided at the
Program Section. This

: aetual outcomes over
a five year period as the standards ied to each local
environment. - It serves to emphasize the incremental nature of
the task ahead. The minimum requlrements are met in Year 1 and
other accompllshments follow.

end of the Model wWerk ¥

An informational guide is i presented which provides a
discussion of various waste reduction systems including drop-off
centers, curbside recycling, yard debris composting, source
reduction, purchasing policies, and commercial recycllng

Several appendices provide summary data concerning waste
reduction systems and institutional purchasing policy ordinances.
- A glossary is included to provide source reduction related
definitions of terms found in the Model Wexrk Program and
Standards.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - iv. | March 1990



INTRODUCTION

Waste disposal is becoming an increasingly important public
_issue. Waste reduction is an essential component of solid waste
‘management systems for each local government. This report is
designed to provide Metropolitan area cities and counties with a
guide to plan effective local solid waste reduction programs.

It also sets down regional standards by which local government
waste reduction programs will be evaluated by Metro. :

The residential component of the municipal solid waste stream is
commonly regulated through franchise and licensing agreements of
local government and is the focus of the first yea work
program. Commercial and industrial waste streams also provide
significant opportunities for materials recovery. High-grade
office paper and corrugated cardboard collection and recycling
will be discussed in the waste consultation and commercial
recycling sections.

iPlustrates

- existing solid waste reduction
programs i guldes to local governments in the
creation of their local programsg. Critical
factors such as cost and waste stream composition vary
considerably from city to city. This guide provides a framework
for individual local governments to assess the economics and
waste stream impact of specific local recycling and solid waste
‘reduction programs.

This report ;

| Markets

Bocal—market conditions ; s are
undoubtedly &n the—mest influentia actor in e scope and

success of a recycling collection program. The availability of
buyers for materials dictates which materials can effectively be
- included in a recycling program. Market price fluctuations will

affect the financial and operational viability of a local

reduction program
garbage collection fees charged by haulers.

The follow1ng considerations are essential to fac111tat1ng
delivering secondary materials to market.

¢ The availability of-secondary material markets.

¢ The current:and historical value of those materials.

INTRODUCTION L 1 March 1990



¢ Processing requirements such as color sorting, crushing,
baling, grinding, acceptable contamination levels, etc. and
transportation requlrements.

¢ Quantity requlrements whlch determlne whether materials must be
stockpiled until an adequate quantity is amassed or be Shlpped
on an "as-collected" basis.

+ Avallablllty of long-term contracts that may 1nclude price
,floors and ceilings.

¢ Allowances for transportatlon and advertising costs.

Local governments can play an important role in helping arrange
cooperatlve marketing strategies among the several private
haulers in. each reg10na1 wasteshed. :

Separate collection of a portion of the waste stream is not, by
itself, recycling. Those collected materials must be purchased,
, or accepted by industries that will process them for another end
use. Although market development programs usually involve state
and federal-level issues, local governments can play a critical
role in "closing the recycling loop" by purchasing recycled-
content materials and encouraging the use of these materials by
local residents and businesses.

INTRODUCTION 2 March 1990



REGIONAL
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YEAR 1
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REGIONAL REDUCE, REUSE, RECYCLE, RECOVER STANDARDS - 1990-1995

I.‘

II.

A B

Be

' Administration and Coordination

Local governments shall have a direct voice in the
formulation of standards through their respective
wasteshed representatives.

Subsequent changes in standards shall be the
result of an—initial C sus by the five wasteshed
representatives in Washington County, Clackamas County,
Multnomah County, Portland and West Linn.

,Each local government shall employ or share a recyciing

coordinator who shall act as liaison between individual
local government and the wasteshed representative as
well as providing local representation to regional
groups that are established to address new trends in
waste management issues.

Each local government shall monitor
reduction activities and report to ; £heir wasteshed
representative on each program in the local government
by collecting hauler reports, by performlng site visits
and by compiling and providing copies of all local
ordinances, resolutions, budgets and franchise or
license agreements that demonstrate compliance with the
standards. :

Local governments shall exercise their authority under
the franchise, license or permit system to regulate the

. type and quality of recycling collection service.

Curbside Programs

A.

Each local government shall provide

. through franchise

REGIONAL REDUCE, REUSE, ’ . ,
RECYCLE, RECOVER STANDARDS 4 March 1990



consistent schedule.

C. Each local government shall provide a container to each
residential unit (single-family, duplex, triplex, -
fourplex and any unit that has direct curbside street
level access) to be used for the weekly storage of
recyclable materials that is at least equivalent to a
14 gallon single bin container through the franchlse or
11cense agreements or other means.

D. All weekly programs shall be supported with local media
advertising to promote recycllng within the local
government or hauler zone on. at least a seml-annual
basis.

E. Local governments shall assist individual haulers
develop an effective campaigns to promote their
curbside programs that includes the following elements.

1. Visible and attractive logos or signs attached or
~  painted on all collection vehicles that promote the
weekly curbside collection program and lists a
. telephone number to call for more information.

2. All containers shall have the hauler name and
telephone number printed on one side.

3. Each curbside container shall display preparation
‘ methods and collection schedule for proper
recycllng.

4. Each hauler shall carry check llStS to be left with
the containers in the event the recyclable material
is not properly set out.

5. The distribution of informational material on at
least a semi-annual basis within the urban serv1ce
area of each hauler zone.

6. Participation in other promotional efforts
including school visits, parades, community events
and service organization activities..

F. All equipment used by individual haulers for the
collection of curbside recyclables shall be maintained
in good operating condition.

G. The cost of the containers, collection equipment,
promotlon, distribution and labor shall be a recognized
cost for the purpose of rate reviews. The recycling

REGIONAL REDUCE, REUSE, | o ‘
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service cost shall be absorbed‘by individual users and
~added to the approved collection fee.

~H. Each curbside collection service provider shall
maintain a complaint resolutlon system that utilizes

. 24-hour telephone g. Complaints shal

. resolved the next business day ;

-'I.. Each local government shall use standard reporting
o forms provided by Metro that will replace current DEQ
reporting forms. .

J. .Each_local government shall participate in all survey
and system measurement tasks on a regular basis.

K. Each localvgovernment shall develop a rate structure
for refuse collection that is based on volume and
weight.

L. Local governments shall comply with standards related
" to the type and quality of collection service as
outlined in this document and shall amend franchise/
license ordinances or agreements to incorporate the
collection standards embodied in the Regional Reduce,
Reuse, Recycle, Recover Standards.

M. Each iocal goVernment shall hold regular meetings with
haulers in their jurisdiction to review program results
and goals.

III. cOmmercial

high
material source separation and recycling.

€8. In cooperation with local service providers each local

"~ government shall encourage a route system that shall
facilitate the aggregation of clean source separated
loads.

'REGIONAL REDUCE, REUSE,
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B¢. Each local government, with Metro assistance, :shall
" make available lists of local and regional brokers of
recyclable materials to thelr service providers and
citizens.

E. Where practical, building/construction material used
and disposed of by the local government in public works
applications shall be reduced, reused or recycled. It
will be the responsibility of each local government to
include in the annual work program submitted to Metro
data on the effectiveness and extent of reduce/reuse/

- recycling activities in this area.

. F. Local government shall participate in regional plans to
investigate alternative technologies that will be
developed in succeeding years in the area of waste’
recovery and where applicable provide for the
coordination and implementation of any . such recovery
system as deemed suitable by. the region within the
local system.

IV. Markets and Procurement

A. Each local government shall develop programs to effect
source reduction and in-house institutional recycling
programs through an analysis of purchasing policies,
office paper programs and other reduction techniques.

B. Each local government shall implement a purcha51ng
policy that provides a preference for recycled
products or directly specifies recycled products.

V. Yard Debris

A. As the regional yard debris plan is developed, each
local government shall cooperate in the implementation
of systems that match the regional plans and goals.

B. Yard debris compost shall be used in parks, and at
other public facilities and public works applications
where soil amendments are~used.

‘C. As practlcal local governments shall encourage the
- recycling and use of recycled products by contractors
that are under the control or influence of the local

REGIONAL REDUCE, REUSE, :
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government through the use of proactive education and
promotion programs.

D. Each local goVernmeht shall establish a program to
assist residents in building, maintaining and using a
home yard debris compost system. . o

E. Local governments shall provide for the development and
support individual household, properly managed, compost
operations by determining that no exclusionary language
exists in ordinances and resolutions of the local
government; should exclusionary language exist, it
shall be removed.

VI. Multi-family Residential

A. Local governments shall develop a plan to install
multi-material containers collection systems in multi-
‘family locations in cooperation with the service
provider and the property owner.

REGIONAL REDUCE, REUSE,
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MODEL WASTE REDUCTION WORK PROGRAM
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A detailed model waste reduction werk program'has been formulated
to guide the local governments in preparing their own waste
reduction program. This model werk program sets forth major wexk
- tasks to be performed and the purpose, methodology and products
of each task. E%—&s—aﬁ%&etpa%eé Each city shall submit their
program for review by the Waste Reduction Division at the
Metropolitan Service District by July 1, 1990. Content will be
evaluated to determine compatibility with the stated goals and
objectives of the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, and
specifically the plan's Waste Reduction Chapter before any
program is actually initiated. Each local government is
encouraged to review all aspects of Metro's Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan to better understand the ratlonale for the waste
reduction tasks.

It is anticipéted that each local government shall review the
"Mede} Annual Waste Reduction Werk Program for Local Government"
. with the approprlate local off1c1als, service providers, and
~citizens. i

who—will—-be—available-to—answer—day-te~day—eguestions—about—the
model—pregram—and—the—standards— Finallys After the individual
programs are submitted by—July—3—39596+ Metro will maintain
continuous contact with the local governments for review,

revision and ultimate implementation of the individual programs.

It is acknowledged that there is great variability among the 27
local governments responsible for the implementation of the
programs outlined in this Medel Waste Reduction Werk Program.
Many local governments and haulers already have some elements of
the program in place and have initiated planning to move into
other more complex areas of the program. Those successes and
anticipated programs should be reflected in the local
governmentls' plans as submltted by July 1, 1990.

 other communities may not be as intimately involved in
: duction S. For them it may be prudent to
submit a plan th ges a greater need to emphasize the
- fact -finding, investigatory aspects of the model. However, every
local government shall be expected to submit a plans that
demonstrateg adherence to regional goals with act1v1t1es
including the follow1ng.

V1) 1dent1fy revenue sourcés to finance the program;

MODEL WORK PROGRAM _ 10 ' ~ MARCH 1990



2) 1mp1ement weekly recycling collectlon in re51dent1al
neighborhoods;

3) prepare and schedule the 1mplementatlon of a recycling
container collection system to every single family
residential unit in the community;

4) implement by ordinance, resolution or administrative rule

. an institutional purchasing policy;

5) cooperate with other. regional goals as they are developed
in yard debris collection, material recovery, other

_ resource recovery and intergovernmental participation; and .

6) hire or designate staff to serve as a waste reduction
coordinator. These minimums, when coupled with an overall

- awareness of the critical state of solid waste reduction
systems in the region, will afford each local government
with an excellent start toward a system that is reglonal in
scope but controlled at the local level. ‘

In future years these minimum standards will be malntalned and,
with each successive annual plan, wil} be augmented with more
sophisticated programs. By the end of the first five years all
local governments shall be in compliance with all Regional Solid
Waste Management Plan standards. : .

. " TASK 1
Inventory Existing Waste Reduction
Programs, Operations and Facilities

Purpose
To establish an information base to:

1. assess current and future services and operatlonal needs of
local waste reductlon systems and services;

2. 1dent1fy current facility needs and problems;

3. determine operatlng relationships among various haulers,
.public interest groups, the media, citizens and local
officials involved in solid waste; and

4. compile a mailing list of service providers and industry
contacts across the complete spectrum of waste reduction.

MODEL WORK PROGRAM ' 11 ' | MARCH 1990



Methodologi

'Variousbfact collection approaches shall be taken to thoroughly
document the operating characteristics of solid waste management
~services in the local governments. These include:

¢ Interviews with appropriate City/County staff and
officials. ; :

¢ Analysis of existing collection data and rates.
¢ Review of documents such as budgets, local ordinances,
state law, franchise agreements, license agreements,
regional work plans, industry data, and Metropolitan
Service District standards and requirements.
¢ Review of pending and proposed state legislation.

¢ Site visits to all existing service providers to review
-equipment, service delivery methods and operational plans.

¢ Analysis of equipment inventories and existing facilities.

¢ Development of historical data from media sources and
appropriate public documents about solid waste service
providers to outline apparent trends in the activity.

Product

The product of this initial wexk task will consist of written
narrative and statistical profiles which describe:

1. Program objectives and service levels of local waste
reduction service providers.

2. System capacity and trends in service provision.

3. ‘Organizational structures and working relationships among
solid waste management service providers.

) . ¢
4. 'staffing, equipment and facility inventories and trends for
all related systems. '

5. Current maps outlining location, size and layout of
existing waste reduction systems.
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6. Waste | generation from audits by
' type an quantity ocal public facilities -- City
Hall, Police, Fire, lerary, park and communlty centers.

7. Plans related to near and long-term strategies to change
waste reduction systems by any of the relevant groups to
comply with all waste reduction standards and requirements
of the region.

_ . . TASK 2
Identify and Review Major Local Planning

Issues

Whieh Can Affect Long-Term Facility Needs

Purgose

To identify and obtain agreement on key issues or factors ;
whieh will affect the type, size, routes, zones, location, cost
and financing of new or expanded solid waste management systems.

Methodologg

plannlng issues are clearly identified and &

mapagement—systems the follow1ng steps will be taken:

¢ Analyze statistical data and trends accumulated in Task 1.

¢ Review programs in neighboring local governments for-
compatibility with cooperative systems. "

¢ Evaluate trends and c
de}ivery—teehae%egyfi

¢ Identlfy alternative funding sources for programs.

¢ Document existing fundlng avallablllty.
+ Delineate any constraints on funding which may exist.
¢  Review land uses and zoning in—the—leeal—waste—shed }

whieh may be affected by changes in waste reduction
systems.

Product

The product of this wexrk task will be a written list of the
plannlng issues whieh must be resolved and factored into the

MODEL WORK PROGRAM 13 . ' MARCH 1990



local waste reduction program. This issue list will address such
factors as: B

1. Potential changes in how waste reduction service systems
- might be delivered, and how the activities will be
integrated’with regional objectives.

2. Major political, pollcy land use, zoning, site, financial
: and other constraints whieh must be con51dered 1n
developing a waste re ion program.

3. Public needs whieh are not now adequately provided for
by existing facilities and systems.

4.. Waste reductlon act1v1t1es that can beneflt from a regional:
cooperatlve approach

5. Work plans to develop guidelines to encourage through the
building permit and inspection process'prov151ons for the
storage and collection of recyclables in existing and new
multi-family and commercial developments.

This issue llSt will be reviewed wlth local government-staff,
elected officials, service providers and citizens to ensure 1ts
validity and completeness.
. FORECAST NEEDS
TASK 3

Forecast System and Equipment Needs
for the Waste Reduction Systems

Purpose

To pro;ect system and equlpment levels that whieh can be expected
for each of the next five years and for a twenty year forecast
for all waste reduction activities and facilities.

Methodoloqgy

System forecasts for waste reduction services will be based
primarily on projected waste generation levels and recycling

" activities in the target perlod Types and size§ of systems will
be based on ant1c1pated service requirements within each local
government using regionally agreed to standards and requirements
as a baseline guide. The specific method to be used to forecast

needs for each waste reduction function include:

¢ Determine geographical area and route to be serviced by the
service provider.
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+ Determine types and number of compenies needed.

. Determlne route schedules for recycllng, garbage, and yard
debris collection.

¢ Review speciel circumstances, if any, of the local
government that may affect the system.

¢ Determine number of staff needed.to monitor system based on
anticipated workload and geographic area to be serviced.

¢  Determine minimum service levels for all waste reduction
activities based on reglonal guidelines for individual
- service providers.
+ Make provisions in all operational components for possible
"~ - adjustments to reflect possible changes in standards and
requirements in solid waste management systems.

¢ ’Determlne how c1tlzen complalnts and adjustments w111 be
' handled.

Ded . 5 c laind rution:
Product | B |
The product of this third wexrk task will be a series of tables
and a narrative for waste reduction service providers which

display:

1. Types and number of systems forecasted for the next five
Years and for the year 2010.

2. Types and numbers of vehicles, equipment and spec1allzed
support material projected for the perlod through the year
2010. _

. 3. Types, number and size (by capacity) of waste reduction
~ system companies for the period through the year 2010.

4, Service level guidelines and dispute resolution methods.

In addition the local government shalls

2+ prepare a written methodology for determining and
validating waste reduction system needs in the future.
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. It should be noted that where optlons exist to consolidate local
programs due .to p0551b1e changes in service delivery needs,
approaches, and operating practices, they should be proactlvely
pursued by the effected local governments.

BUDGET

, TASK 4
Project System Costs ‘
and Develop a Budget Plan

Purpose

To project waste reduction act1v1ty costs over the next 20 years
on an annual basis for both private and public functions and
facilities and reach agreement on budget expendltures and rate
structures.

Methodology

Current system costs for waste reduction services will be based
on data collected in Task 1 and projected system costs will be
based on Task 3 forecasted service level requirements. Where
both public and private systems exist, distinctions will be
clearly outlined. Where a public role is forecast, the local
‘government will budget accordingly. Where a prlvate role is
forecast, the rate structure needed to support the activity will
be outlined. To make certain important budgeting and rate
setting issues are clearly identified and considered the
following steps will be taken:

¢ Analyze cost and rate data accumulated in Task 1.

4 Establish waste reduction program budget review timelines
- with local elected officials.

¢ Develop FY 1990-91 budget program changes in accordance
with regional standards and requirements.

+ Review budget program changes with appropriate interest
groups in the local government.

+ Obtain approval of budget program changes from department
heads, City Manager, and City Council.

¢ Coordinate the exchange of information between local
governments and the local service providers.

4 Forecast future budget and rate structure needs for

FY 1991-1995.
Product
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The product of this fourth wexk task will be an authorized waste
reduction budget and rate structure which includes the following:

1. Provision of services to the local resident as outlined in
: the regional standards and requirements..

2. Staff to develop and implement the waste reduction program.

- 3. Means to pass through documented system costs to the solid
: waste generator.

4. Identification of a stable funding source.

5. A long-term budget forecast and rate structure.

IMPLEMENT
TASK 5

Implementation of the Local
Waste Reduction Program

Purpose

To carry out the local waste reduction program in FY 1990-91 as
outllned in Task 1-4 and 6.

Methodology
Several 1mp1ementatlon tasks, activities and strategies need to

be emphasized to make the local solid waste management plan
_operational. These 1nc1ude.

¢ Formulate timelines for specific tasks within the work plan

>~ (See sample timeline
attached in Appendix E.) S

¢ Adopt by resolution i} %he solid waste management plan
whieh shall acknowledge the established waste
management hierarchy of reduce, reuse, recycle and recover.

¢ Passage of budget authority.

¢ Adopt appropriate enabling ordinances in the areas of solid
waste management, purchasing, personnel, and zoning,
building codes; and land use. .

¢ Passage of specific ordinances to enforce antl-scavenglng
and flow control mandates. .
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¢ Develop periodic service provider meetings with specific
agendas for solid waste management system activities.

¢ Develop contacts with solid waste industry leaders at both
the front end manufacturing level and at the back end
recycling/disposal level.

¢ Dlstrlbute 1nd1v1dua1

containers at residential
unlts :

and—freguent education and advertising

4 Hire or designate a solid waste management coordinator.

I 3 ; l l i.‘ E ; 3 ];c E .;'l. -

¢ - Establish waste management hierarchy policy in all public
facilities.

¢ Include reductlon, reuse, recycllng and recovery in any
rnment mission statement 3

4 Establish internal reporting procedures for City
Manager's/Mayor's and/or Clty Council review on a quarterly
schedule. .

¢ Membership in solid waste associations active at the local,
regional, state, and national level.

¢ Support for consideration of solid waste issues within
current association memberships.

Product

The product of this fifth werk task will be a solid waste
management system that includes the following elements:
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42. Adherence to regional standards at the local level in solid
~ waste management systems.
REVIEW
.~ TASK 6

ongoing Review and Control of
Local Waste Reduction Program

Purpose

To establish a system to review, control, modify and supplement

goals.

Methodology
t

T

recycling; and recovery the following monltorlng devices will be
established:

submissien—~te-Metro+

* A schedule of on-site system tours and 1nspectlons will be
malntalned.

. . . . . : ! L
|.. ;- 4 §| : i] 4 §|| i ]. |. .

* Samples of all promotional items shall be provided to

Metro.
¢ All documentation, budget reports and resolutions

concerning solid waste shall be provided to Metro.

¢ All required reports will be completed on tlme and subject
to public review and distribution.

¢  The local government shall encourage and participate in
Metro initiated site visits and audits and respond to all
requests from state and regional agenc1es in a prompt,
professional manner.
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Product

The product of this sixth wexrk task will be a dynamic solid waste
management system. As such it will not be prone to system
failure due to rapidly changing circumstances. It will be
responsive to public needs at an appropriate cost borne by the
system user. Most importantly the system will be compatible with
regional plans and objectives and will function as a cooperatlve
element of that regional system.
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TIMELINE FOR SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT WORK PLAN FY 1990-91

i \ .
TASK JUL, AUG SEP OCT NOV_DEC_JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN

1. Inventory Existing Solid Waste I' |
Programs Operation and Facilities

2. Identify and‘Review Major Local . ‘ :
Planning Issues That Can Affect ] - . ‘ -
Long-Term Facility Needs ' '

3. Forecast System and Equipment Needsl |
for Solid Waste Management Systems

4., Project System Costs and Develop L |
a Budget Plan ! 1

5. Implement the Plan Elements | F— — — }

6. Review the Plan and Prepare Report » H H H



A FIVE YEAR MODEL FORECAST
of Local Government Achievements

YEAR "MAJOR_WASTE REDUCTION ACCOMPLISHMENTS AS REFLECTED IN
EACH YEAR'S ANNUAL_ WoRK PLAN

‘-;A waste reduction coordinator responsible for the
individual local government plan starts work.

- All city buildings start office paper recycllng

Py programs.

- - The local government 1mp1ements purchasing policies
90-91 for recycled content and recyclable products.

- A consistent and reliable funding mechanism is
adopted.

- All rates are regulated through either franchise or
license agreement.

- Weekly recycling collection is started.

- Variable rate/mini can rates are incorporated in
franchise license agreements.

- Plans are completed for the prov151on of curbside
recycling collection containers to each 51ngle family
residence.

- A system is developed to participate and cooperate
with other regional waste management goals as they are
formulated and to make timely reports to Metro.

- Second year work plan is written and submitted on
time. '

R Waste audits for at least one percent of the
y businesses in the community are completed.

- Curbside containers are distributed.

- Regional yard debris plans are incorporated into the
FY local operating system. :

- Intra-regional agreements are authorized to share

91-92 program administration and facilities.

.= Multi-family collection containers are distributed.
- Third year Work Plan is written and submitted on time.
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¥] 3 ; | [ L3 ) a' 0|] ;g
3 ‘ - Waste audit program becomes a regular service provided

by the local government in a public-private partnership
"FY agreement.

- = All generators are source separating clean loads for
92-93 commercial collection. .

- Plastic collection at curbside is started.

- Local gardeh association achlevés 50 percent yard
debris reduction with individual compost bln program
a551sted by Metro and local government.

- Public works department completes phased-in
purchasing, reclamation and recycling program for all
city properties, the fleet and streets applications.

- Fourth year Work Plan is wrltten ‘and submitted on
time. :

- All bulldlngs/constructlon material for disposal in
.the local area is directed to recycling facilities for
reuse or recycllng

-~ Toxic source reduction becomes a part of the waste
FY - audlt_system.'

| . A ‘
93-94 fegéeaa}—fequifemea%s—én—se&éé—was%e—maaagemeﬁév

- Next 'phase of the yard debris reglonal plan is
adopted.

-Fifth year Work Plan is written and submitted on time.

" - A five year report is written and distributed.
5 o - Next five year forecast is completed.

- Intra-regional agreements are renewed following and
FY intergovernmental strategy session.

94-95 | A-—A}}—ﬁew—eéﬁs%rae%éeﬁ—has—feeye%éﬁg—eeﬁ%efs—bué%%—éﬂT

i:\kraten\localgov.pln
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- STAFF_REPORT -

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 90-1246 FOR THE PURPOSE
OF ADOPTING THE ANNUAL WASTE REDUCTION PROGRAM FO
LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND THE "METRO CHALLENGE" :

DATE: April 2, 1990 Presented by: Debbie Gorham
' Steven Kraten

BACKGROUND

The Metropolitan Service District is bound by a Department of
Environmental Quality Compliance Order to attain minimum waste

- reduction standards either by implementing a certification = ™
program or through other programs that meet or exceed those
standards. In lieu of certification, Metro has formulated a
Regional Solid Waste Management Plan that provides each of the
region's 27 jurisdictions with the opportunity to, in turn,
develop its own Local Government Waste Reduction Program provided
that it complies with the Regional Plan. : ‘

INTRODUCTION

The Annual -Waste Reduction Program For Local Government is a -
comprehensive program plan that has undergone intensive staff
 review. The document sets forth a five-year plan for local

governments to follow in implementing their own waste reduction
programs. Included is:

1. A set of standards consistent with the regional waste
: reduction hierarchy of Reduce, Reuse, Recycle, and Recover.

2. A Model Work Pfogram that explicitly describes how to
' accomplish the tasks involved in implementing a waste
‘reduction program, and : :

3. A five year model forecast that lists anticipated waste
reduction accomplishments for each year of the program.

In formulating an Annual Waste Reduction Program for local
‘governments to use as a guide and by providing funding to get
these programs off the ground, Metro is issuing a challenge to
itself and to all local governments inside the Metropolitan
Service District boundaries to achieve the goal of a 50 percent
recycling rate by the year 2000 and 56 percent by the year 2010.
Meeting this goal and maintaining the region's position as a
leader in solid waste management will require the cooperation of
all the local governments. v

In order to facilitate the adoption of a waste reduction program
for each of the region's 27 local governments, Metro will
allocate $681,000 in grant funds for the "Metro Challenge". The
basis for the $681,000 figure is a Waste Reduction staff estimate
of savings from avoided landfill disposal costs the region will



realize if waste reduction goals are attained. Since the
Department has a goal of "revenue neutral" rates, the disposal
cost that Metro avoids through waste reduction will not produce a
surplus of revenue. Therefore, the "Metro Challenge" will be
funded through a budget line item and as a part of the rate
charged on tons of waste delivered to Metro disposal facilities.
The Waste Reduction Division's proposed fiscal year 1990-91
budget also contains an additional $502,000 in matching grant
funds intended to offset local government program costs for
residential curbside and multi-family containers.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

In formulating a plan to allocate "Metro Challenge" money among
local governments the criteria included equity, flexibility, and
administrative efficiency. Key features of the "Metro Challenge"
are an allocation based on population and the option that local
governments may either administer their own programs or to work
cooperatively with their wastesheds or other local governments in
implementing joint programs.

Metro will distribute funds to each county or city following
receipt of a first year's Annual Waste Reduction Program that
complies with the Annual Waste Reduction Program For Local
Governments. In order to be eligible for funding, requests must
be received by Metro no later than September 1, 1990.

Two Options

The individual cities within each of the three county wastesheds
will have two options to fund and manage their waste reduction
programs. Option one is for a city to formulate its waste
reduction program in conjunction with other cities or with its
wasteshed which would then take on major responsibility to plan,
1mp1ement and administer that jurisdiction's program either in
part or in whole. There are several advantages to this approach.
The unlformlty of programs across a wider geographic area
provides cost savings to haulers whose franchises may encompass
parts of several jurisdictions. It also facilitates the flow of
information, makes the program easier for residents to
understand, and will likely elicit higher participation rates.
Another advantage is the technical economy of scale that may be
realized if jurisdictions pool resources to ga1n access to more
cost effective technologies and ways of organizing their
recycling systems. Pecuniary economies may be realized through
quantity discounts on procurement of supplies with recycled
content. Cooperation of local governments through their
wastesheds can also be expected to result in greater
administrative efficiency.

Alternatively, jurisdictions may opt to receive a "Metro
Challenge" grant directly by submitting their program to Metro
and assuming the responsibility to plan, implement, and
administer the waste reduction program on their own. Local



governments that choose this option will report their progress
. directly to Metro. -

As explained above, funds will be allocated to each of the five
wastesheds based on population. Within the three county
wastesheds any city that opts to administer its own individual
program will receive a share of its wasteshed's allocation
according to a formula that is based on population but provides

" for a minimum allocation of $1,500. For very small communities
such as Rivergrove (population 335), Johnson City (population
480), and a few others, most of the model program provisions are.
not appligable and programs will not extend much beyond

residential curbside recycling.
Administration

A logical first step in the process is for representatives of the
local governments to meet with their wasteshed representatives to
explore the options and to agree upon a course of action. Metro
will make funds available to the wastesheds through the county or
city agencies that administer the wastesheds (employ the
wasteshed representatives).upon‘receipt of a program acceptable

. to each city. Metro will work cooperatively with both wasteshed ...
representatives and local governments to assure that each program
conforms to the guidelines set forth in the Annual Waste
Reduction Program. Metro will report annually to the DEQ on the
progress of each local government's waste reduction plan.

Attachment A illustrates the allocation of "Metro Challenge"
funds.. : ‘ '

_ EXECUTIVE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

The‘Executive Officer recommends approval of the Annual Waste
Reduction Program for Local Government and the "Metro Challenge"
by adoption of Resolution No. 90-1246.
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Agenda Item No. 7.2
Meeting Date:_April 26, 1990

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1248




COUNCIL SOLID WASTE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1248, FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING A
POLICY TO REQUIRE WEIGHING OF ALL VEHICLES AT METRO
- TRANSFER FACILITIES

~Date: April 18, 1990 Presented by Councilor Hansen

Committee Recommendations:

The Council Solid Waste Committee voted 3 to 0 to recommend
Council adoption of Resolution No. 90-1248. Voting: Councilors
Hansen, Buchanan and Wyers. Absent: Councilors Bauer and
DeJardin. This action was taken April 17, 1990.

Committee Discussion/Issues:

The Solid Waste staff recommends a policy requiring the weighing
of all vehicles at Metro transfer facilities, and recommends that
the policy be instituted simultaneously at all Metro operated
transfer station scale houses in February 1991. This would avoid
the cost of retrofitting St. Johns Landfill to weigh the public.

Under the present rate structure, self-haul vehicles are charged
a flat fee and there is a wide variation in the amount of
materials being disposed of by self-haul vehicles. The existing
system is inequitable to these users who dispose of only the one-
‘third ton on which the system is based.

The Solid Waste Committee asked the Solid Waste Staff the
estimated cost to implement the proposed weighing systems at
Metro East and Metro South. Staff stated that it would cost an
estimated $500,000. :

There were no. further questions or issues. The Solid Waste
Committee noted that this policy had been discussed earlier with
the Committee. . '
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BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING A POLICY RESOLUTION NO. 90-1248

)
TO REQUIRE WEIGHING OF ALL VEHICLES )
)
)

AT METRO TRANSFER FACILITIES Introduced by Rena Cusma,

Executive Officer

WHEREAS, The Metropolitan ServiceADistrict has adopted
a Regional Solid Waste Management Plan wherein Chapter 11, Rate,
Strueture, Policy. 11.0, states that Metro is to develop a solid
waste system with stable, equitable and predictable costs and
rates; and ' _ ‘

WHEREAS, Under Metro Code Chapter 5. 02 "Disposal
Charges and User Fees" self-haul vehicles are charged a flat fee
regardless of the amount of waste delivered; and

WHEREAS The amount of materials disposed by self-haul -
vehicles has been determined to vary substantlally, with a
sizable proportlon of users exceedlng the tonnage assumption on
which rates were designed; and

WHEREAS, the flat fee system for self-haul generates
inequities in the amount of disposal service provided by Metro
and has resulted in considerable loss in revenues to Metro;‘and

WHEREAS, Metro continues to seek methods of
implementing the policy adopted in the Regional Solid Waste
Management Plan which directs Metro to develop stable and
equltable rates; and

_ WHEREAS, Additions of scales and modifications for

traffic flows will be required at Metro owned facilities before a
policy of weighing self-haul vehicles can be implemented; and

WHEREAS, Metro is taking steps to close the St. Johns
Landfill by February, 1991 as reqﬁired by the lease agreement
with the city of Portland; and | |
' WHEREAS, The resolution was submitted to the Executive
Officer for consideration and was forwarded to the Council for
approval; now therefore,



Metro staff believes the policy should be instituted simultaneocusly at all
Metro operated transfer station scale houses in February 1991, after the
St. Johns Landfill closes and Metro East Station opens. This would avoid
the cost of retrofitting St. Johns Landfill to weigh the public.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Resolution
No. 90-1248. ‘ :

" SK:je
weigh.rpt



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 90-1248 FOR THE PURPOSE OF
ADOPTING A POLICY TO REQUIRE WEIGHING OF ALL VEHICLES AT METRO
TRANSFER FACILITIES

‘Date: = April 6, 1990 Presented by: Bob Martin
PROPOSED ACTION

To endorse a policy requiring weighing of self-haul vehicles at Metro
transfer facilities after St. Johns Landfill closes in February 1991.

BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS
Under the present rate structure 'self-haul vehicles are charged a flat fee.

However, Metro staff have observed that there is a wide variation in the
amount of materials being disposed of by these self-haul vehicles. While

"~ the rate for self-haul vehicles was set on the assumption that vehicles

would on average carry one third a ton of materials, figures for 1989 show
‘that the average is about one half a ton.

In July 1990, a provision which allows pickup trucks to £ill both their
beds and a 51ngle axle trailer will be ended. While this will exclude
those taking the greatest advantage of the system, merely loading a pickup
to its rated three quarter ton load conflicts with the assumptlon of the
rate system. In addition, Metro staff observe many vehicles in which the
pickup's bed sides have been vertically extended to increase the carrying
capacity or are obv1ously overloaded on their axles.

This situation is clearly inequitable to those users who dispose of only
_the one third ton on which the system is based. There is also a
considerable loss in revenue to Metro as compared to a system in which the
residential self-haul dlsposal fee was based on actual tonnage.

Under the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, Metro is to develop a solid
waste system with stable, equitable and predictable costs and rates.
(Chapter 11 - Rate Structure, Policy 11.0). Implementing a pollcy to weigh
these residential self-haul vehicles would be a positive move in that
direction.

Metro staff does not believe that an alternative policy of raising the
self-haul costs to reflect real average tonnage would be advisable. Under
such a policy, the present $15.00 fee would increase to about $27 per
vehicle. This would be even more inequitable to the small load self-
hauler. and could generate a substantial amount of illegal dumplng Keeping
the self-haul rate fixed at $15.00, however, necessitated 1ncrea51ng the
commercial rate $1 40 per ton to make up for lost revenue.



Metro staff believes the policy should be instituted simultaneously at all
Metro operated transfer station scale houses in February 1991, after the
St. Johns Landfill closes and Metro East Station opens. This would avoid
the cost of retrofitting St. Johns Landfill to weigh the public.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Resolution
No. 90-1248. ' : :

~ SK:je
weigh.rpt
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RESOLUTION NO. 90-1251




COUNCII SOLID WASTE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1251, FOR THE PURPOSE OF SUPPORTING AND
APPROVING A GRANT AWARD FOR KINK RADIO/SOLV (STOP OREGON
LITTER AND VANDALISM) CLEAN-UP DAY

Date: April 18, 1990 A Presented by: Councilor Hansen

Committee Recommendations

The CSWC voted 3 to 0 to recommend Council adoption of Resolution
No. 90-1251. Voting: Councilors Hansen, Buchanan and Wyers.
Absent: Councilors Bauer and DeJardin. This action was taken
April 17, 1990. :

Committee Discussion/Issues

Pat Merkle of SOLV and Anne-Marie Messano of KINK Radio addressed
the Solid Waste Committee regarding the request of Metro to donate
$20,000 to support the waste reduction efforts and clean-ups by
neighborhoods in the Metropolitan area on May 19, 1990.

The clean-up will be focused in 25 neighborhoods and 10-15
illegal dump sites. Through marketing, the whole community will
be encouraged to get involved. KINK and SOLV expect to mobilize
between 5,000 and 10,000 volunteers for the one day cleanup.

The Metro Council is requested to approve -a budget amendment for
the 1989-90 Fiscal Year. The funding for the above program would
be a part of a department budget amendment currently being
compiled and scheduled to be presented for consideration next
month. :

The Solid Waste Committee indicated that the proposed FY 90-91
budget provides for Neighborhood Cleanups. The Committee also
supports cleanup campaigns during this fiscal year.

It was noted that each neighborhood conducting a cleanup has
agreed to recycle all items that can be recycled.

Councilor Wyers suggested the coordinators find a way to get
local officials involved in the cleanup campaign.

There were no further questions, comments or issues raised.
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. BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PUPOSE OF SUPPORTING RESOLUTION NO. 90-1251
AND APPROVING A GRANT TO
KINK/SOLYV FOR THE MAY 19, 1990 Introduced by Councilor Gary
' . Hansen

WHEREAS, The Metropohtan Service Dlstnct is committed to reducmg the -:=

amount of garbage gomg to regional landfills; and
WHEREAS, This year is the twentieth anniversary of Earth Day and as
Earth Year projects are being conducted throughout the region and nationally to
233 e ey opTOMOLE Waste reduction and provide the public with opportunities for clean-up and
récycliﬁg; and | |
WHEREAS, The Stop Oregon Litter and Vandalism, in COIlJllI‘lCthI] with
KINK Radio, is sponsoring a major clean up of illegal dump sites and offermg
neighborhood clean ups; and |
WHEREAS, The two groups have asked the Metropolitan Service District
to support their efforts with $20,000 in funding; and . |
WHEREAS, The Council of the Metropolitan Service District supports the
| effort by providing funds to Stob Oregon Litter and Vaﬁdalism to stage a community event
on May 19, 1990 to clean up illegal dump sites and help reduce the amount of waste going-
'to regionai landfills by recycling at neighborhood clean ups; and
WHEREAS, the Council of the Metropolitan Service District has reveiwed
-the proposed scope of work for this program incorporated herein as Attachment A; now,
therefore, |
BE IT RESOLVED,
- - That the Council of the Metropolitan Service District approves the form and
substance of the scope of work for this project and authorizes the Executive Officer or her

designee to execute a contract with Stop Oregon Litter and Vandalism not to exceed



$20,000 for the period of May 1, 1990 to June 30, 1990, to perform the work as des.cribed
- in the Scope of Work in Attachment A attached hereto.

| ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
this ~ dayof ., 1990. '

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer



Contract No.
PERSONAL SERVIOES AGREEMENT

THISvAGREEMENT‘dated this 27th day of April 1990, is between
the METROPOhiTAN SERVICE DISTRICT, a municipal corporation,
hereinafter referred to as "METRO," whoSe address-is42000 S.W. First
Avenue, Portland, OR 97201 5398, and Stop Oregon Litter and
Vandallsm, herelnafter referred to as "CONTRACTOR," whose address is
P.0. Box 40047, Portland,_Oregon 97240 for the perlod of May 1, 1990,
_through June 30, 1990, and for any extensions thereafter pursuant to
written agreement of both parties. | | |

WITNESSETH:

_WHEREAs; This Agreement is exclusively for Personal Services}

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS MUTUALLY AGREED AS FOLLOWS:

CONfRACTOR AGREES: |

1. To perform the services‘and deliver to METRO the
haterials described in the Scope of Work attached hereto;

2. To provide all services and materials in a competeht and
professional manner in accordance with the Scope of Work:;

3; All appllcable provisions of ORS chapters 187 and 279,
and all other terms and conditions necessary to be inserted into
public ccﬁtracts in the State.of Oregon, are hereby incorporated as if
such provieionkwere a part of this Agreement, including but not

limited to ORS 279.310 to 279.320.
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Specifically, it is a condition of this contract that Contractor and
all employers working under this this'Agreement are subject employers
that w111 comply with ORS 656.017 as required by 1989 Oregon Laws
'Chapter 684.

4. vTo maintaln records relating to the Scope of work on a
generally recognized accounting basis and to make said records
available to METRO at mutually convenient times;

5. To indemnify and hold METRO, its agents and employees
harmless from any and all claims, demands, damages, actions, losses
_and expenses, including attorney's fees, arising out of or in any way
‘ connected with its performance of this Agreement, with any patent
infringement arising out of the use of CONTRACTOR'S designs or other
materials by METRO and for any claims or disputes involving
subcontractors; |

6. To comply with any other "Contract Provisions" attached
hereto as so labeled; and |

7. CONTRACTOR'shall'be an independent contractor for all
purposes, shall be entitled to no compensation other than the
compensation provided for in the Agreement. CONTRACTOR hereby
certifies that 1t is the direct respon51b111ty employer as prov1ded in
ORS 656.407 or a contributing employer as prov1ded in ORS 656 411.
‘In the eventACONTRACTOR is to perform the serv1ces described in this
Agreement without the assistance of others; CONTRACTOR hereby‘agrees
to file a joint declaration with METRO to the effect that CONTRACTOR
services are those of an independent contractor as provided under
Chapter 864 Oregon Laws, 1979.
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METRO AGREES?

1. To pay CONTRACTOR for services performed and materials
deliVered in the maximum sum of TWENTY THOUSAND AND NO/100THS
($20,000) DOLLARS and in the manner and at the time designated in the
Scope of Wofk: and

2. To providé full information regarding its requirements

for the Scope of Work.

BOTH PARTIES AGREE:

1. That METRO may terminate»this Agreemenﬁ upon giving
CONTRACTOR five (5) days written notice without w;iving any ciaims or
remedies it may.have against CONTRACTOR; |

S 2. That, in the event of termination, METRO shall pay
CONTRACTOR for services performed and materials delivered prior to the
date of termination; but shall not be liable for indirect or
consequential damages;

- 3. That, in the event of any litigation cohcerning‘this
Agreeﬁent, the prevailing party shall be entitled to reasonable
attorney's fees and court costs, inéluding~fees and costs on appeal to

 an appellate court;

4. That this Agreeﬁent is binding on each party, its
successors, assigns, and legal representatives and may not, under
any condition, be assigned or transferred by either party; and

5. That this Agreement may‘be amended only by the written
agreement of both parties. |
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STOP OREGON LITTER | METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
AND VANDALISM - : . ‘

By: - By:

Date: | ' Date:

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

By:

Date:

AMH:JM:ay
SOLV0501.CNT
10/19/89
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Attachment A

| Scope of Work

The contractor will provide promotional services to advertise the
May 19th clean-up day. The advertising and promotional materials

will prominently use METRO’s logo type as a sponsor for the event.

The contractor will provide promotional services to recruit
volunteers to assist with the- clean-up event.

The contractor, prior to final approval to print and distribute
promotional materials, will consult with -the Metro Public Affairs
Director and the Solid Waste Director on the types of materials,
promotions and advertising to be used in promoting the event.

‘The contractor will assure that recycling of yard debris and other
recyclable materials will occur at every neighborhood ‘clean-up by
providing separate drop boxes and staff to direct the public in their
use. ' '

The contractor will assure that each neighborhood:- clean-up and
illegal dump site listed for the KINK/SOLV clean up will be carried
out as planned and within the hours of operation as stated in the
KINK proposal, and that all necessary licenses and permits will be
obtained from the affected juristictions and authorizing agencies.



STAFF REPORT

~ CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 90-1251 FOR THE PURPOSE OF
SUPPORTING AND APPROVING A GRANT TO KINK/SOLV FOR THE MAY 19,
1990 PORTLAND AREA CLEAN UP DAY.

Date: April 11,1990 A Presented by: Councilor Gary Hansen
Proposed Action: |
Adoption of this resolution by the Solid Waste Committee and Metro Council would - -~
acknowledge and promote waste reduction efforts and clean-ups by neighborhoods in -
metropolitan area on May 19, 1990.
Féctual Background
On May 19, 1990 KINK Radio, SOLV (Stop Oregon Litter and Vandalism), Northwest
‘ - Natural Gas Company and Safeway grocery stores are joining forces to coordinate a
e ceaes u~JroTtland-area clean up efneighborhood and illegal dump sites. -+ -~ -

Illegal dufnp sites are areas such as Forest Park and Oaks Bottom, where people dump

..garbage, tires and debris even though it is prohibited. Neighborhood efforts will involve .. ... y

yard, street and park clean ups and beautification. The event will concentrate on
. preventative measures to discourage future dumping. Each neighborhood conducting a
clean up has agreed to recycle all items that can be recycled.

. Each sponsor is asked to donate $20,000 to support these efforts. A portidn of the funding
goes to the actual clean-up which includes the use of drop boxes, collection, transportation,
recycling and disposal costs. The other portion of the funding goes to promotion of the
event. , '

- The clean-up, scheduled from 9 a.m. to 2 p.m., will be focused in 25 neighborhoods and " -+

10 to 15 illegal dump sites. Through marketing, the whole community will be encouraged
.. .to get involved..KINK and SOLYV expect to mobilize between 5,000 to 10,000 volunteers
for the one day clean up.

The Metro Council is requested to approve a budget amendment for the 1989-90 fiscal year
~ solid waste budget. The funding for this program will come as part of a department budget
amendment currently being compiled and scheduled to be presented for consideration next

month,



GRANTICONTRACTSUMMARY E

Ml.'TRO METROPOUTAN SERVICE DXSTRCT

' ' 530 315000 529500 75000 )
GRANTICONTRACT NO. BUDGET CODE NO. - = ey _

erations | S.W. .. C o .
FUND: Op DEPARTMENT: . - OF MORE THAN ONE) —_ln - —
SOURCE CODE (IF REVENUE) : o .
INSTRUCTIONS ' )

1. OBTAIN GRANT/CONTRACT NUMBER FROM CONTRACTS MANAGER. CONTRACT NUMBER SHOULD APPEAR ON THE SBUMMARY
FORM AND ALL COPIES OF THE CONTRACT.

2. COMPLETE SUMMARY FORM.
3. IFCONTRACTIS —
’ A. SOLE SOURCE, ATTACH MEMO DETAILING JUSTIFICATION.
B. UNDER 32,500, ATTACH MEMO DETAILING NEED FOR CONTRACT AND CONTRACTOR'S CAPABILITIES, BIDS, ETC.
C. OVER $2,500, ATTACH QUOTES, EVAL FORM, NOTIFICATION OF REJECTION, ETC. .
D. OVER $50,000, ATTACH AGENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY FROM COUNCIL PACKET, BIDS, RFP ETC.
4. PROVIDE PACKET TO OONTRACTS MANAGER FOR PROCESSING -

day on May 19th, 1990
). PURPOSE OF GRANTICONTRACT Fund the KINK/SOLV clean up day on May )

2. TYPEOFEXPENSE BB PERSONAL SERVICES D LABOR AND MATERIALS [J PROCUREMENT
- D PassTHROUGH - [J INTER-GOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT O CONSTRUCTION
AGREEMENT : C v ‘3 OTHER
OR . .
TYPEOFREVENUE [ GRANT [ conTrRacT [ OTHER
" 3. TYPEOFACTION . O cHANGEINCOST ' ’D CHANGE IN WORK SCOPE
. D CHANGE INTIMI NEWC T
Stop Oregon Litter anc'ﬁlanda] ism and AR
4 PARTIES 3 %
. . . June 30,19
5. grFecTivepate_ay 1,7990 TERMINATION DATE ’
, (THIS IS A CHANGE FROM )
- : - . | 20,000.00
6. EXTENT OF TOTALCOMMITTMENT:  ORIGINAUNEW _ = s
PREV.AMEND .  _ TTmmT
) THISAMEND  _ TTmmEmeT
TOTAL s __20,000.00
7. BUDGET INFORMATION N o '
: 9 90 , 20,000.00
A. AMOUNT OF GRANT/CONTRACT TO BE SPENT IN FISCAL YEAR 196___8_ 3 3 :
Personal Serv. -
B. BUDGET LINE ITEM NAME AMOUNT APPROPRIATED FOR CONTRACT  § 20,000.00
C. ESTIMATED TOTAL LINEITEM APFROPRIATION REMAINING AS OF April 26 49 90 s
8. SUMMARY OF BIDS OR ouon-:s (PLEASE INDICATE IF A MINORITY BUSINESS ENTERPRISE)
ee Comments, Reverse
N/A S ) s O wsE
SUBMITTED BY : AMOUNT
SUBMITED BY : $ AOUT O mae
SUBMITTED BY j - $ AMOUNT D MBE

]

8. NUMBER AND LOCATION OF ORIGINALS



10 A. APPROVEDBY STATE/FEDERALAGENCIES? ‘[JYEs D[N0 [ wor APPUCABLE B Y
’ 8. 1S THIS ADOTIUMTA/FHWA ASSISTEDCONTRACT - JYES [ wo o

11. 1S CONTRACT OR SUBCONTRACTWITHAMINORITY BUSINESS? Dves [ w0
" IF YES, WHICH JURISDICTION HAS AWARDED CERTIFICATION '

12. WILLINSURANCE cermncns BEREQUIRED? - Oves - O NO
3. WERE BIDAND PERFORMANCE BONDSSUBMITTED?  Dves . D NOT APPLICABLE -

. TYPE OF BOND _ AMOUNT $
TYPE OF BOND - . AMOUNT $
" 14, LISTOF KNOWN suacommcroasonwumm
NAME SERVICE ' : . Dwmse
NAME SERVICE ____ . ' O mee
NAME . BERVICE .____ ' S . Dwse
NAME ' ' ‘ SERVICE ' . O met

15. IF THE CONTRACT IS OVER $10,000 ‘ : .
A. IS THE CONTRACTOR DOMICILED IN OR REGISTERED TO DO ausmsss INTHE swre OF OREGON?
Oves DOnwno

B. IF NO,HAS AN APPLICATION FOR FINAL PAYMENT RELEASE BEEN FORWARDED TO THE CONTRACTOR?
- Dves oate ' INITIAL _

16. COMMENTS:

I

‘This contract is by reéo]ution of the Metro Council and will be approved for
payment via an amendment to the Solid Waste 1989-90 FY Budget

GRANT/CONTRACT APPROVAL

INTERNAL REVIEW . CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD ‘ COUNCIL REVIEW

(IF REQUIRED) DATE (IF REQUIRED)
. .
GOUNCILOR DATE
2
FISCAL REVIEW , COUNCILOR :
\ ,
BUDGET REVIEW , COUNCILOR

LEGAL COUNSEL REVIEW AS NEEDED:
A. DEVIATION TO CONTRACT FORM
B. CONTRACTS OVER $10,000
C. CONTRACTS BETWEEN GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

Ny

o2



Agenda Item No. 7.4
Meeting Date:_April 26, 1990

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1231




CONVENTION AND VISITOR FACILITIES COMMITTEE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1231, FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING CONTRACT
WITH ZIMMER GUNSEL FRASCA PARTNERSHIP FOR ADDITIONAL SERVICES
FOR OREGON CONVENTION CENTER PROJECT.

-Date: April 19, 1990 Presented by: Councilor David Knowles

Committee Recommendation:

The Convention and Visitor Facilities Committee voted 3 to 0 to
recommend adoption of Resolution No. 90-1231 by the Contract
Review Board of the Metropolitan Service District. Voting:
Councilors Knowles, Hansen and McFarland. Absent: Councilors
Buchanan and VanBergen. This action was taken April 10, 1990.

Committee Discussion/Issues

'Neil Saling presented the staff report. The proposed amendment
to the contract with Zimmer Gunsel Frasca (2GF) totals $296,081.
The major portion of the amendment is $182,000 for construction
administration. Also included in the amendment is $55,322 for
Skyview Terraces (design and documents); $23,120 for Glazing and
Tower testing; $17,177 for Furniture, fixtures and equlpment, and,
$20 127 for other costs.

The committee asked staff why we should pay $182 000 more for -
contract administration. Staff indicated that during contract
negotiations, 2ZGF estimated that for construction administration
a total of four people might be required over the course of two
years. At the conclusion of the negotiations, because the scope
and nature of the project were not yet defined, the funds allowed
for construction administration were reduced to reflect 2.5
people (1.25 for each of two years). During the first year of
construction administration, three people have been necessary and
"an additional two people are estimated to be required through the
end of construction. The total number of staff required will be
five. Thus, the additional cost of $182,000.

The committee asked staff how we would cover the additional
costs.. Staff stated that we should be able to cover the changes
with savings in other areas such as insurance and the Turner
Contract.

There were no further questions or issues and the Committee voted
unanimously to recommend adoption of Resolution No. 90-1231.

' 901231.CR



BEFORE THE CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING AN ). RESOLUTION NO. 90 - 1231
EXEMPTION FROM REQUIREMENTS OF METRO )

CODE SECTION 2.04.054(a) (3) FOR )
AMENDMENT NO. 18 TO THE CONTRACT WITH )
ZIMMER GUNSUL FRASCA PARTNERSHIP TO ) Introduced by Executive
PERFORM ADDITIONAL DESIGN SERVICES FOR ) Officer Rena Cusma

THE OREGON CONVENTION CENTER

~—

WHEREAS, Zimmer Gunsul Frasca was selected in 1987 to lead the

design team for the conventlon center progect, and

WHEREAS, fees for the design services were negotiated at the
time of contract; and

WHEREAS, the_project has requifed greater services for
construction administration than could have been anticipated at the
time of contract award; and

WHEREAS, other additional services by the archltect have been
required to complete the Oregon Convention Center; now, therefore,

- BE IT RESOLVED,

That the Council hereby exempts the attached Contract Amendment
No. 18 to the contract with Zimmer Gunsul Frasca Partnership from the
competitive procurement section of 2.04.054 (a) (3) of the Metro code
- for required additional design services for the Oregon Convention
Center. |

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District this
day of April, 1990.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer



AMENDMENT NO. 18 _

This amends the Agreement between the Metropolitan Service
District ("Owner") and Zimmer Gunsul Frasca Partnership
("Architect”) executed February 27, 1987 ("original agreement")
as amended.

WHEREAS, the parties agreed to the conditions set forth in
the original agreement and desire to amend the Agreement as
amended;

} The following changes are made to the original agreement as
prev1ously amended:
EXHIBIT C, COMPENSATION -TO ARCHITECT
» | .
The total cost of the services provided under this

agreement during all phases shall not exceed [4, 475,823]
$4,771,904.

C. Architect's Basic Services Compensation_

27. For additional construction administration services
$182,000 ’ '

for review of ODOT legal descriptions for right-of-way
$1,848; _

~ for redesign of NE Glisan storm sewer intercept $5,374

for . tabletop ware selection . $§ 500
.for revisions‘ in furniture specifications ' $3,777
for interiors presentation boards $ 700
for schematic design of the skyview terraces’ $5,500

for furniture bidding and installation assistance §5,885

for tower glazing review ' : $§23,720
for desién assistance with art projects $ 4,880
for food service modifications o $ 260
for assistance with operational procedures $ 650

for design of outdoor propane storage area $ 390



for revisions to communications room 4,715

for modifications to show nianagei:'_s offices 260_~

for addition of dutch door at security office

$
$
for modifications to controls for entrance doors $‘ 1,'2700'
‘ $ 260
$

for modification of s'ign control for plaza signs 1_,_3v4('):‘
for construction documents for skyview terraces $49,822
(subject to receipt of separate notice to proceed £from

Metro)

for design of wind bell poles $ 1,500

for renderings .of skyview terraces ' $ 1,500
Total amendment 18 $296,081

WHEREAS, all other conditions and covenants remain in full force
and effect.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the partles have caused this amendment to be
executed by their duly authorized officers.

ARCHITECT: OWNER: . :
2IMMER GUNSUL FRASCA PARTNERSHIP METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
BY: ' BY:

(TITLE) N ~ (TITLE)

DATE: o . DATE:



CONSIDERATION RESOLUTION # 90-1231 FOR THE PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING AN
EXEMPTION FROM REQUIREMENTS OF METRO CODE SECTION 2.04.054 (a) (3)
FOR AMENDMENT NO. 18 TO THE CONTRACT WITH ZIMMER GUNSUL FRASCA
PARTNERSHIP TO PERFORM ADDITIONAL DESIGN SERVICES FOR THE OREGON
CONVENTION CENTER
Date: April 3, 1990 Presented by: Saling

' . Bradley

BAQKﬁBQHHD_AND_EAQIHAL_AHALlﬁlﬁi

A Request for Qualifications for the design team for the convention
center project was released in the fall of 1986. Eleven teams
responded. Responses included estimates of the costs for

. comprehensive design services, and ranged from $2.8 million to $4.3
million. The selected team's response, led by Zimmer Gunsul Frasca
Partnership (ZGF), included an estimate of $3,763,500.

During contract negotiations, the project staff and ZGF deliberated
on what should be included under basic design services, and what
special or additional services would be required for this project.

- ZGF prepared further cost estimates, ranging as high as $4.3
million. Contract negotiations concluded with a lump sum contract,
divided into seven parts with allotments as follows: 2

Programming $214,000
Concepts , 648,000
Design Development 815,000
Construction Documents 1,278,000
Bidding 84,000
Construction Administration 714,000
‘Post Construction 10,000

‘ $3,763,000

To date, the contract has been amended 17 times, adding $712,823.
The amount of the contract now totals $4,475,823. Amendments for
design work total $200,205; the remaining $512 618 was authorized
for the follow1ng services: '

printing : $200,000
streets and offsite work 110,800
inspections and testing . 129,818
Holladay St/Tri-Met 72,000

A complete list of amendments is attached as Exhibit 1.



This amendment incorporates:

Construction administration $182,000
(increase from 2.5 FTE to 5 FTE)

Skyview terraces : . 55,322
design concept 5,500
documents : 49,822
Glazing and -tower tésting 23,120
Furniture, fixtures, equipment 17,177
Other 20,127
Totél amount of amendment $296,081

The Advisory Committee on Design and Construction considered this

- amendment at its meetings on March .2 and March 30 and recommended
approval. ACDC also recommended delaying a notice to proceed on
construction documents for the skyview terraces until either outside
funding was secured or sufficient progress had been made. on claims
negotlatlon

These items are defined in detall in EXhlblt 2, letter of February
12, 1990 ,from Zimmer Gunsul Frasca, and are explalned below:

Construction Administration: Durlng contract negotlatlons, ZGF
estimated that in construction administration a total of four people
might be required over the course of two years. At the conclusion of
the negotiations, because the scope and natiure of the project were
not yet defined, the funds allowed for construction administration
were reduced to reflect 2.5 people (1.25 for each of two years).

During the first year of construction administration (October, 1988
- September, 1989), three people have been necessary, and an
additional two people are estimated to be required through the end
of construction. The total number of staff required will be five.
The additional cost is $182,000.

Skyview Terraces: Items #7 and #19 on the February 12 letter from
ZGF reflect the costs for preparation of design concept and
construction drawings. ACDC recommended that the design concept work
proceed, but that the authorization to proceed on construction
drawings await better information on claims resolution. The design
concept draw1ngs have been completed. '

Glazing and Tower Testing: Item #9 on the February 12 letter from
ZGF incorporates work performed by glazing .subconsultant, Heitmann
and ASSOClateS, regarding the constructibility and testlng on the.
glazing system on the towers. This work was requested, in part, to
verify that the system could be built as designed and to avoid
further claims from the general contractor.



Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment: (Items 4, 5, 6, and 8 on ZGF
letter). The FY 89-90 budget included contract authorization for
"FF&E advisors. The already-involved ZGF staff proved to be the most
efficient contractors for these purposes (item 5)

Other: Other (Items 2,3, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18). These
services are related to requests for changes in the building to

" respond to building management, changed conditions, or emerging
details of the project design which could not be anticipated at the
‘time of the original contract. For example, details of the
telecommunications room could not be determined until the
telecommunications equipment and computer vendors were selected in
late 1989 and early 1990.

Additional items (included in Other): The contract amendment
reflects two additional items requested by Metro since the
preparation of the letter of February 12. The first is $1,500 for
preparation of renderings of the skyview terraces. Members of the
. Metro ERC are using these drawings in presentations to private
businesses for funding for completing the terraces. The second is
$1,500 for design of poles for the wind bells created by artist
Robert Coburn for the plaza.

The contract for design services is carried in the overall project
budget under project management. The contract with Turner
Construction Company for construction management is also carried
under project management, and is for time-and-materials. Some
savings in the construction management contract are expected, and
will be applied to the increase in design fees. : '

If the construction is completed on schedule as currently expected
and Turner is able to reduce staff as planned, the contract
expenditures for Turner will be approximately $2,432,000, a savings
of $230,000 from the budgeted amount of $2,662,430. The project has
also realized savings of approximately $60,000 in the purchase of
insurance, Insurance savings, together with the savings in the

" Turner contract are therefore available to be applied to fund the
amendment for ZGF. At this point, all known savings within project
budget categories will have been exhausted, and any other unforeseen
costs will be draws against the project contingency.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION:

The Executive Officer recommends approval of the amendment to the
contract with Zimmer Gunsul Frasca Partnership for additional
services for the convention center project.



Exhibit #1

AMOUNT

TOTAL AMNDS, TOTAL CONTRACT

Adds

DATE DOCUMENT PURPOSE

3/1/87 Original Design 3,763,000 3,763,000

5/15/87 Amend #1 1% Art 18,500 -~ 18,500 3,781,500
Adds participation in Public Art Program

6/30/87 Amend #2 Mckay Conant Brooks 18,500 3,781,500
‘Changes consultant for acoustics; no cost

8/18/87 Amend #3 Printing 200,000 218,500 3,981,500
Adds printing for construction documents

11/19/87 Amend #4 Streets 85,800 304,300 4,067,300
Adds street design work; to be done by David Evans

12/4/87 Amend #5 Mayer/Reed - 304,300 4,067,300
Changes consultant for signage and graphics; no cost

1/15/88 Amend #6 Wind Tunnel 12,000 316,300 4,079,300
Adds initial wind tunnel testing

1/21/88 Amend #7 Traffic 6,265 322,565 4,085,565
Adds traffic analysis work by Carl Buttke

2/11/88 Amend #8 Bldg reduce 14,974
Adds redrawing to reduce building to within budget
This amendment incorporated into #15

2/11/88 Amend #9 Wind Tunnel2 15,000 337,565 4,100,565
Adds second wind tunnel testing work

7/15/88  Amend #10 Bid doc-streets 8,547 346,112 4,109,112
Adds preparing bid documents for street detour, relocate

7/15/88 Amend #11 Parking 9,194 355,306 4,118,306

o Adds truck maneuvering, parking manual and parking lot design

'8/11/88 Amend #12 Inspectidns 53,900 409,206 4,172,206
Adds special inspection responsibility for kpff

10/13/88 Amend #13 Potpourri 59,168 468,374 4,231,374
Adds extra streets and lighting work, design enhancements, -
and design for art program

11/22/88 Amend #14 Sky Terraces 33,890 502,264 4,265,264

design, etc. for sky terraces

pole



3/31/89 Amend #15 85,359 587,623 4,350,623
Adds reducing building size, .electrical redesign for street
lighting, additional special inspections, fabrication of moc}
of insurance inspections, and testing of tower dampering

8/24/89 Amend #16 97, 000 684,623 4,447,623
Adds Holladay Street and light rail design

8/24/89 Amend #17 _ 28,200 712,830 4,475,823
Adds redesign of storm sewer, rough-out utilities, re-
examination of design of tower glazing and window

washing, add carpet, selection of glass and flatware,

revision of ° piping in exhibit halls, revisions to signage,

plaza bricks, pre-bid conference for food and beverage



Exhibit #2

Architecture/ Planning/Interior Design

ZIMMER: GUNSUL-FRASCA PARTNERSHIP

1505 Western Avenue - Suite 600 Seattle, WA 98101

© 206/623-9414 Fax: 206/623-7868 £ £g ] 3
February12, 1990
" Mr. Neil Saling
METRO
2000 S. W. First Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97201
‘Reference: Job No. 6060-07, Oregon Convention Center - Construction

Subject: - Additional Services
Dear Neil: |

Per the request of Sandy Bradley, I am summarizing all outstanding fee requests for additional
services. As part of this summary, Sandy has also asked me to include any items we anticipate
in the future. Ernie, Sandy and I have reviewed our mutual lists of additional services and this
summary should cover all items known as of this date. If there are future requests, we, of course,
resarve *the right to submit further requests for services.

1. ~ Additional construction administration services. See enclosed .
Octobgr 19, 1989 letter. , $ 182,000

© 2. Review of ODOT legal descriptions for rights-of-way.
This work was verbally authorized and our letter of July 20 1989,
Item 1.b. gave a status to date. This work is'complete.
$1,680x1.1= ' $1,848

3. Redesign of N. E. Glisan Street storm sewer and intercept.
This was Item 1.d. in our July 20, 1989 letter. METRO questioned this
and Neil McFarland was going to discuss directly with DEA. Has he
done so and, if so, where does METRO stand on this issue.

DEA $3940x1.1= $4,334

ZGF 1,040 $5,374

4.  Table top ware selection.
Out letter of May 5, 1989 requested a fee of $4,000. Your letter of
May 30, 1989 authorized a fee of $2,500. Amendment No. 17
contained a fee of $2,000. The $2,000 was an error in my letter of
July 20, 1989. $500

Mor=hers American Institile of Architects

Parlncrs NormanC ZimmerFAIA Brooks R.W. Gursul FAIA Robert]. Frasca FAIA  Gregory S. Baldwin FAIA Raymond A. Boucher AIA
DanielJ. Huberty 21A  RobertG. Packard IIl  Larry S. Bruton AIA

Associate Partners  Jack Cornwall AIA  Janice E. Finney Brainard Joy Gannett AIA  Ernest L. Grigsby Ronald P. Gronowski AIA  Lee F. Kilbourn AIA FCS!
R. Doss Mabe Don C. Miles AIA | Kenneth ]. Mouchka AlA CCS  Wallace W. Roeder AIA © Evett . Ruffcorn AIA  Patrick C. Tillett RIBA MRTPI AICP AIA
James N. Van Duyn ATA  Stanley G. Zinte] AIA

Associates  John P. Blumthal AIA - Sharon L. Bonney Richard E. Brown AIA  Debra Joan Barbour  Kelly D. Davis AIA Dennis W, Destefano AIA  Nancy M. Fishman  David A. Fisk AlA
CarlE. Freeze AIA  Jack Golden AIA - David B. ConrowsklAlA Dennis M. Hearper AIA Duane R, Hunting  William R, Hutchinson AIA  Renee D. Kajimoto AIA  Harold (Lec) Kerns
Susan E. Kerns IBD  Brian McCarter ASLA  Todd Ira Miller AIA  Davié J. Morey AIA  Ronald W, Ramberg ThomasE.See KarlR. Sonnenberg AIA  John H. Thompson AlA

Portland Scattle Newport Beach



ZIMMER-GUNSUL-FRASCA PARTNERSHIP AlLA.

LETTER TO MR. NEIL SALING
FEBRUARY 12, 1990
PAGE TWO

-

5.  Specifications for furnishings were rewritten twice at METRO's direction.

This work is complete.
ZGF 63 hours =

6. Presentatlon boards were prepared for METRO.
- Special presentations were made to Rena Cusman. This work is
complete.
ZGF 13 hours =

7. . Schematic Design for sky terrace lounges. Previously authorized by
METRO. Work is underway.

8. METRO has requested a more intensive involvement of ZGF in the
furniture bidding and installation process.
ZGF 102 hours =

9.  Tower glazing review.
‘ Per METRO authorization, Heitman &. Associates retained to
assist in shop drawing review and obscrvatxon of installation

and testing.
Initial Authorization:
Heitman = $12,500x1.1.= = $13,750
ZGF 4,800
Additional Time For Testmg Due to Required Retesting:
Heitman $4,700x1.1= 5170
10. Artwork.
Dragon Boat - Design supports for hangmg dragon (work is
complete).
kpff ~ $800x1.1 $880
ZGF 12 hours - 780
Wind Chimes - Design foundation (work is complete).
kpff $500 x 1.1 ' $550
ZGF . 10 hours 650
Sconces - Assist in coordination of installation.
ZGF  3hours
Bell Structure - Assxst in coordmatlon of building trades
donations.
ZGF 20 hours

Pendulum - Assist in coordination and review of installation.
ZGF 8 hours

11. Food service modification for contracted vendor (work is complete)'.
ZGF - -~ 4hours

$3,777
$700
$5,500

$5,885

$23,720

$1,660

$1,200 |

$200

$1,300

$520

$260

. e T



ZIMMER:- GUNSUL-FRASCA PARTNERSHIP ALA.

. LETTER TO MR. NEIL SALING

FEBRUARY 12, 1990
PAGE THREE

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Assist Building Opefator with meetings with City to establish
operational procedures.

ZGF = 10hours
Design an outdoor propane storage area (work is complete).
ZGF ~ 6hours :
Revise Communications Room per request of vendor.
DMJM $3,400x1.1= $3,740
ZGF 15 hours 975
‘Modify Show Manager's offices to accommodate computer
stations. -
ZGF 4 hours
Modify controls for entrance doors per request of building -
management. : _
PMIM $500x 1.1= $550
ZGF 10 hours ' 650
Add dutch door at security office.
‘ ZGF 4 hours
Modify sign control for two AA signs.
Mayer/ N
Reed = $500x11l= $550
DMIM $600x1.1= - 660
ZGF 2 hours : 130
Complete construction documents for sky terrace.
Construction Documents
DMIM/
PAE $17,620x 1.1 = $19,382
kpff $1,200x 1.1= 1,320
Fred
Schmidt $7,600x1.1= 8,360 -
ZGF . 252 hours - 15,120
$44,182
Construction Administration .
ZGF - $5.640

$650

$390
$4,715

$260

$1,200

$260

$1,340

$49,822



ilMMEP\-GUNSUL'FPJ\SCA PARTNERSHIP AlLA.

LETTER TO MR. NEIL SALING
FEBRUARY 12, 1990
PAGE FOUR

We request a Contract Modification for the above items. Many of the items have been
completed per METRO's direction and authorization, but we are unable to bill for this work.

Sincerely,

ZIMMER G CARARTNERSHIP

Daniel J. Huberty, AIA
Partner

DJH/slt ’

cc:  Ernest Grigsby
Accounting



@ GRANT/CONTRACT SUMMARY

METRO METROPOUTAN SERVICE DISTRICT

GRANTICONTRACTNO. _B7— 2= 2¢- | €&~ BUDGETCODENO, 257 23110 574120 50202 -
FUND: =g DEPARTMENT: CC [ (IF MORE THAN ONE) 5591 23109 574190, 0100

SOURCE CODE (IF REVENUE) : — — — —

INSTRUCTIONS
1. OBTAIN GRANT/CONTRACT NUMBER FROM CONTRACTS MANAGER CONTRACT NUMBER SHOULD ‘APPEAR ON THE SUMMARY
FORM AND ALL COPIES OF THE CONTRACT.

2. COMPLETE SUMMARY FORM.
3. IFCONTRACTIS —
A. SOLE SOURCE, ATTACH MEMO DETAILING JUSTIFICATION.
B. UNDER $2,500, ATTACH MEMO DETAILING NEED FOR CONTRACT AND CONTRACTOR'S CAPABILITIES, BIDS, ETC. o
C."OVER $2,500; ATTACH QUOTES, EVAL. FORM, NOTIFICATION OF REJECTION, E7¢. ™ T e
D. .OVER $50,000, ATTACH AGENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY FROM COUNCIL PACKET, BIDS, RFP, EI’C
: 4."Pﬂowoe PACKET TO CONTRACTS MANAGER FOR PROCESSING

1. PURPOSEOF GRANTICONTRACT _ZESIEN  ME  BEEARAON _ cONUSTSTIOAN( CeNTQ’

2. TYPEOF EXPENSE ._(Eén_sorw.senwcss [J LABOR AND MATERIALS | 0O PROCUREMENT

0O PASS THROUGH . INTER-GOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT - 00 constRucTION
AGREEMENT . 1 OTHER
OR
TYPEOF REVENUE '~ O GRANT ' [J conTRACT [J OTHER

3. TYPEOF ACTION BC/HANGEMCOST . CHANGE IN WORK SCOPE
'O GHANGE INTIMING . OO NewconTRACT : .

4. PARTIES Me:w:o AN D 2GF  (FMMEE. BUNSUL FRASCA WA-ﬁ"ME‘F_SHI P)

5. EFFECTIVEDATE__NC < HANG & TERMINATION DATE __ AV < HMALG

(THIS IS ACHANGE FROM _——— )

6. EXTENTOF TOTALCOMMITTMENT:  GRIGINAUNEW o s 2 763,000,00

. : PREV. AMEND : 712,823.00
THIS AMEND ' 29, cgl. 00
TOTAL s _A771.904% O
. , v
7. BUDGET INFORMATION
A. AMOUNT OF GRANTICONTRACT TO BE SPENT IN FISCAL YEAR 1989332 ' s 100, 000,
B. BUDGET LINE ITEM NAME ARCN\TELTIRA) . SERVILESAMOUNT APPROPRIATED FOR CONTRACT s _ &0 0 oo
. " N V4
C. ESTIMATED TOTAL LINE [TEM APPROPSIATION REMAINING a5 0 FEPS : 190 s __lll, 0600,5=
8. SUMMARY OF BIDS OR QUOTES (PLEASE INDICATE IF A MINORITY BUSINESS ENTERPRISE) A
. . ) |
SUBMITTED BY . s AMOUNT D MBE
SU?.\NT Teo By s AMOUNT D MBE
SUBMITTED BY » 3 AMOUNT a LY ra7

9. /NUMBER AND LOCATION OF OR! G'NALSD;’GF (O Man, 2 Cntnoet= F‘Caﬁ_@f/\owd 6#1&_,

teed,t



" 3. A. APPROVED BY STATE/FEDERALAGENCIES? ([ ves O nNo l?l{or APPLICABLE
8. IS THIS A DOTIUMTAIFHWA ASSISTEDCONTRACT O ves O wno

1. 1S CONTRACT OR SUBCONTRACT WITH A MINORITY BUSINESS?  [J YES B{)
IF YES, WHICH JURISDICTION HAS AWARDED CERTIFICATION : :

12. WILLINSURANCE CERTIFICATE BE REQUIRED? ves - Onwno

13. WERE BID AND PERFORMANCE BONDS SUBMITTED? [ YES NOT APPLICABLE

TYPE OF BOND AMOUNTS
TYPEOF BOND AMOUNTS
14, LIST OF KNOWN SUBCONTRACTORS (IF APPLICABLE) '
NAME o ser__~_ seavice : ' O msE
Z 0 4
NAME ot 4\54’}’ o SERVICE ___ : Owmse
1 “ . )
NAME - - - N\C ot SV ... - _SERVICE . C e e L wmBE. -
/ ' <Y f\g N . . n ) )
NAME ' v SERVICE , ‘0 mBE

15. IFTHECONTRACT IS OVER$10,000
A. ISTHE CONTRACTO MICILED IN OR'REGISTERED TO DO BUSINESS IN THE STATE OF OREGON?
es Ono

3

B. IF NO, HAS AN APPLICATION FOR FINAL PAYM ENT RELEASE BEEN FORWARDED TO THE CONTRACTOR?

OO YES DATE : INITIAL
16. COMMENTS: o

GRANT/CONTRACT APPROVAL |

INTERNAL REVIEW : CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD COUNCIL REVIEW
AQK _ g ; (IF REQUIRED) DATE (1F REQUIRED:
» /(/(ag f.\__\‘ 1. .
DEPAHTMENT HEAD o COUNCILOR DATE
2
FIS REVIEW y ("7 COUNCILOR
. 3.

BUDGET REVIEW . ' COUNCILOR

A. DEVIATION TO CONTRACT FORM

8. CONTRACTS OVER $10,000

C. CONTRACTS BETWEEN GOVERNMENT AGENCIES

?
¢
1



Agenda Item No. 7.5
Meeting Date:_April 26, 1990

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1239




CONVENTION AND VISITOR FACILITIES COMMITTEE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 90-1239, FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING
CONTRACT NO. 900590 WITH KPMG PEAT MARWICK FOR AUDIT
SERVICES REQUIRED IN THE METRO ERC CONSOLIDATION
AGREEMENT. -

. Date: April 19, 1990 Presented by: Councilor
. David Knowles

" Ccommittee Recommendations

'The CVFC voted 3 to 0. to recommend Council adoption of Resolution
No. 90-1239. Voting: Councilors Knowles, Hansen and McFarland.
Absent: Buchanan and VanBergen. This action was taken April 10,
1990. o

- Committee Discussion/Issues

The Committee Chair noted that Resolution No. 90-1239 is before
the CVFC because it involves an amendment to an existing contract
- an amendment that is over $$10,000.

Jennifer Sims of Finance & Administration presented the staff
report. She indicated that the consolidation agreement entered
into between Metro and the Metro Exposition Recreation
Commission, City of Portland and the City’s Exposition-Recreation
Commission requires an audit to be conducted of cash balances for
which ownership was transferred effective January 4, 1990. The
consolidation agreement was approved by the Metro Council on
November 21, 1989.

staff noted that the Council Finance Committee provided an
informal authorization to proceed with the scope of work
developed and reviewed with Metro ERC Staff, Commissioner Ben
Middleton and KPMG Peat Marwick.

KPMG Peat Marwick is Metro’s audit firm. An amendment to the
audit contract is requested. The estimated $23,000 contract cost
will be shared equally by the Metro ERC and Metro'’s Convention
Center Management Fund. ‘

There being no questions or issues raised by the committee,
Councilors voted unanimously to recommend Council adoption of
Resolution No. 90-1239.

901239.CR



BEFORE THE CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING A ) RESOLUTION NO. 90-1239

. .CONTRACT WITH KPMG PEAT MARWICK )
FOR CONDUCTING AN AUDIT OF THE ) Introduced by Rena Cusma,
METRO EXHIBITION RECREATION ) Executive Officer
COMMISSION )

WHEREAS, Section 7.H. of the Mefro ERC consolidation
~agreement requires an audit of certain Commission accouﬁts; and
WHEREAS, A need exists to document various accounting
procedures to implement the consolidation; and
- WHEREAS, KPMG Peat Marwick is Metro’s approved auditor and
is qﬁalified‘to perform the work at a cost not to exceed TWENTY-THREE
THOUSAND AND NO/100THS ($23,000.00) DOLLARS; and
WHEREAS, Costs will be shared equally by the Metro ERC and
Metro:; and ' .
WHEREAS, Adequate fuﬁds are available; and
WHEREAS, Pursuant to Metro Code Section 2.04.054(a)(3) prior
to execution of any amendment exceeding $10,000 to an existing
Personal Services Contract the Metro Contract Review Board must exempt
the amendment from the competitive procurement procedures of Section
2.04.053; now, therefore,
BE IT RESOLVED,
The amendment to Contract No. 900580 between Metro and KPMG
Peat Marwick set forth and attached hereto as Exhibit 1 .is hereby

exempted from the competitive procurement process.

‘ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of , 1990.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer
JS/srs
1045



EXHIBIT 1

1. REVIEW OF CASH AS OF DECEMBER 20, 1989 AND THE ACTIVITY
THROUGH JANUARY 4, 1990 ‘ : »

CASH

. Obtain relevant supporting schedules as of December 20, 1989 (cash lead sheets
and bank reconciliations) and agree them to the December 20, 1989 trial balance,
general ledger and subsidiary records, if any. Verify the mathematical accuracy of
the schedules.

. Ascertain that all bank accounts are included on the schedule through mquury of
. ERC management. -

. Request confirmation as of December 20, 1989 from depoSitories.
. Upon receipt of confirmation from banks:

(a)Check balances confirmed to the bank reconciliations prepared by
management.

(b) Ascertain that other matters confirmed (notes payable. assets pledged, etc.) -
-are properly recorded.

(c) Inquire as to the existence of any - restrictions on availability of recorded
balances.

. Obtain a tabulation of transfers between bank accounts including transfers to and
from Cash Held With City Treasurer, for five days before and after December 20,
1989 and ascertain that both sides of these transactions have been properly
recorded. ' '

« Ascertain that checks issued and debit/credit memos representing transfers
between bank accounts are included on the tabulatron of transfers between bank
accounts.

. Trace deposits in transit shown on bank reconciliations as of December 20, 1989
to bank statements and ascertain the time lag.

. Ascertain that checks issued and dated prior to December 20, 1989 are listed as
outstanding on the bank reconciliations.

. Identify checks issued with dates not agreeing with period recorded in cash
disbursements book.

X Identify a sample of checks shown as outstanding on bank reconciliations and
ascertain that they cleared the bank.

. Ascertain whether reconciling items other than outstandmg checks and deposits in
transit are properly recorded. '



. Identify a sample of deposits ‘and disbursements for five days before and after
December 20, 1989 and ascertain that they are properly recorded. .

. Review the activity from December 21, 1989 through January 4, 1990 via
review of journal entries and the January 17, 1990 trial balance and general
ledger and note any unusual items or large adjustments effecting cash or cash held
with City Treasurer.

. Ascertain that all bank accounts have been reconcued to the general Iedger at
January 17, 1990.

. Identify any unmatched cash transfers occuring at or around January 4, 1990.

. Inquire of management as to any unusual events as they relate to cash during the
period from December 21, 1989 through January 4, 1990. :

. Review accounting principles for appropriateness.

I1.. SYSTEMS EVALUATION AND DOCUMENTATION OF CONTROLS

CASH -

. Inquire and document procedures and controls relating to cash on hand.

. Inquare and document cash disbursements cycle as it relates to ERC faclllty cash
accounts. :

. Inquire and document cash dlsbursements cycle as it relates to cash held by the Clty
Treasurer. :

TRADE RECEIVABLES

. Inquire and document procedures which relate to the follow-up and analysis of

allowance for doubtful trade receivable accounts.

CITY OF PORTLAND ACCOUNTS PAYABLE SYSTEMS

. Inquire and document the procedures and controls currently in place in regard to
the ERC accounts payable system and the City of Portland accounts payable
processing. .

. Complete a narrative for the expenditure cycle.

EVENT SETTLEMENT PROCEDURES

* Inquire and document the event settlement procedures and. controls currently in
place.



OTHER SYSTEMS DOCUMENTATION

- »Inqulre of 'ERC management the procedures and controls currently
‘in place over the follow1ng revenue/expenditure cycles:

-- Rental Revenue

-- Parking Revenue

‘== Concessions Revenue
—- User Fee Revenue

III. The additional costs of performing the scope of work contained in
this Exhibit 1 shall not exceed TWENTY-THREE THOUSAND AND
'NO/100THS ($23,000.00) and shall be paid as provided for in
Contract No. 900580.

IV. Except as specifically provided for herein all other provisions
of Contract No. 900580 shall remain in full force and effect.

Agreed to this __ : day of ‘ : ' 1990.

‘KPMG Peat Marwick : Metropolitan Service District
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STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF . RESOLUTION NO. 90-1239 FOR THE
PURPOSE OF AMENDING CONTRACT NO. 900580 WITH KPMG
PEAT MARWICK FOR AUDIT SERVICES REQUIRED IN THE
METRO ERC CONSOLIDATION AGREEMENT

Date: March 30, 1990 Presented by: Neil Saling

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The consolidation agreement entered into between Metro, the Metro
Exposition-Recreation Commission, City of Portland and the City'’s
Exposition-Recreation Commission requires an audit to be conducted of
cash balances for which ownership was transferred effective January 4,
-+1990. The consolidation agreement was approved by the Metro Council
on November 21, 1989. .

.The scope of work required for such an audit has been developed
and reviewed with Metro ERC staff, Commissioner Ben Middleton and KPMG
Peat Marwick. The Director of Finance and Administration made a
presentation to the Council’s Finance Committee previously to
. ascertain their willingness to proceed with the work. The Finance
Committee provided an informal.authorization to proceed.

KPMG Peat Marwick is Metro’s approved audit firm. An amendment to
the audit contract is brought to you at this time for approval. This
amendment is requested pursuant to Section 2.04.054 of the Metro Code.
The intent of the work is to audit cash balances for accounts which
came under ownership of Metro on January 4, 1990. In addition,
.certain systems documentation is to be developed in order to provide
information necessary to move toward an effective and efficient
transition of work from the City of Portland to Metro as it relates to
the Accounting functions of accounts payable, accounts receivable and
payroll.

BUDGET IMPACTS

The estimated $23,000 contract expense will be shared equally by
the Metro ERC and Metro’s Convention Center Management Fund.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Resolution No. 90-
1239 which authorizes an amendment of Contract No. 900580 with KPMG
Peat Marwick to perform audit services requlred by the consolidation
-agreement per section 7.H.

DC/srs
1045



[y
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METRO METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
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bos. 50 2408

BE IT RESOLVED,

1. That Metro will, upon Closure of the St. Johns
Landfill, implement a rate structure under which self-haul
vehicles will be charged based on the weight of materials
disposed. ’ |

2. That the Executive Officer shall initiate additions
and modifications needed at Metro owned facilities to implement
this policy.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service
District the day of , 1990.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

SK:jc
weigh.res
April 9, 1990



METRO  Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

503/221-1646
Date: April 18, 1990
To: Metro Council

Executive Officer
Interested Staff and Other Parties
.(‘.J
From: Gwen Ware-Barrett, Clerk of the Counc11

Regarding: ORDINANCE NO. 90-345, AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING A FINAL ORDER
' AND AMENDING THE METRO URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY FOR CONTESTED
CASE NO. 89-1: GRAVETT

Attached is a copy of the above-referenced document which has been
scheduled for first reading and public hearing before the Council on
. April 26, 1990. Because of the volume of the document, it is being
dlstrlbuted to you under separate cover. Please retain your copy for
the Council meeting.

gpwb’
90345.men



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING A FINAL ORDER AND AMENDING
THE METRO URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY FOR CONTESTED CASE 89-1: GRAVETT

Date: April 26, 1990 Presented By: Daniel B. Cooper
FACTUAL, BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Contested Case 89-1 is a petition from Paul and Shirley
Gravett for a locational adjustment of the Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB) in Multnomah County. The property proposed for inclusion
within the UGB includes a total of 5.8 acres in two tax lots
located immediately south of the Gresham City boundary along the
west side of Hogan Road. The present UGB abuts the north, south,
- and west sides of the site, with Hogan Road forming the eastern

boundary. The City of Gresham took a position in support of this
petition. ' :

Metro Hearings Officer Chris Thomas held a hearing on this
- matter on January 31, 1990, beginning at 6 pm in the Gresham City
Council chambers. Testimony was presented by the petitioner’s
attorney and by staff from the City of Gresham. No opposition was
expressed either in writing or during the hearing. The Hearings
Officer’s Report  and Recommendation, attached as Exhibit B,
concludes that the proposal meets all applicable standards and
should be approved. No exceptions were submitted by parties to the
case.

Since no exceptions to the Hearings Officer’s report were
received, the Council can decide whether it wants or needs to hear
from parties following presentation of the case by the Hearings
Officer. 1In its deliberations, the Council may consider motions
to remand the findings to the Hearings Officer or to staff for
revisions. If no such motions are approved, the Council may allow
Ordinance No. 90-345 to proceed to a second reading with the
findings and recommendation as proposed in the Hearings Officer'’s
- report. : -

ES/es
. 4/13/90
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BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINAﬁCE ADOPTING A FINAL ORDER

) ORDINANCE NO. 90-345
AND AMENDING THE METRO URBAN )
GROWTH BOUNDARY FOR CONTESTED CASE ).
NO. 89-1:GRAVETT )

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY
ORDAINS: '

Section 1. The Council of the Metropolitan Service District

hereby accepts and adopts as the Final Order in Contested Case No.
89-1 the Hearings Officer’s Report and Recommendations in Exhibit

B of this Ordinance, which is incorporated by this reference.

Section 2. The District Urban Growth Boundary, as adopted
by Ordinance No. 79-77, is hereby amended as shown in Exhibit A of
this Ordinance, which is incorporated by this reference.

Section 3.  Parties to Contested Case No. 89-1 may appeal
this Ordinance under Metro Code Section 205.05.050 and ORS Ch. 197.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of : , 1990.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

ES/es
4/13/90
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BEFORE THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

1 In the Matter of the Petition of )
2 PAUL D. and SHIRLEY P. GRAVETT for ) Contested Case No. 89-1
an Amendment to the Urban Growth )
3 Boundary , ) . REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION
) OF HEARINGS OFFICER

4

5 I. Nature of the Case

6 This is a Petition by Paul D. and Shirley P. Gravett

7 (Petitioners), owners, to add a rectangular piece of land

8 containing approximately 5.8 acres (the site) to the area within

9 the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), using the locational adjustment
10v procedure. .There has been no-opposition to the Petition.
11 The Site is located 1n Multnomah County, along Hogan Road,
12 1mmed1ately south of the Gresham City boundary. The present UGB
13 abuts three sides of the Site,‘the north, south, and west sides.
14 ‘Hogan Road abuts the east side of the Site. Thus the Site is
15 surrounded entirely by urbanizable area and a road.
16 Gresham City»plans call for eventual annexation and urban
;7 development of all of the land surrounding the Site on the Site's
18 side of Hogan Road. »
19 A map showing the Site is attached hereto as Exhibit A. The
20 legal description of the Site is:
21 Tax Lots 25 and 41, Section 22, T1S, R3E, Multnomah

County, Oregon
22
23 The City of Gresham has recommended approval of the
‘24 Petition. Multnomah County has not taken a position on the
 Petition. |
25
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1 On January 31, 1990, following publication and mailing of a
2 notice to property owners who were identified by Petitioner or
3 the Hearings Officer as living within 250 feet of the Site, the
4 Hearings Officer held a hearing on'the Petitien‘at Gresham City
5 Hall. The Petitioner's legal ceunsel testified in favor of the
6 Petition, with City of‘Gresham representatives providing

7 supplemental supportive testimony. There were no other

8 witnesses. Fellowing the testimony, the Hearings Officer left

9 the record open for two weeks so that Petitioner could submit
10 additional information on school eapaeity. On February ‘1, 1990,
11 petitioner provided sﬁpplemental‘information on this subject.
12 .The following documents either are a part of Metro's public
13 file in this matter or were introduced at the-hearing or prior to_
14 closure of the record. Together with the hearing testimony, they
16 comprise the record in this matter.
16 Exhibit 1 - Petition for Locational Adjustment, 6/29/89
17 Exhibit 2 - _Letter, Seltzer to Kleinﬁaﬁ, 7/6/89 |
18 Exhibit 3 - Letter, Kleinman to Seltzer, 7/21/89
19 Exhibit 4 - = Mailing List of All Land Owners
20 Exhibit Sr; Petition for Locatlonal Adjustment [Revised],
91 6/30/89 ‘
29 Exhibit 6 - Request for Comment from Service Prov1der,

: Rural Fire Protectlon Dlstrlct o0, 7/11/89
23 Exhibit 7 - Letter, Kloster to Seltzer, 7/24/89
24 Exhibit 8 - Request for Comment from Service Prov1der,
o5 Multnomah County, 7/20/89
26
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Exhibit 9 - Letter, Stickel to Seltzer, 8/10/89

1 Exhibit 10- Topographic Map

2 Exhibit 11- Letter, Kleinman to Seltzer, 10/25/89, with

3 : attached City of Gresham documents

4 Exhibit 12~ Metro Resolut%on No. 89-1126, 11/21/89, with
attached committee report

'5 Exhibit 13_' Memorandum, Seltzer to Thomas, 12/11/89

6 Exhibit 14- "Notice of Public Hearing

7 Exhibit 15- Memorandum, Seltzer to Hearings Officer;

8 1/3/90

9 Exhibit 1l6- Notice Receipts

10 Exhibit 17- Lettef, Kloster to Kle;nman, 1/26/90

11 Exhibit 18- Létter, Kleinman to Thomas, 2/1/90

12 Exhibit 19- Map showing Gravett Site

13 ‘Exhibit 20~ 4 maps showing Gravett Site

14 III; The Site and the Surrounding Area: Findings

15 The Site is located just south of the.Gresham City boundary

16 and oh the west side of Hogan Road, at the intersection of Hogan

17 Road and the City boundary. It is 1.25 miles south of Powell

18 Boulevard. Presently, the Greshanm City boundary runs east and

19 West from the néfthern edge of the site. Farther to the west,

20 the City boundary turns and runé south. " |

21 The UGB also runs;alonq the northern edge of the Site,

29 ‘continuing straight to the east across Hogan Road, following the

03 City bouhdary. At the western edge of the Site, however, the UGB

24’ turns south and runs along the western edge of the Site. At the

25 southern édge of the Site, the UGB turns back to the east and

26 _
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runs along the southern edge of the Site back to Hogan Road. At
Hogan Road, the UGB turns south again and runs approximately six
hundred feet along Hogan Road. The UGB.then turhs west for

several hundred_feet and then runs southwesterly to the Gresham

- City boundary. cCity pléns call for all of the land west of the

. UGB to be annexed into the City. As illustrated by Exhibit A,

this means that based on the present UGB, the Site eventually .
will be a small, isolated nbn-urbaniied.block of land on the west
side of Hogan Road sufrouhded on three sides by urbanized land
and on the other side by Hogan Road. | |

The land directly east of the Site,'across Hogan Roéd;'is
outside the UGB and is zoned for Exclusive Farm{Use(f The EFU.
area is about 40 acres. Immediateiy across from the Site in the
EFU-area is a narrow partially wooded buffer followed by nuréery
buildings and 1and devoted to growing nursery stock, which '
extends to the west ahd_south. Farther to the west is a wooded
area. | | vv |

The land southeasterly of the Site, acrbss Hogan Roadj-is
outside the UGB and is zoned Multi;Use Agricultural 20 acre
minimum. This area has some small buildings along Hogan Road but
primari;y isIWOoded. MUA zoning permits farm, forest, and _
limited.single-family residential uses.

’*Fufther to the south across Hogan Réad is more EFU land.

Immediately south of the Site are driveway "flagpoles" that

connect Hogan'Rééd tp'1arge residential‘lbts‘that are west and

southwest of the Site.  These "flagpoles" and residential lots
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are inside the UGB but outside the present City boundary.b The

[y

City plans to annex them eventually. They are open meadow with

2 large residences and forest to the west. South of the

3 "flagpoles," the land is zoned MUA-20, with pasture, hursery} and
4 container storage uses. Even farther to the south.is EFU land to
5 be deveioped as part of the Crystal Springs Country Club. The

6 . Crystal Springs development also will include a 150 dwelling unit
7 development within the City‘boundaries. This projecf recently

8 re¢eived City approval.

9 Johnson Creek is approximately 3300 feet north of the Site.
10 Immediately north of the Site, inside the City boundary, land is
11 used for berryvgrowihg. The entire area inside thé City boundary
12 bnorth, west, and southwest of the Site appears to be graduaily

13 filling in with urban development.

14 The Site consists of two tax lots. Téx lot 41 consists of
15 one acrevwith a single family home. Tax lot 25 is undeveloped

16 and surrounds tax lot 41 on three sides.

17 quographically the Site slopes downward from Hogan Road to
18 the west. The grade primarily is 15 to 35 percent, With a large
19 flat area along Hogan Road. The lowest point of the SIOpe is

20 Hogan‘Creek,‘which runs in a north-south direction just west of
21  the site. Generally, the UGB in this area follows the creek,

22 except that the UGB departs. from the creek to encompass the

23 "flagpolés" of the large residentiai lots to the south. The

24 entire Site is within the Hogan Creek drainage area.

25 |
26 : _
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As stated abOVé,_the Site presently is zoned MUA-20. If the
Petition is approved, likely zoning will be Low Density
Residential with a minimum lot size of 7,000 square feet. This
is the zoning that Gresham City pians call for in the area that
already is inside tﬁe UGB, when that land is annexed in the
future. With LDR-7 zoning, the fiat area of the Site could be
developed at full dgnsity. The bulk of the Site, with a 15 to 35
percent gradé; could be developed aﬁ half density. Altogether
there could be 10 to 15 single famiiy units or 20 to 30 dupléé
units. At these densitiés,.the Site would be developable at what
the City considers to be full urban density,_ The zoning of the
land,-of course, if this Petition is granted,'would be determined
by the City of Gresham followinglannexation.

The Site is an agricultural'exception area and thus is not
designated.for longtefm agricultural development.

IV. Legal Framework
A description of the legal framework that governs locational:

adjustments to the UGB is attached hereto as Exhibit B.

V. Applicable Standards: Findings and Conclusions

1. Public Facilities and Services. MC Section

3.01.040(a) (1)

"Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and
services. A locational adjustment shall result in a net
improvement in the efficiency of public facilities and
services, including but not limited to, water, sewerage,

.. storm drainage, transportation, fire protection and schools
in the adjoining areas within the UGB and any area to be
added must be capable of being served 'in ‘an orderly and
economical fashion.™" ' '
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. Water Facilities and Services.

The Site presently has a private water well and no public
water service. The nearest water main is on Hogan Road 3300 feet
north of the site, across Johnson Creek. As the Crystal Springs

Country Club development is built, a water line will be built to

the-development. This line will run about 2300 feet west of the

Site. Eventually, the City wants to construct a. llne down Hogan

Road so that the Crystal Springs line can be looped The looping

will provide improved water source to the area inside the UGB
served by the Crystal Springs line. In addition to improving
water service to areas served by the Crystal Springs line, a-
Hogan Road line w111 fa0111tate service to the other areas on
Hogan Road that are inside the UGB. The city will require that
the Hogan Road line be installed prior to development of the area
inside the UGB south of the Site and prior to development of the
Site if it is brought within the UGB.

. If a line is installed within Hogan Road, the City will
require a 16 inch main, as‘part of the overall loop, even though
development of.the Site itself would requiré only an 8 inch line.

The f?ontage on'Hogan Road from the Site through the "flagpoles"

- to the south is 1300 feet, of which the Site is 742-feet. If a

16" main is installed,‘the Site would bear 55 percent of the cost
of an 8 inch line, which'amounts to 35 péfcent of the cost of the
16 insh line. In addition, the City of Gresham believes that if
the Site were not within the UGB, it would alter the'"loop"

configuration to circumvent the Site, adding 500 to 600
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additional feet of water line, at a cost of $42,500 to $51,000.

- (The City believes it cannot construct a water line through land

outside the UGB.) Thus inclusion of the Site within the UGB, by
transferrlng some water line construction costs to the Site and
by providing a better configuration for the looped line, would
reduce the cost of water facilities to adjacent UGB areas, thus
enhancing their developability. |

- Conclusion. Inclusion of the Site within the UGB would
improve the efficiency of public Qater facilities_and services in
the adjoining areas within tﬁe UGB. In addition, the site‘could'
be served in an ordérly and ecbnoﬁicalvfashion.

_Sewérage Facilities and Services.

The site'pfesently ﬁses a septic tank. The nearest sewer .
trunk-line is 3400 feet north 6f‘the Site near Hogan Rdad's
crossing of Joﬁnson Creek. The City has plans to extend the
sewer llne southward past the west side of the Site soon, in
order to serve the Crystal Springs development. - This extension
will follow the Hogan Creek drainage ana will serve the Site if
the Site is bréught inside the UGB. |

The basin served by the sewer line extension will be 463
acres. IF thé,5.8 acre Site_is brought inside the UGB, the Ciﬁy.

anticipates the Site will bear 1.25 percent-of the project cost.

~This will reduce the cost of sewer facilities to adjacent UGB

areas, thus enhancing thelr developability.
Conclusion. Inclusion of the Site.within the UGB would

improve the efficiency of public sewerage facilities and services
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in the adjoining areas within the UGB. In addition, the Site

1 could be served in an orderly and economical fashion.

2, Storm Drainege Facilities and Services

3 The Site ie in the Johnson Creek drainage basin. The City

4 of Gresham would require as a condition to Site development that

5 there be either on-site or regional storm water detention

6 facilities. Because of this requirement, inclusion of the Site

7 within the UGB will not be detrimental to the public storm sewer

8 system.

9‘ Conclusion. Inclusion of the Site within the UGB would have
10 no net impact on the efficiency of public storm drainage

1 facilities and services in the adjoining areas within the UGB.
112 The Site itself would net require service from public storm

1? drainage facilities. |

14 Transportation Facilities and Services.

15 Hogen Road is a County minor arterial. Over the long term,
16 the City of Gresham hopes to improve Hogan Road to collect

17 traffic growth that is anticipated due to urbanization in the

18 area.west of Hogan Road. Regﬁer Road, farther to the west of the
- 19 Site, ‘is wihdy and steep, and Hogan is a preferable road for

20 hendling traffic increaees. |

21 If the Site is brought within the UGB and is developed, the
22 CitY'will require half-street improvements to Hogan Road abutting -
23 the Site, including e dedication of lahd sufficient for a 35 foot
24 half street. Since fhe west side of Hogan Road both north and

25 south of the Site is inside the UGB, this would permit a

26 - - |
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continuous improvement along Hqgan Road to a distance 1300 feet
south of the present City boundary. The Site could be required
to contribute as much as 55 percent of the cost of the 1300 foot

improvement.

Conclusion. Inclusion of the Site within the UGB would

. improve the efficiency of public transportation facilities and

services in the adjoining areas within the UGB. 1In addition, the
Site could be served in an.ofderly and economical fashion.

Fire Protection and Police Facilities and Services.

Inclusion of the Site within the UGB would have virtually no
effect on fire protection and police.facilities and services. If
anything,‘inclﬁsion wouid slightly improve the efficiency of
those services by making the UGB more coherenﬁlto fire and police
personnel, but the improvement would be nominal. |

Conclusion. Inclusion of the Site within the UGB would have
no net impact on the efficiency‘of'fire-protection and police
facilities and services in the adjoining areas within the UGB.
The Site could be served in an orderly and economical fashion. .

School Facilities and Services.

If brought within the UGB and'deveioped, the Site would add
10 to 15 additional students to the Gresham Public Schools.

Accofdihg to the Schoql District, it has sufficient capacity to

-absorb these students. Development of the Site would add

assessed value to the District, but there was no evidence of the

amount of value that would be added.:
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! no net impact on the efficiency of public'school facilities and
services in the adjoining areas within the UGB. The Site could
be served in an orderly and economicalbfashion.

Summary of Conclusions

All needed public facilities and services could be prbvided
to the Site in an orderly and economical fashion.

Inclusion of the Site within the UGB would result in
improvement in the efficiency of water, sewerage, and
transportation fecilities and services in adjoining areas within

10 the UGB; and in no net impact on the efficiency of the‘etorm

1 drainage, fire protection, police,'end school facilities and

12 services in adjoining areas within the UGB.

13 As a final conclusion reéarding public facilities and

14 servicee in adjoining areas within the UGB, there would be an

;5 overall net improvement in the efficiency'of those public

v16_ facilities and serv1ces if the Site were brought within the UGB.

17 2. Land Use Efficiency. MC Sectlon 3.01. 040(a)(_l

18 "Max1mum efflclency of land uses. Considerations shall

19 include ex1st1ng development densities on the area included
within the amendment, and whether the amendment would

20 facilitate needed development on adjacent existing urban

, landa."

21 The Site presently has a single family dwelling plus oﬁe out

22 building} If the Petition is approved, the Site probably will be

23 Zoned LDR-7, although the zoning determination will be made by

24 the City of Gresham and not by Metro. After taking Site

25 fopography into consideration, LDR-7 zoning will permit

26 ' '
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development with 10 to 15 single family.units or 20 to 30Aduplex'_
uhits. The City of Gresham considersvthis to be full urban -
density. .

The Site's participation in bearing the cost of waﬁer,
sewerage, and‘trahsportation facilities to service the area would
relievé»some of the financial burden of development on.adjacent
areaé within the UGB, thus increasing their developability to
some unquantified degree.

Conclusion. The proposed amendment would bring into the UGB
land that can be developed efficiently. 1In addition, the
proposed amendment would facilitate needed development on
adjacent existing urban 1ana, thus maximizing the efficient use

of adjacent land already within the UGB.

3. Consequences. MC Section 3.01.040(a) (3).

"Environmental, energy, economic and social consequences.

Any impact on regional transit corridor development must be

positive and any limitations imposed by the presence of

hazard or resource lands must be addressed."

The dévelopment.of the Site would not have any impaqt on
regional transit corridor development.

Hogan Creek, to the west of the Sité,,is designated as a

‘natural resource. The City of Gresham would require that any

development on the Site protect Hogan_Creek.
| The Site has no identified.hiétorié resdurcés.
Conclusion. The proposed amendmént would have no impact on
regidnal transit corridor development: has addressed in a

satisfactory way the presence of resource lands; and would not
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1. consequences.
2 4. Agricultural Lands. MC Section 3.01.040(a) (4)
8 "When a petition includes land with Class I-IV soils :
4 designated in the applicable comprehensive plan for farm or
forest use consistent with the requirements of LCDC Goals
5 No. 3 or 4, the petition shall not be approved unless. it is
factually demonstrated that: _
6 Wikddkok !t
7 The Site formally has been designated as an agricultural
8 exception area irrevocably committed to non-farm use. It has not
9 been designated in the comprehensive plan for farm or forest use
10 consistent with LCDC Goal 3 or 4. Therefore, the provisions of
: ! [
1 e Section 3.01.040(a) (4) are inapplicable.
12 5. Compatibility with Aqricultural Uses. MC Section
13 3.01.040¢a) (5)
14 "Compatibility ofiproposed urban uses with nearby :
15 agricultural activities. When a proposed adjustment would
allow an urban use in proximately to existing agricultural
16 activities, the justification in terms of factors (1)
through (4) of this subsection must clearly outweigh the
17 adverse impact of any incompatibility."
18 The only nearby agricultural activities are berry growing in
19 the area already,inside the UGB and the City boundary north of
20 the Sité‘and nursery activities in the area across Hogan Road to
the west of the Site. The LDR-7 use that is likely for the Site
99 is frequently mixed in the Gresham_aréa With commercial
23 agricultural activities such as nurseries and berry farms.
Indeed, such low density urban residential uses as are likely on
25 the Site are considered a good buffer to agricultural uses.
26 . _ ,
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There is no evidence that urban development of the Site would
have any incompatibility with the existing agricultural
activities.

conclusion. There would be no incompatibility between the
likely urban development on the Site and ex1sting agricultural
activ1t1es in proximity to the Site.

6. Suberioritv; Contiquous T.and. MC Section 3.0lLO40(d)(_L

A "(d) Petitions to add land to the UGB may be approved
under the following conditions: -

"[T]he proposed UGB must be superior to the UGB as
presently located based on a con51deration of the
factors in subsection (a). The minor addition must ,
include’ all 51milarly situated contiguous land which
could also be appropriately 1ncluded within the UGB as
an addition based on the factors in subsection (a).

Superiority.

As described above, if the Petition is approved, there will
be a net improvement in the efficiency of public facilities and
services in the'adjoining areas within the UGB. Furthermore,
development of those UGB areas will become economically more
feasible, by some unquantified amount, due to sharing'by the Site
in the costs of sewer, water, and transportation improvements and
to reduction in the total cost of water improvements. For these
reasons, the proposed UGB is superior'to the present. UGB.

Conclusion. The proposed UGB is superior to the UGB as

presently located based on a consideration of the factors in MC

Section 3.01.040(a).
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1 The only contiguous land that is outside the UGB is the land
2 across Hogan Road. Immediately across from the Site, the land is
3 zoned EFU and would not qualify for inclusion within the UGB. To
‘ 4 the southeast, land is zoned MUA-20, as is the Site. This land,
-5 however, is outside the sewerage basin that the Hogan Creek
6 sewerage line would serve. It also is not surrounded on three
7 sides by the UGB and does not abut the City boundary. For these
8 reasons, the MUA-20 land across Hogan Road from the Site is not
9 similarly situated such that it could be appropriately included
10 within the UGB as an addition.
1 Conclusion. The Petition does include all s1m11arly
12 . situated contiguous land whlch could also be appropriately
13 included within the UGB as an addition based on the factors in
14 the Mc section 3.01.040(a). |
15 7. Degree of Superiority. MC Section 3.01.040(d) (3).
16 "Additions shall not add more than 50 acres of land to the
7 UGB and generally should not add more than 10 acres of
1 vacant land to the UGB. ...[T]he larger the proposed
18 addition, the greater the differences shall be between the
suitability of the proposed UGB and suitability of the
19 existing UGB, based upon consideration of the factors in
subsection (a) of this section."
20 As stated above, the proposed UGB is superior to the UGB as
presently 1ocated based on a consideration of the factors in MC
22 section 3.01.040(a). In particular, the proposed UGB will
23 improve the efficiency of public facilities and services in the
24v adjoining areas inside the UGB and will improve the
25 developabiiity of those areas. For a proposed addition of 10
26 v . . _
Pag€-15_ REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF HEARINGS OFFICER

Christopher P. Thomas
Suite 400, 2000 SW. First Avenue
Portland, Oregon 87201
(503) 227-1116



W O =3 O O A~ W N

’ T T T T T

26

Page

acres or less, such as the presentiproposed addition,~this'is the

only showing that is necessary to meet thé requirement of Section

3.01.040(d) (3). See Exhibit B attached hereto. | |
Conclusion. The proposed amendment will sufficiently'

improve the UGB to justify the addition of 5.8 acres to the area

. inside the UGB.

VI, Coﬁclusion
As concluded above, the Petition meets the requiremehts of
the Metro Code for an-addition of land to the UGB through the
locational.adjustmeﬁtvprocess. The Petition should be apprdved}
Dated: March _ﬁi;, 1990 - Respectfully submitted,

e P T s

Christopher P. Thomas
Hearings Officer
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EXHIBIT A

EXHIBIT “A"

Proposed Gravett UGB Adjustment

Proposed Locational Adjusiment of the Metro Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) 1o include two parcels
focated at 6605 SE Hogan Road (Tax Lots 25 & 41, Section 22, Township 1 South, Range 3 East)
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EXHIBIT B
Excerpt from Report and Recommendation
of Hearings Officer, In the Matter of
‘the Petition of WALLY and THEA BRENNT
for an Amendment. to the Urban Growth

Bounday, Metro Contested Case No. 87-4,
adopted by the Metro Council, Ordinance

No. 88-265.

In 1981, &otro adopted Ordinance No. 81-105, which
 established proceduies and criteria for review of proposed
"locational adjustmentb" to the UGB. The purpose of the
ordinance was to provide a method for allowing relatively minor
UGB amendments in a manner consistent with UGB amendment

roquiranents established by the Oregon Land Conservation ana
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Development Commission. |

LCDC’s UGB -amendment requirements are contained in Goals 14
(Urbanization) and 2 (Land Use Planning).

The pertinent portions of Goal 14 state:

"i14. URBANIZATIOﬁ

"“GOAL: To provide for an orderly and efficient transition -
from rural to urban land use. o

"Urban growth boundaries shall be established to identify
and separate urbanigzable land from rural land. .

"Establishment and change of the hoﬁndaries shall be based
upon consideration of the following factors:

"(1) Demohstrated need to accommodate long-range urban
population growth requirements consistent with
LCDC goals:;

"(2) Need for housing, employment opportunities, and
livability; ’ . :

'""(3) Orderly and economic provision for public
facilities and services: :

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

"(5) Environmental, energy, economic and social
consequences; '

"(6) Retention of agricultural 1land as defined, with

.- Class I being the highest priority for retention
and Class VI the lowest priority; and,

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

"The results of the above considerations shall be included
in the comprehensive plan. 1In the case of a change of a
boundary, a governing body proposing such change in the
boundary separating urbanizable land from rural land, shall
follow the procedures and requirements as set forth in the
Land Use Planning Goal (Goal 2) for goal exceptions.
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"Land within [the UGB] shall be considered available over
time for urban uses. Conversion of urbanizable land to
urban uses shall be based on consideration of:

ﬁ(l) ordérly, economic provision for public facilities
~ and aerv;ces: :

"(2) Availability of sufficient land for the various
uses to insure choices in the market place;

"(3) LCDC goals; and,

"(4g) Encburagement of development within urban areas
- before conversion of urbanizable areas."

Goal 2, Land Use Planning, contains WExceptionsn
requirements, which are the requirements that Goal 14 specifies
must be met for UGB amendment. In 1983, however, the Oregon
Legislature adopted ORS 197.732, which itself establishes
"exceptions" requirements. Since then, LCDC has incorpdrated
these requirements in OAR 660-04-010(c)(B). .That regulation
states iﬂ pertinent parté |

"Revised findings and reasons in support of an amendment to
an established urban growth boundary shall demonstrate
compliance with the seven factors of Goal 14 and demonstrate
that the following standards are met: :

"(i) Reasons justify‘why the state policy embodied in the
applicable goals. should not apply (This factor can be
satisfied by compliance with the seven factors of Goal 14);

n(ii) Areas which do not require a new exception cannot
reasonably accommodate the use;

w(iii) The long-term environmental, economic, social and
energy consequences resulting from the use at the proposed
site with measures designed to reduce adverse impacts are
not significantly more adverse than would typically result
from the same proposal being located in areas requiring a
goal exception other than the proposed site; and

"(iv) The proposed uses are cohpatible with other adjacent
uses or will be so rendered through measures designed to
reduce adverse impacts."
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At the tlme that Hetro adopted its "locatxonal adjustment"
procedure for minor UGB amendments, Metro also adopted "Findlngs
in Support of oOrdinance 81~-105, Establ;shing Procedures for
Locationalpndjustments to Metro’s Urban Growth Boundary,
February, 1981."

The findings pointed out that the standards for evaluating
proposed locational adjustments did not require an evaluatzon of
several factors contained in the LCDC Goals. Specifically, the
standards did not require findings on:

(1) Why the proposed use should be provided for (Goal 2,

Factor 1);

(2) Whether there was a demonstrated need for the
adjustment to accommodate long-range urban population
growth requirements (Goal 14, Factor 1), or to provide
for the need for housing, employment opportunzties, and
11vability (Goal 14, Factor 2); A

(3) Whether other suitable alternative sites were available
(Goal 2, Factor 2).

Metro justifled excluding these factors from con31derat10n
by statzng that even if it were assumed there was no need for
addltional land to accommodate growth, there nevertheless might
be other~reasons whY the UGB should be amended. It was for thesev
"other reasons" cases that Metro adopted the locational
adjustment process. (Cases based on the need for additional land
go through a different process, the major amendment process, '
-which addresses all of the factors of Goals 2 and 14.) A
petitioner in the 10cat1ona1 adJustment process thus is required

to show that, notwithstanding that more land will be added to the
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UGB than is,deeded, other reasons for adding the land are
‘vsutficiently strong to outweigh the negative impact of having too
much land. : |
The 16cationa1 adjustment standards at the outset provide

that the process is available only for proposed additions of 50
acresddr less. The‘impact of adding more than 50 acres without a
showing'of need is presumed to be so great that all proposals
involving more than 50 acres must go through the major adjustment
process, where a showing of need is required.

| A potential loophole in the 50 acre requirement is that a
petitioner could seek an amendment for one 50 acre parcel

followed by another amendment fdrlan abutting 50 acre parcel.

' This could allow a 100 acre addition with no showing of need.

Metro closed this looéhole by requiring that a locational
adjustment pefition include all similarly situated contiguous
land. Thus if an area contains more than 50 acres of land that
is éiﬁilarly situated with reference to the locational adjustment
- standards, the land must go through the major adjustment process.
It cannot be brought in piecemeal through the locational
adjustment prodess. i

In justifying its exclusion of the "need for land to
'accommodare growth" requiremehts for locational adjuStments,‘
Metro poznted out in its Findings that the underlying ratzonale
- for the State Goals 11miting the UGB to only the land needed was

as follows:

REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION OF HEARINGS OFFICER -8-
Contested Case No. 87 - 4 .
Christopher P. Thomas



1. The limitation promoted maximum efficiency of major
public facilities;

2. It promoted maximum efficiency of site specific public
facilities and services:; ‘ :

3. ° It minimized the energy consumption and air pollution
associated with travel within the urban area; :

4. It protected agricultural lands not needed for urban
use. ' co ‘ ‘

Regarding the first rationale, efficiency of major public |
- facilities, Metro found thatva'so acre change, in an area servéd
by a set of major public facilities, would have no significant
effect on the efficiency of the facilities. |

Regarding thé éfficiency of the site specific facilitieé and
services and air pollution and energy consequences, the issue was
more complex. 8ince the current UGB is based on need to
accommodate growth through the Year 2005, Metro started out its
analysis by assuming that if a parcel were added at the periphery
of the UGB, then to‘compéhsate, another parcel at the interior.of
the UGB wouid remain undeveloped. In terms of site specific-"
public facilitieé, this would mean that there would be cbsts'fpr
having public facilities available to the interior paréei'but‘
unused, and there could be costs‘for making public facilities
available to the_exterior parcel. In addition, there could be
added ﬁrban travel to the>exterior pﬁrcel, as opposed to fhe
interior parcel, resulting in increased energy_consuﬁption and
air pollution. However small these potential ﬁrobléms, Metro

concluded that they needed to be addressed. Metro thus
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-established standards for locational adjustment cases to require
a showinq that the benefits of adding the exterior parcel
outweighed the costs of leaving the interior parcel undeveloped.
These '"‘compensating" standards required consideration of
whether addition of the exterior parcel would increase the
efficiency of public facilities and services and facilitate
needed development in adjoining areas within the UGB. If so; the
benefit in‘relationship to the adjoining UGB area might outweigh
the cost in'relationship to the interior UGB area. Metro
recognined, however, that the greater the size of the exterior
parcel being‘added, and thus of the interior parcel being left
undeveloped,"the”greater the costs in relationehip to leaving the

interior parcel vacant.

Metro found that for exterior parcels of 10 acres or less,
the cost of ;eaVing 2 10 acre interior parcel vacant was so small

.that any benefit at all in relationshig to UGB land abutting the
exterior gagcel was sufficient to overcome the cost. As the size

increased between 10 and 50 acres, however, so did the cost in
relationship to the undeveloped interior parcel. Metro therefore
required that locational adjustments ordinarily should be only
for 10 acres or less for vacant land and that, as size increased
7between 10 and 50 acres, so must the benefit to adjoining UGB
Vareas increase.

Finally, regarding conversion of agricultural land, Metro

required that agricultural land could be converted to urban land
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only in the most compelling circumstances. _

Based on the-findings descrihéd above, HetroJadopted
standgrdslfor evaluating locational adjustments adding land to
the UGB, contained in Metro Code Section 3.01.040,.as foilows:

" (a) As required by éubsections-(b) through (d) of this
section, locational adjustments shall be consistent with the
following factors:

(1) Orderly and economic provision of public facilities
and services. A locational adjustment shall result in a net
improvement in the efficiency of public facilities and
services, including but not limited to, water, sewerage,

- storm drainage, transportation, fire protection and schools
in the adjoining areas within the UGB and any area to be
added must be capable of being served in an orderly and
economical fashion.

"(2) Maximum efficiency of land uses. Considerations shall
include existing development densities on the area included
within the amendment, and whether the amendment would
facilitate needed development on adjacent existing urban
land. , : .

"(3) Environmental, energy, economic and social

- consequences. Any impact on regional transit corridor
development must be positive and any limitations imposed by
the presence of hazard or resource lands must be addressed. .

“(4) Retention of agricultural land. When a petition
‘includes land with Class I-IV soils that.is not irrevocably
committed to non-farm use, the petition shall not be
approved unless it is factually demonstrated that:

~  Retention of the agricultural land would preclude
urbanization of an adjacent area already inside
the UGB, or ‘ o ’

- Retention of the agricultural land would prevent
the efficient and economical provision of urban
services.to_an adjacent area.inside the UGB.

"(5) Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby
agricultural activities. When a proposed adjustment would
allow an urban use in proximity to existing agricultural.
activities, the justification in terms of factors (1) v
through (4) of this subsection must clearly outweigh the
adverse impact of any incompatibility.
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" (d) Petitlons to add land to the UGB may be approved under
the following conditions:

"(2) ...[Tlhe proposed UGB must be superior to the UGB as
presently located based on a consideration of the factors in
subsection (a). The minor addition must include all
similarly situated contiguous land which could also be
appropriately included within the UGB as an addition based
on the factors in subsection (a).

"(3) Additions shall not add more than 50 acres of land to
the UGB and generally should not add more than 10 acres of
vacant land to the UGB. ...[T]he larger the proposed
addition, the greater the differences shall be between the
sultabzllty of the proposed UGB and suitability of the
existing UGB, based upon consideration of the factors in
subsectlon (a) of this section.



Jeff Kleinman
1207 SW 6th Ave
Portland, OR 97204

Tom Kloster

City of Gresham

1333 NW Eastman Parkway
Gresham, OR 97030

Christopher Thomas, Attorney at Law
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2000 SW First Avenue

Portland, OR 97201

Dan Cooper, Attorney at Law
Metro .

Legal Counsel

2000 SW First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201



. EXHIBIT NO._2 Raoser wT

Petition for Locational Adjustment to
Metro's Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) (check one):

X addition removal

Note: To add land in one location and remove l1and in another,
please complete one form for the addition and another for
the removal. .

l. a. Petitioner's name and address:

Paul D. Gravett and Shirlev P. Gravett
6605 SE Hogan -Road

" Gresham, Oregon 97080
_ Phone number: 661-3357

b. Contact person, if other than petitioner {(consultant or
‘attorney) or if petitioner is a local government:

Jeffrey L, Kleinman, Attorney
1207 SW_Sixth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

Phone number: 2748-0808

2. What is petitioner's interest in the property:

X Property Owner

' Contract Buyer

option to buy

N

Other legal interest (Specify: )

Local government

3. County in which property is located: Multnomah

4, . If the locational adjustment regquested were approved, would you
: seek annexation to (or de-annexation from) a city?

X Yes} the City of Gresham

No

5. Description of properties included in the petition (list each
" iot individually and attach a copy of the appropriate tax
~assessor's map(s)): o

a. Legal Description
(Township, Range, '
Section, Lot): ' See Exhibit A, attached.

Note: .The legal description does not distinguish
between the two tax lots on the property, Tax Lots
41 and 25. : '



b. Acres: 5.8

C. Owner's Name same
& Address
(Mark "Same"
if same as
petitioner):

d. Improvements One single family dwelling, one
on property metal pole barn

(e.g., none,

one single

family dwelling,

barn, gas station,

etc.):

Attach additional sheets as needed.
6. a. What Sewerége facilities currently serve the property?
None, all land is vacant
Package sewage treatment plant
Sewer Line to public system
X __ Septic Tank
b. 1f septic tanks, have any septic tanks in the_area failed?

Yes, (Explain:

x_ No
7. How close is the nearest sewer trunk? _Near Hogan Road's crossing
‘ A . . of Johnson_ Creek
8. a. Are additional sewer trunks for the area planned?

X Yes " No

b. If yes, how close to the property would planned
sewer lines run? _Adjoining property line along Hogan Creek

9. How is water provided tO“the'propertj?

X Private Well

inch water line provided by .
’ (city or water district)

No water provided



10. How close is the nearest water main? On Hogan Road, just north of

Johnson Creek, 3,000 feet from the property
11. a. Are additional water mains for the area planned?

"X Yes No

b; How close to the property would planned water lines ,

run? Across Hogan Creek and also adjacent to the property
along Hogan Road :
12. Are there any natural or man-made boundaries to development
running along or near your property (rivers, cliffs, etc.)?

X Yes (Describe: Hogan Creek, as indicated on attached
map
Mark location on assessor's map or attach other map or photo.

No . - -

13. What is the current local plan designation of the
property? MIIA :

14. what is the current local zoning designation? _MUA 70

15. Does the comprehensive plan identify any natural hazards in
this area?

Yes (Describe and explain applicable comprehensive plan
policies:

X No

16; poes the comprehensive plan identify any natural or historic
resources in this area?

X Yes (Describe resources'and explain applicable plan
' - policies: See answer on attached sheet

17. How do you plan to devélbp the property if your'petition-is
approved? _ :

The petitioners presently intend to- subdivide the
property to allow for five additional one-family homes.

18. On a separate sheet of paper, please discuss how approval of
your petition would comply with each of the applicable
standards from the Metro Code (attached green sheets). Only
petitions found consistent with these standards may be
-approved. Metro staff will use the information received from



this petition, the local government, and other sources as
needed, to prepare a list of questions for the Hearings Officer
on whether these standards have been met. You and other
parties may then submit any additional testimony in support of
or opposition to the petition at the hearing. The Hearings
Officer will then weigh the testimony received and submit the
findings and recommendations to the Metro Council for action.

18. Petitioners Signatures '
I/WE THE UNDERSIGNED HEREBY PETITION THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE
DISTRICT TO ADD TO/REMOVE FROM THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY THE
PROPERTY DESCRIBED HEREIN. ‘
SIGNED,
Name ZAUL D GRAtiéjﬁ%%d | Tax Lot Date
/ J b PN r—rt 41, 25 6/29/89
ey”L. Kleinman .
Attorney
JH/gl
2383B/223

05/07/87
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A tract of land situated in the Northeast one-quarter of Section
22, Township 1 South, Range 3 East of the Willamette Meridian in
the County of Multnomah and State of Oregon, more particularly
described as follows: R _

o D empe s ..E.g.-Mi‘.-.j‘:','-:‘ “oweie) ;‘i{wg SFet b et e .
Commencing at”the*Northed#t* torner:of said Section 22; thence
South-88°22'57:.West, along the North line thereof, a distance of
25.00 feet to a point in the West line of Hogan Road, and the point
of beginning of the tract herein to“be described; thence South -
0°03' 30" East, - along said West line, a distance of 741.59 feet to
a point; thence South 89°56'30" West, at right angles to said -
West line, a distance of 410.85 feet to the centerline of a creek;
thence Northerly,'along said centerline,.the following courses and
distances; North 23°11750" East 25.60 feet; North 15°40'30" East,
195.27 feet; North 0°50'00" East, 120.11 feet: North 2°57'40"

!West 179.53 feet; and North 15°15'40" West, a distance of 228.24
feet.to a point in the North line of said Section 22; thence
North 88°22'57" ‘East, along said North line, a distance of 415.00

' feet to the point of beginning. - | '

SAVE AND EXCEPT that part deeded'to Errol A. Bascue and Lois
S. Bascue by deed-dated'January 30, 1976.

cresssen amce eve

EXHIBIT A



$s’

‘ez’ ‘;“1'

4 . r8€8 4.

CRESHAM CITY BOUNDARY

R XA
S s ‘Im-'.‘z‘-‘o‘llﬂlh'l!/.‘v'-wl e

"o

(36! ‘30’
2,054
l'.l’/‘

JOOOCE RN SO0 .
o

tmum1

UF-20

3/
39\ s.90
Q:l‘. Ae.

€8.16 Ae.

—_ -y

G R A R R o RN R AR NI

UF-20

21
J.00
A,

“e
3.00
A,

CATY

GRESHAM CITY BOUNDARY

9‘/
Ur20 J966

%0’
JE. ‘aﬂs.

UF-20

Multnomah County Line

5.60

>
ORI DRNA? IOV
RABDAAN ASADDIBDAES SOSIOAMASEDELDS WONSDEARBIDADLELENR

P AAAAALLAS ESLILE S A LN L

72/

/&0

P ITITH

00 .H&A..N.'.'. . .ﬁ.a.'A‘-D.- Pate"!

PICITIE

O

10090000000000000006000000¢
1000000000000000000000000008¢

SAAAAS

Clackamas County Line



16. The comprehensive plan identifies no historic resources
. .in this area. It identifies one natural resource, '

Hogan Creek, which is in the national wetlands
inventory. Policy No. 16 on natural resources is
designated to protect natural resources and minimize
negative effects upon them. In this instance, the
policy is to minimize impact upon of natural
streambanks and riparian areas. Any development of the
property will be carried out accordingly.

PETITION OF PAUL D. GRAVETT AND SHIRLEY P. GRAVETT



18. Compliance with Applicable Standards of Metro Code
Section 3.01.040.

3.010.040(a) (1) The proposed addition will assist in
the orderly and economic provision of public facilities and
services, and will result in a net improvement to those
facilities and services. The area to be added is also capable of
belng served in an orderly and economical fashlon.

The subject property is located dlrectly on Hogan Road,
and is surrounded on three sides by the Urban Growth Boundary.
The property in essence comprises an isolated island of non-UGB
land on the west side of Hogan Road. The reasons for initially
excluding the property from the UGB are unknown, and no such.
reason is apparent from comparlson of the property w1th those
adjoining it within the UGB.

It would be far more efficient to have all the land 1n
this area west of Hogan Road located in the Urban Growth -
Boundary. It would be highly inefficient to provide separate
water, sewerage, and fire protection services to this one parcel.
In fact, this could be a source of confusion to public agencies,
especially with respect to police and fire protection. Further,
the City of Gresham is presently adding and/or planning to add
additional water supply and a new sewer line directly across
Hogan Creek from the affected property. It would be most
efficient and cost effective for the city to be able to supply
the subject property with these services, as the property is
entirely within the drainage of Hogan Creek and that drainage
area is planned for development. It would negatively affect the
city's urban development plans for this parcel to be excluded-
from the Urban Growth Boundary. The availability of this
property for sewer and water lines and roads providing access to
adjoining propertles is an important benefit to the City of
Gresham.

(a) (2) For the same reasons set forth above, this
addition to the UGB would allow for maximum efficiency of land
uses and would facilitate needed development on adjacent existing
urban land. In fact, the island-like nature of this property ’
projecting into the UGB clearly establishes the benefits to
adjoining urban land of having it included within the UGB.

Under the Metro staff definition of the term "needed"
as meaning "consistent with the local comprehensive plan and/or
applicable regional plans", it should be noted that the City of
Gresham's plans designate this entire area west of Hogan Road for
urban development. . The city's comprehensive plan calls for the
annexation of the surrounding properties, with residential
development to be carried out under LDR 7 zoning.

(a) (3) Includlng the subject property within the UGB
will have only positive environmental, energy, economic and
social consequences. It would make no sense from either the
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environmental, energy, economic or social standpoint to have a
tiny island of MUA 20 property surrounded by properties zoned LDR
7. The City of Gresham's development plans would negatively
impact the subject property from both the environmental and
social viewpoints if it were required to remain in agricultural
" use.  As long as the surrounding area is to be developed, it
would be wasteful of energy not to complete the road system by
using the subject property, and it would comprise economic waste
to leave this island of nominally designated farmland untouched
and unusable amidst the surrounding residential development.
There will be no impact on regional transit corridor development,
~except to the extent that land uses along the west side of Hogan
Road will be made consistent, and this could only be a positive
- impact.

As has been indicated in the petition, Hogan Creek is
identified as a natural resource within the national wetlands
inventory. The entire drainage of Hogan Creek in this area is to
be developed, and any development of the subject property would
fully recognize the need to protect the natural streambank and
the riparian areas immediately along Hogan Creek.

(a) (4) The subject property is expressly excluded by
Multnomah County from LCDC Goals 3 and -4, and the issue of
retention of agricultural land is therefore inapplicable here.

(a) (5) As has been stated, the urban use proposed for
the subject property would be entlrely consistent with the urban
uses surrounding it on three sides. 1In this sense, the
justlflcatlons set forth above in terms of factors (1) through
(3) outweigh in every respect the adverse impact of any
incompatibility which might result from the proposed use. In
fact, retaining agricultural use of the subject property would in
itself create an adverse impact because of its incompatibility
with the surrounding urban development.

(d) (2) For all the reasons set forth above, the UGB
proposed by the petitioners is superior to the presently located
UGB. This is the classic case in which a minor addition
comprises 100 percent of all similarly situated contiguous land
which could be appropriately included within the UGB. 1In
essence, this proposal alleviates the problems created by the
existing UGB, into which the subject property projects like a
sore thumb. . ,

(d) (3) The subject property comprises 5.8 acres and
hence falls squarely within the acreage requirements of this
subsection. Because of the small size of the property, the
burden of showing differences between the suitability of the
proposed UGB and the suitability of the existing UGB is less in
this case than it otherwise would be.
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EXHIBIT NO.__%

- Portland, OR 97201-5398

(503) 221-1646
Fax 241-7417

July 6, 1989

Jeffrey L. Kleinman, Attorney
1207 SW Sixth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

Dear Mr. Kleinman,

I have reviewed the petition for a locational adjustment of
the Urban Growth Boundary filed by you on behalf of Paul
and Shirley Gravett. I have assigned case number 89-1 to
the petition. This letter shall serve as official notice
to you of the status of the petition as filed.

As we discussed previously, the petition is presently
incomplete. To - complete the petition, the following
materials must be submitted to Metro by 5:00 pm on July 24,
1989: ‘

1) Tax Lot map(s) showing the subject property outlined
. in red and all properties within 250 feet of the
subject property.

2) Service provider comments from providers of sewer,
water, school, fire protection, transportation
(roads), and storm sewerage services for the subject
property and vicinity.

3) Record of action by local governments affected by

4 -this proposal (Gresham and Multnomah County),
including any findings or staff reports presented
in conjunction with the action.

' 4) Mailing list for notification purposes of all
- landowners holding an interest in property(s) within
- 250 feet of the subject property.

In addition, although the following are not required, they

will be useful in Metro’s consideration of the petition:

1) Topographic map showing watercourses and drainage
- basin boundaries in the vicinity of the subject

property.



page two

2) Mailing addresses for any nen.ghborhood associations,

. community planning organizations, or other
interested parties who might have a particular
interest in the proposed amendment.

Upon receipt of a completed application, Metro will deposit
the two checks received from the Gravett’s and provide an
official *"45-day Notice" to the Department of Land
Conservation and Development of the proposed amendment.
Metro will schedule a hearing for the petition before a
Hearings Officer 45 days from the provision of notice to
- the state, or on or about the week of September 11, 1989,

depending on your schedule and the availability of the
‘Hearings Officer.

Please feel free to contact me should ydu' have any
questions. I can be reached directly at 220-1537.

Sincereiy,

Ethan Seltzer
Land Use Coordinator

ES/es
7/6/89



EXHIBIT NO. 2

JEFFREY L. KLEINMAN
ATTORNEY AT Law

THE AMBASSADOR
1207 S.W. SIXTH AVENUE
PORTLAND., OREGON 97204

(503) 248-0808

July 21, 1989

Hand Delivered

Mr. Ethan Seltzer

Land Use Coordinator
Metropolitan Service District
2000 SW First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

Re: Petition for Locational Adjustment to
Urban Growth Boundary of Paul and Shirley Gravett

Dear Mr. Seltzer:

Enclosed pursuant to your letter of July 6, 1989, are
the following materials with respect to the above petltlon'

1. A revised petition correcting inaccuracies in the
one initially submitted. Please note that this is the petition
upon which the relevant service providers were asked to comment
and for which records of action were requested so there is no
conflict in this regard.

' 2. Exhibit A -- Tax lot maps showing the Gravett
property outlined in. red and all properties within 250 feet of
the Gravett property.

3. Exhibit B -- A copy of a letter from Tom Kloster,
Community Planner with the City of Gresham, describing the
Service Provider Review which the city has conducted, together
with a copy of the comments of the Gresham Engineering Division,
the only provider which has had any substantive comment. 1In his
letter, Mr. Kloster describes the remaining steps which will be
taken to obtain a record of action from the City of Gresham. The
comments of the Engineering Division are hereby incorporated by -
reference into the Gravetts' petition.

4. Exhibit € -- The original of the record of action
by the Multnomah County Commission, dated July 20, 1989. (I
understand that you have already received the requlslte comment
from Multnomah County Rural Fire Protection District 10. The
City of Gresham, Multnomah County and the Fire District comprlse
all the jurlsdlctlons we were requlred to contact. )



Mr. Ethan Seltzer
Land Use Coordinator
July 21, 1989

Page 2

5. Exhibit D -- Mailing list for notification purposes
of all landowners holding an interest in property within 250 feet
of the Gravett property, as shown by the records of the Multnomah
County Division of Assessment and Taxation.

6. Exhibit E -- Topographlc map showing watercourses
and drainage basin boundarles in the vicinity of the Gravett
property.

7. Exhibit F -- Section maps showing existing Urban
Growth Boundary. ' ’

To the best of my knowledge, there are no neighborhood
associations .or communlty planning organizations who might have a
particular interest in the proposed amendment. :

Pursuant to Metro Code section 3.01.020(b), I am by
this letter requesting an extension until September 21, 1989, in
order to allow additional time for the City of Gresham to
finalize its staff report and submit a record of action to Metro.

The reasons for this request are twofold. First, the
preparation of petitioners' materials was delayed by the need for
me to be present during my father's lengthy hospitalization on
the east coast. Ultimately, he passed away and it was necessary
for me to participate in funeral arrangements and to assist my '
family after the funeral.

Secondly, ours is the first U.G.B. petltlon to which
the City of Gresham has had to respond under Metro's rules, and
it has taken some time for the city to arrive at a procedure
which would be workable in the future and not set undesirable
precedents. It appears that a record of action from the Gresham
City Council could well be available two weeks prior to the
extension date set out above.

By copy of this letter, I would like to express my
thanks to the City of Gresham, Multnomah County, and their
respective Planning Directors and staff people for their help in
reviewing the Gravetts' petition and compiling these materials. .



Mr. Ethan Seltzer
Land Use Coordinator
July 21, 1989

Page 3

Thank you again for your courtesies and assistance in
this matter. Please let me know if you foresee any difficulty in
obtaining the requested extension.

Very truly yours,

// S

Jeffrey L. Kleinman

JLK:jr

Enclosures

cc: Paul and Shlrley Gravett (w/out maps)
John E. Andersen (w/out enc.)
Tom Kloster (w/out enc.)
Lorna Stickel (w/out enc.)
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EXHIBIT NO. 4

Petition for Locational Adjustment to UGB

of Paul and Shirley Gravett

MAILING LIST OF ALL LAND OWNERS WITHIN 250 FEET

OF PETITIONERS' PROPERTY

Petitioners Paul and Shirley Gravett hereby submit the

5 . following mailing list for notification purposes of all land

© o =~ o

10
11
12
13
- 14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23

24

25
26

owners holding an interest in property within 250 feet of their

own.

The properties are listed by their Multnomah County

Division of Assessment and Taxation account numbers. Where the

address of the property and the owner's mailing address differ,

the owner's mailing address is'listéaﬂfixst,.and‘the property

address is set out in parentheses‘thereéfter.A

1.

R-99315-0350

Henry W. Brown
2901 SE Hogan Road
Gresham, OR 97030

R-99314-1250
Esther L. Anslow
2800 SE Hogan Road
Gresham, OR 97030

R-99314~-0840

Margaret Y. Grieve _
2945 SE Ambleside Drive
Gresham, OR 97080

R-99323-0310

Addie M. Karlen
6628 SE Hogan Road
Gresham, OR 97030

Scott T. and Carol L. Schaeffef
6628 SE Hogan Road
Gresham, OR 97030

R-99323-0050

' Addie M. and Fred E. Karlen o | . .

6744 SE Hogan Road
Gresham, OR 97030

JEFFREY L. KLEINMAN
Attorney ot Law
The Ambassador
1207 5. W, Sixth Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204
Telephone (503) 248-0808

Page 1l - PETITION FOR LOCATIONAL ADJUSTMENT S A
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110.

11.

R-99323-0280

Leo F. and Helen F. Kelt
c/o Lynda Newell

2850 SE 136th

Portland, OR 97236

(property located at 6848 SE Hogan Road, Gresham,
OR 97080)

R-99323-0270 )

Ronald J. and Therese M. Larson
6920 SE Hogan Road

Gresham, OR 97080

R-99322-0460

Gary J. and Judy Delorit
340 NE 120th Avenue
Portland, OR 97220

(property located at 6811 SE Hogan Road, Gresham,
OR 97030) '

R-99322-0480

Jerry E. and Nancy A. Jaksich
6883 SE Hogan Road

Gresham, OR 97080

R-99322-0450

Melvin C. .and Donna L. Miles

7035 SE Hogan Road
Gresham, OR 97030

‘R-99322-0430

Daniel A. and Launa J. Sanders
6867 SE Hogan Road
Gresham, OR 97080

// S G i

' ngf ey L/ Kleinman, OSB #74372
Attoftney for Petitioners

JEFFREY L. KLEINMAN
Attorney ot Low
The Ambassador
1207 S. W. Sixth Avenue
" Portland, Oregon 97204
Telephone (503) 248.0808

EXHIBIT 2-2



EXHIBIT NO. —=

_ Petition for Locational Adjustment to
. Metro's Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) (check one):

X addition removal
‘Note: To add land in one location and remove 1and in another,
please complete one form for the addition and another for
the removal. ‘

1. a. Petitioner's name and address:

Paul D. Gravett and Shirlev P. Gravett
6605 SE Hogan Road

" Gresham, Oregon 97080
Phone number: 661-3357

b. = Contact person,'if other than petitioner (consultant or
' attorney) or if petitioner is a local government:

Jeffrey L. Kleinman, Attorney
1207 SW Sixth Avenue ‘
Portland, Oregon 97204

Phone number:. 248-0808

2. What is petitioner's interest in the property:

X Property Owner

Contract Buyer

Option to buy

R

‘Other legal interest (Specify: B )

Local government

3. County_ip which property is located: Mul tnomah

4. If-thé.locational adjustment-réquésted were approved, would you
" seek annexation to (or de-annexation from) a city? :

X Yes, the City of Gresham -

No

5. Description of properties included in the petition (listleach
lot individually and attach a copy of the appropriate tax
assessor's map(s)): '

a. Legal Description
(Township, Range, .
Section, Lot): See Exhibit A, attached.

, ,Note: - The legal description does not distinguish
_lgitwegnzthe two tax lots on the property, Tax Lots
an 5. . ’



Acres: 5.8

Owner's Name same

& Address

(Mark "Same"

if same as-

petitioner):

Improvements . One single family dwelllng, one
on property metal pole barn
. (e.g., none,

one single

family dwelling,

barn, gas station,

etc.):

Attach additional sheets>as needed.

6.

a.

What sewerage facilities currently serve the property?
None, all land is vacant
Package sewage treatment plant
Sewer Line-to public system

__JL_ Septic Tank |

If septic tanks, have any septxc tanks in the area failed?

Yes, (Explain:

x_ No

How close is the nearest sewer trunk’ Near. _Hogan Road's cr0551ng'

a.

" b.

of Johnson Creek
Are additional sewer trunks for the area planned’

X Yes T " No -

1f yes, how close to the property would planned
sewer lines run? _Adijoining property line along Hogan Creek

"How-is-water«p:ovided‘tO»the>property2

 Private Well

inch water line provided by . :
o (city or water district)

No water provided



10.
11.

12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

How close is the nearest water main? Op Hogan Road, just north of

4 Johnson' Creek, 3,000 feet from the property
a. Are additional water mains for the area p anned?

__X Yes No

b. How close to the property would planned water lines
run? _Across Hogan Creek and also adjacent to the property
along Hogan Road
Are there any natural or man-made boundaries to development
running along or near your property (rivers, cliffs, etc.)?

—X Yes (Describe: _ Hogan Creek, as indicated on attached
map )
Mark location on assessor's map or attach other map or photo.

.No

T

What is the current local plan designation of the
property? MUA -

what is the current local'zoning designation? _MUA 20

Does the comprehensive plan identify any natural hazards in
this area? : : :

Yes (Describe ahd explain applicable comprehensive plan
policies: - . '

X No

poes the comprehensive plan identify any natural or historic

resources in this area?

X Yes (Describe resources and explain applicable plan
: ‘ policies:. See answer on attached sheet

How do &ou plan to devélbp the property if your petition is
approved? '

The petitioners presently intend to -subdivide the
property to allow for five additional one-family homes.

On a separate sheet of paper, please discuss how approval of
your petition would comply with each of the applicable
standards from the Metro Code (attached green sheets). Only
petitions found consistent with these standards may be

- approved. Metro staff will use the information received from



this petition, the local government, and other sources as
needed, to prepare a 1ist of questions for the Hearings Officer
on whether these standards have been met. You and other =~
.parties may then submit any additional testimony in support of
or opposition to the petition at the hearing. The Hearings
Officer will then weigh the testimony received and submit the

findings and recommendations to the Metro Council for action.

18. Petitioners Signatures

I/WE THE UNDERSIGNED HEREBY PETITION THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE
DISTRICT TO ADD TO/REMOVE FROM THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY THE
'PROPERTY DESCRIBED HEREIN. '

- PAUL D. GRAVETT and
SIGNED, gSHIRLEY P. GRAVETT

Name /7'// / ~ Tax Lot Date
< f*%Zﬁgf/CZZ,gé——————-:> 41 728 _

By: ZJeft¥ey L. Kleinman
Attorney

IS

g JH/gll
2383B/223
05/07/87



A tract of land situated in the Northeast one-quarter of Section
22, Township 1 South, Range 3 East of the Willamette Meridian in
the County of Multnomah and State of Oregon, more particularly
dcscribed as follows: - = . - ’

cor et o A= apirpgt ".‘IS b );‘p-' ¢ -

Commenc1ng at-the- Horthedlgrtorner of said Section 22; thence
South 88°22'57:West, along the North line thereof, a distance of
25.00 feet to a point in the West line of Hogan Road and the point
of beginning of the tract herein to“be described; thence South -
0°03' 30" East,- along said West line, a distance of 741.59 feet to
a point; thence South 89°56'30" West, at right angles to said :
West 1ine a distance of 410.85 feet to the centerline of a creek;
thence. Northerly, alon$ said centerline, the following courses and
distances; Horth 23°11750" East 25.60 feet; Morth 15°40°30" East,
195.27 feet North 0°50'00". East, 120.11 feet North 2°57'40"

, West 179.53 feet; and North 15° 15'40" West, a distance of 228.24
feet.to a point in the North line of said Section 22; thence

 North 88°22'57" ‘East, along said North line, a distance of 415 00

' feet to the point of beginning

SAVE AND EXCEPT that part deeded to Errol A. Bascue and Lois
S Bascue by deed dated January 30 1976. |

EXHIBIT A
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16. The comprehensive plan identifies no historic resources
in this area. It identifies one natural resource,
Hogan Creek, which is in the national wetlands
inventory. Policy No. 16 on natural resources is
designated to protect natural resources and minimize
'negatlve effects upon them. In this instance, the
policy is to minimize impact upon of natural
streambanks and riparian areas. Any development of the
property w111 be carried out accordingly.

PETITION OF PAUL D. GRAVETT AND SHIRLEY P. GRAVETT



18. Compliance with Applicable Standards of Metro Code
Section 3.01.040.

, : 3.010.040(a) (1) The proposed addition will assist in
the orderly and economic provision of public facilities and
services, and will result in a net improvement to those
facilities and services. The area to be added is also capable of
being served in an orderly and economical fashion.

The subject property is located directly on Hogan Road,
and is surrounded on three sides by the Urban Growth Boundary.
The property in essence comprises an isolated island of non-UGB
land on the west side of Hogan Road. The reasons for initially
excluding the property from the UGB are unknown, and no such
reason ‘is apparent from comparison of the property with those
adjoining it within the UGB.

‘ It would be far more efficient to have all the land in
this area west of Hogan Road and west of the ridge line of the
Hogan Creek drainage located in the Urban Growth Boundary. (All
of the other properties in this area which lie entirely within
the Hogan Creek drainage are also within the UGB.) It would be
highly inefficient to provide separate water, sewerage, and fire
protection services to this one parcel. In fact, this could be a
source of confusion to public agencies, especially with respect
to police and fire protection. Further, the City of Gresham is
presently adding and/or planning to add additional water supply
and a new sewer line directly across Hogan Creek from the
affected property. It would be most efficient and cost effective
for the city to be able to supply the subject property with these
services, as the property is entirely within the drainage of
Hogan Creek and that drainage area is planned for development.

It would negatively affect the city's urban development plans for
this parcel to be excluded from the Urban Growth Boundary. The
avallablllty of this property for sewer and water lines and roads
providing access to ad301n1ng properties is an important beneflt
to the City of Gresham.

(a) (2) For the same reasons set forth above, this
addition to the UGB would allow for maximum efficiency of land
uses and would facilitate needed development on adjacent existing
urban land. In fact, the island-like nature of this property
projecting into the UGB clearly establishes the benefits to
adjoining urban land of having it included within the UGB.

Under the Metro staff definition of the term "needed"
as meaning "consistent with the local comprehensive. plan and/or
applicable regional plans", it should be noted that the City of
Gresham's plans designate this entire area west of the Hogan
Creek ridge line for urban development. The city's comprehensive
plan calls for the annexation of all such surrounding properties,
with residential development to be carrled out under LDR 7
zoning.-

PETITION OF PAUL D. GRAVETT AND SHIRLEY P. GRAVETT



: (a) (3) Including the subject property within the UGB
'will have only positive environmental, energy, economic and
social consequences. It would make no sense from either the
environmental, energy, economic or social standpoint to have a
tiny ‘island of MUA 20 property surrounded by properties zoned LDR
7. The City of Gresham's development plans would negatively
impact the subject property from both the environmental and
social viewpoints if it were required to remain in agricultural
use. As long as the surrounding area is to be developed, it
would be wasteful of energy not to complete the road system by
using the subject property, and it would comprise economic waste
to leave this island of nominally designated farmland untouched
and unusable amidst the surrounding residential development.
There will be no impact on regional transit corridor development,
except to the extent that land uses along the west side of Hogan
Road will be made consistent, and this could only be a positive
impact.

As has been indicated in the petition, Hogan Creek is
identified as a natural resource within the national wetlands
inventory. The entire drainage of Hogan Creek in this area is to
be developed, and any development of the subject property would
fully recognize the need to protect the natural streambank and
the riparian areas immediately along Hogan Creek.

(a) (4) The subject property is expressly excluded by
Multnomah County from LCDC Goals 3 and 4, and the issue of
retention of-agricultural land is therefore inapplicable here.

,(a) (5) As has been stated, the urban use proposed for
the subject property would be entirely consistent with the urban
uses surrounding it on three sides. In this sense, the
justifications set forth above in terms of factors (1) through
(3) outweigh in every respect the adverse impact of any
incompatibility which might result from the proposed use. 1In
fact, retaining agricultural use of the subject property would in
1tse1f create an adverse impact.because of its incompatibility
with the surrounding urban development.

. (d) (2) For all the reasons set forth above, the UGB
proposed by the petitioners is superior to the presently located
UGB. This is the classic case in which a minor addition
comprises 100 percent of all similarly situated contiguous land
which could be appropriately included within the UGB. 1In
essence, this proposal alleviates the problems created by the
existing UGB, into which the subject property projects like a
sore thumb. .

(d) (3) The subject property comprises 5.8 acres and
hence falls squarely within the acreage requirements of this
subsection. Because of the small size of the property, the
burden of showing differences between the suitability of the
proposed UGB and the suitability of the existing UGB is less in
this case than it otherwise would be.

PETITION OF PAUL D. GRAVETT AND SHIRLEY P. GRAVETT



EXHIBIT NC. _¢

- Request for Comment from Service Provider

L

\

. (Part I to be completed by petitioner and submitted to each service
provider listed on "Summary- of Requests for Comments from Service
Providers.® Part II to be completed by the service provider and
returned to Land Use Coordinator, Metropolitan Service District,
2000 S.W. 1lst Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97201-5398)

Part I
To: Rural Fire Protection District 10
Name of Service Provider
From: paul D. and Shirley P. Gravett, c/o Jeffrey L. Kleinman, Attorney

Name of Petitioner .
Attached is a copy of a petition for a locational adjustment to

Metro's Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). Please review.-this petition

.and submit your comments on it to Metro as soon as possible, but NO

LATER THAN __ July 24, 1989 .

In general, land placed inside the UGB will develop to a residential
density of at least four units a net acre or for urban commercial or
industrial use, as determined by local zoning. Land outside the UGB
cannot be served by sewer, and generally, cannot be developed at
"more than one unit- to the net acre. 1In reviewing this petition,
please consider: (1) whether its approval would make it easier
(Less expensive) or harder (more expensive) to serve other, adjacent
areas for which service is planned or expected; and (2) how easy or
difficult it would be to. extend your service to the area included in

the petition if the petition were approved.

Thank &ou'for your help. Please call the Land Use Coordinator, at
Metro, 221-1646, if you have any questions. '
. Cpart II L

¢ [

© I.have reviewed the attached petition for a locatiomal adjustment to
Metro's UGB and I: ‘

Support Approval Oppose Approval
- x Have No Comment - . Support with Conditions
Comments and explanation (explaih any conditions)

(Attach addi al pages if needed.) .

‘Signéd

Title

JH/sm-2383B/223
05/11/87



C EXHIBIT NO. _7
CITY OF GRESHAM - | Jor 241983
Community & Economic Development Department

1333 N.W. Eastman Parkway

Gresham, Oregon 97030~3825

(503) 661-3000

July 20, 1989

Ethan Seltzer

Metropolitan Service District
2000 SW First Avenue
“Portland, Oregon 97201-5398

RE: Prbposed Gravett UGB Amendment
.Dear Ethan,

Since late June, I have been working with Jeff Kleinman, who
represents Paul Gravett in a request to amend the Urban
Growth Boundary (UGB). The purpose of this letter is to
summarize the City’s process and findings on the proposal.

After receiving the service provider questionnaire from Mr.
Kleinman, a packet of information regarding the proposal. was
routed to affected departments agencies for comment. This
-included Gresham’s Police, Fire and Engineerlng departments,
and the Gresham School District, whlch is routinely included:
in our requests for comments.

Of these service providers, only the Engineering Department
had comments that constituted a substantial finding for the
proposal. Their report and findings are attached to this
letter, and will be the central discussion in a more
comprehensive Type IV staff report to the Plann1ng Commission
and City Council.

Should Metro accept the Gravett application, we are prepared
to present our findings to the Planning Commission as early
as August 8th, and the City Council in late August or early
September. This is the earliest possible hearing sequence
for the proposal. Should the Council act to approve the
request,"their action would take the form of a Council Order.

I would appreciate being notified of the status of the
Gravett appllcat1on as soon as possible.

Sincerely, ‘
Tom Kloster
Community Planner -

cc: Jeffrey L. Kleinman
John E. Andersen
Lorna Stickel




: CITY OF GRESHAM
COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT
ENGINEERING DIVISION

ﬁEMORANDUM‘_

TO: Tom Kloster, Community élanner

FROM: John Harris, Engineering Division %1
DATE: - July 12, 1989 B

RE: PROPOSAL FOR ADJUSTMENT AND EXTENSION OF URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY, TAX

LOTS 25 AND 41, SECTION 22, T1S, R3E, W.M. FOR JEFFREY L. KLEINMAN.
PA-78-89

 Following are the comments in the Engineering Division regarding the above
proposal. :

GENERAL COMMENTS

The applicant is requesting an extension of the urban growth boundary and urban
service boundary to include the above-mentioned properties for eventual
annexation into the City. The present urban growth boundary and urban service
boundary extend along the north, west, and south property lines of these tax
lots. ' o

STREETS

These properties have frontage to the east along S.E. Hogan, which is a
Multnomah County maintained roadway classified as a minor arterial.
Development of the site to City standards would not negatively impact the
existing roadway system. It should be noted, however, that if the site were to

be developed, half-street improvements along this frontage would be required.

SANITARY SEWER

At present, the nearest available sanitary sewer line is over 3400 feet north
of this site. The Crystal Springs development, however, proposes to extend
public sanitary sewer from its existing terminus south and west to Regner Road
to serve the Crystal Springs project. This sewer trunk extension is proposed
to be constructed west of the west property line of the subject tax lots.
While it is not necessary to extend public sanitary sewer through the subject
lots in order to extend the sanitary sewer to the south, a more equitable cost
sharing could be provided if this property were to be able to connect to public
sanitary sewer.

JH 4.39



MEMORANDUM
Tom Kloster, Community Planner
July 12, 1589

Page 2
RE: PROPOSAL FOR ADJUSTMENT AND EXTENSION OF URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY, ' TAX
' LOTS 25 AND 41, SECTION 22, T1S, R3E, W.M. FOR JEFFREY L. KLEINMAN
PA-78-89 : o

STORM DRAINAGE

- The subject site is located within the Johnson Creek Drainage Basin.
Development of this property would probably require on-site detention. No .
detrimental impacts to the storm sewer system are anticipated provided on-site
detention or regional detention is provided. . :

WATER

At present, there is no public water available to serve this site. The nearest
public waterline is approximately 3300 feet north of this site in Hogan Road.
As stated above, the Crystal Springs development project, located to the south
and west of this site, will be extending public water with development of its
property. This new public waterline in the Crystal Springs development would
be approximately 2300 feet west of the development of the subject site. If
development of the subject site were allowed, extension of public water would
be required. It should be noted, however, that a looped public water system
will eventually be needed to serve this area. A public waterline will probably
be required in S.E. Hogan Road, which.would extend to at least the southern
boundary of the urban service boundary on Hogan Road. As the subject site is
not located within the urban service boundary, public facilities are not
allowed. Inclusion of the subject site would facilitate the extension of this
public waterline in S.E. Hogan Road. Exclusion of this property from the urban.
service boundary would seriously constrain the City's ability to provide
adequate looping of public waterlines. .

- JH/kk

File No. PA-78-89
. Map No. 3754

cc: Blakemore

JH 4.39



EXHIBIT NO.—£

Request for Comment from Service Provider

- (Part I to be completed by petitioner and submitted to each service

provider listed on *Summary- of Requests for Comments from Service

Providers." Part II to be completed by the service provider and

" returned to Land Use Coordinator, Metropolitan Service District,
2000 S.W. lst Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97201-5398)

part 1
To: - ' Multnomah County
Name of Service Provider
From: paul D, and Shirley P. Gravett, cf/o Jeffrey L. Kleinman, Attorney

Name of Petitioner -
Attached is a copy of a petition for a locational adjustment to
Metro's Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). Please review this petition
‘and submit your comments on it to Metro as soon as possible, but NO
LATER THAN _ July 24, 1989 . oo :

In general, 1and placed inside the UGB will develop to 2 residential
".density of at least four units a net acre oOr for urban commercial or
jndustrial use, as determined by local zoning. Land outside the UGB
cannot be served by sewer, and generally, cannot be developed at
more than one unit to the net acre. In reviewing this petition,
please consider: (1) whether its approval would make it easier
(less expensive) or harder (more expensive) to serve other, adjacent

areas for which service is planned or expgcted; and (2) how easy or

difficult it would be to extend your service to the area included in
the petition if the petition were approved. ”

Thank you for your help. Please call the Land Use Coordinator, at
Metro, 221-1646, if you have any questions. -

. Part II

I -have reviewed the attached petition for a jocational adjustment to
Metro's UGB and I: ‘

Support Approval Oppose Approval

X Have No Comment . : Support with Conditions

Comments and explanation (explain any conditions)

(A;tagh additional p e?ugzgijjded.)
Signed d jz Date 7/24/”
. -~ [4 . . ‘ / ] 7

Title Mu1tﬁomaW/County Chaf{ -
, v Y/ :

JH/sm-2383B/223
05/11/87

 EXHIBITC:L



Note:

petition for Locational Adjustment to o .
Metro's Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) (check one):

X addition : removal

To add land in one location and remove land in another,

please complete one form for the addition and another for
the removal. : - '

a. Petitioner's name and address:

Paul b{ Gravett and Shirley P Gravett
6605 SE Hogan Road

Gresham: Oregon 97080
Phone number:

661-3357

b. Contact persoh, if other than-petitioner (cqnsultant or
attorney) or if petitioner is a local governmerit:

Jeffrey L. Kleinman, Attornpy
1207 _SW Sixth Avenue

Phone number : 248-0808

2. What is petitioner's interest in the properﬁy:

3.
.4.

X Property Owner
Contract,Buyer

Ooption to buy

|1

Other legal interest (Specify: ' )

Local government

County ip'whiqﬁ property is lbcated: Mul tnomah

1f the locational adjust@ént requested were approved, would you
seek annexation to (or de—annexation from) a city? '

X Yes, the City of Gresham

No

pescription of ptopefties included in the petition (1istAeach :

_lot individually and attach a copy of the appropriate tax

assessor's map(s)):

a. Légal-Description,
(Township, Range, _
Section, Lot): See Exhibit A, attached.

Note: The legal description does not distihguish '

between the two tax lots on the property, Tax Lots

41 and 25.
- EXHIBIT £-2



b. Acres: 5.8
c. Owner's Name  same
" & Address
(Mark "Same”
if same as :
petitioner):

d. Improvenments One single family dwelling, one
on property metal pole barn

(e.g., none,
one single
family dwelling,
barn, gas station,
etc.):
Attach additional sheets as needed.
6. a. What sewerage facilities currently serve the property?
None, all land is vacént
Package sewage treatment plant
Sewer Line to public system
X__ Septic Tank
b, If septic tanks,_have'any septic tanks in the area failed?

Yes, (Explain:

| x_ No
7. How close is. the nearest sewer trunk? _Near Hogan Road's crossing

. . , of Johnson Creek
8. a. Aré additional sewer trunks for the area planned?

| X Yes | ' No

b. I1f yes,_how close to the property would planned _
sewer lines run? _Adijoining property line along Hogan Creek

9. How is water provided’to the property?
X Private Well

inch water line'provided by -

(city or water district)

No water provided

; EXHIBIT =3



10. How close is the nearest water main? Op Hogan Road, just north of

: - Johnson Creek, 3,000 feet from the property
11. a. Are additional water mains for the area planned?

__X Yes No

b. How close to the ptoperty would planned water lines

run? _Across Hogan Creek and also adjacent to the property
along Hogan Road . : o
12. Are there any natural or man-made boundaries to development

running along or near your property (rivers, cliffs, etc.)? -

X Yes (Describe:
map
Mark location on assessor's map Or attach other map or photo.

Hogan Creek, as indicated on attached

.No

4

13. What is the current local plan designation of the
property? MUA :

14. What is the current local zoning designation? _MUA 20 .

15. Does the comprehensive plan identify any natural hazards in
this area? : :

Yes (Describe and explain applicable comprehensive plan
policies: ‘ ~ :

X No

"16. Does the comprehensive plan identify ahy'natural or historic
resources in this area? \

X Yes (Déscribe resources and explain applicable plan'
' policies: See answer on attached sheet

17. How do you plan to devélbp the property if your petition is
approved? '

The petitioners presently intend to subdivide the
property to allow for five additional one-family homes.

18. On a separate sheet of paper, please discﬁss héw approval of

your petition would comply with each of the applicable
standards from the Metro Code (attached green sheets). Only
petitions found consistent with these standards may be
approved. Metro staff will use the information received from

- EXHIBIT <-¥



this petition, the local government, and other sources as -

needed, to prepare a list of questions for the Hearings Officer
on whether these standards have been met. You and other
parties may then submit any additional testimony in support of
or opposition to the petition at the hearing. The Hearings
Officer will then weigh the testimony received and submit the
findings and recommendations to the Metro Council for action.

18. Petitionérs Signatures
I/WE THE UNDERSIGNED BEREBY PETITION THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE
DISTRICT TO ADD TO/REMOVE FROM THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY THE
PROPERTY DESCRIBED HEREIN. - ‘
SIGNED,
.Name g%UL D. g?AgETT'%gd Tax Lot Date
41, 25 6/29/89
L. Kleinman .
Attorney
JH/gl
2383B/223
05/07/87
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A tract of land situated in the Northeast one-quarter of Section

22, Township 1 South, Range 3 East of the Willamette Meridian in
the County of Multnomah and State of Oregon, more particularly
described as follows: - '

i e’ B FR TN Pr R i'.‘i—:_. sre i e i
Commencing at“the*Northedsft* torner'of said Section 22; thence
South 88°22'57:West, along the North' line thereof, a distance of
25.00 feet to a point in the West line of Hopan Road, and the point
of beginning of the tract herein to“be described; thence South ~
0°03' 30" East,- along said West line, a distance of 741.59 feet to
a point; thence South 89°56'30" West, at right angles to said

. West line, a distance of 410.85 feet to the centerline of a creek;
thence Northerl ,'along said centerline, the following courses and
distances; NHorth 23°11'50" East 25.60 feet; North 15°40'30" East.
195.27 feet; North 0°S0°'00". East, 120.11 feet; North 2°57'40"

! West 179.53 feet; and North 15°15'40" West, a distance of 228.24
fect.to a point in the North line of said Section 22; thence
North 88°22'57" ‘East, along said North line, a distance of 415.00

' feet to the point of beginning. : :

SAVE AND EXCEPT that part deeded to Errol A. Bascue and Lois
S. Bascue by deed-dated'January 30, 1976. :

cetevmmame moew wwoeic
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16. The comprehensive plan identifies no historic resources
in this area. It identifies one natural resource,
Hogan Creek, which is in the national wetlands
inventory. Policy No. 16 on natural resources is
designated to protect natural resources and minimize
negative effects upon them. 1In this instance, the
policy is to minimize impact upon of natural ‘
streambanks and riparian areas. Any development of the
property will be carried out accordingly.

PETITION OF PAUL D. GRAVETT AND SHIRLEY P. GRAVETT
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18. cOmpllance with Applicable Standards of Metro Code
Section 3.01.040.

. 3.010.040(a)(1) The_proposed addition will assist in
the orderly and economic prov151on of public facilities and
services, and will result in a net improvement to those
facilities and services. The area to be added is also capable of
being served in an orderly and economical fashion.

. . The subject property is located directly on Hogan Road,
and is surrounded on three sides by the Urban Growth Boundary.
The property in essence comprises an isolated island of non-UGB
land on the west side of Hogan Road. The reasons for initially
excludlng the property from the UGB are unknown, and no such
reason is apparent from comparison of the property wlth those
adjoining it within the UGB.

It would be far more eff1c1ent to have all the land in
~th19 area west of Hogan Road and .west of the ridge line of the
Hogan Creek drainage located in the Urban Growth Boundary. (All
of the other properties in this area which lie entirely within
the Hogan Creek drainage are also within the UGB.) It would be
highly inefficient to provide separate water, sewerage, and fire
protection services to this one parcel. In fact, this could be a
source of confusion to public agencies, espec1a11y with respect
to police and fire protection. Further, the City of Gresham is
presently adding and/or planning to add additional water supply
and a new sewer line directly across Hogan Creek from the
affected property. It would be most efficient and cost effective
for the city to be able to supply the subject property with these
services, as the property is entlrely within the drainage of
Hogan Creek and that drainage area is planned for development.

It would negatively affect the city's urban development plans for-
this parcel to be excluded from the Urban Growth Boundary. The -
availability of this property for sewer and water lines and roads

providing access to adjoining properties is an 1mportant benefit
'~ to the City of Gresham. - :

(a) (2) For the same reasons set forth above, this
addition to the UGB would allow for maximum efficiency of land
uses and would facilitate needed development on adjacent existing
urban land. In fact, the island-like nature of this property
projecting into the UGB clearly establishes the benefits to
adjoining urban land of having it 1nc1uded wlthln the UGB.

Under the Metro staff definition of the term "needed"
as meaning "consistent with the local comprehensive plan and/or
applicable regional plans", it should be noted that the City of
Gresham's plans designate this entire area west of the Hogan
‘Creek ridge line for urban development. The city's comprehensive
plan calls for the annexation of all such surroundlng properties,

with residential development to be carried out under LDR 7
zoning.

~ PETITION OF PAUL D. GRAVETT AND SHIRLEY P. GRAVETT EXHIBIT €=



(a) (3) Including the subject property within the UGB
will have only positive environmental, energy, economic and
social consequences. It would make no sense from either the
environmental, energy, economic or social standpoint to have a
tiny island of MUA 20 property surrounded by properties zoned LDR
7. The City of Gresham's development plans would negatively
impact the subject property from both the environmental and
social viewpoints if it were required to remain in agricultural
use. As long as the surrounding area is to be developed, it
would be wasteful of energy not to complete the road system by
using the subject property, and it would comprise economic waste
to leave this island of nominally designated farmland untouched
and unusable amidst the surrounding residential development.
There will be no impact on regional transit corridor development,
except to the extent that land uses along the west side of Hogan
Road will be made consistent, and this could only be a positive
impact. . : A

As has been indicated in the petition, Hogan Creek is
identified as a natural resource within the national wetlands
inventory. The entire drainage of Hogan Creek in this area is to
be developed, and any development of the subject property would
fully recognize the need to protect the natural streambank and
the riparian areas immediately along Hogan Creek.

(a) (4) The subject property is expressly excluded by.
Multnomah County from LCDC Goals 3 and 4, and the issue of
retention of agricultural land is therefore inapplicable here.

(a) (5) As has been stated, the urban use proposed for
the subject property would be entirely consistent with the urban
- uses surrounding it on three sides. 1In this sense, the '
justifications set forth above in terms of factors (1) through
(3) outweigh in every respect the adverse impact of any o
incompatibility which might result from the proposed use. 1In
fact, retaining agricultural use of the subject property would in
itself create an adverse impact because of its incompatibilit
" with the surrounding urban development. , , , .

(d) (2) For all the reasons set forth above, the UGB
proposed by the petitioners is superior to the presently located
UGB. This is the classic case in which a minor addition
comprises 100 percent of all similarly situated contiguous land
which could be appropriately included within the UGB. 1In
essence, this proposal alleviates the problems created by the
existing UGB, into which the subject property projects like a
sore thumb. : . 4 )

(d) (3) The subject property comprises 5.8 acres and
hence falls squarely within the acreage requirements of this
subsection. Because of the small size of the property, the
burden of showing differences between the suitability of the
proposed UGB and the suitability of the existing UGB is less in
this case than it otherwise would be. :

PETITION OF PAUL D. GRAVETT AND SHIRLEY P. GRAVETT | EXHIBIT ¢-/



EXHIBIT NO. 9 A& iisa

MuULTNOMAH CcCounNTY OREGON

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
DIVISION OF PLANNING . GLADYS McCOY « CHAIR OF THE BOARD
AND DEVELOPMENT : PAULINE ANDERSON e DISTRICT 1 COMMISSIONER
2115 S.E. MORRISON STREET ' ~ GRETCHEN KAFOURY e DISTRICT 2 COMMISSIONER
PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 : RICK BAUMAN e DISTRICT 3 COMMISSIONER
(503) 248-3043 - ' POLLY CASTERLINE ¢ DISTRICT 4 COMMISSIONER

August 10, 1989

Ethan Seltzer

c¢/o METRO

2000 SW First Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97201-5398

RE: Gravett Petition

Dear Ethan:

In regards to the Gravett Petition to amend the UGB near Gresham, the County Planning office
offers the following comments. This is a petition where the 5.3 acres is surrounded on three
sides by the current UGB. The land to the west and south is zoned UF-20 (urban future - 20
acres) to hold this land for urbanization. At such time as services are available these properties
can petition for development which most likely will be upon annexation to the urban service
. provider - Gresham.

The southerly land is a small neck of property which gives access for four separate lots to Hogan
~ (or SE 242nd Avenue). You should have received from Gresham information about the

proposed sewer line in Hogan Creek to the west of this Gravett property. The Crystal Springs

development which includes residential and a golf course is the first need for this sewer. It is my

understanding that this line will make the Gravett property servicable since it slopes toward the

creek in an east to west manner. The attached map generally indicates the slope, the creek

direction, and that part of the Gravett property has a potential slope hazard problem which may
- require further analysis at the time of development proposals.

The property to the east of Hogan Road across from the Gravett property is zoned EFU-38.

There are smaller lots to the SE corner further on down both sides of Hogan Road to the south,

in an exceptions zone for multiple use agriculture (MUA-20). The EFU piece (Tax Lot '31) is a

isolated piece of EFU that has fairly steep slopes on the back part which forms a ravine to

Johnson Creek. About two-thirds of this 42 acres is in nursery stock (see attached copy of aerial
- photo taken from the METRO series).

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER



Hogan Road (or SE 242nd Avenue) is classified as a minor arterial outside the UGB and a major
arterial as it crosses inside. Improvements are programmed for the crossing over Johnson Creek.
A 20-foot dedication is required for the proposed Crystal Springs Golf Course and residential
development. It is likely that some dedication along thc Gravett propcny road frontage will be
rcquued at the time development is proposed. :

As you know, the County s ofﬁcxal position was no comment on this petition. The above

information is only intended to assist METRO in understanding the factual situation ‘of the
County’s Plan as it pertains to thls site and surrounding lands. :

Sincerely, -

MULTNOMAH COUNTY DIVISION OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
S*A «\lm)k_,

Loma Stickel, Planning Director

- LS:sec

cc: Sharron Kelley

Jeff Kleinman, 1207 SW Sixth Avenue, 97204
- John Anderson, City of Gresham

Enclosure - Two Maps
Aerial Photo
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- EXHIBIT 10 - TOPOGRAPHIC MAP

THIS EXﬂIBIT IS NOT REPRODUCIBLE BUT IS AVAILABLE AT THE METRO
OFFICES FOR EXAMINATION, AND WILL BE AVAILABLE AT THE HEARING
BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL ON APRIL 26, 1990.



EXHIBIT NO. .

JEFFREY L. KLEINMAN
ATTORNEY AT Law

THE AMBASSADOR
1207 S.W. SIXTH AVENUE
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204

)
CJD
—d

P25 sy

(503) 248-0808

October 25, 1989

Mr. Ethan Seltzer

Land Use Coordinator
Metropolitan Service District
2000 SW First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

Re: Petition for Locational Adjustment to
Urban Growth Boundary of Paul and Shirley Gravett
- Dear Ethan:

Enclosed please find Order No. 302 of the Gresham City
Council, recommending approval of the above petition. I look

forward: to hearing from you concerning the scheduling of this
- matter. -

If you have any questlons concerning the contents of
the order, please do not hesitate to contact me. 1In addition,
Tom Kloster, Community Planner for the City of Gresham, has

suggested that you may give him a call at 669-2421 if you find
anything in the Order which needs clarification.

Thank you again for your courtesies.

Very truly youfs,

ol 10—

V4
déf rey L. Kleinman

JLK:jr

Enc.

cc: Paul and Shirley Gravett
Tom Kloster



BEFORE THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE
'CITY OF GRESHAM

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION ) ORDER NO. 302

)
PAUL AND SHIRLEY GRAVETT ) 89-106-UGB

A public hearing was 6pened on October 3, 1989, to
cbnsider a proposal by the City to recommend approval to Metro of
. an adjust-ent'to‘the'netro Urban Growth Boundary (UGB).

The hearing was conducﬁed under Type 1V procedures. Mayor
Gussie McRobert presided at the hearing.

The City Council closed the pubiic hearing at the October
17, 1989 meeting, and a decision was made at the October 17, 1989
meeﬁing. | “

A permanent record of this proﬁéeding is to be kept on file
in the Gresham City Hall, along with the original of the Order.

The City Council orders that this application to tecomﬁend
to'Hetro; approvai of an adjustment to the Metro Urban Growth
Bbuhdary, is approved, and adopts the standards, findings, and

conclusions stated in the attached staff report.

pDated: October 17, 1989

s

Al

Mayor LI

City Manager

1 - ORDER NO. 362



AGENDA ITEM

Gresham City Oouncil
Gresham, Qregon

FOR COUNCIL MEETING OF _10/17/89 CA’I‘HI)RY RECOMMENDATION
AGENDA ITEM NO. _:E C.|7 ___Consent Agenda _X Approve .
B ' , X Staff Report Accept
SUBMITTING DEPARTMENT/DIVISION (bunc11 Bus. _wny
~__Proclamation _Du‘ection
Community & Economic Development 3 1st Rig. Ord. _.__Set Hearing
Cammunity Development Division ___Enactment Ord. Da
REVIEWED BY: X Oouncil Order _Defer to
__Fesolution Date:
___Information ‘
3y Hearmg
" Community Development Director
Tom Kloster Ex. 421
Statf Contact - Ext. No.
REVI BY:
I d
N
City Manager  City Attorney
/.

Mgmt Services

_ BUDGET IMPACT
EXPERDIIURE — AMOONT APPROPRIATION
REQUIRED $ -0- : BUDGETED § =-0- . REQUIRED § =0-
SUBJECT Proposed Gravett Urban Growth Boundary (UCB) Adjustment (coxlu(t)}gllxgg)from
BACRGROUND Proposal to include a 5.8 acre site located on Hogan Road w1th1n the

Metro Urban Growth Boundary.

RECOMMENDATION The Planning Commission recarmerﬂs approval of the proposed

adjustment.
ATTACHMENTS : Planning Camission report for 89-106-UGB (already submitted)

QOUNCIL ACTION DISTRIBUTION AFTER OOUNCIL ACTION

.

/I!:NIED ___ City Manager ___ Legal

Mgmt. Services ___CeDD

on /0717 .+ 1989. ~ Police ~ Fire
/ ____ Other:

By: /0/9




{pATE:
| FrOM:

|FILE NUMBER:

"Il PROPOSAL:

APPLICANT:
LEGAL
DESCRIPTION:
|loaTE OF
ACCEPTANCE:

REQUIRED
DECISION DATE:

EXHIBITS:

{ RECOMMENDATION:

MEMORANDUWM

{ . COMMUNITY & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

City of Gresham

STAYr REPORT

TYPE IV HEARING

October 3, 1989

Gresham City Council

Gresham Planning Commission

*® *® L * ] *

89-106-UGB

Proposal by the Caty to recomnmend approval of

" an adjustment of the Metro Urban Growth

Boundary (UGB). The proposed adjustment would
include two parcels at 6605 SE Hogan Road

- within the UGB. These parcels are currently

under consideration by Metro for a minor UGB
amendment, and the City’s action is required
prior to Metro’s approval of the application.

"~ Paul and Shirley Gravett

Tax Lots 25 and 41, Section 22, wanship 1

South, Range 3 East.

. June 30, 1989

October 3, 1989

"A" Site Map and Vicinity

"B" Engineering Division Comments

"Cc" Request for Service Provider Comments
"D" Correspondence Related to Application

The Plann1n§ Commission recommends approval of
the proposed boundary adjustment by the Metro
Council. _




1 BACKGROUND INFORMATION

A, Site Description

The site consists of two parcels that cover a combined area of 5.8
acres, located along the west side of Hogan Road. Property to the
north, south and west is within the current Metro Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB). Tax Lot 41 covers one acre, and is developed with a single
family home; Tax Lot 25 is undeveloped, and surrounds Tax Lot 41 on
three sides (see Exhibit "A"). Both parcels are zoned Multiple Use
Agricultural-20 (MUA-20) in the Multnomah County Zoning Ordinance.

This designation permits a mixture of farm, forest and limited
single-family residential uses. The area slopes gently toward Hogan
Creek, which occurs along the western boundary of the site.

B. Description of Adjacent Multnomah County Lands

The area to the east of the site, along the opposite frontage of
Hogan Road, is zoned MUA-20 and Exclusive Farm Use (EFU). The EFU
designation is generally limited to agricultural land uses, and the
MUA-20 permits a mixture of farm, forest and limited single-family
residential uses.

> Process for Adjusting the Metro Urban Growth Boundary

The Metropolitan Service District (Metro) is the agency
responsible for establishing and maintaining the Metro Urban Growth
Boundary. When Metro receives a request to make a minor adjustment to
the UGB, the applicant is required to contact affected service
providers (or potential service providers), who in turn must take an
action on the proposal. The service provider’s action is considered
when Metro makes their final decision on the proposal.

Metro’s decision is partly based on the ability of service
providers to accommodate development of the site. More important,
however, is whether the proposed adjustment will enable service '
providers to more efficiently serve properties in the vicinity that are
already within the UGB. This means a site outside the UGB could be
approved as a minor adjustment of the UGB boundary if it offers the
best possible alignment of urban facilities, such as water line or
sanitary sewers that will serve properties already within the boundary.

II APPLICABLE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CODE PROCEDURES

A. Section 10.1040 - Scope and Compliance.

B. Section 10.1050 - Consistency with Plans and Laws.
c

D

. Section 10.2030 - Type 1V Procedure.
- Section 10.2050 - Referral and Review of Development Permit
Application.
E. Section 10.7115 - Procedure for Posted or Published Notice.

Page 2



II1 APPLICABLE COMMUNITY DEVELOPKENT PLAN POLICIES

A. Section 10.410
B. Section 10.330
c. Section 10.321
D. . Section 10.331
E. Section 10.332
F. Section 10.333
G. Section 10.335
"H. Section 10.501

Growth Management.

Public Facilities and Services.
Ttafflcvays.

Water Service.

Sanitary Sewerage Service.
Drainage Management.

Fire and Police Protection.
Intergovernmental Coordination.

IV PINDINGS

The ptoposed adjustment to the Metro Urban Growth Boundary is
consistent with all applicable criteria and policies of the Community
Development Plan, as indicated in the following findings:

A. Community Development Code Procedures

1. Section 10.1040 -~ Scope and Compliance. The. proposal has been
reviewed and found to be consistent with the policies contained in
Volume II of the Community Development Plan, as demonstrated in the

- findings below. The proposal is not subject to standards contained in
Volume IV of the Community Development Plan.

2. Section 10.1050 - Consistency with Plans and Laws. The
recommended action is shown to be consistent with the Community
Development Plan in the fxnd1ngs below that address specific plan
polxczes.

3. Section 10. 2050 - Referral and Review of Deveiopment Permit
: Appl;cat;on.- This application has been routed to affected city
agencxes for review and comment.

4. Section 10.2030 - Type IV Procedures. This proposalewill be
considered by both the Planning Commission and the City Council at
public hearings in accordance with provisions of this section.

5. Section 10.7115 - Procedure for Posted or Published Notice. The
required notice has appeared in the Gresham Qutlook.

B. Community Development Plan Policies

_ The following are Community Development Plan policies which relate
directly to this proposal with corresponding staff findings.

Section 10.410 - Growth Management Policy

~ POLICY I
"It is the policy of the City to promote an orderly growth

pattern within its financial capabilities to provide services
and facilities while seeking to exercise land use controls in

Page 3



future service areas."
POLICY II |

"It is the City's policy to deliver services within the
Gresham Urban Service Area by means of annexation to Gresham,
or on an interim basis, through alternative approaches that
are demonstrated to be in the best long term interest of both
the City and future service areas." o '

Findings: The proposed UGB adjustment includes land that is outside
Gresham’s Planning Area boundary, and under Multhomah County land use
control. Urban development of the property would require the site to .
be annexed and given an urban land use designation. Because the site
is surrounded on three sides by urban land, and fronts Hogan Road on
the fourth side, the proposed UGB adjustment does not represent a
departure from the City’s goal of orderly growth patterns. '

The site is also outside the City’s Urban Services Boundary. This
boundary would have to be amended before urban facilities could be
extended to the property. Because of the location of the site, the
City is the only service provider that could effectively service the
property. Based on the findings below that relate to specific ‘
facilities and services, the property can be adequately serviced by the
City. Furthermore, as comments from the Engineering Division in-
Exhibit "B" demonstrate, the proposed UGB adjustment would enhance the
City's ability to provide efficient services to other areas already
- inside the UGB by allowing urban facilities to cross the site.

' Section 10.330 - Public Facilities and Services Policies

GENERAL POLICY

"It is the City’'s policy that development will coincide.
with the provision of adequate public facilities and
services including access, drainage, water and sewerage
services." : ’ ' ‘

POLICY II

"It is the City's policy that services shall be provided
in the most cost effective manner and the costs shall be -
~eguitably spread among all recipients of the services."

Findings: There are currently several public facility deficiencies
in the vicinity of the proposal that would restrict development,
should the proposed UGB adjustment be approved. However, based on
comments from the Engineering Division shown in Exhibit "B", the
site can be adequately served. Extensions and improvements to
facilities will likely be required at the time of development,
should the UGB adjustment occur. Currently, no improvements in
this area are included in the five year Capital Improvements
Program (CIP). The CIP is reviewed annually as part of the City
budget process, and future changes may include improvements in the

Page 4



vicinity of the site.

The Urban Services Boundary is intended to define orderly and
practical parameters for urban expansion around the City. Should
the UGB adjustment be approved, an amendment to the Urban Services
Boundary would be required before services could be extended to
the site. In many cases, several parcels are required to
participate in local improvements to public facilities to provide
equitable, cost effective extensions to developing areas. Should
the UGB adjustment be approved, this property may be subject to
such an improvement effort. : B

Seétion 10.321 - Trafficways Policies
POLICY I

"It is the policy of the City to provide a safe and efficient
trafficway system that meets current needs and anticipated
future population growth and development, and to place a high
priority on maintaining and improving the capacity of the
existing trafficway system."

POLICY II

"1t is the policy of the City to anticipate future trafficway
- system needs which will result from population growth and
development and to pursue financial resources that are

sufficient to meet these needs at that point in time when

.warranted." ‘

Findings: The proposed adjustment of the UGB supports City
transportation goals of creating a consistent and efficient street

. network since the west frontage of Hogan Road on both sides of the site
.is already within the UGB (See Exhibit "A"). Therefore, should the
adjustment to the UGB be approved, improvements to urban standards
could occur continuously along the west frontage of Hogan at the time
of development. Hogan is classified as a minor arterial street by :
Multhomah County. As discussed below, adding this segment of the Hogan
right-of-way to the urban area would allow for the construction of

" significant urban facilities along the street alignment.

Half-street improvements along Hogan will likely be constructed at
the time of development in the area. Street improvements in the area
are not currently planned as part of the CIP.

Section 10.331 - Water Service Policy

"1t is the policf of the City to provide municipal water
service to all users with the corporate boundaries of
Gresham."

Findings: The site is currently not served by a water provider. Should

the proposed adjustment to the UGB be approved, the City would require
adequate water service prior to development.
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~ In the future, a looped public water line will be needed to serve
this portion of the City. Part of the future line will probably be
constructed in Hogan Road (see Exhibit "B"). Because this property
.interrupts the urban portion of Hogan, and urban facilities cannot
.cross the UGB, the site plays an important role in providing future
water service to the surrounding properties. Although development in
the area may not warrant water system improvements for several years, a
water line following Hogan still cannot occur until the UGB is
adjusted. _ - .

Section 10.332 - éanitaty Sewerage Service Policy

"It is the policy of the City to provide sanitary éewerage
service to all users within the Gresham sanitary sewer
drainage basin." ‘

Findings: Currently the site does not have access to sanitary sewer,
although the City is capable of servicing the property. The nearest
existing sewer is over 3,400 feet north of the site. Public sewer
improvements in the area are not included in the five year CIP.

The proposed Crystal Springs development, between Hogan and Regner.
roads, would extend a sewer line along the west side of the site, but
not necessarily on the site. Sewer service to the surrounding area is
possible without including the property, although a more equitable cost
sharing could be provided if the proposed Crystal Springs sewer
improvement were to include the site.

Section 10.332 - Drainage Management Policy

"1t is the City’s policy to establish a drainage management
system which controls the amount and rate of surface water
runoff; protects property from runoff related damage; and
controls pollution of receiving streams." ’

Findings: The site is located within the Johnson Creek Drainage Basin.
Should the UGB adjustment be approved, development of the site would
probably reguire on-site detention. Development of the site is not
expected to negatively impact the storm sewer system, provided that :
either on-site or regional detention facilities are constructed. There
are no public storm drainage improvements planned in the vicinity
during the current five-year CIP..

Section 10.335 - Fire and Police Protection Policy

"It is the policy of the City of Gresham to provide adeguate
and cost-effective fire and police protection which ensures a
safe living environment and is responsive to the needs of the
citizens of Gresham."

Findings: The City’'s public safety staff has reviewed the ptoposed UGB

adjustment, and found no negative impact, should the adjustment be
improved. In fact, by including the site within the City'’s service

Page 6



area, overall public safety costs in the community vduld theoretically
decrease, although the percent change is nearly zero.

Section 10.501 - Intergovernmental Coordination Policy

*It is the policy of the City to maintain effective
coordination with local, state and federal governments and
agencies, special district’s and regional governments."

Findings: The proposed UGB adjustment falls under the jurisdiction of
the Metropolitan Service District (Metro), and the Metro Council will

make the final decision on the application. As part of their decision
process, Metro requires the applicant to initiate an action on behalf
~ of the primary service providers for the site that serves as part of

. Metro's final action on the request. This report will form the basis
~ for the City Council’s action. - ‘ . '

V  CONCLUSION
The proposed adjustment to the Metro Urban Growth Boundary is

consistent with applicable policies of the Community Development Plan,
as indicated by findings contained in Section IV of this report.

VI RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Commission recommends approval of the proposed
boundary adjustment by the Metro Council.

Page 7
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Proposed Locational Adjustment of the Metro Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) o include two parcels
located at 6605 SE Hogan Road (Tax Lots 25 & 41, Section 22, Township 1 South, Range 3 East)

City of Gresham

EXHIBIT A"

- Proposed Gravett UGB Adjustment

] Atiected Properties .
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S Metro Urban Growth Boundary August 1989
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« CITY OF CRESHAM _
COMMUNITY AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMEN
' ENGINEERING DIVISION .

MEMORANDUM

T0: - Tom Klostef, Community Planner

FROM: John Harris, Engineering Divisiong*( ,

- DATE: July 12, 1989

RE: PROPOSAL FOR ADJUSTMENT AND EXTENSION OF URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY, TAX
LOTS 25 AND 41, SECTION 22, T1S, R3E, W.M. FOR JEFFREY L. KLEINMAN

PA-78-89 , ‘

Following are the comments in the Ehgineefing Division regarding the above
proposal. - : :

GENERAL COMMENTS

The applicant is requesting an extension of the urban growth boundary and urban
service boundary to include the above-mentioned properties for eventual
annexation into the City. The present urban growth boundary and urban service
boundary extend along the north, west, and south property lines of these tax
lots. o : : ,

STREETS

These properties have frontage to the east along S.E. Hogan, which is a
Multnomah County maintained roadway classified as a minor arterial.

Development of the site to City standards would not negatively impact the
existing roadway system. It should be noted, however, that if the site were to
be developed, half-street improvements along this frontage would be required.

SANITARY SEWER

At present, the nearest available sanitary sewer line is over 3400 feet north
of this site. The Crystal Springs development, however, proposes to extend
public sanitary sewer from its existing terminus south and west to Regner Road
to serve the Crystal Springs project. This sewer trunk extension is proposed
to be constructed west of the west property line of the subject tax lots.

While it is not necessary to extend public sanitary sewer through the subject
lots in order to extend the sanitary sewer to the south, a more equitable cost
sharing could be provided if this property were to be able to connect to public
sanitary sewer.

JH 4.39



MEMORANDUM
Tom Kloster, Community Planner
July 12, 1989

Page 2

RE: PROPOSAL FOR ADJUSTMENT AND EXTENSION OF URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY, TAX
LOTS 25 AND 41, SECTION 22, T1S, R3E, W.M. FOR JEFFREY L. KLEINMAN
PA-78-89 ) o ,

_STORH DRAINAGE

The subject site is located within the Johnson Creek Drainage Basin.
Development of this property would probably require on-site detention. No
detrimental impacts to the storm sewer system are anticipated provided on-site
detention or regional detention is provided.

WATER

At present, there is no public water available to serve this site. The nearest
public waterline is approximately 3300 feet north of this site in Hogan Road.
As stated above, the Crystal Springs development project, located to the south
and west of this site, will be extending public water with development of its
property.  This new public waterline in the Crystal Springs development would
be approximately 2300 feet west of the development of the subject site. 1f
development of the subject site were allowed, extension of public water would"
be required. It should be noted, however, that a looped public water system
will eventually be néeded to serve this area. A public waterline will probably
be required in S.E. Hogan Road, which would extend to at least the southern
boundary of the urban service boundary on Hogan Road. As the subject site is
not located within the urban service boundary, public facilities are not
allowed. Inclusion of the subject site would facilitate the extension of this
public waterline in S.E. Hogan Road. Exclusion of this property from the urban
service boundary would seriously constrain the City's ability to provide
sdequate looping of public waterlines. : '

JH/kk

File No. PA-78-89.
Map No. 3754

cc: Blakemore

JH 4.39



- JeFrREY L. KLEINMAN
ATTORXEY AT LAY
THE AMBASSADOR
1807 S.W. SIXTH AVENLE
PORTLAND, OREGON 97804

W)m
June 30, 1989

Mr. Tom Kloster

Gresham City Hall

1333 NW Eastman Parkway

Gresham, OR 97030 .

Re: Paul and Shirley Gravett
6605 SE Hogan Road, Gresham :
- Petition for Locational ‘Adjustment
o e_Metro ban owt unda

Dear Tom:

Enclosed please find a copies of the petition we have
filed in the above matter with Metro, together with the
appropriate comment forms for the City of Gresham and the two
applicable school districts. 1 appreciate your willingness to
circulate the forms to the school districts. ’

I had a long meeting with Ethan Seltzer on Thursday,
and he wanted me to emphasize again Metro's priorities on this
UGB extension. It is essential that the service providers

o provide factual data explaining how existing urban areas will be

better served with open services by having the Gravett property
within the Urban Growth Boundary. He feels this would include
primarily the sewer and transportation service providers. 1I feel
that police and fire would also be applicable here. The key
wording from these providers would be along the following lines:
"putting the Gravett property within the Urban Growth Boundary
will enable us to -
better or more efficiently on existing urban lanrds."

, : I would like to thank you again for the preapplication
meeting this past Wednesday and for all the courtesies and
assistance you have extended in this matter.

Very truly yours,
- Jeffrey L. Kleinman . Cf’t,
JLK:jr -

Enc.
cc: Paul and Shirley Gravett



" Request for Comment from Service ?rovider'

(Part I to be completed by petitioner and submitted to each service
provider 1isted on "Summary of Requests for Comments from Service
Providers.® Part II to be completed by the gservice provider and
returned to Land Use Coordinator, Metropolitan Service District,
2000 S.W. 1lst Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97201-5398)

part 1
To: - Ccity of Gresham
- Name of Service Provider
From: paul D. and shirley P. Gravett, c/o Jeffrev L, Kleinman, Attorney
: ' - - Name of Pet tioner . ‘

Attached is a copy of a petition for a locational adjustment to
‘Metro's Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). Please review this petition
and submit your comments on it to Metro as soon 2S5 possible, but NO
LATER THAN _ July 24, 1989 .

In general, land placed inside the UGB will develop to 2 residential
density of at jeast four units a net acre Or for urban commercial or
industrial use, as determined by local zoning. Land outside the UGB
cannot be served by sewer, and generally, cannot be developed at
more than one unit to the net acre. 1In reviewing this petition,
please consider: (1) whether jts approval would make it easier
(less expensive) or harder (more expensive) to serve other, adjacent
areas for which service is planned or expected; and (2) how easy oOr
difficult it would be to extend your service to the area included in
the petition if the petition were approved. :

Thank you for your help. Please call the Land Use Coordinator, at
Metro, 221-1646, if you have any questions.

Part II

I have reviewed the attached petition for 2 locational’adjhstment to
Metro's UGB'and I: o

Ssupport Approval oppose Approval

‘Have No Comment . Support with Conditions
Comments and explanation (explain any conditions)

(Attach additional pages if needed.)

Signed Date

Title

JH/sm-2383B/223
05/11/87



petition for Locational Adjustment to |
‘Metro's Urban Growth poundary (UGB)  (check one): ’ B

___5__addition genoval
uoté: To add land in one location and :enovelllnd in.anotbei,
please complete one form. for the addition and anthe:rfo:

the_teaoval.

3. a. Petitioner's nanme and address:

' paul D. Gravett and Shirley P. Gravett
- 6605 §§'ngan.noad '

Greshan, Oregon 97080 ' ' o

hone number: 661-3357 . :

b.  Contact person, if other than petitioner (consultant or
attorney) or if petitioner is a local government:

Jeffrev L. Xleinman, Attorney
1207 SW Sixth Avenue

" Phone number: . 24R-0ROR

‘2. What is petitioner's interest ihtgb§ prope:ty:

X Probétty Owner

Contract Buyer

option to buy

| |

Other legal interest (Spécify:A ' 3 )

Local government

3. County in which property is located: Multnomah

‘4.. If the locational adjustment requested were approved, would-you~
seek annexation to (or de-annexation from) a city? .

X Yes, the City of  Gresham

No

5. Description of properties included in the petition (list each
lot individually and attach a copy of the appropriate tax ’
assessor's map(s)): o :

a. Legal Description .-
: (Township, Range, .
Section, Lot): - See Exhibit A, attached.

Note: The legal descfiption does not distinguish
2§twegn the two tax lots on the property, Tax Lots
and 25. . - ' :



b. Acres: 5.8

C. Owvner's Nane same
‘& Address
(Mark “Sane"
if same as

petitioner):
d. Inp:ovenenis One single famil§ dwelling, one
on property : metal pole barn

(e.g., none,
one single
- family dwelling,
barn, gas station,
etc.):
Attach additional sheets as needed.
6. a. What seue;age facilities currently serve the property?
|  None, all land is vacant
‘Package sewage treatment plant
Sewer Line to public system
X__ Septic Tank
b. I1f septib tanks, héve'any septic tanks in the area failed?

Yes, (Explain:

o
7. How close is the nearest sewer trunk? _Near Hogan Road's cross

of Johnson Creek

ing
8. a. Are additional sewer trunks for the area planned? |

X Yes ' No

b. ;f_yes,.how close to the property would planﬁed
sewer lines run? _Adjoining property line along Hogan Creek

9. How is water provided to the property?

X Private Well

inch water line provided by .
. : _ (city or water district)

No water provided

————



10. Bow close is the nearest ntet nin? 'm_npqan 2oad, just north of

. Johnson Creek, 3,000 feet from the property
11. a. Are additional wvater mains for the area p anned?

X_Yes ®o :

b. How close to the property would planned wvater lines

run? _Across Hogan Creek and also adjacent to the property
along Hogan Road o -
12. Are there any natural or man-made boundaries to development

running along or near your property (rivers, cliffs, etc.)?

X __ Yes (Desc:{beé Hogan Creek, as indicated on attached )

ap : :
Mark location on assessor's map or attach otber map or ‘photo. .

.“o - . . . -

K

13. What is the current local plan designation of the
property? MUA . _ -

14. What is the current local zoning'designition? _Mua 20

15. Does the comprehensive plan identify any natural hazards in

this area? : |
Yes (Describe and explain applicable comprehensive plan
policies: . _
)
X No
16. Does the comprehénsive plan identify any natural or historic
~ resources in this area? ,
X Yes (Describe resources and explain applicable plan
- policies: See answer on attached sheet :

17. How do you plan to devélbp the property if your petition is
approved? : .

" The petitioners presently intend to subdividé the
property to-allow for five additional one-family homes.

18. On . a separate sheet of paper, please discuss how approval of
your petition would comply with each of the applicable :
standards from the Metro Code (attached green sheets). Only
petitions found consistent with these standards may be
approved. Metro staff will use the information received from

—— - — " - —- e G w— . s @ e - —— — ——



this petition, the jocal government, and other sources as»

needed, to prepare a list of questions for the Bearings Officer

on whether these standards have been met. You and other
parties may then subnit any additional testimony in support of
or opposition to the petition at the hearing. The Bearings
Officer will then weigh the testimony received and submit the

£indings and recommendations to the Metro Council for action.

18. Petitioners Signatures _
I/WE THE UNDERSIGNED BEREBY PETITION THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE
DISTRICT TO ADD T0O/REMOVE FROM THE URBAN GROWTE BOUNDARY TEE
PROPERT!_DBSCRIBED.ﬂERBIN. : _
SIGNED, | ;
 PAUL D. GRAVETT a '
Namg cH .G ng Tax Log Date
41, 25 -6/29/89
L. Kleinman :
Attorney —
JR/qgl
. 2383B/223

05/07/87



A tract of land situated in the Northeast one-quarter of Section

22, Township 1 South, Range 3 East of the Willsmette Meridian in

‘the County of Multnomah and State of Oregon, more particularly

described as follows: et _ _ '

- --:.-' ~ ';°-.:0"W."i“ — A" 4 TP . ‘ ** femes o i

- Commencing atthe*Northedft' cormner 'of said Section 22; thence
South 88°22'57:West, along the North line thereof, a distance.of
25.00 feet to a point in the West 1linc of Hopan Road, and the point
of beginning of the tract herein to“be described; thence South
0°03° 30" East,- along sald West line, a distance of 741.59 feet to
a point: thence South 89°56'30" West, at right sngles to said

" West-line, a distance of 410.85 feet to the centerline of a creek:;
thence Northerly, alon; said centerline, the following courses and
distances; Horth 23°11750" East 25.60 feet; Korth 15°40°'30" East,
195.27 fcet; Rorth 0°S0'00" East, 120.11 feet: Korth 2°57'40"

‘West 179.53 feet; and North 15°15'40" West, a distance of 228.24
fect.to a point in the North line of said Section 22; thence
North 88°22'57" East, alonp said North line, a distance of 415.00

' feet to the point of beginning. - g

SAVE AND EXCEPT that ﬁart decded to Errol A. Bascue and Lois
~ S. Bascue by deed.dated January 30, 1976.

* cmmmen o= o= .

. EXHIBIT A
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16. The comprehensive plan identifies no historic resources
, in this area. It identifies one natural resource,

Hogan Creek, which is in the national vetlands
inventory. Policy No. 16 on natural resources is
designated to protect natural resources and minimize
negative effects upon them. In this instance, the
policy is to minimize impact upon of natural _
streaxbanks and riparian areas. Any development of the
property will be carried out accordingly.

PETITION OF PAUL D. GRAVETT AND SHIRLEY P. GRAVETT



18. Compliance with Applicable Standards of Metro Code
Section 3.01,040

3.010.040(a) (1) The proposed addition will assist in
the orderly and economic provision of public facilities and
services, and will result in a net improvement to those
facilities and services. The area to be added is also capable of
being served in an orderly and economical fashion.

The subject property is located directly on Hogan Road,
and is surrounded on three sides by the Urban Growth Boundary.
The property in essence comprises an isclated island of non-UGB
land on the west side of Hogan Road. The reasons for initially
excluding the property from the UGB are unknown, and no such
reason is apparent from comparison of the property with those
adjoining it within the UGB.

It would be far more efficient to have all the land in
this area west of Hogan Road and west of the ridge line of the
Hogan Creek drainage located in the Urban Growth Boundary. (All
of the other properties in this area which lie entirely within
the Hogan Creek drainage are also within the UGB.) It would be
highly inefficient to provide separate water, sewerage, and fire
protection services to this one parcel. In fact, this could be a
source of confusion to public agencies, especially with respect
to police and fire protection. Further, the City of Gresham is
presently adding and/or planning to add additional water supply
and a new sewer line directly across Hogan Creek from the
affected property. It would be most efficient and cost effective
for the city to be able to supp.y the subject property with these
services, as the property is entirely within the drainage of
Hogan Creek and that drainage area is planned for development.

It would negatively affect the city's urban development plans for
this parcel to be excluded from the Urban Growth Boundary. The
availability of this property for sewer and water lines and roads
providing access to adjoining properties is an important benefit
to the City of Gresham.

(a) (2) For the same reasons set forth above, this
addition to the UGB would allow for maximum efficiency of land
uses and would facilitate needed development on adjacent existing
urban land. In fact, the island-like nature of this property
projecting into the UGB clearly establishes the benefits to
adjoining urban land of having it included within the UGB.

Under the Metro staff definition of the term "needed"
as meaning "consistent with the local comprehensive plan and/or
applicable regional plans", it should be noted that the City of
Gresham's plans designate this entire area west of the Hogan
Creek ridge line for urban development. The city's comprehensive
plan calls for the annexation of all such surrounding properties,

with residential development to be carried out under LDR 7
zoning.

PETITION OF PAUL D. GRAVETT AND SHIRLEY P. GRAVETT



(a) (3) Including the subject property vithin the UGB
wvill have only positive environmental, energy, econoric and
social consequences. It would make no sense from either the
environmental, energy, economic or social standpoint to have a
tiny island of MUA 20 property surrounded by properties zoned LDR
7. The City of Greshan's development plans would negatively
impact the subject property from both the environmental and
social viewpoints if it vere required to rexain in agricultural
use. As long as the surrounding area is to be developed, it
would be wasteful of energy not to complete the road systen by
using the subject property, and it would comprise economic waste
to leave this island of nominally designated farmland untouched
and unusable amidst the surrounding residential development.
There will be no impact on regional transit corridor development,
except to the extent that land uses along the west side of Hogan

?oad will be made consistent, and this could only be a positive
mpact.- : ' ' .

As has been indicated in the petition, Hogan Creek is
jdentified as a natural resource within the matiocnal wetlands
inventory. The entire drainage of Hogan Creek in this area is to
be developed, and any development of the subject property would
fully recognize the need to protect the natural streambank and
the riparian areas immediately along Hogan Creek. ’

(a) (4) The subject property is expressly excluded by
Multnomah County from LCDC Goals 3 and 4, and the issue of
retention of agricultural land is therefore inapplicable here.

(a) (5) As has been stated, the urban use proposed fcr
the subject property would be entirely consistent with the urban
uses surrounding it on three sides. 1In this sense, the
justifications set forth above in terms of factors (1) through
(3) outweigh in every respect the adverse impact of any
incompatibility which might result from the proposed use. 1In
fact, retaining agricultural use of the subject property would in
~ itself create an adverse impact because of its incompatibility

with the surrounding urban development. :

(d)(2) For all the reasons set forth above, the UGB
proposed by the petitioners is superior to the presently located
UGB. This is the classic case in which a minor addition
comprises 100 percent of all similarly situated contiguous land
which could be appropriately included within the UGB. 1In
essence, this proposal alleviates the problems created by the
existing UGB, into which the subject property projects like a
sore thumb. : o

(d) (3) The subject property comprises 5.8 acres and
hence falls squarely within the acreage requirements of this
subsection. Because of the small size of the property, the
" burden of showing differences between the suitability of the
proposed UGB and the suitability of the existing UGB is less in
this case than it otherwise would be.

PETITION OF PAUL D. GRAVETT AND SHIRLEY P. GRAVETT



EXHIBIT D"
CITY OF GRESHAM , |
~ Community & Economic Development Department
1333 N.W. Eastman Parkway

Gresham, Oregon 97030-3825
(503) 661-3000

July 20, 1989

Ethan Seltzer

Metropolitan Service District
2000 Sw rirst Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97201-5398

RE: Proposed Gravett UGB Amendment
Dear Ethan,

‘Since late June, I have been working with Jeff Kleinman, who
represents Paul Gravett in a request to amend the Urban
Growth Boundary (UGB). The purpdse of this letter is to
sunmarize the City’s process and findings on the proposal.

After receiving the service provider questionnaire from Mr.
Kleinman, a packet of information regarding the proposal was
routed to affected departments agencies for comment. This
included Gresham’s Police, Fire and Engineering departments,
and the Gresham School District, which is routinely included
in our reguests for comments.

Of these service providers, only the Engineering Department
had conments that constituted a substantial finding for the
proposal. Their report and findings are attached to this
letter, and will be the central discussion in a more
comprehensive Type 1V staff report to the Planning Comm1ss:on
and City Council.

Should Metro accept the Gravett application, we are prepared
to present our findings to the Plann;ng Commission as early
as August 8th, and the City Council in late August or early
September. This is the earliest possible hearing sequence
for the proposal. Should the Council act to approve the
request, their action would take the form of a Council Order.

I would appreciate being notified of the status of the
Gravett application as soon as possible.

Sincerely,
Tom Kloster
Community Planner

cc: Jeffrey L. Kleinman
John E. Andersen
Lorna Stickel




JerFReEY L. KLEINMAN

A Lav Q

sl egy,.
1807 S.W. SIXTH AVENTE S Jy,
PORTLAXD. OREGON 97804 _ 4 o

(803) 848-0808 : ‘l%@

July 21, 1989

and v

Mr. Ethan Seltzer

Land Use Coordinator
Metropolitan Service District
2000 SW First Avenue ~
Portland, OR 97201-5398

Re: Petition for locational Adjustment to
Urban g;owtn Boundary of Pau] and Shirley Gravett

Dear Mr. Selt:zer:

‘Enclosed pursuant to your letter of July 6, 1989, are
the following materials with respect to the above petition:

: 1. A revised petition correcting inaccuracies in the
one initially submitted. Please note that this is the petition
upon which the relevant service providers were asked to comment
and for which records of action were requested, so there is no
- conflict in this regard.

2. Exhibit A =-- Tax lot maps showing the Gravett
property outlined in red and all properties within 250 feet of
the Gravett property. o ’ ‘

3. Exhibit B -- A copy of a letter from Tom Kloster,
Community Planner with the City of Gresham, describing the
Service Provider Review which the city has conducted, together
with a copy of the comments of the Gresham Engineering Division,
the only provider which has had any substantive comment. In his
letter, Mr. Kloster describes the remaining steps which will be
taken to obtain a record of action from the City of Gresham. The
comments of the Engineering Division are hereby incorporated by
reference into the Gravetts' petition. ‘

4. Exhibit € -- The original of the record of action
by the Multnomah County Commission, dated July 20, 1989. (I
understand that you have already received the requisite comment
from Multnomah County Rural Fire Protection District 10. The
City of Gresham, Multnomah County and the Fire District comprise
all the jurisdictions we were required to contact.)



Mr. Ethan Seltzer
Land Use Coordinator
July 21, 1989 -
Page 2

5. Exhibit D -- Mailing list for notification purposes
of all landowners holding an interest in property within 250 feet
of the Gravett property, as shown by the records of the Multnomah
County Division of Assessment and Taxation.

6. Exhibit B -- Topographic map showing watercourses
and drainage basin boundaries in the vicinity of the Gravett
property. : :

7. Exhibit F -- Section maps showing existing Urban
Growth Boundary. S :

To the best of my knowledge,; there are no neighborhood
associations or community planning organizations who might have a
particular interest in the proposed amendment. .

Pursuant to Metro Code section 3.01.020(b), I am by
this letter requesting an extension until September 21, 1989, in .
order to allow additional time for the City of Gresham to
" finalize its staff report and submit a record of action to Metro.

The reasons for this request are twofold. First, the
preparation of petitioners' materials was delayed by the need for
me to be present during my father's lengthy hospitalization on
_the east coast. Ultimately, he passed away and it was necessary
for me to participate in funeral arrangements and to assist my
family after the funeral.

: Secondly, ours is the first U.G.B. pétition to which

the City of Gresham has had to respond under Metro's rules, and

it has taken some time for the city to arrive at a procedure

which would be workable in the future and not set undesirable

- precedents. It appears that a record of action from the Gresham
City Council could well be available two weeks prior to the

extension date set out above. ' :

By copy of this letter, I would like to express my
thanks to the City of Gresham, Multnomah County, and their
respective Planning Directors and staff people for their help in
reviewing the Gravetts' petition and compiling these materials.



" Mr. Ethan Seltzer
Land Use Coordinator
July 21, 1989
Page 3

Thank you again for your courtesies and assistance in

- this matter. Please let me know if you foresee any difficulty in
obtaining the requested extension. :

Very truly yours,

Jeffrey L. Kleinman
JLK:jr ,
Enclosures .
cc: Paul and Shirley Gravett (w/out maps)
/Jéﬁi E. Andersen (w/out enc.) .
Tom Kloster (w/out enc.)
Lorna Stickel (w/out enc.)
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EXH lBlT NO. _ | ) Certifted X True Sopy of. the Orig '<_

Cierh of the Jounck

BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

IN THE MATTER OF A WAIVER OF )
THE APPLICATION DEADLINE FOR )
THE SUBMISSION OF MATERIALS FOR )
CONTESTED CASE NO. 89-1, GRAVETT)

RESOLUTION NO. 89-1126

WHEREAS, Metro Code Chapter 3.01.020 establiehes July 1
of each calendar year as the deadllne for submission of petltlons
for locational adjustment of the Urban Growth Boundary, and

WHEREAS, Petitioners unable to meet that deadline can
either wait until the following year or seek a waiver of the
:deadline for the'sunmission of petition matetials- and

WHEREAS, The petitioners in Contested Case No. 89-1,
Gravett, did Submlt all required materials except the
recommendatlon from the City of Gresham‘within the required
deadline; and |

WHEREAS, The petitioners, though beginning the
application process relatively late, have worked diligently and
in good faith with the City of Gresham, service providers, and
Hetro Staff to meet the deadlines; now, therefore,"

BEVIT.RESOLVED, |

1) That the Metropolitan ServicevDistriot does hereby

waive the application deadline for petitioners Gravett

so that contested case Number 89-1 can be presented to

a Hearings Officer for hearing; and

2) That this action does not relieve,petitioners of

meeting any and all applicable standards for locational

adjustment of the‘Urban Growth Boundary, nor should be

- e



construed to in any way pre-determine the action of the
- Hearings Officer or the Council with respect to the
.final disposition of this case; and
3) That the General Counsel of thg Metropolitan
Service District is hereby given the authority to
. assign this case to a HearingSFOfficer for heéring,

report, and recommendation.

| Adopfed by the Council of the Metropolitan Service

District this 21st day of _ November , 1989.

Nl

Mike Ragsdale ) \Presiding Offic«r

ES/es
10/30/89



ov ENTAL TIONS
COMMITTEE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 89-1126, IN THE MATTER OF A WAIVER OF THE
"APPLICATION DEADLINE FOR THE SUBMISSION OF MATERIALS FOR
CONTESTED CAST NO. 89-1, GRAVETT a

Date: November 15, 1989 Presented By: Councilor Gardner

. COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS: At the November 7, 1989, Intergovernmental
Relations Committee meeting, Councilors DeJardin, Devlin and myself
voted unanimously to recommend the Council adopt Resolution

No. 89-1126. Councilors Bauer and Collier were absent.

COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/ISSUES: Planning & Development Department Senior
Planner Ethan Seltzer presented the resolution which extends the
application deadline for an Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) locational
adjustment request. Metro’s annual July 1 deadline for all UGB
locational adjustment petitions is intended to facilitate staff
workload; but this year Planning & Development received just this one
petition. Mr. Seltzer reviewed Metro Code provisions regarding UGB
procedures, as described in the attached staff report, noting the
Council by majority vote on a resolution may waive the July 1 dead-
line. ' ~

In this case, the petitioners submitted all materials to Metro within
the required deadlines except action results required from the City of
Gresham. Staff emphasized the petitioners have worked very closely
and in good faith to assemble and submit all final materials in a-
timely fashion. It was noted any action on scheduling has no bearing
on.the substance of the locational adjustment case. If the deadline
waiver is not approved, the impact on the petitioner is not clear.
However, if the petitioners have.to wait until July 1, 1990, they will
likely be under new provisions envisioned for UGB processing; requir-
- ing them to prepare their petition anew.

jpmtwo
b:\resll2é6.cr
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METRO - Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-. 5398
503/221-1646

December 11, 1989

To: Chris Thomas

From: Ethan Seltzer
Re: Contested Case Number “89-1, Gravett

You have been appointed as the Hearings Officer for Metro
Contested Case Number 89-1, Gravett, a petition for a locational
adjustment of the Metro Urban Growth Boundary. This memo
officially transmits the case to you. Attached are:

1) The petition and all materials submitted to date.

2) 20 copies of'thg public notification. Please let me know if
you need additional materials. Also, please add Lorna Stickel,
Multnomah County Planning Department, and Tom Kloster, City of

- Gresham Planning Department, to the list furnished by the

- applicant. .

3) An extension for your contract until October, 1990.

4) A copy of_the Zurcher LUBA decision.

I will send you the staff report prior to the first of the year.
Please let me know if you need anything else.

Thanks !

cc: Dan Cooper



EXHIBIT NO. 1

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

Wednesday, January 31, 1990, at 6:00 pm in the Gresham City Council
- Chambers (1333 NW Eastman Parkway, Gresham), the Metropolitan
Service District (Metro) will hold a public hearing on a petition
to include approximately 5.3 acres within the Portland Metropolitan
Area Urban Growth Boundary. The petitioners, Paul and Shirley
Gravett, have requested a locational adjustment of the UGB, a
specific land use action included in the Metro Code. The property
- is comprised of two tax lots located on and west of Hogan Road,

immediately south of the present Gresham City boundary. The legal
- descriptions of the tax lots are: ,

Tax Lots 25 and 41, Section 22, Township 1S, Range 3E
(see attached map)
BACKGROUND

Under ORS 268.390 Metro is responsible for management of the Urban
-Growth Boundary for the Portland metropolitan area consistent with
the Statewide Planning Goals adopted by LCDC. LCDC " Goal 14
(Urbanization) lists seven factors that must be considered when an
urban growth boundary is amended, and also requires compliance with
the standards and procedures for taklng a goal exception, as listed
in Goal 2 (Land Use Plannlng) .

Hetro-has adopted standards and procedures for smaller adjustments
to its Urban Growth Boundary that LCDC has acknowledged for
compliance with the requirements of Goal 14 and Goal 2. These
standards and procedures are contained in Chapter 3.01 of the Metro
Code and apply to this case.

Copies of the _applicable code sections and the standards for
locational adjustments are available from Metro staff.

HEARING

The hearing will be conducted before attorney, Christopher Thomas,
- who has been designated as Hearings Officer by the Metro Council.
Procedures for the hearing are those set forth in Metro Code
- Chapters 2.05 and 3.01. Following the close of the hearing record,
the Hearings Officer will prepare a written report and
recommendation to the Metro Council recommending that the
application be approved or denied. Thereafter, the Council will
hold a public meeting and either approve or deny the application
or remand the matter to the Hearings Officer for further
proceedings. Parties at the hearing may, but need not, be
represented by an attorney. :



In order to have standing in this case, both before the Metro
Council and later, should an appeal result, you must either testify
at the hearing on January 31 or submit written comments to the
Hearings Officer prior to the close of the hearing record.
Therefore, not participating at this stage of the process could
effect your abzllty to part;cipate at a later date.

The hearing will commence promptly at 6:00 pm and continue unt11

completed. Interested persons may submit additional testimony
orally or in writing. Please address written testimony to
Christopher  Thomas, Attorney at Law, 2000 SW First Avenue;-
- Portland, OR 97201. Depending upon the number of persons wishing
- to testify, the Hearings Officer may impose time 1limits on
testimony.  The Hearings Officer may continue the hearing without
further notice.

FOR MORE INFORMATION...

For further 1nformatlon about thls case, about the standards for
approving the request, or about any aspect of the proceeding,
please contact Ethan Seltzer, Land Use Coordinator, at the
Metropolitan Service District, 2000 S.W. First Avenue, Portland,

Oregon . 97201-5398, telephone 220-1537. Copies of a summary of
hearing procedures and of the standards of approval will be mailed
upon request, and will be available at the hearing. Other relevant
materials may be copied and malled at cost, or may be revxewed at
the Metro Offlce.
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Urban Growth Management

Planning and Development Department, Metropolitan Service District

Urban growth
boundary

What is an urban growth boundary?

An urban growth boundary (UGB) marks the
separation between rural and urban land in a
metropolitan area. It is a planning “tool” used
in Oregon to focus the efforts of cities, coun-
ties and urban service providers. The bound-
ary is used to provide an adequate supply of
zoned urban land with services {such as -
roads, sewers, water lines and street lights) to
accommodate growth expected during a 20-
year period. By providing land for urban
development within the boundary, rural lands
can be protected from urban sprawl.

The Metropolitan Service District manages the
regional urban growth boundary that ad-
dresses the urban land needs of the Portland
metropolitan area. Its objectives are to plan
and promote the efficient use of urban land,
to improve the efficiency of public facilities
and services, and to preserve prime farm and
forest lands outside the boundary. Future
additions to the boundary must be based on a
demonstrated need for more urban land.

How did the urban growth boundary
originate?

In 1966, the communities of this region joined
together to consider a number of possibilities
for future urban growth. The product of that
effort was the start of a regional planning
program in -1971. Two years later, Oregon’'s
statewide planning goals were adopted, man-
dating the creation of urban growth bounda-
ries around the state.

The Columbia Region Association of Govern-
ments (CRAG), Metro's predecessor, engaged

in a complete planning process and proposed -

an urban growth boundary for the region in
1977.

When Metro was created in 1979, it inherited
the boundary planning effort. A year later,
the Land Conservation and Development
Commission approved the boundary as con-
sistent with statewide planning goals.

Planning the location for the boundary in-

.| volved more than simply drawing a lineona

map. It had to accommodate the plans and
growth projections of three counties, 24 cities
and more than 60 special service districts. It
was based on a projection of the need for
urban land in the year 2000. It also had to
address the land development plans of indi-
vidual property owners. _

Who is responslble for the boundary?

Metro has the statutory responsibility for
managing the region’s urban growth bound-
ary. Several specific land-use planning pow-
ers were granted by the state legislature
including: _

» Coordinate between regional and local
comprehensive plans and adopt a regional
urban-growth boundary

e Review and require consistency of local
comprehensive plans with statewide and
regional planning goals

¢ Planning for activities of metropolitan sig-
nificance, including (but not limited to) trans-
portation, water quality, air quallty and solid -
waste.

Metro does not engage in comprehensive
planning, such as that done by cities and
counties. However, Metro depends on local
comprehensive plans to implement all re-
gional plans, including the urban growth

boundary.
continues




Can the urban growth boundary be
changed?

Yes. It was not intended to be a static bound-
ary. Metro uses two methods for ammending
the boundary. The first is a locational adjust-
ment, intended for amendments of less than
50 acres and typically less than 10. The
urban growth boundary is more than 200
miles long and encompasses some 223,000
acres, more than 350 square miles. The’
locational adjustment process was created to
make minor technical amendments to the
boundary when it could be demonstrated that
already planned urban development could

still preserving prime farm and forest lands
outside of the boundary.

The second process is called a major amend-
ment and is intended to be used for amend-
ments of 50 acres or more. A major amend-
ment must meet all the requirements of the
statewide planning goals that govern urban
growth boundaries and their amendment. In
particular, parties proposing a major amend-

METRO

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398
503/221-1646

August, 1989

happen faster, better (more efficiently), while -

ment must show that there is a need for
additional urban land because population or
employment growth is much different than
originally expected, or meeting the employ-
ment, housing and livability needs of the
urban population requires a change in the
land base. Once a demonstration of need has
been made, the precise location for the
amendment must be shown to be superior to
others. Finally, it must be shown that -
amending the boundary is the best way to
address the identified needs of theurban
population.

The boundary has changed very little since it
was created. Since 1979, 2,515 acres have
been added to the urban growth boundary
through the amendment process, an increase
of about 1.3 percent in the total urban area of
the region.

How can I learn more?
For more information about the urban growth

boundary, contact Ethan Seltzer, land use
coordinator at 220 1537.




METRO Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398
503/221-1646

~January 3, 1990

To: Hearings Officer Chris Thomas
From: Ethah Seltzer, Land Use Coordinator
Re: V » STAFF REPORT ON CONTESTED CASE NO. 89-1, REQU OF PAUL

D. AND SHIRLEY P. GRAVETT FOR A LOCATIONAL ADJUSTMENT OF
THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY

The Gravetts own two tax lots, comprising some 5.8 acres in all,
on the west side of SE Hogan Road, just south of the Gresham City
Boundary, and bounded by the Metro Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) on
the north, west, and south sides. ' To be approved, the petitioner
must demonstrate compliance with the standards in Metro Code
Section 3.01.040. :

Locational adjustments are meant to be small scale, technical
adjustments to the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). They are a device
used to adjust the boundary when a mistake was made in the original
drawing of the boundary line, when the addition of a small acreage
will uniquely facilitate the development of lands already in the
UGB adjacent to the proposed addition, or the addition involves an
addition of two acres or less intended to make the UGB coterminous
with property lines. In any case, the need for the property in the
UGB is not a factor to be considered in judging the suitability of
the proposed addition.

In brief, a successful demonstration of compliance with the
standards must show that the adjustment will:

--result in a net improvement in the efficiency of the delivery of
public facilities ‘and services in adjoining areas within the UGB,
and that the land in question itself can be served in an

orderly and economic manner; ‘

--lead to maximum efficiency of land uSes;

--positively relate to any regional transit corridors and
positively address any 11m1tat10ns 1mposed by the presence of
hazard or resource lands; .

——retain agricultural land when the petition involves lands for
which no exceptions to goals 3 and 4 have been granted; and



2

--be compatible with nearby agricultural uses, or show why
adherence to all the other condltions clearly outweigh any
incompatibility. : ‘

~ In addition, a locational adjustment adding land to the UGB must
be for less than 50 acres and must include within its boundaries
all similarly situated contiguous lands, in order to avoid the
piecemeal expansion of the UGB through a series of contiguous and
identical locational adjustments.

At the hearing on this matter, scheduled for Wednesday, January 31,
1990, at six o'clock pm in the Gresham City Council Chambers (1333
NW Eastman Parkway, Gresham), petitioner should reiterate the facts
supporting their petition and contention that a more superior UGB
will result from this amendment. In addition, petitioner should
_address the following issues stemming from a review of the record:

1) Petitioner contends that these are the last properties not
already inside the UGB that would be served by gravity sewers
in the Hogan Creek Drainage. This should be demonstrated
during the hearing by referring to the map exhibits included
w1th the petition.

2) Petitioner contends that inclusion of the subject properties
- within the UGB will minimize confusion for service providers
and lead to a more efficient spreading of the costs of
providing new urban infrastructure to adjacent, already urban
lands. The City of Gresham, in its comments, agrees for the
most part with this contention. However, the record does not
" reflect to what extent the inclusion of this property will
decrease the cost of services to adjacent urban properties,
thereby making the provision of those services more likely.
Petitioner's presentation should include information which
quantifies the actual anticipated affect that inclusion of the
subject properties might have on the cost of extending sewer,
water. and/or other public services.

3) Petitioner states a desire for developlng five 31ngle family
houses on the site. Gresham, in its comments, indicates that
it would anticipate development to occur at a density
~consistent with its LDR-7 2zone and that stormwater will
probably need to be retained on-site. Multnomah County
comments that part of the site may be constrained by a steep
slope hazard. Petitioner will need to explain whether the
site can, in fact, be developed at densities consistent with
the comprehensive plan designations likely to be required by
Gresham, the urban service provider for the subject
properties.

4) Although the subject properties are presently zoned MUA-20,
and excepted from the strict resource ©preservation
requirements of state planning goals 3 and 4, the property



across Hogan Road is presently zoned EFU and is being actively
used for nursery crops. Petitioner needs to indicate how
urban development of the subject properties will not interfere
with agricultural use of the EFU lands east of Hogan Road. ‘

_Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions about
" this report. I have furnished a copy of this memo directly to the
representative of the petitioners, Mr. Jeffrey Kleinman, to Mr. Tom
Kloster, City of Gresham, and to Ms. Lorna Stickel, Planning
Director, Multnomah County. g :



'EXHIBIT 16 - NOTICE RECEIPTS

THIS EXHIBIT IS NOT REPRODUCIBLE BUT IS AVAILABLE AT THE METRO
OFFICES FOR EXAMINATION, AND WILL BE AVAILABLE AT THE HEARING
BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL ON APRIL 26, 1990.



CITY OF GRESHAM | EXH'BIT NO |7

Community & Econemic Deveicpmen: Department
1333 N.W. Eastman rarkveay
Grasham OR 87033-3813

(503; 563-3000 A Recg,
| VeEp
: ' *:fﬂﬁ29 1990
[
January 26, 1990 ‘"é;kﬁfm“~

‘Jeff Kleinman
1207 Sw 6th Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97204

Dear Mr, Kleinman,

The following is a description.of the varicus issues we
discussed teday with John Harris regarding the proposed
Gravett Urban. Growth Boundary (UGB) adjustment. The

" proposal would include the 5,8 acre Gravett site in the area
designated fcr urban development, and served primarily by
the City of Gresham. The figures cited here are very
general, and specific studies to determine exact data will
be required prior te development of any properties.

SANITARY SEWERS

The Gravett property extende west to Hogan Creek, and could
participate in a sewer trunk project that will follcw this
drainage. While it is possible for the trunk to be extended
without crossing the Gravett property, including the site
would reduce the cost incurred by cther properties already
in the urban area. Based on a basin area of roughly 463
acres that is almest entirely undeveloped, the 5.8 acre site
could account for appreoximately 1.25% of the project cost.
The project may occur soon, as it wiil be required for the
development of the Crystal Springs Country Club development
(loceted to the scuth) which has recently received Cit
approval.

WATER FACILITIES

As described in Greszham file no. 89-106-PMA, the site forms
an important link in the City'’s planned water system, since
3 16" water main will be constructed along Hogan Road where
it forms the Urban Growth Boundary. 1If included in the UGB,
the Gravett property would form 742 feet of the total 1,300
feet of urban land along the west side of Hogan.. Under this
scenario, the property developer could be required to
contribute 35% ¢f the cost of extending the line aleng this
frontage (based on & 55% cost for an 8" line that would be
required to serve the actual property).

If the site is not included in the UGB, the water line
extension would be forced to circumvent the property, with
as much as 506-600 feet of additional water line required.

- '/';-f



Mr., Jéff Kleinman
January 26, 1990
Page -2-

The additicnal amount ai an estimated cost of $85.00 per
linear foot could range from $42,500 to $51,000.

STREETS

Should the Gravett property be included in the UGB, the
property could contribute as much as 55% of the required
half street improvements required on the urbanized portion
of Hogan Road that begins at the site. This portion of
Hogan Koad is classified as a Minor Arterial, and could
require a 35 foot half street dedication at the time of
development. If the site is not included in the UGB, a 742’
gap in improvements could exist should urban properties
south of the Gravett property be developed.

OTHER PLANNING ISSUES

The public improvement figures above show why the developers
of urban property south of the Gravett site may choese to
petiticn for an UGB adjusiment, rather than attempt to
extend facilities arcund the intervening property.

However, urban development {which would likely be limited to
low density single-family hcomes or duplexes) of the site
would not necessarily threaten the viability of rural land
uces aleong the opposite frontage of Hogan Road. In fact,
there are many examples in the City where low density
" residential land uses are mixed with commercial agriculture,
such as nursery and berry farms. '

Because most of the Gravett site appears to be in the 15-35%
slope dicstrict, development would likely occur at approxi-
mately 10-15 single~family units, or 20-30 duplex units.
This estimate considers slope restrictions and required
street dedications for local streets and Hogan Road.

Hopefully, this information helps to address those issues.
identified by Metro as central tec the UGB decision, and John
Harrig and I will be prepared to provide any needed _
clarificatien at the January 31, 1990 hearing on the matter.
Sincerely,

D /,/,/.Li...,_ )

Tom Kloster
Community Planner

cc: John Harris



EXHIBIT NO. 2

JEFFREY L. KLEINMAN
ATTORNEY AT Law

THE AMBASSADOR
1207 S.W. SIXTH AVENUE
PORTLAND. OREGON 97204

(503) 248-0808

February 1, 1990

Christopher P. Thomas

Hearings Officer

2000 SW First Avenue, Suite 400
Portland, Oregon 97201

Re: Petition for Locational Adjustment to Urban
Growth Boundary of Paul and Shirley Gravett
Contested Case No. 89-1

‘Dear Mr. Thomas:

I have contacted the office of Dr. Orval Ause,
Assistant Superintendent in Charge of Business for Gresham Public
Schools. Dr. Ause's domain includes issues of school capacity.
His office informed me today that the estimated 10 to 15
additional students generated by development of the Gravett
property would be served by Gresham Public Schools, and said
schools will in fact be able to serve them.

)

Please let me know if you have any further questions.

Very truly yours,

JLK:jr
cc: Ethan Seltzer, Metropolitan Service District
" Tom Kloster, City of Gresham
Paul and Shirley Gravett



EXHIBIT 19 - MAP SHOWING GRAVETT ‘SITE

THIS EXHIBIT IS NOT REPRODUCIBLE BUT IS AVAILABLE AT THE METRO
OFFICES FOR EXAMINATION, AND WILL BE AVATILABLE AT THE HEARING
BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL ON APRIL 26, 1990.



EXHIBIT 20 - 4 MAPS SHOWING GRAVETT SITE

THIS EXHIBIT IS NOT REPRODUCIBLE BUT IS AVAILABLE AT THE METRO
OFFICES FOR EXAMINATION, AND WILL BE AVAILABLE AT THE HEARING
BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL ON APRIL 26, 1990.
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TP UPDAT INTENANCE
R IPTI

The adopted Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) provides the
region with a comprehensive policy and investment blueprint for
an effective long-°'range transportation system. To ensure that
the RTP adequately reflects current demographic, travel demand
and economic conditions and trends, ongoing maintenance of the
RTP database and timely updates are necessary to the plan.

Contihue implementation of the Transportation 2000 Finance
program in cooperation with statewide and regionwide governments
and the business sector.

'RELATION TOQ PREVIQUS WORK

The RTP update process is an ongoing program as is RTP main-
‘tenance. The Transportation 2000 Finance Program involves
ongoing activities related to imposition of a regional vehicle
registration fee and establishment of a reglonal arterial fund.
This ongoing activity represents a continuation of efforts to
define regional transportation project needs and funding strate-
gies.

OBJECTIVES
This program involves the following major elements:

A. 2010 RTP Update (March 1991) -- Evaluate the adequacy of the
currently adopted RTP in meeting the needs of the region
based on updated 10 and 20 year regional growth forecasts
and travel demand projections. Identify amendments to the
RTP required in the areas of transportation policy, regional
transportation system elements, improvements to the systems
(10 and 20 year needs), financing shortfalls, coordination,
consistency with other plans and outstanding issues.

B. TP Mai n n =- Maintain and update the RTP
database consistent with changes in the population and
employment forecasts, travel demand projections, cost and
revenue estimates and amendments to local comprehensive
plans.

C. Assist in completing the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) period-
ic review relative to transportation system impacts; assist
Multnomah County and Clackamas County in evaluating consis-
tency of the I-84/U.S. 26 Connector (Mt. Hood Parkway) and
the Sunrise Corridor with land use goals. '



Assist ODOT and LCDC in defining state administrative rules
for transportation planning and decision-making consistent

.with state land use law.

- fafticipate as a representative from Metro to various -
- planning or engineering technical advisory committees

involved with refinement and implementation of various
projects ldentified in the RTP.

The Transportation 2000 Finance program is a cooperative
regional effort with the objective of funding the major
project areas defined in the Regional Transportation Plan
such as regional highway corridors, LRT, urban arterials,
transit service and routine capital. Two major elements
include: ' -

- Regional Vehicle Registration Fee —-- Defining the
program for imposition of a regional vehicle registra-
tion fee taking into consideration the trade-offs
between alternative LRT and arterial improvements.
Define the rate and agency to submit the fee to the
ballot.

- Arterial Fund -- Establishing the administrative

procedures and project priorities for a regional
arterial fund. Define the funding sources proposed for
the arterial fund. . v

Westside Bypass

Provide travel forecasts for transportation alternatives to
the Western Bypass. Provide assistance to the Western
Bypass Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and Citizens
Advisory Committee (CAC) in evaluating alternatives, partic-
ularly related to effect on the overall transportation
system and land use impacts. Adopt necessary findings or
other land use actions required for recommendatlons from
Western Bypass Study.

EXPENSES REVENUES

Personal Services: $198,852 PL/0ODOT [] 29,123
Materials and Services: 10,226 FY 91 Sec. 8 27,814

$209,078 ~ FY 91 FHWA (e)4 71,000
' ODOT (Bypass 30,000
: Contract)

Metro Match 51,1431
$209,078



P_PRIVAT TION

SROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Define and establieh programs and policies to ensure private
- enterprise participation in the planning and provision of mass
transit service.

- QBJECTIVES

Metro works closely with Tri-Met to ensure that the private
sector is involved in the planning and provision of mass transit
service by:

1. thifying private transportation providers when new transit
service is contemplated (Tri-Met). :

2. Performing analyses of the cost-effectiveness of transit
service being provided by Tri-Met as compared to the private
sector (Tri-Met/Metro).

3. Continuing to seek opportunities to implement private sector
transit service where possible (e.g., I-205 corridor,
"Macadam corridor, PTC corridor, etc.) (Metro/Tri-Met).

4. Certifying that the private sector has been adequately
involved in the development of transit projects included in
the TIP (Metro).

5. Assisting Tri-Met in analyzing transit markets and types of
transit service which may be -appropriate for implementation
by the private sector. As follow-up to the Suburban Transit
Study, which calls for contracted service to serve develop-
ing areas, continue to identify transit markets and types of
transit service which may be appropriate for implementation
by the private sector (peak, owl, feeder, new service, etc.)
(Tri-Met/Metro).

EXPENSES - REVENUES
Personal Services: $33,125 . FY 89 Sec. 9 $16,500
Materials and Services: 0 FY 88 Sec. 8 10,000

$33,125 " Metro Match 6,625
. $33,125



- T E IT
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

~ This study was initiated in 1988 for the purpose of identifying
innovative public-private coventure funding strategies to fund
transit improvements. ' With the assistance of a task force
comprised of representatives from both the public and private
sectors, the following mechanisms are recommended for implementa-
tion for future LRT corridors: : :

1. implementation of benefit assessment districts around LRT
stations,

2. funding from urban renewal districts existing or formed in
proposed station areas;

3. developer contribution when station is integrated with
development; and '

4., public acquisition of land for lease to future developers.

During FY 90, UMTA approved a UWP amendment for the remaining
$§70,146 in this grant for use in refining the recommendations of
the Task Force.

LATION TO PREVI W

The Public-Private Task Force completed their recommendations in
1988 and submitted their final report to JPACT.

QBQEQTI!ES

1. Develop and execute a "Regional Compact" defining the policy
framework for pursuing public-private coventure funding
mechanisms in relationship to the overall financing plan for
"LRT. )

2. Integrate the process for pursuing pnblic—private coventure
funding mechanisms into an overall regional transit finan-
cial plan and implementation schedule.

3. Develop model ordinances and policies for implementation of
: station area assessment districts, for use of urban renewal
financing toward LRT and for seeking developer financ1ng
toward LRT stations.

PRODUCTS /MILESTONES
1. Define and document where station area benefit assessment
districts should be pursued.



2. Provide a recommended model for implementing assessment
districts in recommended locations including assessment
method (i.e., square foot, acreage, front foot, etc.), land
use types to include, land use types to exempt, coverage
area, method for determining property benefit and other
considerations recommended by the consultant.

3. Provide recommendations on procedures, timing and jurisdic-
tional responsibility for implementation.

4. Define and document where station area tax increment financ-
ing districts (existing or proposed) would be enhanced by
the construction of LRT. Define how the district could
contribute toward the implementation costs of LRT. Provide
recommendations on the level of funding appropriate to be
contributed toward capital LRT projects. Provide recommen-
dations on procedures, timing and jurisdictlonal respon-
sibllity for implementation.

5. Define and document where station cost-sharing is most

: appropriate. Provide recommendations on the level of
funding projected for station cost-sharing. Provide recom-
mendations on procedures, timing and responsibilities for

Qimplementation:
EXPENSES v - REVENUES
Personal Services: S. 0 Section 8 (0054) $36,000
Materials & Services: _45,000 - Portland Match 4,000
$45,000 Tri-Met Match . __5.000

$45,000



SOUTHEAST CORRIDOR (WILLAMETTE RIVER BRIDGE CROSSING STUDY)
PROGRAM _DESCRYPTTION

The Sellwood Bridge has 15 to 20 vears of useful life remaining.
In addition, the Sellwood and Ross Island Bridges are operating
over capacity. Previous consultant studies have found that :
construction of a new bridge may be more cost-effective than
attempting major repairs of the Sellwood Bridge at significant . -
expense to this aging structure. This study will examine the .
need for additional river crossing capacity across the Willamette
River and the most practical locations to construct a new bridge.
Ultimately, after an extensive public involvement process, the
study will result in the selection of the preferred location for
a new bridge or adding capacity to the Ross Island Bridge.

ELATION T REV WORK

A sketch analysis was conducted on a range of bridge crossing
options during the Johnson Creek corridor phase of the Southeast
Corridor study to identify the relationship between bridge.
crossings and east/west traffic in the study area. Conclusions
were that various bridge crossing options will impact traffic on
- the arterial system, but will not affect possible recommendations
for east/west collectors in the Southeast study area.

This study is the second phase of a study which concluded in
,1989' It is a multi-year study which will be completed in FY 92.

OBJECTIVES

This study will evaluate the adequacy of Willamette River bridge
capacity south of downtown Portland and recommend needed improve-
ments to the Ross Island Bridge or the Sellwood Bridge. It will
also determine the need for, feasibility of and potential loca-
tions of a new bridge. In addition, the study will ensure that

" the capacity of the surrounding highway system is consistent with
any river crossing improvements.

Tasks include:

. Evaluate the role of transit and its ability to sefve.cross
river transportation needs. '

. Evaluate the.adequacy of existing Willamette River bridge
crossings, options for upgrading or replacing existing
bridges, and feasible locations of new bridge alternatives.

. Measure the ability of the RTP highway system to handle
projected (forecast) traffic demand.



. -Conduct problem assessment and identify capacity deficien-
cies for the existing bridge crossings (Ross Island and
Sellwood Bridges). )

. Evaluate the performance of McLoughlin Boulevard from the-
Ross Island Bridge to Highway .22 and Macadam/Highway 43
north and south of the Sellwood Bridge, as well as I-5
between the Ross Island Bridge and the Sellwood Bridge.

. Identify capacity deficiencies on the arterial system west
‘ of the Sellwood Bridge including the Terwilliger Extension
and the Macadam/I-5 access.

. Identify the significant environmental'impacts and costs for
each of the proposed alternatives.. _

. Determine the impacts of increased bridge capacity on:

- The need for other system improvements on both sides of
the river to make the proposed alternatives work.

- The ability of the alternative to solve problems
identified in the RTP problem assessment.-

- The operation of the RTP arterial system.

- The need for improvements to the RTP: arterial system or
' additlonal ‘arterial capacity. .

e Identify the significant env1ronmenta1 impacts and costs for
each of the proposed alternatives.

. - Work with the jurisdictions and the Citizens Advisory
Committee to gain consensus on the preferred alternative.

.  ODOT will provide support in defining the need for improve-
ments to the Ross Island Bridge, I-405 and other roads in
the area consistent with alternatives considered in this

study.

PRODUCTS/MILESTONES

. A report describing the study's overview, scope of work and
assumptions for analysis.

. A report documenting problems, needs and possible alterna—
tives.

. A report evaluating possible alternatives under considera-
tion.

,‘ A report documenting recommendation.

7



EXPENSES

Personal Services:
Materials and Services:

- $110,360

3.740
$114,100

EVE

ODOT Direct

'FY 91 FHWA e4

FY 90 FHWA e4
Metro Match

$ 32,236
45,000
35,000

$114,100



HIGH CAPACITY TRANSIT PLANNING

The FY 91 Unified Work Program defines a multi-year effort to:
advance the implementation of high capacity transit services and
facilities. This work program is defined within the context of .
the regional priorities established for high capacity transit
development and includes the following components:

1'

Westside Corridor -- The Westside Corridor from Portland to
Hillsboro is the region's number one priority. The portion
from downtown to 185th Avenue is in Preliminary Engineering
under the jurisdiction of Tri-Met. Tasks are included
(principally by Tri-Met and in a lesser support role by
Metro and other jurisdictions) to complete Preliminary
Engineering and the Final Environmental Impact Statement to
allow negotiation of a Full-Funding Agreement with UMTA
during FY 91. :

rri Ex i Hi -~ The extension
of the Westside Corridor from 185th Avenue to Hillsboro is
in Alternatives Analysis under Metro's jurisdiction. Tasks
are included to complete the Alternatives Analysis, publish
a Draft Environmental Impact Statement and select a pre-
ferred alternative during FY 91. It is through this process
that the final decision will be made on whether to extend

LRT to Hillsboro and where the terminus should be located.

If the extension is approved, the process will be lnitiated
to complete Preliminary Engineering and the Final Environ-
mental Impact Statement by September 1991. This will
require a separate Unified Work Program amendment and grant
application for this purpose. The intent is to allow the
extension to be included in the Full-Funding Agreement with
UMTA if the decision is made to.construct the corridor
beyond 185th Avenue.

I-2 wauki rridors —- The initial phases of an
Alternatives Analysis is included in the FY 91 Unified Work
Program for the I-205 and Milwaukie Corridors under Metro's
jurisdiction. This initial phase of work will be completed -
for the I-205 and Milwaukie Corridors in a coordinated
fashion to allow the region to identify the corridor seg-
ments and the range of alternatives within these corridor
segments that should proceed to the remaining phase of the
full Alternatives Analysis/Draft EIS process. This will
include identification of downtown Portland improvements

needed to support the recommended alternatives. This work

task will extend into FY 92. A request for formal UMTA
authorization to proceed with Alternatives Analysis together
with a Unified Work Program amendment and grant application
will be submitted at that time. The specific work scope and
the extent to which the "initial phase" products will be



used toward formal Alternatives Analysis/DEIS requirementS-

are subJect to further approval by UMTA.

It is the expectation of the region that LRT will not be
advanced into Alternatives Analysis for all of the corridor
segments (downtown Portland to Milwaukie to Clackamas Town
Center to Gateway to Portland International Airport).

such, it is through this initial phase of work that the next
regional priority corridor for consideration of LRT (after
the Westside Corridor) will be determined

Bi-State Studv —-- High capacity transit ‘alternatives will be
examined in the I-5 Corridor from downtown Portland to
Vancouver, for extensions of the I-205 Corridor from Port-
land International Airport into Clark County. These studies

 will be used to determine which of these alternatives should

be included in the Regional Transportation Plans of Metro
and Clark County Intergovernmental Resource Center and the
extent to which the RTP meets bi-state travel needs. 1In
addition, at the conclusion of this study, a decision will
be made on whether or not and when to initiate Alternatives
Analysis/DEIS as the region's next priority after the I- .
205/Milwaukie priority. This will include identification of
the downtown Portland improvements needed to support the '
recommended alternatives.

i High ity Transi '—— This work element is
intended to provide the basis for conducting each of the
specific corridor studies in the context of plans for the
rest of the regional transit system. Short-term tasks to be
conducted during FY 91 include:

a. definition of criteria for making decisions on regional
priorities in the I-205/Milwaukie Corridors, in the Bi-
State Corridor and for staging of the remainder of the
reglonal system.

b. delineation of full regional LRT system operating
characteristics including headways, feeder bus require-
ments, bus and LRT fleet requirements and maintenance
facilities :

c. delineation of the downtown Portland system needed to

support the regional system, whether a subway is
sufficiently viable to consider in downtown Portland
and which regional corridors necessitate the addition
of another downtown Portland LRT alignment beyond the
existing cross-mall alignment.

Longer term tasks, to be programmed in FY 92 and/or FY 93,
include: '

10



b.

C.

development of a staging plan for decisions beyond the
I-205/Milwaukie Corridors and beyond the Bi-State
Corridor. .

development‘of an overall financing strategy.

evaluation of the feasibility‘of various extensions and
branches.

This work program is intended to implement the regional
corridor-priqrities recently established as follows:

‘a.

Reconfirmation that the Westside LRT to Hillsboro is

the region's number one priority and will be the pri-
ority focus of attention locally, with UMTA and with

our Congressional delegation.

Reconfirmation that it is the region's intent to pro-
ceed with Alternatives Analysis in both the I-205 and
Milwaukie corridors and that they will be conducted in
a coordinated manner. In this work program, the ini-
tial phase of an Alternatives Analysis is programmed to
allow selection of the I-205 or Milwaukie corridor seg-
ments that will proceed as the region's next priority :
after the Westside Corridor to the full Alternatives
Analysis process. ‘ ,

confirmation that the I-205/Milwaukie conclusions re-
garding which segments will proceed to the full Alter-
natives Analysis/DEIS process will take into consider-
ation local criteria (in addition to federal cost-
effectiveness criteria) for corridor priorities.

Reconfirmation that the region will proceed with the
Bi-State Study to determine whether or when to ini-
tiate Alternatives Analysis in the I-5 and/or I-205
corridors into Clark County as the region's next -
priority after the I-205/Milwaukie corridor.

11



BI-STATE STUDY
PTION

In cooperation with jurisdictions in Clark County, evaluate the
adequacy of the existing transportation system to serve existing
bi-state travel needs and the adequacy of the currently adopted
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to serve projected travel
needs. Further evaluate high capacity transit and bus options in
the I-5 and I-205 corridors and evaluate the extent.to which bi-
, state travel deficiencies are affected.

This joint Metro/IRC work program was adopted in FY 89-90 and the
work initiated. The work will be completed by the end of FY 90-
91 or early FY 91-92. The overall conclusion will result in
refinements to the Metro and/or Clark County Regional Transporta-
tion Plan(s) and determination of whether or not to proceed to '
Alternatives Analysis/Draft EIS studies for LRT in the I-5 or I-
205 corridors into Clark County and which alternatives should be
considered further. Alternatives to be studied include 1) the
TSM option, 2) busway options, 3) LRT options and 4) No Build.

E _PREVI W

The scope of work, oversight committees and financial commitments
were agreed to in FY 90 as part of a bi-state work task that was
added to the Unified Work Program.

The analysis of éxisting travel, future travel demand and bres—
ent/future transportation system adequacy will utilize informa—
tion produced by the following work activities: :

1. Forecasts produced in the model refinement tasks:;

2. Update LRT ridership forecasts and evaluation of I-5 North
" LRT produced in the Regional LRT study task; and

3. Technical input on highway operating levels from WSDOT and
ODOT.

In addition to this transportation system evaluation, Metro is
coordinating the development of an Urban Growth Management Plan
to guide future urban expansion in the Oregon portion of the
metropolitan area. This activity is being done as a cooperative
effort of the land use planning interests in the region under the
supervision of the Urban Growth Management Policy and Technical
Advisory Committees. This effort will result in development of
regional goals and objectives in 1990 followed by a more detailed
urban growth plan in 1991. 1Initial discussions have been under-
taken to coordinate with and expand this activity into Clark
County.

12



If at the conclusion of the bi-state analysis it is determined
that the planned transportation system is inadequate, and upon
completion of the long range land use planning activities de- .
scribed above, consideration will be given on whether or not to
undertake an assessment of additional transportation improvements
in the I-5/1I-205 corridors. ,

Consideration of new highway bridges will not be undertaken until
other alternatives have been thoroughly considered and a long
range urban growth policy for the region has been developed.

OBJECTIVES

The objectives and products listed below have been jointly agreed'-
upon by Metro's Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation
(JPACT) and IRC's Transportation Policy Committee.

1.

Provide for policy, technical and public input to the Bi-
State Transportation Study.

a. Metro and IRC staffs will report results at periodic
‘joint meetings of JPACT and the IRC Transportation
Policy Committee. _ ———

b. Metro and IRC staffs w1ll jointly convene a technical
advisory committee.

C. IRC staff will within Clark County develop a broad
based community information program on high capacity
transit and, under separate funding, Portland will
develop a community information program within North
Portland. .

Evaluate and define existing bi-state travel needs and
traffic impacts on I-5 and I-205 (May 1990).

a. Conduct a detailed capacity analysis and facility needs
analysis based upon today's traffic volumes and roadway
capacities. _

b. Identify, segment and evaluate existing needs in.terms
of trucks, auto, transit and intraregional versus
interregional.

Update and refine the travel forecasting models using the
updated and calibrated models to produce regionwide travel
forecasts for 2010 that are based on the "new" 2010 growth
forecasts (May 1990).

Develop a methodology for aséessing the impacts of bi-state
accessibility on economic development to the region as a

13



Whole, to the Clark'County region and to the Portland
region. This methodology will be provided to the. land use
planning jurisdictions for consideration (January 1991).

5. Evaluate the ability of the 2010 "committed" and "RTP"
transportation system to meet the future year travel demands
{October 1990). . v
a. Conduct a detailed capacity'analysis of both the

"committed facility improvements" and the "RTP" trans-
portation system improvements.

6. Update LRT ridership data and cost data (August 1990).

a. Review 1988 bus ridership calibration using the most
recent land use data and transit system data.

b. Produce 2010 bus versus LRT ridership estimates given
the "new" 2010 land use and revised. transit/LRT network
in both Portland and Vancouver. _

c. Update capital and operating costs.

d. Identify downtown Portland improvements necessary to
support Bi-State Corridor transit improvements.

7. Examine alternative LRT options including a King Boulevard
alternative and LRT extensions in Clark County (March 1991).

PRODUCTS /MILESTONES

Develop a report documenting the analysis and findings of the Bi-
State Transportation Study to include the following:

1.
2.

60

Existing bi-state travel and capacity needs.

Identification of TSM strategies for immediate implementa-
tion.

Model calibration for bi-state travel, including the results
of the external travel survey.

©.2010 travel forecasts and costs for I-5 North LRT.

Evaluation of adequacy of RTP system to meet 2010 travel
demands.

Evaluation of feasibility of I-5 North LRT extensions into
Clark County.

The major policy matters to be addressed through this study
include the following

14



A. Whether bi-state travel needs will be met through the
current RTP calling for LRT in the I-5 corridor from Port-
land to Vancouver and the I-205 corridor from Portland
International Airport to Clackamas Town Center. Amendment
to the Clark County Regional Transportation Plan accord-
ingly. :

B. Whether additional LRT alternatives will benefit or detract
from effectively serving bi-state travel needs, such as:
alternative alignments in the I-5 North corridor such as
Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard, extension of the I-5 LRT
corridor to Hazel Dell or Vancouver Mall or extension of the
I-205 LRT to Vancouver Mall; amendment of the Metro and
Clark County Regional Transportation Plans accordingly.

C. If bi-state travel needs are not adequately met, delineation
" of the magnitude and character of unmet needs to enable
determination of whether to proceed with additional studies
of new transportation improvements (such as a third bridge).
Consideration of new highway bridges will not be undertaken
until other alternatives have been thoroughly considered and
a long range urban growth policy for the region has bee
developed. ‘ '

D. Determination of whether LRT is sufficiently promising to
initiate an Alternatives Analysis/DEIS under the federal
funding process.

‘The following budget is for Metro and IRC staff support during
FY 91. 1In addition, funding is provided from local sources for
consultant support.

EXPENSES (FY .91) REVENUES
Metro:
Personal Services: $41,884 PL/ODOT - $10,000
Materials and Services: 3,116 PL/WDOT 4,000
' $45,000 ODOT Direct 10,000
FY91 Sec. 8-Metro 8,000
IRC: FY91 Sec. 8-IRC 4,000
Personal Services: $18,000 Bi-State Contract 15,000
Metro Match 2,000
Total $63,000 IRC

—10.000
$63,000

Following is a budget for the entire Bi-State Study for all
participating jurisdictions. Portions of this work were com-
pleted in FY 1990. This budget includes work for all related
tasks including other UWP activities such as model calibration,
model refinement, developing regional 2010 travel forecasts, and
developing light rail transit forecasts for the I-5 Corridor.

15



Metro

IRC
C-TRAN
Tri-Met
oDOT
WSDOT
Consultant
Portland

EXPENSE

$145,550

116,350
23,400
26,500

9,500
14,700
125,000
$150.000
$611,000
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$113,800
52,500
206,000
46,500
18,500
14,700

0

$159,000

$611,000



L P TY I D

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The regional analysis of a high capacity transit system will
extend over two to three years in coordination with separate UWP
work elements dealing with 1) the Westside Corridor to Hillsboro,
2) the I-205 and Milwaukie Corridors, and 3) the I-5 and I-205
Corridors from Portland to Clark County. Tasks in this work
element will focus on developing the regional framework, inter-
relationships between corridors, development of criteria to
compare corridors, evaluation of the impact of each corridor on
downtown Portland and evaluation of corridors elsewhere in the
region. '

This work element will evaluate the full regional system in order
to establish total system operating and ridership characteris-
tics, particularly in the downtown. Bus and LRT fleet require-
ments and the need for maintenance facilities will also be
evaluated. Within this context, the initial phase of the I-205/
Milwaukie Corridor studies will provide the basis for determining
which corridor is initiated after the Westside is completed.
Similarly, the Bi-State Study will provide the basis for deter-
mining whether or not and when to initiate Alternatives Analysis
for high capacity transit to Clark County. In each of these
studies, consideration will be given to the need to include
additions to the downtown high capacity transit system as part of
the Alternatives that are advanced to the Alternatives Analysis/
DEIS phase. This work element will complete the overall staging
plan and financing strategy for the remainder of the regional
system.

ELATION PREVI WORK

The Regional Transitway Study Scope of Work (approved in FY 83)
has served as an overall guide -for the regional LRT studies,
under which studies in the Milwaukie, Bi-State, I-205, Barbur and
Macadam corridors have been undertaken.

In the fall of 1987, JPACT evaluated the work which had been
completed to that time and determined that the Westside, McLough-
l1in, and I-205 corridors have the highest priority and should be
advanced within a 10-year time frame. As a result, there is a
separate program for these Alternatives Analyses. In addition, a
Bi-state Study is currently underway to evaluate high capacity
transit in the I-5 and I-205 Corridors to Clark County. The
Barbur and I-5 corridors were determined to be a lesser priority
and recommended to be constructed in a 20-year time frame. The
Macadam Corridor need was determined to be beyond the 20-year
time frame. These previously identified corridors will be
reexamined and updated based on the new 1988 travel forecast
model and the newly forecast 2010 land use data.
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In addition, through the Regional Transitway Study, the con-
clusion was reached that a multi-corridor LRT system could not
operate on a single "cross-mall" alignment in the downtown area
but that two alignments (a "mall" and "cross-mall" alignment)
would probably be adequate. Since that study, further work
related to the Central City Plan and the Westside Corridor
Project concluded that:

. a second.  downtown alignment is not needed for the Westside;

. a transit loop should be examined to provide distribution to
the various central city subdistricts; and

. a subway should be considered as an alternative to the
slower surface operations.

- OBJECTIVES

Major tasks that will be undertaken as part of this program
include:

1. Develop criteria for determining the cost-effectiveness and
priority of alternative high capacity transit corridors.
This will build on the UMTA cost-effectiveness criteria
(which will also be used) but expand to take into considera-
tion implementation of land use objectives, availability of
public-private financing mechanisms and the impact on other
parts of the transit and highway system. These criteria
will be used to narrow corridors and alternatives to be
considered further in the I-205/Milwaukie Alternatives
Analysis/DEIS, in the Bi-State Study and for the remaining
system.

2. Review of the primary light rail corridors identified in the
RTP using the 1988 travel forecast models and new 2010 land
use data. This assessment will examine in greater detail
the identified corridors and document the performance of the

- 1light rail lines as one ‘system, including the need for fleet
expansion and maintenance facilities. The corridors to be
considered include I-205, I-5 North, McLoughlin and Barbur
in addition to the Banfield and Westside Corridors.

3. Analysis of the ridership impacts of adding light rail or a.
". subway to the Portland transit mall or on other viable

streets in the downtown. Work with Tri-Met to determine
when such an improvement would be required from ridership,
conceptual engineering and cost standpoints. Work with
Portland to determine impact on land use and development
policies. Based upon this evaluation, determine the ulti-
mate central city system and the implementation steps
required for this ultimate system.
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Develop a "staging" plan for the regional high capacity
transit system in the context of regional priorities focus-
ing on the I-205/Milwaukie Corridors and the Bi-State
Corridor. Upon conclusion of these corridor studies,

“determine the priority order of remaining corridors from a

systems perspective. This analysis would look at the
relationship between corridors, operational and maintenance
facility issues, the need for and timing of an additional
alignment in the downtown, bus fleet size issues, etc.

Development of an overall system financing strategy and
staging plan. Determine relative priorities of the cor-
ridors based upon their relative cost-effectiveness. This
will also involve ensuring compatibility between corridors
and their effect on other parts of the LRT system.

. Assessment of'the feasibility of the branch extensions using

the 1988 forecasting models. These include Portland to Lake
Oswego, Milwaukie to Lake Oswego, Milwaukie to Oregon City,
Clackamas Town Center to Oregon City via I-205, the Gresham
Loop and Beaverton to Tigard or Tualatin. This will ini-

-tially focus on.ridership potential and will only include

more detailed consideration of alignments, capital and
operating costs if sufficiently viable.

Tasks to be undertaken through the City of Portland Regional
Rall Study include: -

. Evaluation of central city subway and surface align-
ments taking into consideration engineering "fatal
. flaw" analysis, comparative cost, land use impacts,
conformance with adopted central city policies and
ability to phase alternative improvements.

Evaluation of Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard and
Vancouver/Williams as alternatives in the I-5 North
Corridor to determine whether or not they should be
added to the range of alternatives to be considered in
a later Alternatives Analysis/DEIS.

. Evaluation of integrating LRT with a replacement
Sellwood Bridge.

. . Evaluation of high density residential development
along the Banfield LRT.

. Evaluation of alternatives in the Barbur Corridor to
assist in defining which alternatives should be re-
tained for further consideration in the Alternatives
Analysis/Draft EIS process.
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EXPENSES -
Personal Serviées:
Materials and Services:

$152,757
3,740
. $156,497

20

REVENUES
FY 91 Sec. 9

"FY 90 e4 :
" Tri-Met. Match

Metro Match

$ 87,550
40,000
10,944

—18.003
$156,497



HILLSBORO ALTERNATIVES ANALYSTS
R ESCRI

Perform an Alternatives Analysis/DEIS in the Hillsboro Corridor
from S.W. 185th Avenue to the Hillsboro Transit Center. Deter-
mine what mode of transit should best service the Hillsboro
transit market and connect to the Westside light rail. Alterna-
tives to consider include expanded bus service or extending the
light rail line.

BELAIIQN_IQ_EBEMLQHS_HQBK

This work is a continuation of the Hillsboro AA process from
FY 90.

OBJECTIVES

Metro will be the lead agency in studying the potential for
extending Tri-Met's Westside light rail project to Hillsboro.

The target for completion of the process leading to selection of
the Preferred Alternative is late spring 1991. Tasks to be
completed include:

A, Gaining concurrence from UMTA regarding detailed work scope.
B. Providing overall project management responsibility.

Cc. Preparing ridership estimates for all alignments under
consideration.

D. Assessing the land use impacts and development potential
associated with each alignment.

E. ' Identifying the impact of LRT investment/bus service expan-
sion on highway demand and congestion; and costs of improv-
ing that congestion with highway projects. .

F. Determining LRT and bus operating costs for each alignment.

G. Developing summary of costs, benefits and impacts for use by
general public and local jurisdictions.

H. Analyzing cost effectiveness of alternative termini east of
Hillsboro Transit Center.

I. Determining Preferred Alternative.

Jd. Managing the environmental impact and traffic consultants.
K. Overseeing the engineering and financial costing evalua-
tions. '
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L. -‘Developing a public involvement plan and staffing a Citizens
Advisory Committee

M. Managing Technical Advisory Committees and the Planning
Management Group.

EBQDHQISLMILESIQNESf'

Travel Forecasting Report

Capital and Operating Cost Reports
‘"Financial Feasibility Reports

Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Preferred Alternative Report

The following is the estimated FY 91 portion of the overall
project budget.

EXPENSES : _ REVENUES
- Personal Services: $ 82,729 Section 9 $247,978 ..
Materials and Services: 227,243 Local Match* 58,705
© . $309,972 Metro Match —3.289
' . $309.972
*Total Local Match for
Full Grant'
Tri-Met $ 64,800 50.0%
ODOT 15,000 11.6%
Metro 10,000 7.7%
Washington Co. 29,800 23.0%

Hillsboro $.10,.000 7.7%
: $§129,600 100.0%
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= L TIVE ALYS
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Perform. first phase Alternatives Analysis for the I-205 Corridor.
Determine the appropriate mode of public transit in the corridor
-- LRT, expanded bus service, or busway. Examine the inter-
relationship between the I-205 and Milwaukie corridors and the
need for a major transit project in either or both, and recommend
which segments should proceed to development of the full Alterna-
tives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact Statement process.

This work program will be undertaken in a phased manner with the
initial phase aimed at narrowing the choices between corridors
and alternatives within corridors for both I-205 and Milwaukie.
The initial phase will focus on ridership and costs with the
later phase involving formal initiation of Alternatives Analysis
and preparation of a DEIS. It is the region's intent to perform
this work in sufficient detail to be of use in determining a
priority corridor for implementation. The specific products and
budget of the initial phase remain to be finalized with UMTA.
Local decisions from the initial phase include:

. identification of corridors and alternatives to be dropped
from further high capacity transit improvement;

.  identification of corridors and alternativés to be retained
‘in the RTP for long term consideration; and

. identification of corridors and alternatives to proceed for
the remaining Alternatives Analysis/DEIS work program.

ELAT E WORK
A Phase I study was completed in the I-205 Corridor in 1987.
This study recommended that an Alternatives Analysis/DEIS be
performed to determine the Preferred Alternative in the corridor.

OBJECTIVES

Metro will be the lead agency for performing an Alternatives
Analysis in the I-205 Corridor. These tasks will be a multi-year
effort, to be completed by the summer of 1992. Tasks to be
completed include: : :

A. Preparation of a detailed work scope.

B. Providing overall project management responsibility.

C. Preparing ridership estimates for all alignments under
consideration. '
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D. Assessing the land use impacts and development potential
: associated with each alignment.

E. Identifying the impact of LRT investment/bus service expan-
sion on highway demand and congestion, and costs of improv—
‘ing that congestion with highway projects ‘

F. Determining LRT and bus operating costs for each alignment.

G. Developing summary of costs, benefits and impacts for use by
general public and local jurisdictions.

H. Determining the interrelation between the I-205 and Mil-
waukie corridors.

I. Recommend the Priority Corridor in coordination with the
Milwaukie Corridor alternatives to proceed to the full
Alternatives Analysis/Draft EIS process.

J. - Determine the scope of downtown Portland improvements
necessary to support the alternatives under consideration.

K. Managing the traffic consultant.

L. 0versee1ng the engineering and f1nanc1al costing evalua-
tions. '
M. Developing a public involvement plan and staffing a Citizens

Advisory Committee. -

N. Managing Technical Advisory Committees and the Planning
Management Group.

PRODUCTS /MILESTONES

Methodology Reports

Travel Forecast Report

Capital and Operating Cost Reports
Financial Feasibility Reports
Priority Corridor Report

¢ e o o o

In addition to the full Alternatives Analysis, Metro will be
conducting systems studies extending both the I-205 Corridor and
Milwaukie Corridor analyses to Oregon City. These are less
detailed studies which are intended to assess the ridership
potential in each corridor, identify significant impacts which
must be addressed, narrow alignment options and give a rough
estimate of potential operating and capital costs.

The following is the overall project budget, a portion of,whichi
will be spent in FY 91.
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EXPENSES - - REVENUES

Personal Services: - $118,718 Interstate .
Materials and Services: _679,354 Transfer $678,361

-4798,072 Local Juris. _1319.,711
. : $798,072
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MILWAUKTE ALTERNATIVE& ANALYSTS
PROGRAM DESQRIPTIQN

Perform a first phase Alternatives Analysis for the Mllwaukle
Corridor from downtown Portland through Milwaukie to the Clack-
amas Town Center. Determine the appropriate mode. of public
transit in the corridor —- LRT, expanded bus service or busway.
Examine the interrelationship between the I-205 and Milwaukie
Corridors and the need for a major transit project in either or
both, and recommend which segments should proceed to development
of the full Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental Impact
Statement process. This work program will be undertaken in a
phased manner with the initial phase aimed at narrowing the
choices between corridors and alternatives within corridors for
both I-205 and Milwaukie. The initial phase will focus on
ridership and costs with the later phase involving formal initia-
tion of Alternatives Analysis and preparation of a DEIS. It is
the region's intent to perform this work in sufficient detail to
be of use in determining a priority corridor for implementation.
The specific products and budget of the initial phase remain to
be finalized with UMTA. Local decisions from the initial phase
include' : :

. identification of cerridors and alternatives to be dropped
from further high capacity transit improvement;

. identification of corridors and alternatives to be retained
in the RTP for long term'consideration: and

. identification of corridors and alternatives to proceed for
the remaining Alternatives Analysis/DEIS work program.

ELATI T EV WORK

A Phase I study was COmpleted”in the Milwaukie Corridor in 1984.
This study concluded that LRT is promising in the corridor and
narrowed the alternatives to be considered in the DEIS.

OBJECTIVES

Metro will be the lead agency for performing LRT Alternatives
Analysis in the Milwaukie Corridor. These tasks will be a multi-
vyear effort, to be completed by the summer of 1992. Tasks to be
completed include: 4 :

A, Preparation of a detailed work scope.

B. Providing overall project management responsibility.

C. Preparing ridership estimates for all alignments under
-consideration.
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. L] . . .

D. Assessing the land use impacts and development potential
- associated with each alignment. -

E. Identifying the impact of LRT investment/bus service expan-.
sion on highway demand and congestion, and costs of improv-
ing that congestion with highway projects. (This work will
be coordinated with the Willamette River Crossing study.)

F. Determining LRT and bus operating costs for each alignment.

G. Developing summary of costs, benefits and impacts for use by .
general public and local jurisdictions.

H. Determining the interrelation between the I-205 and Mil-
waukie Corridors.

I. Recommend the Priority Corridor in coordination with the I-
205 Corridor alternatives to proceed to the full Alterna-
tives Analysis/Draft EIS process.

Determine the scope of downtown Portland improvements
necessary to support the alternatives under consideration.

K. Managing the traffic consultant.

L. Overseeing the engineering'and financial costing evalua-
tions.

M. Developing a publlc involvement plan and staffing a Citizens

' Advisory Committee. :

N. Managing Technical Advisory Commlttees and the Planning
Management Group.

D TONE

Methodology Reports

Travel Forecast Report

Capital and Operating Cost Reports
Financial Feasibility Reports
Priority Corridor Report

In addition to the full Alternatives Analysis, Metro will be
conducting systems studies extending both the I-205 Corridor and
Milwaukie Corridor analyses to Oregon City. These are less
detailed studies which are intended to assess the ridership
_potential in each corridor, identify significant impacts which
must be addressed, narrow alignment options and give a rough
estimate of potential operating and capital costs.
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The following is the overall project budget, a portion of which
will be spent in FY 91.

EXPENSES . ~ REVENUES
Personal Services: : $ 119,901‘ 103 (e)4 S 980,058
Materials and Services: _1.033.108 Local Juris. 150,348

$1,153,009 Metro 22,603
: ' $1,153,009
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DATA RESQURCE CENTER
P DESCRIPTION

The Data Resource Center is a cooperative data gathering and
research program, supported by the dues of Metro's member juris-
dictions, transportation grants, other sources of Metro funding
and fees charged for products and services. The Center elimi-
nates the need for costly duplication of its functions by indi-
vidual governments and businesses. Information collected and ,
maintained covers demographics, construction, employment and land
development characteristics and potentials. Key census items are
updated between the decennial U.S. census. Medium and long range
forecasts of population, housing and employment are made on a
four-year cycle. .

The forecast is used by government and businéss for medium and
long term planning. - It is the only local source of small area
(e.g., census tract) forecast data for this region.

Metro annually updates population and housing to small areas.
Employment is updated biannually and Metro is the only source of
this data for small areas.

A substantial portion of staff resources are devoted to providing
data services. The principal client groups are Metro depart-
ments, member jurisdictions and paying customers.

Technical Assistance

Tri-Met s 9 ’ 000
Port of Portland : 2,070
Multnomah County : 2,259
Clackamas County 3,012
Washington County 4,330
City of Portland 7,153
ODOT ' 5.500
‘ Total $33,324

The Regional Land Information System (RLIS) will provide a
comprehensive single source for land information in this metropo-
litan area. It uses computer technology to interpret data from
multiple sources for regional/local government applications,
economic development programs, land investment, market research
~and business location decision making. Metro is the lead agency
among government and business entities committing to development
of GIS systems.
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E \ EVI

Population, households, housing, household income, persons by
age, and households by age of head of household were updated to
1989 and used to produce the 1989 Regional Factbook.

The 2010 population/employment forecast conducted in FY 88 89
will be revised to 2011.

The demand for data products and services has risen as RLIS
becomes operational. This is especially true during this interim
period before member jurisdictions are capable of remote computer
access to RLIS and are dependent on Metro for routine queries on
the database.

Several key components of RLIS have been put in place. A digital
street base map is on the system and the traffic zones have been
overlain on it. This enables display and analysis of base and
forecast socioeconomic data used for travel modeling. The RTP
and TIP projects have also been entered into the computer mapping
system, allowing spatial query and analysis.

The tax lot base map for RLIS is progressing. A contract with
Portland General Electric to receive their digital base maps for
use in RLIS is near being consummated. A pilot study has been
completed which produced a fully functional working prototype of
RLIS for a four square mile area in Washington County.

OBJECTIVES

A new project is included for next year -- adapting a set of land
use forecasting models being used in several other metropolitan
areas (e.g., Seattle and Los Angeles) for use in this region.
These models (DRAM/EMPAL) will be used by the Growth Allocation
Workshop for the next round of population and employment fore-
casts. The source code for these models is available at no
charge, but time will be spent adapting them to this region and
producing the requisite database. They will serve the Workshops
by providing a quantitative tool to augment what has essentially
been a "delphi" process. Application of the model to Clark
County will be coordinated with the Intergovernmental Resource
Center of Clark County. Required resources are estimated to be a
college intern (CEIP) to assist the staff economist for 5 to 7
months and a computer able to handle the computations required by
the model. The computer could be a terminal connection to the
Hewlett-Packard or a stand-alone workstation may be necessary.

A tracking survey of socioeconomic characteristics is proposed

for key transportation model inputs to be conducted in FY 90-91.
This is a supplement to the major household survey, to be con-
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ducted in FY 89-90. It will allowlmore refined extrapolation of
census data in future years between the 1990 and 2000 census

Years.

Building permits will continue to be collected on a monthly

basis, using the services of an independent contractor. Over the
years, this has proven to be the least costly and most efficient
means of obtaining this information from the cities and counties.

EBQQHQISLMILESIQNE&

Updates of "provisional" population and housing estimates to
1991 - 3/91.

Revise 2010 population/employment foreoast to 2011.
TneARegional Factbook, 1991 edition - 6/91. |
Development‘Trenos Reports - Tri-annual.

Household survey - 4/91.

Employment geocode to census tract of State Employment
Service records - 2/91.

Regional Land Information System (RLIS) —-,Convert Portland

. General Electric parcel base maps and implement portions of

region where local governments are participating. The Metro
Council will be considering supplemental funding to accel-
erate the RLIS implementation schedule. If approved, this
task will be completed in 12-14 months rather than 26
months.

Process 1990 U.S. Census Bureau products as they begin to
arrive and carry out lead agency role. .

EXPENSES ’ : REVENUE
Personal Services: $502,382 PL/ODOT $ 69,653
Materials and Services: 302,361 ODOT Direct ' 5,000
Capital oOutlay: 45,200 FY 91 Sec. 8 . . 60,000
' $849,943 FY 91 Sec. 9 7,200
‘ Tri-Met Match 1,800
Metro

_1706,290
$849,943
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TRAVEL MODEL_REFINEMENT
'PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The purpose of the Model Refinement Program is twofold: 1) main-
tain the state-of-the-art travel demand forecasting models and
up-to-date computer simulation networks for current, short range,
and long range transportation plans; and 2) maintain up-to-date
short and long-range travel forecasts which reflect changes in
land use assumptions, projected highway and transit investments,
and travel forecasts.

ELATION TO PREVI WORK

During the past five years, major improvements have been made in
- the travel forecasting models. Data obtained from the 1985 and
1988 travel behavior surveys and the 1989 external cordon survey
have been instrumental in that process. The methodology for
forecasting commercial traffic is the next area targeted for
improvement.

OBJECTIVES

The Model Refinement Program has several areas of focus for
FY 91.

1. Monitor and summarize trends in transit fares, auto operat-
ing costs and parking costs. Assemble and tabulate transit
patronage and traffic count data. These are important input
and calibration data items needed in the travel forecasting .
process and are collected each year.

2. Update computer simulation networks to include a 1990 base,
committed RTP, 10-year RTP and 20-year RTP. Update travel
demand forecasts (i.e., trip matrices) to a 1990 base, 2007
short term forecast, and 2012 long term forecast. In order
to keep the simulation data current, this task is ongoing.

3. Develop a methodology to better predict the amount of
commercial traffic on the region's roadways. A consultant
will be hired in FY 90 and carry forward into FY 91 to
conduct a literature review and survey of prominent regions
to determine various methodologies.

4. Complete the development of a new external cordon model.
‘ Based on results from the 1989 external survey, the model
will more accurately estimate the travel entering and

leaving the region.

5. For transit forecasting, continuing research into effects of
transfers and various categories of out-of-vehicle time
-(walk, wait, transfer, etc.) will be carried out.
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6. For the model structure as a whole, research into the

: effects of congestion on time-of-day travel decisions will
be carried out. An ad hoc procedure to modify trip tables
to avoid over-capacity results on the highway network and to
give some peak spreading information will be investigated.

PROD MILESTONE
. A report will be produced which documents the various cost

elements and auto/transit count trends. Completion -—-
Spring 1991.

. | "Results will be summarized and documented at the completion
of the update to the travel forecasts Completion —-- Spring
1991.

. A consultant réport summarizing the various methodologies of -

forecasting commercial traffic will be produced. Completion
—— December 1990.

. Metro staff will implement the recommended‘commercial
traffic forecasting procedure into the modeling process.
Completion -- Spring 1991.

. A report will be produced which documents the cordon station
survey findings and the external model formulation. The new
model will be implemented into the travel forecasting

process. Completion —-- December 1990.
EXPENSES REVENUES
Personal Services:; . $115, 840 PL/ODOT $ 22,500
Materials and Services: _ 31,530 ODOT Direct - 62,807 .
$147,370 FY 91 SEC. 9 45,650
Tri-Met Match - 6,856

Metro Match
$_147,370
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RAN ' LA E
EBQGBAM_DESCBIEIIQH
Provide technical assistance to ODOT, Tri-Met, the Port of

Portland and the cities and counties using Metro travel forecasts
in local transportation. studies and project design.

RELATION TQ PREVIOUS WORK

Oongoing service provided as needed to other agencies.

OBJECTIVES

Assistance is provided in terms of: 1) staff support to obtaiu '
data and/or evaluate a particular transportation problem; 2) com-

puter usage; and 3) training to jurisdictional staff.

Assistance to the jurlsdlctions will be based on a budget alloca-
tion as follows:

City of Portland S 24,179

Multnomah County 40,765
Washington County ' 39,970
Clackamas County _ 24,847
Port of Portland ‘ 7,200
Tri-Met ‘ 13,000
ODOT 12,500

- ' $161,463 .

Requests for services must be made through the appropriate TPAC
members; suburban jurisdictions should channel their requests
through the TPAC representatives of the cities of that county
Major tasks currently anticipated include:

. Support to ODOT and Washington, Clackamas and Multnomah
Counties on project development for numerous PE/DEIS stud-
ies.

. Support to Tri-Met for TDP update.'

. Support to the City of Portland for evaluation of alterna-
tive high capacity transit improvements, particularly in the
I-5 North and Milwaukie Corridors.

. Support to the City of Hillsboro for the Hillsboro Transpor-
tation Plan update.

. Support to Multnomah County and the City of Portland for the
: mid-county plan update.

. Support to Lake 0swego/Clackamas County for plan update
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Cornell-Burnside ($40,000)

Perform a subarea.study in Northwest Portland and Multnomah and
Washington Counties to examine existing and projected travel
demand in the area. The analysis would include an examination of
traffic volumes, capacities, classifications and/or origins/
destinations on major streets in the area including Burnside,
Barnes, Cornell, Skyline, Miller, Fairview and Germantown Road.
The analysis would determine the nature of traffic problems in
the study area (through versus local trips, peak versus all day,
etc.) and recommend to the appropriate jurisdictions further
analyses needed to develop solutions to problems. If problems
are regional in nature, Metro would, with continued assistance of
local governments, perform the next study. If the problems are
local in nature, Portland and/or Washington and Multnomah Coun-
ties would perform further studies and develop mltlgatlng proj-
ects or measures.

PRQDQQTSZMILESTQNES

1. Planning and pro:ect development data provided to jurisdic-
tions on an ongoing basis. ,

2. Documentation summarizing the assumptions. travel forecasts
and ' recommendations for the Tri-Met TDP.

EXPENSES ' | " REVENUES

Personal Services: $180,833 PL/0ODOT $ 50,625
Materials and Services: _ 27,736 ODOT Supple. 13,000
_ $208,369 FY 91 Sec. 8 11,500

FY 91 FHWA (e)4 34,000

FY 91 Sec. 9 9,600

FY 91 HPR 21,500

FY 89 HPR 50,463

Tri-Met Match 2,400

Metro Match 15,281

$208, 369
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TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) serves as a regional
policy document describing which projects will be given priority,
and is prepared in response to United States Department of
Transportation (USDOT) regulations. The regulations state that a
program of highway and transit projects which use federal funds
is to be developed annually under the direction of the MPO and is
to set forth cost estimates for the annual element year. Proj-
~ects are developed through cooperative participation of the
Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT), the cities and
counties in the region, and Tri-Met. 1In addition to including
projects defined by the cities and counties, the TIP incorporates
major regional actions such as Tri-Met's Transit Development Plan
and ODOT's Six-Year Highway Improvement Program.

E VI

The TIP is adopted on an annual basis with’ periodic amendments
relating to the following activities: .

. to establish transportation project priorities
. to allocate federal funds
. to monitor funding status of projects and their

federal funding
. to periodically publish status reports

. to amend previously approved funding allocations
OBJECTIVES

The TIP is an ongoing work task relating to the use of federal
transportation funding in the Portland region. It is a combina-
tion of an existing program level, using ongoing transportation
grants and is required by federal regulations as a prerequisite

. for receipt of federal highway and transit funding by ODOT, Tri-
Met, the cities and counties. Because of the magnitude of
federal funding affected, it is a high priority project.

In general, the TIP involves the following work activities:

1. Ongoing Maintenance -- Monitoring of past and current
funding allocations relative to project status, current
schedules and costs, and management.of cost overruns and
underruns on previously approved projects and funding.

2. - Funding Allocation -- Selection of new projects to be funded
with federal funding categories that are the direct respon—
sibility of Metro. A

36



3. Funding Priorities -- Establishment of regional priorities
for funding categories that are the direct responsibility of
ODOT or Tri-Met and approval of funding allocations estab-
lished by those jurisdictions. The above three tasks are
ongoing throughout the year.

4. Annual Update -- Annually, the overall TIP is updated and
adopted to reflect current costs and schedules and incor-
porate funding actions approved throughout the year. The
annual TIP update is adopted in August.

5. Federal-Aid Urbanized Boundary. Classification and Systems
—— Boundaries are fixed by responsible local officials
through the MPO and reviewed and approved first by the
Oregon State Highway Division (State Highway Engineer) and
then by the Federal Highway Division Administration. Where
transit is involved in urbanized areas, the boundary is also
approved by the Urban Mass Transportation Administration
(UMTA). Updates cover amendments to the boundary and
changes to the Functional Classification System and to the
Federal-Aid System.

PRODUCTS /MILESTONES

. Periodic amendments to the TIP Federal-Aid Urbanized Boun-
dary, Functional Classification and Federal-Aid Systems.

Endorse annual Transit Development Plan.

-Adopt Special Needs Transportatlon allocations to recipient
agencies - 6/91.

. - . Adopt the 1991 TIP and updates to the TDP, Six-Year Program,
and jurisdictional projects - 8/90.

. - If no previous action, adoption of the TIP would also
include Tri-Met's compliance with private sector participa-
tion, Metro's certification of compliance with federal
requirements, evaluation of the financial ability of Tri-Met
to construct and operate projects proposed in the TIP, and

conformance of the TIP with the Oregon State Implementatlon
Plan (SIP) for Air Quality.

Prepare annual report documenting all the above for dis-
tribution to city and county public works officials and
other officials on the local, state and federal levels -
10/90.
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EXPENSES

-Personal Services:
Materials and Services:

$104, 650

— 330

$105,000
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ODOT Direct-

FY 91 Sec. .8
Metro Match

$ 25,000
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42,434
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$105,000



AGEMENT _AND RDINATION

ERQQRAM DEngIPTIQN

Provide for overall ongoing department management 1ncluding
budget, Unified Work Program (UWP), contracts, grants, personnel
and activities required by the Transportation Policy Alternatives

Committee (TPAC), the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Trans-
portation (JPACT) and the Metro Council.

RELAIIQN_IQ_EBEMIQHS_EQRK

- Ongoing work element.

- OBJECTIVES
Ensure ¢ompliance with all federal requirements for receipt of
grants and maintain "certification" of the region for continued
receipt of transit and highway construction funds and provide
documentation to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and
Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) of such activity.
Provide support to JPACT, TPAC and subcommittees to ensure

coordination between state, regional and local transportation
plans and priorities.

- Provide departmental management including personnel matters,
management of expenditures for materials, services and capital,
contract compliance and departmental work programs. Particular
products and activities are as follow:
1. FY 91 Unified Work Program.
2. Management of department staff time, budget and products.

3. Required documentation to FHWA and UMTA such as quarterly
narrative and financial reports.

4, Monthly progress reports to the TPAC.

5. Minutes, agendas and documentation.

6. Execution and monitoring of various pass-through agreements.
7. .Interdepartmental coordination.

8. Periodic review with FHWA and UMTA on UWP progress.

PRODUCTS /MILESTONES

1. Budget adoption (June).
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2. UWP adoption (April). !

3. Grant approvaisl(June and December).
4. Contract appfdvals (as needed).

5. AnnuaL‘self—certification (Méy£1991).>

6. Progress reports for Council aﬁd federal agencies (quart-
~ erly). ' s

7. TPAC/JPACT mailings, monthly; monthly reports.

Personal Services: . $128,411 FY 91 PL . $ 32,600
Materials and Services: 46,435 FY 91 Sec. 8 36,500
Capital Outlay: ——29.085 Metro N 134,831

< PR $§203,931 | §203,931
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Program Specific Requirements for MPOs

n Ti \'/ nni for

Metro works with Tri-Met to assure that the provision of
existing transit service is non-discriminatory. While the
responsibility for planning actual routes and service
headways is at Tri-Met, Metro provides Tri-Met with data
based on the 1980 census showing where concentrations of
minority populations are throughout the region. Tri-Met

‘examines the zones with high minority populations and

analyzes how. accessible transit is in those areas, as com-
pared to the general population. This analysis indicates
that minority residents in the Portland metropolitan area
do, in most instances, receive equal or better transit
accessibility than predominantly non-minority areas with
similar local characteristics, and significantly better
accessibility than the regional average.

With fespect to capital improvements, Tri-Met prepares
impact analyses for fixed facility projects as required by

UMTA regulations. Any project which requires an environmen-
tal assessment or an environmental impact statement includes
an analysis of the impact on minority populations. To date,

there have been no Title VI concerns raised during either
compliance reviews or other activities.

Monitor Title VI Activities

a. with technical assistance from Metro, Tri-Met performed

a transit accessibility analysis which enabled the pop-

ulation data (general and minority) to be converted to
traffic analysis zones and census tracts. By allocat-
ing the minority population to traffic analysis 2zones
and to census tracts, Tri-Met was able to accurately

locate minority communities. With that knowledge, Tri-
Met is able to target information: concerning changes in

transit service to the affected areas.

b. In 1987, Metro assisted Tri-Met in developing an.

information base for use in addressing Title VI issues.
This information was included by Tri-Met in a report to

UMTA titled Title VI R Y.

Route Revisions Due to Light Rail (included in the FY
1989 Section 8 application). The data prepared by
Metro included a population and employment update,
transit travel time data and transit accessibility
measures. -

The transit accessibility data and travel time data
were used to provide information on minority and non-
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minority travel times to employment, shopping and major
public facilities. Using existing travel behavior
data, Metro can provide Tri-Met with updates of this
information as needed.

4 , .

Tri-Met has an established public involvement process which
is used when service changes are proposed. The process
involves the steps listed below:

. Notification of the proposed change and pending com-
munity workshops. Notification is placed on buses in
the affected areas, in the general circulation news-
paper and in minority-oriented newspapers. In addi-
tion, neighborhood associations are informed of upcom-
ing community workshops.

Community workshops are held at public facilities
(i.e., schools, community centers, etc.) in the af-
fected neighborhoods. These workshops are informal
gatherings at which Tri-Met staff solicits opinions of
those in attendance regarding proposed route changes.
Revisions to the proposals are then made based on
.public comment from the workshops.

Public hearings before the Tri-Met Board of Directors
are then held on the revised service modification
proposals. At this time, the Board makes a final

" decision. :

Many Tri-Met decisions must be approved additionally by
Metro. Those items are included in the Metro public aware-
ness process. Tri-Met projects are included on TPAC, JPACT
and Council agendas. Public meeting notices and meeting
agendas are sent to the general circulation and.minority-
focused newspapers such as the Skanner. Metro projects are
subject to the public meeting and public hearing process.
Information is disseminated through the media, newspapers
and mass mailings. Metro's information dissemination
process is fully explained in the FY 88 Title.VI submittal.

"Metro's Title VI submittal has been certified by UMTA

through September 1992,

Both Metro and Tri-Met focus their decision-making processes
on a subject or project rather than a particular group or

‘community. When a project is being considered, a Citizens

Advisory Committee (CAC) is formed with membership made up
of affected citizens. All citizens within the affected area
are encouraged to participate in the citizen process.
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Members for CACs are solicited through neighborhood groups,
public service announcements, and ads in the dally newspaper
and minority publications. Formed at the beginning  of the
project, the CAC is encouraged to develop alternatives and
make recommendations to staff throughout the decision-making
process of the project or study. . Citizen recommendations
are a critical part of the entire process and play an
important role in determining the recommended project.

In 1990, Metro has one non-elected committee that deals with
transit issues:

TPAC, the Transportation Alternatives Committee on Transpor-
tation, deals with all transportation issues facing the
region.” TPAC has 20 members, four of whom are women. TPAC
has six citizen members who are the only ones Metro has
authority to appoint. Openings for those positions are
advertised in the daily and weekly newspaper (Skanner).
Press releases are mailed to special interest groups such as
the League of Women Voters, neighborhood groups, Chambers of .

. Commerce, etc. Applicants are screened and interviewed

before new members are chosen. Terms are for two years.

Other citizen committees will be formed in 1990 if the
Environmental Impact Statements are performed in the Mil-
waukie/I-205 Corridors and when the Willamette River Cross-
ing Study commences. All affected interest groups and
populations will be recruited to sit on these committees.
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ODOT PLANNING ASSISTANCE

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

Major accomplishments for FY 91 by the Metro region include supporting
Metro and other agencies in the RTP Update. Major assistance will

also be given to the local plan updates and completing corridor
studies. Work activities will include:

EX_lﬂﬂl_EBB_EEQGEAM
1. Access Management Studies for Sherwood/South Tigard area.

2. RTP -- Subarea analysis support for Burnside/Cornell, Willamette '
River Crossing and CBD I- 405 Loop areas.

3. Traffic count updates as needed for model reflnement and subarea
studies. . .

4, Local land use and development traffic impact reviews.

5. Other subarea and corridor analyses‘including Lincoln Center
(Highway 217), Sandy Boulevard, Powell Boulevard and Canyon Road
areas. : . _ _

6. Park-and-ride developmental reviews.

7. Participate in Hillsboro, I-205 and Milwaukie LRT Alternatives
Analyses and Regional High Capacity Transit Systems Studies.

8. Continue state/regional highway jurisdictional study.
9. Partic1pate in the Reglonal Bi- State Transportation Analysis.
10. Participate in Statewide Highway Plan update

11. Provide reconnaissance engineering support to the Southeast e
' Corridor Study.

12. Policy and technical coordination with regional planning, local
agencies, TPAC, the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transpor-
tation (JPACT), State of Washington regional planning (Regional
Resource Center), Washington County Transportation Coordinating
Committee (WCTCC), Clackamas County Transportation Committee,
East Multnomah Transportation Committee and coordination of
administration of programs with Metro.

EXPENSES o REVENUES
ODOT: - |
Personnel - $168,100 HPR/ODOT $§179,100

Materials & Services.
. .$179,100
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FINANCIAL PLANNING

Program Objectives:

1.

Support policy analys1s by prov1d1ng management with .
financial projections of policy alternatives. Policy areas '
supported would be: budget planning, five-year financial
forecast, additional revenue planning, labor cost
progectlons, fare analysis and planning, long-range financial
planning support for the Regional Transportation Plan,
Transportation Development Plan, -analytical support for labor
negotiations, and support for Westside Light Rail capital and
operating financial planning.

. Continue refinement of financial and economic forecasting

models. Build new labor rules into eost model.

E In fulfillment of new UMTA requirements, develop a fully

allocated bus route costing model. . Improve peak/off-peak
cost model. :

continue financial capacity analysis. Supplement analysis
with financial capacity indicators, in fulfillment of new
UMTA requirements for Section 3 and 9 applicants.

Relation to Previous Work:

1.

Tri-Met has developed several cost models under several
grants. - These include the financial forecasting system, a
marginal cost model, and a peak/off-peak variable cost model.
The development of a fully allocated bus route costing model
would build on these efforts and would also fulfill new UMTA
requirements for contracted service decisions.

Existing financial and economic forecast models were
developed with assistance from Grants OR-90-2003 and
OR-90-2005. This work both continues model refinement and
also serves policy planning in ongoing agency efforts to plan
and implement cost containment measures, to develop adequate
local operating and capital funding, and to accurately assess
Tri-Met's financial condition and five-year financial
capacity.

Products:

1.

Five-year financial and economic forecast reports used in
budget planning, new revenue, planning, short range (TDP)
planning. _

Financial condition and financial capacity analysis.

Revenue éstimates, including fare revenues and Westside
funding.
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‘4. '~ Fully alloéated cost model for bus ‘route -costing.
5. Fihancial analysis of legislative issues.
6. Two économic forecasts of payroll tax revenues; CPI, diesel
~= fuel~costs, ‘self-employment and state -in-lieu-of tax '
revenues. : ' , .

7. - Labor cost analysis.

Expenditures: ReVenues:‘
Tri-Met $21,250 ‘ OR-90-X028 $ 17,000
: Tri-Met 4,250

$ 21,250
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'CAPITAL PROGRAM PLANNING

Program Objectives:

Comprehensive planning for development management and maintenance
of Tri-Met's capital projects, facilities and equipment using the
following emphasis areas -

A. Capital Development Program Planning -

1. Coordinate scheduling, funding, siting and conceptual
design of Tri-Met's capital program with other
jurisdictions and internally within the agency.

2. Enhance short and 1ong term capital acqulsltlon program
for Tri-Met.

3.  Prepare the capital components for the annual update of
the TDP and the Strategic Plan.

4. Work with local jurisdictions on proposed transit
centers, park & ride lost, transit priority measures, .
. TSM measures, road improvements, and transportation plan
revision.

5. Refine a Capital Improvement Program process for annual
updating.

 B. _Cap1tal Program and Facilities Management Plannlng -

"1. -5Coord1nate a process for review, prioritizing and
approval of capital projects as part of the annual
capital budget development.

2. Collect and analyze data relating to facilities
maintenance. Manage a system of facilities maintenance.

3. conduct on-going space use studies for Tri-Met's
strategic sites to determine their best use.

'Relation to Previous Work:

A. Capital Development Program Planning -

The capital program is prepared' annually and revised as
necessary throughout the year to meet updated requests and needs.
Capital program components are also included in the annual update
of the TDP and -the Strateglc Planning process. s

B. _Cap1ta1 Program and Facilities Management Planning -

A capital improvement program process was defined in FY "89 to be
refined in FY "90. :

47



The - planning for the operation of a -vintage trolley and

possible storage of cars at Tri-Met's strategic site adjacent

to the Coliseum Transit Center along with construction of the

Convention Center and the deterioration of some existing

Tri-Met facilities suggests that a comprehensive plan should
- ~-be-developed to-guide-the agency's use of-strategic sites.

Products:

A. Capital Development Program Planning -

1,

5.

Annual Tri-Met capital budget.
Input to state and federal capital grant applications.

Capital component of the TDP and fhe Strategic Plan.

" Site and conceptual design work with supporting

documentation and local approvals for newly proposed

'~projects.

Tran51t revisions- to reg10na1 and local’ jurlsdlctlonal
plan updates.

B. Capltal Program and Facilities Management Planning -

1. Up to date leng range capltal 1mprovement and management
- plan including goals and objectives for the management
of capital facilities after their construction.

2. - Detailed proposal for capital fundlng of the long range
capital plan.

. 3. Refinement of the right of way and facilities'
components of the Maintenance Management Information
System, with accurate tracking of the facilities
maintenance activities and effective programming of
preventative maintenance needs.

4. Space use study for strategic sites owned by Tri-Met to
determine best use 1nc1ud1ng preliminary de51gn and cost
estimate.

5. Plan for deploylng field based function (road

- supervisors, fare inspectors, transit police, fac111ty
maintenance personnel) that optimizes their coordlnatlon
and cooperation.

Expenditures: - : Revenues: :
Tri-Met "~ 7$°80,000 == ‘OR-90-X026"" - $ 5,000
. OR-90-X028 59,000
Tri-Met __16,000
' $ 80,000
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SERVICE PLANNING ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION

Program Objectives:

Identlfy, develop, undertake, . and evaluate approprlate Service
Plannlng efforts which promote efficient, convenient and adequate
service for Tri-Met's customers and potentlal users in the
following emphasis areas:

A. Service Development -

1. Complete Design With Transit Handbook: provides
planners, developers and design professionals with
information to improve tran51t and land use
coordlnatlon.

2. Develop'automated database to utilize results of spring
1990 on-board passenger census.

3. Collect patronage and on-time performance data that will
be used to develop annual service plans.

B. Automated Customer Contact System -

1. Increase transit service quallty control and
~productivity.

2. Improve research data for service planning and
scheduling. '

C. ‘Market Research, Analysis and Evaluation -
1. - -Evaluate new and ex1st1ng market programs for
effectiveness in increasing market share and meetlng
the objectives of the Marketing Plan.

2. Research and analyze service quality from the customer's
perspective using customer satisfaction measures.

Relation to Previous Work:

A. Service Development -

The De51gn With Transit will update the 1979 version of Planning
With Transit. A background research paper has been drafted.

Annual Service Plan for FY "91 is being developed in conjunctlon
-with the budget-process.” ~Compiletion of a'"CUmprehenslve Service
Analysis will be part of the plan.

B. Automated Customer Contact System -

Manual Customer Contact Report system has been in place for four
years. Reports have proven effective for quality control for

49



ST aaReeem pir te

response to customer complaints, commendations -and  suggestions.: A
by-product of the system is an invaluable database which if
automated would be a cost effective resource for service and
personnel-:problem solving -and-planning. '

c. Market Research, Analysis and Evaluation -

For the past two years Tri-Met has vigorously tested promotional
efforts for effectiveness. This has led to targeted, successful
and cost effective promotions. This effort will continue 1n order
to achieve the best use off our marketing resources.

Customer satisfaction measures have not been tracked on a
consistent basis at Tri-Met. Scme work in this area was conducted
last year under the Long Range Planning project.

Products:
A. Service Development -

1. Completed handbook.

2. Annual Service Plan.

B. Automated Customer Contact System -

1. Commuter reports by problemicategory includlng but not
limited to problems by route number, tlme of day and
location.

2. cemmuter reports equating service or ' customer preblems
as they relate to specific transit employee performance

by route, time of day and nature of problem.

3. --Increased product1v1ty in tran51t service and personnel
through automation of the systenmn.

4. Improved quality of service to the user of the system as
well as improved response time to customers and
- management staff seeking information from the system.

C. Market Research, Analysis and Evaluation -

1. Research reports on the promotional efforts of the year,
evaluating the success of the promotion and areas that
could be improved in the future.

2. An evaluation of the perception of service quality from
the customer's viewpoint. This will include areas where
Tri-Met is doing well, needs improvement, and an
analysis of perceptlons that have changed over the year.

Egpenditures: ’ Revenues:

Tri-Met $121,631 OR~90-X019 $ 5,305
' : OR-90-X028 92,000
Tri-Met — 24,326
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LONG-RANGE PLANNING

Prbgram Objectives:

1. To annually revise the TDP and update all technical
' information and five year plans in light of Tri-Met's
strateglc plannlng process.

2. To review the TDP draft document with local jurlsdlctlons
prior to the Board's approval..

3. To analyze the 1mpacts of the FY "89-93 TDP and make
appropriate modifications.

4. To review and distribute'the draft and final document to
interested parties. .

quelation to Previous Work:

The process of rev1ew1ng, revising and updating the previous FY

*89-93 . TDP is underway. The policy direction for the updated TDP
will build on Tri-Met's Strategic Plan for 1990-95. Basic
questions to be addressed include "What markets to expand into?",
"What types of service?", and "Operated by whom?." As part of the*
analysis, staff will review and incorporate ongoing work in a
variety = of areas including: capital needs (both new and
replacement) ; serv1ce standards: the marketlng plan, and financial
planning.

Products:

1. Updated five year operating and capital development planv
. . -consistent with Tri-Met's strategic plan.

2. Service Development Program for Tri-Met. The program will
balance regional expectations for service and financial
aspects of service expansion.

3. Tri-Met Planning Annual Report.

Expenditures: v Revenues:
Tri-Met : $30,000 OR-90-X028 $ 24,000
Tri-Met 6,000

$ 30,000
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SPECIAL AREA PLANNING

Program Objectives:
A. Civil Rights -

1. Continue analysis of DBE participation in Tri-Met
contracts.

2. Refinement of computerlzed DBE contract monitoring
process.

3. . Identify areas of strengths and weaknesses in current
DBE program for further efforts.

4. Reflne procedures developed for establlshlng progect
specific DBE goals.

5. Review and update, as necessary,. Trl-Met's DBE pollcy
: statement.

6. Continue development of a procedure for implementation
and administration of the dlstrlct's Equal Employment
Opportunity (EEO) Program.

7. Develop and 1mp1ement an EEO tralnlng program for
Trl-Met staff.

B. Labor Productivity -
1. Analyze the impact that new incentive programs, benefits
programs and workers' compensation programs have had on
-improving labor productivity.

2. Develop cost/benefit studies which yield recommehded,
: courses of action for productivity improvements.

Relation to Previous Work:

A. Civil Rights -

This program continues on-going efforts in DBE/EEO policy
formation which require annual updating and revision as well as
meeting annual requirements for Title VI reporting.-

B. Labor Productivity -

‘This program continues to expand upon the --work accompllshed to

date and will provide for evaluation of productivity
enhancements. ‘
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Products:
A. Civil Rights -

1. Program for improving Tri-Met's overall DBE level of
‘participation in contracted services.

2. ‘Revised agency DBE policy statement.

3.. Refined DBE contract monitoring system for submittal to
UMTA.

4, Procedure for implementation and administration of the
district's EEO program.

B. Labor Productivity -

1. A plan for implementing a health and safety incentive
program. '

2. Description of recommended changes in the program which
could maximize the effectiveness.

3. Evaluation of potentialisavings from implemented

programs.
Expehditures: " Revenues:
Tri-Met $36,194 ‘ OR-90-X028 $28,955
: Tri-Met - 7,239
$36,194
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PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION

Program Objectives:

1. . Monitor and ensure that planning project activities and
expenditures conform with the UWP.

2. Ensure that appropriate grant‘file documentation of
‘ activities and expenditures is provided for.

3. Provide quarterly financial and progress reports for all UWP
planning projects.

4. Initiate requests for any required budget revisions, and UWP.
' amendments. ' ' '

Relation to Previous Work:

During FY "90 work is continuing on the management of the cash
flow monitoring system for planning studies projects. - On-going
grant administration activities continue from .year to year.
Products:

1. Quarterly fihancial and progress reports.

2. Budget revisions, UWP amendments.

Revenues:

Expenditures: '
Tri-Met - $5,000 _ OR-90-X028 $4,000

Tri-Met _1,000
~ $5,000
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WESTSIDE CORRIDOR PROJECT

Project Objectives:

The Westside Corridor PE/FEIS Project is the major outgrowth of
Alternatives Analysis of the Westside Corridor Project. There are
four major objectives of the Westside Corridor Project:

1. Undertake englneerlng studies sufficient to spec1fy a
_flnal alignment, profile and cost estimate.

2. Investigate the environmental 1mpacts of the progect and
measures to mitigate them. .

3. Put together a feasible financial plan to construct and
: operate the project.

4. Involve local citizens and jurlsdlctlons in the
decision-making process and gain political support for
the project.

A more detailed Work Program is available and has been approved by
UMTA. Tri-Met 1is the lead agency for the Westside Corridor
PE/FEIS project. Metro will provide input data regarding
ridership forecasts for reports required for .submission <to-UMTA
for the Final EIS and cost-effectiveness ranking. Each of the
local jurisdictions will provide land-use and economic development
planning assistance as well as coordination with technical design
standards of their ‘agencies. ODOT will provide technical
assistance in the areas of alignment design, traffic-analysis and
possibly structural analysis and right-of-way impacts.

Relatlon to _Previous Work:

By July 1, 1983, the Westside Corridor Project had completed the
.(a) . .alternative —~analysis, (b) DEIS, (c) public  hearings, (d)
selection of preferred alternatives, and (e) the PE/FEIS grant
application. Between 1983 and 1986, Tri-Met updated its patronage
and service assumptions in a regional framework which confirmed
the viability of the project.

Approval to continue into an expanded PE program was given to UMTA
on January 31, 1988, and Tri-Met spent the first part ' of 1988
mobilizing resources, hiring staff and forming the necessary local
committee structure. Activities from mid-1988 through the end of
1989 have involved an extensive re-evaluation of the previous
DEIS, a decision to produce Supplemental DEIS, analysis and
selection of options to carry into the SDEIS, and the hiring of
- four major consultants to assist in developing the preliminary
designs and in producing the environmental documents.

The process over the next 12 months 1is intended to produce
material for review by the participating agencies, general public
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and decision making bodies including:

.The
past

1. A Suppiément to the DEIS which analyzes changed
conditions and new considerations since 1983;

2. The Final Environmental Impact Statement;

3. The Westside LRT Preliminary Désign which addresses the
environmental concerns and designs sub-options raised
during local jurisdiction public hearings;

4. A feasible fundlnglpackage to construct and operate the
Westside LRT Project and an 1mplementatlon
plan/strategy, and

5. Final cost-effectiveness Indices suitable for submission

to UMTA.

following related act1v1t1es have takenplace during this
year° '

1. The Banfield LRT Project (MAX) continued successful
operations on schedule and has continued to exceed
ridership expectations:;

2.° All involved local jurlsdictlons continue to support
moving ahead with the project as the reglon s top
tran51t priority;

3. SDEIS options have been defined and selected. A
detailed definition of Alternatives Analysis Report
has been submitted to UMTA;

4. A basic work flow chart 111ustrat1ng all aspects of the
project has been submitted to UMTA;

5. Preliminary designs for all SDEIS alignment options
' -have been developed and serve as the basis for all cost
estimating and environmental analyses:;

6. Consulting assistance ‘has been hlred in certain
‘spe01allzed areas such as:

(a) Design;

(b) Architectural serv1ces.

(c) Systems engineering; and
- (d) Environmental Analyses.

Preparation of the SDEIS and supporting documentatlon
has well advanced.

7. Financial planning activities for the Westside LRT have -
been -fully coordinated with the Public/Private Task
Force on Transit Finance. Investigations of various
revenue sources, cashflow scenarios and financial
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capacity considerations have progressed.

8. Federal grants- approved through February 1990 total
$3,807,000.

Products:

1. An assessment of Tri-Met's financial condition and capablllty
--*consistent with ‘UMTA's-Circular of March-30, 1987. .
2. Engineering drawings at 1" = 20' and 1" = 100' of the
Westside LRT alignment, detailed site plans, designs of
stations, and related systems. A design criteria book for
final design.

3. Cost estimates of right-of-way, alignment and track
construction, overhead wires, signals, stations, vehicles,
and maintenance facilities, and all other components of the
project.

4. LRT operatlng plan including strlng charts and labor
- build-up staffing table..

5. FEIS for the project.
6. A project management plan for final design and construction.

7. Inventory of public and private sector financing options
. together with recommended funding models for the Westside
LRT by the Public/Private Task Force on Transit Finance.

8. A financial plan recommending public and private sources to
construct and generate the Westside LRT. Support materials
required for implementation of the financial plan will be
prepared along with a detailed strategy to secure
implementation of the recommended package.

9. An ongoing community involvement program to ensure a high
level of citizen participation throughout the project.

Expenditures: Revenues:
Tri-Met . $7,884,550 State of Oregon $ 651,288
METRO _ 178,450 OR-90-X011 917,020
City of Portland 60,000 OR-23~9002 . 500,004
City of Beaverton 60,000 - OR-90-X026 1,657,988
Washington Co. 60,000 . OR-90-X028 - 1,123,200
opoT 60,000 OR-90-X031 1,863,200
$8,303,000 FY ‘91 Sec. 9 610,400
Tri-Met 927,865
METRO 4,035
City of Portland 12,000
City of Beaverton: 12,000
Washington Co. 12,000
oDoT 12,000

$8,303,000

57



PRIVATIZATION
NON-FEDERAL FUNDED PROJECT

__.Program Objectives:

1. Analyze existing and proposed transit service to determine
what could be privately provided. :

2. Restructure and competltlvely select providers for exlstlng
prlvately contracted services.

3. Evaluate quality and cost of contracted service relative to
Tri-Met operated serv1ce.

4. Plan and implement reglonally adopted strategy for private
and public sector contributions to transit expansion based on
conclusions of the Public/Private Task Force on Transit

"~ Finance. »

5. Determine optimum footprint for private development at selected
‘transit stations for incidental surface and air rights.

Relation to Previous Work:

Continuation of privatization - efforts completed under UMTA Section
9 planning grants. The Public/Private Task Force on Transit
Finance has recommended a broad menu of financing methods to
assist capital expansion of transit. Some of the methods include
the creation of tax increments by local jurisdictions and transit
center and high capacity transit station cost sharing by private
developers. These proposals are in the planning stage, adoption
and implementation will follow.

Producfs:
1. Evaluation of-savings from and quality of ¢ontracted services.

2. Development plan for promising new opportunities for
privatization including the utilization of bus shelter
advertising dollars to fund shelter maintenance.

3. Review of private provider proposals and services available.

4. Description of areas or routes which are candldates for
contracting services.

5. Discussions w1th ATU regarding contracted services using ATU
members.

6. A plan for implementing recommendations of the Public/Private
Task Force for Transit Finance regarding creation of special
assessment districts around light rail stations, sharing of
high capacity transit station costs in conjunction with real
estate development, tax increment financing where high

- capacity transit is an important element of an urban renewal
plan, and joint development where publlcly owned land 1s
private development.
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FY 91 UNIFIED WORK PROGRAM FUNDING SUMMARY -
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INTRODUCI'ION: FISCAL YEAR 1990 UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM

. Purpose

. The Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) is prepared annually to detail the technical activities to be
completed as a part of the continuing transportation planning process in the Clark County urban area.
It describes the transportation-related planning activities anticipated within the next year. The planning
activities described are related to several modes of transportation, including activities which are considered
significant to the Regional Transportation Plan. The UPWP focuses on the transportation work tasks which
. are priorities to Federal or state transportation agencies, and those tasks considered necessary by locally
elected officials. The UPWP also provides a summary of local, state, and Federal funding sources to
support these planning efforts. '

Objective

The UPWP describes the transportation planning activities and funding sources required to meet the major
. transportation policy issues of the upcoming year. It reflects the regional transportation problems and
projects to be addressed during the next fiscal year. Throughout the year, the UPWP serves as the guide
for planners, citizens, and elected officials to track transportation planning activities. -It also provides local
and state agencies in the Portland/Vancouver Metropolitan Area with a useful basis for improving regional
coordination. ' :

Participants, Coordination, and Funding Sources

The primary transportation planning participants in Clark County include the following: Intergovernmental
Resource Center, C-TRAN, Washington State Department of Transportation, Port of Vancouver, Port of
Camas-Washougal, Port of Ridgefield, Clark County, Vancouver, Camas, Washougal, Ridgefield, and Battle
Ground. Two federal agencies, UMTA and FHWA, are also key participants. As the designated MPO for
the Clark County Urban Area, IRC annually develops the transportation planning work program and
endorses the work program for the entire metropolitan area. IRC is also responsible for the development
and endorsement of the Regional Transportation Plan, the Transportation Improvement Program, and other
regional transportation studies. ‘

The Clark County Public Transportation Benefit Area Corporation (C- TRAN) is responsible for
operational and near term transit planning. In June of 1986, the C-TRAN Board of Directors adopted the
1986-1990 Transit Development Plan. The TDP serves as the planning document that provides the
guidelines for improving transit service over the next five years. .

WSDOT and the Public Works Departments of Clark County and the City of Vancouver perform project
planning for the highway and street systems related to their respective jurisdictions. WSDOT is also
responsible for preparing a State Transportation Plan. : .

The coordination of planning includes local and state officials in both Oregon and Washington.
Coordination occurs at the staff level through involvement on advisory committees (IRC’s CTAC and
METRO’s TPAC). Mechanisms for local, regional, and state coordination are spelled out formally in a
series of Memoranda of Agreement. These memoranda are intended to assist and complement
transportation planning process:



1. The organizational and procedural arrangement for coordinating activities such as procedures for
joint reviews of projected activities and policies, information exchange, etc.

2. Cooperative ariange_ments for sharing planning resources (funds, personnel, facilities, and services).

3. Agreed upon base data, statistics, and projections (social, economic, demographic) on the basis of
which planning in the area will proceed.

Issues of Interstate Significance

Both IRC and METRO have recognized that bi-state travel is an important part of the Portland-Vancouver
regional transportation system and it is in the best interest of the region to keep this part of the system
functioning properly. Currently several locations on the I-5 and I-205 north corridors are at or near capacity
with long traffic delays occurring frequently. The need to resolve increasing traffic congestion levels and to -
identify long term solutions continues to be a priority issue. JPACT and the IRC Transportation Policy
Committee agreed on a workscope for the Bi-State Transportation Study which was incorporated into the
FY90 UPWP. Throughout FY90 the study of High Capacity Transit in the I-5 and 1-205 corridors will be
the major issue of mterstatc sngmﬁcance.

Transportation Policy Commlttee

Paul Grattet (Chairman) Vancouver City Manager
Commissioner Dave Sturdevant Clark County
Mayor T. Mason Smith . City of Washougal
Commissioner Jim Kosterman ’ Port of Vancouver
Les White, Executive Director C-TRAN
Gary Demich, WSDOT Administrator .

District Four ’ WSDOT
Mike Ragsdale, JPACT Chairman METRO
Don Adams, ODOT Portland Regional Engineer ODOT

Consolidated Transportation Advisorv Committee Members

Keith Ahola . : ' " WSDOT

Ron Anderson City of Camas
Andy Cotugno , METRO
Steve Hill ' Port of Vancouver
Murl Jones , ’ Clark County
Mike Conway ‘ City of Washougal
Gil Mallery S Intergovernmental Resource Center
Frank DeShirlia ~ City of Battle Ground
Kim Chin - . CTRAN
‘Thayer Rorabaugh ' City of Vancouver-
Barry Cavanaugh - C-VAN
- Dave Williams ODOT
Sheldon Tyler ‘ Port of Camas-Washougal
Vacant Citizen



I. REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN

A RTP Update

The Regional Transportation Plan is the principal transportation planning document. Its

. goals, objectives, and policies help to guide the work of agencies throughout Clark County
that are involved in transportation planning and programming of projects. Federal
transportation funding for individual projects is dependent upon their consistency with the
RTP. The RTP Update was not adopted in FY90 as expected and will be carried over into
FY91.

Work Element Objectives

1. Complete the final review of the RTP Wlth the individual jurisdictions, agencies,
and interested mdmduals

2. Adopt the RTP Update.

Review local comprehcnsive plzins for consistency with the RTP and monitor the
development of the regional transportation system.

Relationship to Other Work Elements

The RTP takes into account the reciprocal effects between growth patterns and the
transportation system. It also identifies the mix of transportation strategies to solve future
problems. The RTP is interrelated to all other work elements.

Products

1. An adopted RTP Update.

2. Policies for reviewing local comprehensive plans for consistency with the RTP.

3. - Coordination of the development of the regional transportation system.
‘Expenses . Revenues
IRC  $23,000 FYSIPL  $6000
FY91 Sec. 8 5,000
Local 12,000
Total $23,000 Total $23,000
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REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN

C

1-205 Corridor High Capacity Transit Study

On September 19, 1989, the C-TRAN Board of Directors approved the workscope and
funding for the 1-205 Corridor High Capacity Transit Study. The study will be conducted
by IRC and include the participation of interested Oregon jurisdictions, Clark County
jurisdictions and citizens. The study includes feasibility and systems planning analysis in
preparation for a future Alternatives Analysis.

Work Element Objectives

1

Analyze and make recommendations in regard to the connectivity and compatibility
of the. transit alternatives being proposed-as a part of METRO’s Alternatives
Analysis and draft E.LS. (AA/DEIS) for the I-205 corridor between Clackamas Town
Center and Portland International Airport (PDX).

a.

Transitway Engineering - Identify and analyze the design elements (i.e.,
subgrade, facility, transit station and support facilities) for the AA/DEIS
alternatives to potentially be extended north of the Alrport Way
Interchange.

* Transit Patronage Analysis - Develop generallzed forecasts of transit

patronage for all transit alternatives proposed in METRO’s AA/DEIS as
they would be extended north from PDX.

Traffic Impacts - Evaluate the impacts of each proposed transit alternative
on the pcrformanoe of I-205

Conduct a systems planning analysis of a range of plausxble HCT alternatives for
the 1-205 corridor as it extends into Clark county in order to select a refined set
of "feasible” alternatives for further study.

a.

Define and locate all "plausible” transit optiohs to include no build, do
nothing, exclusive busway, and light rail transit (LRT) alternatives.

~ Conduct interjurisdictional workshops (e.g., C-TRAN, IRC, WSDOT, Clark

County, Cities) to determine altematwe options that are potentially cost-
effective.

Conduct a public participation and information process to review "feasible”
HCT options and potentially move further into Alternatives Analysis. -

Relationship to Other Work

The 1-205 Corridor HCT Study will be coordinated with the Bi-State/I-5 Corridor HCT

Study and with METRO’s AA/DEIS for 1-205 between Clackamas Town Center and PDX.
This work element will also be coordinated closely with the RTP and the model
development activities.



Products

1. A Stage I Report on 1-205 between Airport Way and to the Washington side of
the I-205 Bridge. The report will include compatibility/connectivity recommendations
for extending north the transit alternatives continued in METRO’s AA/DEIS.

2. A Stage II Report on the HCT Systems Planning “feasible” alternatives on 1-205
north of PDX and up to Vancouver Mall.

-

Expenses ' Revenues

IRC $167.7 C-TRAN $401,000
Consultant 2333

Total $401,000'  Total $401,000!

Note: ‘Includes the 18-month C-TRAN contract.
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ONGOING PLAN REFINEMENT AND DATA MANAGEMENT

A

MME2 Remonal Travel Foremstmg Model Development and Maintenance

During Fzsml Year 1990 the EMME/2 program was converted to include the travel demand
and traffic assignment steps. The regional model serves as the forecasting tool to estimate’

- and analyze future transportation needs.

Work Element Obijectives

1. Develop and maintain the regional travel model to include network changes,

speed-flow relationships, land use changes, and interchange/i ntexsection refine- .
ments.
2. - Coordinate the development and utilization of the Clark County regional travel

, foreeastmg model with Metro, Clark County and WSDOT.

Relationship to Other Work Elements

This element advances work toward the development and maintenance of the regional travel

forecasting model which is the underlying tool for long-range transportation planning.

Products

1. Refined development of the EMME/2 travel forecasting program.

A Refined intercltangeﬁntersection network configurations and capacity relationships.
3, Report documenting travel foremsting methodology.
'gmvnses ~ Revenues
CIRC  $12,600 . FY91PL $ 4,000
Local 8,600
$12,600 ~ Total $12,600

»



IL

" B.

ONGOING PLAN REFINEMENT AND DATA MANAGEMENT

Transit Survey '

The annual transit ridership survey may change in focus and approach from year to year,

depending on information needs. Types of survey information to be collected include the

following: (1) passenger characteristics; (2) passenger counts; (3) travel patterns; (4)
attitudes; (5) transfer counts; (6) transfer patterns; (7) boarding/alighting counts; (8)
passengers by fare category; and (9) non- nder attitudes. '

Work Element Objectives

1. Identify transit ridership characteristics and monitor changes. The survey
information will be used to resolve short-term planning problems, guide longer term
development decisions, and provide modal split data for regional transportation
planning.

Relationship to Other Work Elements

The transit survey represents an ongoing data task which is important to evaluating the
current transit component of the regional transportation system and to forecasting the future
role of transit.

Products |

1 Transit ridership data for short and long-term transportation pianning.
2 A transit survey report documenting the survey procedure and ﬁndings.
Expenses Revenues
IRC $14000 -  FY91 Sec.8 § 8,000

Local 6,000
Total $14,000 " Total $14,000
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ONGOING PLAN REFINEMENT AND DATA MANAGEMENT

c

'Traffic Count Program

The traffic count program will be continued in FY91. The program will continue to update
and maintain the traffic count database. The program will also continue to incorporate .

permanent traffic recordmg data and turning movement data.

. 'I'hc major effort for FY91 will be the conversion and redevelopment of the traffic count
~ software program. The SMART spreadsheet is currently used to *house" the traffic count

program. Al the traffic count data would be converted into a new database that would
include the UTM geocodes for the traffic count stations. This conversion would provide

for a wide range of GIS transportation applications and for an automated EMME/2 .

calibration process.

Work Element Obijectives -

1. Maintain a comprehensive, continuing, and coordinated traffic count program.

2. Continued implementation of seasonal and daily factorization on 1990 raw counts
based on updated permanent traffic recording (PTR) information, continue
implementation of turning movement counts, and update jurisdictional count

requests.
3. Convert traffic data'from a spreadsheet format to a databasc traffic count program.
4, Inoorporate UTM geocodes for all traffic count locations.
S. “Enhance the grapluc display of count data both for GIS system and EMME/2.
6. Improve the utility and efficiency of traffic data for transportation planning and

analysis in the calibration of the regional travel forecasting model.

Relationship to Other Worl_c_ﬂeniénts

The traffic count program is an ongoing data activity that is critical in understanding
existing travel patterns and future travel growth. The program is also a source of
county-w1de historic traffic data, and is used to calibrate the regional travel forecasting
model in EMME/2.

Products

1 Update Traffic Count Manual, maps, and count locations.

2. Traffic count program that is automated with GIS and EMME/2.

&Ens&s Revenues

IRC $22,000 "FY91PL  $7,000
. Local 15,000

Total $22000  Total $22,000

X
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D.

ONGOING PLAN REFINEMENT AND DATA MANAGEMENT

Data Develonment and Management

This element includes the development and management of- the reglonal transportatxon
database. The database includes travel data, travel related demographic, employment land

.use information, and transit ridership data. The 2010 forecast developed in FY90 will be

reviewed and compared to the most recent growth trends. New in FY91 will be the
development and mcorporatlon of a complete (interstate, state, arterial, neighborhood)
roadway network that is geographically correct and compatible with GIS.

Work Element Objectives

1.

2,

Maintain an up-to-date transportation data base and map file for transponauon
planning and regional modeling.

Incorporate and update the new ETAC highway network.

Review the new 2010 population and employment estimates and compare them to
the most recent trend.

Continue to mcorporate the transportatlon planmng 'data elements into the Arc/Info
GIS system.

Continue to collect and analyze transit ridership staustics

Collect 1990 census data and pursue the development of the Census Tmnsportanon
Planning Package (CTPP).

Relationship to Other Work Elements

This element is the key to interrelating all the data activities and provides data to local
jurisdictions, as well as supports the data base for the Regional Transportation Plan.

Products

1.

Regional transportation database.

New Geographically correct highway network and local street system.

2.
3. Monthly, weekly, and year-to-date transit ridership data (reports and graphs).
4.  Monitoring of 2010 population and employment forecasts.
S. Transportation planning data and Arc/Info data integration.
6. 1990 census data.
Expenses Revenues
IRC  $16,500 © FYSIPL  $5000
FY91 Sec. 8 3,000
Local 8,500
| $16,500 Total $16,500
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E .

ONGOING PLAN REFINEMENT AND DATA MANAGEMENT

Computer Opefation

Computer maintenance and application problems develop while completing the work
elements identified in the Unified Planning Work Program. This element addresses those
needs as well as computer training and research into computer improvements. In order to
efficiently and effectively apply current hardware and software to' transportation projects,

a continued evaluation and revision process is followed to mesh computer

capabilities/constraints to project needs.

Work Element Objectives

1. Apply micro computer hardware and software for transportation planning.

2. Incorporate new transportation planning software tools into the program to include
- staff training, evaluation of software, and software adaptation. ‘

3. Continue to integrate the transportation travel forecasting with the GIS data basc

47 Investigate application of the ETAC highway netwdrk and U.S. Census "Tiger" file

to improve the transportation planning capabilities.

Rclationship to Other Work Elements

The computer operations activity is related to all UPWP elements requiring the use of the

computer.

Products

1. Efficient and effective use of exlsting computer system capabilities and research into
future necds

Expenses Revenues

IRC  $12,400 ~ FY91PL $ 3,000

INRO 1,900 Local 11,300

Total $14300 Total © $14,300

10

*
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'I'RANSPORTATION PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

A

Coordination and Management

This element provides for the management of the transportation section, coordination of
transportation planning activities, and support to various committees.

Work Element Objectives and Procedures

1.

4,
5.

Develop meeting packets, addenda, mmum, and reports for Intergovernmental
Resource Center committees (Transportation Policy Committee, RTP Advisory

-Committee, CTAC, and IRC Board of Directors) and special purpose transportation

committees (WSDOT Commission, TPAC, JPACT and Bi-State Policy Committee).

Continue to involve private sector issues and the business community in the
transportation planning process including attendance and participation at various
commumty meetings. :

Continue to update Title VI documentation, address DBE requirements, and indirect
cost plans.

. Participéte in key transportation seminars and training.

Certification of the transportation planning process.

Relationship to Other Work Elements

Coordination and management is related to the administrative aspects of the regional
transportation planning process.

Products

1.

Coordination and management of the rcglonal transportation planning process and
activities.

Required documentation to FHWA and UMTA and response to planning

2.
requirements.
3. Involvement of the business community in the transportation plannihg proc&ss.
4. MPO certification.
Expenses Revenues
IRC  $36750  FY91PL © $13,000
FY91 Sec. 8 . 8,750
Local 15,000
$36,750 336,750

11
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TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

B.

Commtitfve Contract Planning

The integration and utilization of oompetmon and the private sector in the provision of
public mobility continues to be the top priority policy objective of UMTA. IRC has adopted

a policy to promote the early involvement of the private sector into the transportation

planning process. IRC and C-TRAN joinuy continue to consider how private operators can
provide new and existing transit services. A process is in place to systematlmlly analyze
private sector opportunities.

Work Element Obiectivm and Procedures

1. Develop TIP/AE privatization documentation including the following elements: 1)
description of involvement of private sector in development of projects, 2)
description of private sector proposals for transit service, 3) description of
improvements to putting service out for competition, and 4) description and status
of private sector complaints. :

2. Continue to notify and consult private providers in plans for new service.

3. Continue to coordinate with C-TRAN in the examination of existing and new transit
services for competitive oontracting opponunilies.

4. Continue to evaluate which sectors of the transit system could be more eﬁ'ectivcly
provided by private sector.

5. Continue to use fully allocated costs in the private/ public decision.

6. Continue the dispute resolution process.

Relationship to Other Work Elements

This element is related to the Coordination and Management element, but speciﬁmlly
addresses the UMTA private enterprise participation regulauon

Products

1. The integration and utilization of competition and the pnvate sector throughout
transportation planmng activity areas.

2, The TIP/AE privatization documentation.

Expenses Revenues N

IRC  $ 6,500 " FY91 Sec.8  § 5000

' Local 1,500
$ 6,500 ' $ 6,500

12
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TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

C.

MPO Bulletin, Public Information and Transportation Forum

Work Element Objectives and Procedures

1.

Publish three issues of the MPO Bulletin and provide a communication link with
residents and oommumty leaders. The bulletin will bc mailed to citizens, agencies,
and businesses in the county.

Consistently throughout the year requests are received from various groups, agencies
and organizations to provide information and give presentations on a series of
regional transportation topics. These requests provide an important opportunity to
gain public discussion on a variety of transportation issues.

Provide a reglonal transportanon forum for public dxscussxon of transportauon
policy issues, technical issues, and transportation projects. One public forum and/or
one technical seminar will be sponsored by IRC including the development of the
theme, the agenda, advertising, and the local coordination.

Relationship to Other Work Elements

This element interrelates the pencil and paper aspects of the transportauon program to
community issues and information needs.

Products
1 Increased awareness and information about regional and transportation issues.
2, - Public information and input on transport issues and activities affecting the regional
transportation system in Clark County and the Portland area.
3. Publication ahd distribution of three issues of the MPO Bulletin.
Expenses Revenues
IRC  $18,000 FY91 PL $ 4,000
- FY91 Sec. 8 4,000
Local _ 10,000
$18,000 $18,000

13



111.

TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

" D.

Unified Planning Work Program (UPWP) and Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)

The UPWP and TIP are developed in cooperation with CTAC members. Recommend IRC

- adoption of the UPWP in April-May of each year and adoption of the TIP in September
of each year.

Work Element Objectives and Procedures

Develop and adopt a UPWP that describes all transportation planning activities to be
carried out in the Washington portion of the Portland-Vancouver metropolitan area.
Develop and adopt a staged multi-year listing of transportatnon projects scheduled for the
next 6 years. -

Relationship to Other Work Elements

The UPWP represents a coordmated program that responds to regional transponatxon

planning needs. The TIP represents the implementation tool for the needs identified in

the RTP.

Products

1. Documentation and coordination of transportatidn .planning activities and
: transportation improvement projects. Both reports are key elements to maintain-

- ing the area’s eligibility for federal capital and operating transportation funds.
2, An adopted UPWP.

3. An adopted TIP.

Expenses : Revenues

IRC  $12,000 ' FY91 PL $ 5,040
' FY91 Sec. 8 5,000

Local ’ 2,100

$12,000 ‘ $12,140

14
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i. REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN

A.
B.
Cc.

RTP Update
Bi-State/1-5 Corridor HCT
1-205 Corridor HCT

I1. ONGOING PLAN REFINEMENT AND DATA MANAGEMENT

EMME/2 Regional Travel Forecasting
Model Development and Maintenance
Transit Survey

Traffic Count Program

" Data Development and Management:

Computer Operations

1. TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM MANAGEMENT

A.

Coordination and Management

Competitive Contract Planning

MPO Bulletin and Transportation Forum
Unified Work Program (UWP) and
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)

TOTAL

FY91 UNIFIED WORK PROGRAM

v CLARK COUNTY SUMMARY OF EXPENDITURES
BY FUNDING SOURCE ($000°'S)

Base MPO Activities

FYN
EY91 PL UMTA IRC_LOCAL
6.0 5.0 12,0
4.0 4.0 10.0
i
‘?
4.0 8l
8.0 4.0
7.0 : 15.0
5.0 3.0 8.5
" 3.0 1.3
13.0 8.75 - 15.0
5.0 1.5
4.0 4.0 10.0
5.04 5.0 2.1
51.04 42.75 100.0

Note: 1 Full contract, including IRC and consultant costs.

15

Special MPO Contracts

211.51
401.0'

612.5

($000's)

23.0
229.5
401.0

12.6
14.0
22.0
16.5
14.3

36.75
6.5
18.0

12.14

806.19



