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

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

Date: SEPTEMBER 8, 1983
Day: THURSDAY

Time: 7:00 —- Executive Session
7:30 ——= Regular Council Meeting

Place: COUNCIL CHAMBER

Approx.
- _Time , Presented By
7:30 CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL
1. Introductions
2. Councilor Communications.
. 3. Executive Officer Communications.
4., Written Communications to Council on Non-Agenda Items.
5. Citizen Communications to Council on Non-Agenda Items.
7:45 6. CONSENT AGENDA
6.1 Minutes of the meetings of August 4, 1983.
7::50 7. ORDINANCE
7.1 Ordinance No. 83-160, amending the Metro Urban Brown
Growth Boundary in Clackamas County for Contested
Case No. 82-1. (Second Reading)
8:00 8. REPORTS
8.1 Future Funding. Gustafson/Carlson
8:45 9. Committee Reports.
9:00 ADJOURN



METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

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

MEMORANDUM

Date: September 6, 1983
To: Cindy Banzer, Presiding Officer
From: Corky Kirkpatrick, Coordinating Committee Chair

Regarding: Attached Resolution to Adopting Council
Guidelines for Expenditures

This resolution will be introduced at the September 8
Council meeting instead of being referred back to
committee as you requested. Since 1l Councilors were
present at the Coordinating Committee meeting when

the topic was introduced and tabled, it is my sense
there  is considerable interest in the matter. We have
a very light agenda and it is my hope that we won't
need to spend a great deal of time on this issue.

Please call me if you have any questions about the
guidelines. ’

cc: Rick Gustafson
Metro Councilors



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF
THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING )
GUIDELINES FOR THE .EXPENDITURE )
OF COUNCIL PER DIEM, EXPENSE AND )
GENERAL COUNCIL MATERIALS AND . )
SERVICES ACCOUNTS .

RESOLUTION NO.
Introduced by Councilors Kafoury
and Kirkpatrick

WHEREAS,  the adopted budget of the Metropolitan Service District '
appropriates funds to Council Per Diem and Council Expense accounts to be
equally distributed to'each Councilor at the beginning of the fiscal year; and

WHEREAS, the adopted budget of the ﬁetropolitan Service District
appropriates funds to a Council General Account for Materials and Services
expenses for generaI’CounciI support; and .

WHEREAS, ORS 268.160 declares that, "notwithstanding the provisions
of ORS 198.195, Councilors shall receive no other compensation for their office
than a per diem for meetings, plus necessary meals, travel and other expenses
as determined by the Council;" and |

WHEREAS, the Council has never defined and adopted guidelines for
the expenditure of:

* Individual Councilor per diem appropriations;

* Individual Councilor expense appropriations

* Council Gehera1 Account Materials and Services approp;iations
now, therefore, |

BE IT RESOLVED,

1. éuide1ines for the expenditure of Council Per Diem, Expense and
General Council Materials and Services Accounts, attached hereto as Exhibit
A, are hereby adopted by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District.

2. The Metropolitan Service District shall publish and distribute
to each Councilor a monthly report documenting all per diem and expense charges
and all Council General Account Materials and Service Charges authorized for

the previous month.
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EXHIBIT A

GUIDELINES FOR THE EXPENDITURE OF COUNCIL

~ PER DIEM, EXPENSE AND GENERAL ACCOUNT

MATERIALS AND SERVICES ACCOUNTS

COUNCILOR PER DIEM

].

Each Councilor is authorized to receive up to $2,160 each fiscal. year

in per diem from the Council Per Diem Account.

Per diem shall be paid at a rate of $30 per meeting, up to six meetings
per month.

Per diem shall be authorized for attendance at regular and special Council
meetings, and regular and special Council cdmmittee and task force meetings
to which a councilor has been assigned by the Council. Per diem may also
be collected for atfendance at a Council committee or task force meeting
to which a Councilor has been invited in writing fo attend: by the Chair
of that commfttee or task force.

Payments within these 1imits shall be authorized by the fiscal officer of

the Metropolitan Service District.

COUNCILOR EXPENSES

1.

Each Councilor is authorized to receive up to $1,500 each fiscal year

as reimbursement - for authorized expenses incurred for necessary Council-
related activities. _

Each request for reimbursement mﬁst be accompanied by supporting documenta-
tion which shall include the nature and purpose of the activity, the names
anq'tit1es of all persons for whom the exbense was incurred, the duration
of the activity, Snd receipts justifying the expense as required by the
Internal Revenuez Service. N6 reimbursement shall be authorized for any

expense submitted without the above-required documentation.
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3. In addition to necessary Council-related travel, meals and lodging expenses,

expenses may include:

a. Advance reimbursement for specific expenses, provided that any advance
reimbursement in excess of actual expenses incurred shall be returned or
shall be deducted from subsequent expense reimbursement requests.

'b.. Up to $200 per year for memberships in non-partisan community organizations.

c. Expenses to publish and distribute a Council-related district newsletter,
provided thét any such newsletter may not be mailed within 90 days of an
election in which a Councilor is a candidate, and further provided that no
Metropolitan Service District staff shall assist in the production and
distribution of such newsletter.

d. Council business-reTaéed books, publications and subscriptions.

e. Meeting or conference registration fees.

4.7 Reimbursement shall not be authorized for the following:

a. Alcoholic beverages

b. Laundry or dry cleaning costs

E. Parking tickets or citations for traffic violations

d. Child care costs

e. Contributions to'politicaI campaigns of any kind

f. Contributions to fundraising efforts of any kind

g. Home entertaining or other social functions

h. ‘Any other costs or purchases considered to be of a personal nature.

5. Payments within these Timits shall be authorized by'the fiscal officer of
the Metropolitan Service District. Other requests for documented Council-related

'I’ business must be approved by the Council Coordinating Committee.

TRANSFERS

Notwithstanding the 1imits on per diem and expenses indicated above, the
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Council Coordinating Committee may, upon advance request by a Councilor,
authorize the fiscal officer to transfer funds betweeh a Councilor's per
diem and expense accounts. Such.transfers may be made only to the extent
that the combined total of each Councilor's authorized per diem and expense
accounts is not exceeded.. Transfers between oﬁe Councilor's per diem and/or
expense accounts and another Councilor's per diem and/or expense accounts is

not authorized.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

1. A Councilor may receive per diem, plus mileage to the meeting, or reimbursement

2.

for actual authorized expenses incurred, for attendance at Council, Council

Committees or Council task force meetings.

Reimbursement for travel and subsistence on official business shall only be for
the amount of actual and reasonable expenses incurred during the performance of

official duty as a Metro Councilor.

COUNCIL GENERAL ACCOUNT

1.

The purpose of the Council General Account is to provide support for the General

.Counci1, Council Committees and Council Task Forces.

Authorized expenses which may be charged to appropriate Materials and Services
categories in the Council General Account include: |
a. Meals for regular and special Council, Council Committee and Council Task
Force meetings.
b. Facilities rentals for public meetings.
c. Meeting equipment such as audio-visual aids, public ;ddress systems, tape
V recorders, etc., for public meetings.

d. Receptions for guésts of the Council, Council Committees or Council Task Forces.
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e. Honoraria
f. Expenses for officiﬁ] visitors
g; General Council, Council Committee or Councii Task Force information,
publications, promotional materials or supplies.
h. Remembrances from the Council, Council Committee or Council Task Force
i. Professional services for the Coyncil, Council Committee or C6unci1
Task Force.
J. Outsidé consultants to the.Counci]. Council Committee or Council Task
Force.
k, Authorized travel on behalf of the Council, Council Committee or Council
Task Force.
3; Expenses to the Council General Account shall not be authorized for the following:
. a. Alcoholic beverages :
b. Contributions to political campaigns of any kind
c. Contributions to fundraising efforts of any kind
d. Social functions including birthday and retirement parties, and ho]iday‘
observances.

4, Within the Council General Account, up to $500 per yeaf shall be reserved for
expenses incurred by the Presiding Officer of the Council in carrying out
official duties associated with that office. '

5. An individual councilor may request reimbursement from the Council General

Account for expenses incurred for genera] Coun;i] business.
6. All requests for reimbursement or expenditure from the Council General Account
must be approved by the Council Coordinating Comﬁittee. Each request must be
. accompanied by supporting documentatibn which shall incl.ude the nature and purpose
of the expense, the names and titles of all persons for whom the expense was or

will be incurred, and receipts justifying the expense.



METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

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

METRO MEMORANDUM

Date: September 7, 1983
To: Metro Council
From: Rick~Gustafson, Executive Officeri;;DZL"'

Regarding: .Long-Range Financial Policies for Metro

This memo sets forth proposed policies for long-range financing
for the General Fund. The policies recognize the previously
discussed activities of the General Fund--general government,
support services and local assistance. They are long-range goals
that will achieve financial stability for Metro's General Fund.
I recommend them to you for your consideration and the, supportlng'
information to be discussed assumes these p011c1es are in place.
The Council is urged to review them in the comlng weeks and after
full discussion and deliberation adopt or revise them so we have
a clear course of direction to follow to achieve financial stabi-
’ lity for this fund. ~

The following are the proposed long-range goals for fundlng
sources for each of the activities mentioned. :

1. General Government

The goal is to finance general government activities with a’

general tax source and make the general government functions =

fully self- supporting through their own source of revenue.

2. Local Assistance

The goal is to finance local assistance activities through
funds obtained directly from local governments that receive
the services.

3. Support Services

The goal of the Metro Council is to establish support ser-
vices on a charge for basis to the user of the service
centrally provided.

4. Direct Operations

. It is the policy of the Metro Council that all direct opera-‘
tions obtain their own financing based on available revenue
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sources. That policy is currently in place for the Zoo and
Solid Waste operations and is proposed to be applied to all
new direct operations that Metro would be involved in.

These proposals are intended to establish long-range goals that
do not necessarily need to be accomplished immediately. These
are goals that are important to be established after full Council
discussion. I invite suggestions and advice from the Council
with regard to these issues and hope that at the conclusion of
our discussions on our financial future, these policies will be
‘adopted by the Metro Council.

RG/srb
9309B/D2
09/07/83




METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

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

MEMORANDUM

Date: September 8, 1983
m
To: Metro Council
From: Donald E. Carlson, Deputy Executive Officer

Regarding: FIVE-YEAR PROJECTIONS FOR THE GENERAL FUND

This is the third in a series of memos regarding future funding
for the General Fund activities. The data includes actual
revenue and expenditures for FY 1982-83, budgeted revenue and
expenditures for the current fiscal year 1983-84, and projected
revenue and expenditures through FY 1987-88. The objective of
this memo is to project expenditures in the General Fund and
recommend a framework and strategy for funding General Fund
activities in preparation for the expiration of the local dues
assessment authority which occurs on July 1, 1985.

General Fund. The General Fund provides three distinct functions
or activities--general government, support services and local

assistance. While summary expenditure and revenue information is
provided separately for each of these functions in the body of

this memo, detailed expenditure and revenue projections are pro- .
vided in Exhibits A and B attached. The major assumptions behind
this analysis are as follows: . :

1. The current General Fund activities and level of service
will be continued as well as the current organizational
structure.

2. A 4% annual growth rate (for inflation) has been included
for all expenditures except for the Data Resource Center.
DRC's five year projections for support service activities
increase on an average of 6.8% per year and for local
assistance activities 17% per year.

3. The projected allocations for interfund transfers (Planning,
700 and Solid Waste) to pay for support service costs are
based on the 1983-84 cost allocation plan.

4. General government will assume a share of support service .
costs beginning in FY 1985-86 based upon an analysis of the
'I' FY 1983-84 cost allocation plan. General government's

allocation includes an appropriate share of Finance & Admin-
istration and Public Affairs costs plus general costs such
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as Boundary Commission dues, NARC dues and election expen-
ses. The 1983-84 amount was projected forward with annual
4% increases.

5. A general tax source will be found starting 1985-86 to fund
general government direct costs as well as indirect costs
for support services.

6. Revenue from local governments will be received starting in
1985-86 at a reduced level to fund local assistance activi-
ties.

General Government. Table I shows the expenditures for funding
general government activities of Metro. Included in this func-
tion are the entire expenditures for the Council and Executive
Management Department (except .5 FTE of the General Counsel which
is included in the Support Services function) and the-Fund's dis-
cretionary funds committed for urban growth management (UGB) and
land use coordination. The latter activity is included in the
general government category because it is a statutory responsi-
bility of Metro which must be provided at some level. It should
be pointed out that the actual expenditure shown for UGB/Land Use
in FY 1982-83 is discretionary funds which were transferred to '
the General Fund to the Planning Fund. Metro received an LCDC
grant of approximately $51,000 in FY 1982-83 which was budgeted
in the Planning Fund for this purpose. The amount budgeted for
FY 1983-84 is that which is needed should this year's LCDC grant
not be forthcoming. Table I also indicates that in FY 1985-86
the general government activity will pay for its fair share of
support services. The amounts shown for FY 1985-86 through FY
1987-88 are based on an analysis of the current cost allocation
plan and an estimate of time spent by Public Affairs on general
government activities.

TABLE 1

GENERAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURES

1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88

Category Actual Budgeted Projected  Projected Projected Projected
Personal Services 248,044 256,021 ' 266,262 276,912 287,988 299,507
Materials & Services 55,151 67,320 . 70,013 72,803 75,715 78,743
Capital Outlay 0 1,350 1,404 1,460 1,518 1,579

Subtotal 303,195 324,691 337,679 351,175 365,221 379,829
UGB & Land Use 1,194 32,518 33,819 35,171 36,578 38,041
Contingency 0 70,784 73,615 76,560 79,622 82,807

Total Direct Cost 304,389 427,993 445,113 462,906 481,421 500,677
Support Service Cost 0 0 0 369,246 384,016 399,377

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 304,389 427,993 445,113 832,152 865,437 900,054
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Table II shows the .current, budgeted and projected revenues to
fund general government activities from Fy 1982-83 through FYy
1987-88. The revenue pattern assumes continuation of funding
general government activities pPrincipally through the use of dues
and interfund transfers from the Planning, 200 and Solid Waste
Operating Funds through FY 1984-85. Starting in FY 1985-86 (the
year current dues authority terminates) the dues and inter fund
transfers would no longer fund the general government activities.
This activity would be funded by a yet to be named or approved
general tax source. It should be pointed out that the amount
needed starting in FY 1985-86 includes the funding of both direct
general government costs and the appropriate support services
costs attributable to the ‘general government activity. Exhibits
A and B provide detailed expenditure and revenue information for
" the general government activity.

JABLE I1

GENERAL GOVERNMENT REVENUE

1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88

Category : Actual Budgeted Projected Projected Projected Projected
Fund Balance . 37,388 40,000 60,000 75,000 80,000 85,000
Dues 176,732 274,854 288,750 .0 0 0
Transfers 215,848 103,489 85,163 0 0 0
A1l Other 28,192 9,650 11,200 12,800 14,350 15,400
General Tax 0 0 ] 0 744,352 771,087 799,654
TOTAL REVENUE ' 458,158A. 427,993 445,113 832,152 865,437 900,054

A {gg;ugeziall General Fund revenue in excess of expenditures. Final fund balance will be confirmed by
udit.

Support Services. Table III shows the actual, budgeted and pro-
Jected expenditures for support services. Included in this
category are expenditures for the Finance and Administration
Department (Accounting, Budget and Administrative Services, and
Data Processing Divisions), approximately two-thirds of the Pub-
lic Affairs expenditures, a portion of the Data Resource Center
~and .5 FTE of the General Counsel. These are organizational
units which provide services which support the operations of the
organization. As indicated, the expenditure pattern is fairly
consistent and reflects the 4% inflation factor built into  these
projections. The projected reduction in expenditures between FY
1983-84 and FY 1984-85 is attributable to the purchase of a '
mini-computer budgeted for this fiscal year.
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TABLE III
SUPPORT SERVICES EXPENDITURES

1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88
Category Actual Budgeted Projected Projected Projected Projected
Personal Services ~ 579,869 720,505 753,551 . 783,655 - 815,838 - 849,194
Materials & Services 680,808 691,060 719,778 748,567 778,553 809,733
Capital Outlay » 1,121 97,155R 2,500 2,600 2,704 2,812
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 1,261,798 1,508,720 1,475,829 1,534,822 1,597,095 1,661,739

A Includes purchase of mini-computer by Data Processing Division.

Table IV shows the actual, budgeted and projected resources for
Metro's support service activities. As indicated, support ser-
vices are mainly funded through a system of interfund transfers
from the Planning, Solid Waste and Zoo Operating Funds. The
basis for the transfer is a cost allocation plan which reflects
as nearly as possible actual use of specific support services.
Table IV suggests the use of new general tax resources to help
fund support service activities beginning in FY 1985-86. The .
basis for the amount shown in Table IV is general government's _
share of support service costs. The current cost allocation plan
was reviewed to determine those costs which go to support general
government activities and the resulting figure was increased by
4% annual. One result of this suggestion is to spread the sup-
port service costs four ways rather than the current three-way
split, thus reducing the impact on the Planning, Solid waste ‘and
Zoo Operating funds. Exhibit B shows the impact on the three
existing transfers in greater detail. The interfund transfer
rojections noted in Table IV and Exhibit B should be treated as
estimates only since they are based on this vear's cost alloca-
tion plan. Next vear's plan may show different proportions to
the various operating funds since their use of the services vary
somewhat from vear to year. ' _

 TABLE 1V

SUPPORT SERVICES RESOURCES

1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88
Category ) Actual Budgeted Projected Projected Projected Projected
Dues . . 116,063 25,508 4,365 0 0 (]
Interfund Transfers A 1,145,735 1,483,212 1,471,464 1,165,576 1,213,079 1,262,362
£ )
% E::Z::?dT:;?ns ors 0 [ 0 369,246 384,016 399,377 .
TOTAL RESOURCES 1,261,798 1,508,720 1,475,829 1,534,822 1,597,095 1,661,739

A Interfund transfers for 1983-85 through 1987-88 are estimates only based on projections of the 1983-84 cost
allocation plan. Actual transfers in future fiscal years may vary because of more current information.
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Local Assistance. Table V shows actual, budgeted and projected
expenditures for local assistance activities. Included in these
expenditures are the local government assistance program in the
Public Affairs Department, the portion of the Data Resource Cen-
ter program which provides data and research services externally
to local governments and private sector users, the transfer of
resources to the Planning Fund to cover local grant match on
State and Federal grants, and discretionary expenditures in the
Development Services Department on local infrastructure finan-.
cing. The large increase for personal services and materials and
services between FY 1982-83 and FY 1983-84 is because the Data
Resource Center was not budgeted in the General Fund during FY
1982-83. The increases from year to year are more than 4% and
are based on Data Resource Center projections. The DRC is anti-
cipating approximately $50,000 per year from local government
dues and the remainder of its local assistance budget from data
sales. Should the data sales not occur as projected, -then expen-
ditures are planned to be curtailed accordingly unless other
resources are allocated for that activity.

TABLE V
LOCAL ASSISTANCE EXPENDITURES

1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87

1987-88

Category Actual Budgeted Projected Projected Projected Projected
Personal Services . 175,118 141,944 168,446 189,088 203,353 219,447
Materials & Services 7,954 27,688 25,715 29,800 32,410 35,346
Capital Outlay 331 0 500 520 541 562
Subtotal 83,403 169,632 194,661 219,408 236,304 255,355
Transfer to Planning Fund 207,883 149,551 156,157 162,403 168,899 175,656
TOTAL EXPENDITURES 291,286 319,183 350,818 381,81 405,203 431,0N

Table VI shows the actual, budgeted and projected revenue for the
local assistance activities. as indicated, the local government
dues have and are projected to be the principal source of revenue
to fund this function. Table VI makes the assumption that the
dues would be continued after the 1984-85 expiration at a reduced
level (current year dues total $592,545 and 1984-85 dues are pro-
jected at $592,933). It takes legislative approval for such an
extension on a mandatory basis. As indicated earlier, data sales
are projected to be the principal source of revenue funding the
Data Resource Center's local assistance function. Conference
fees are generated by the Public Affairs' local government assis-
tance program.
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TABLE VI
LOCAL ASSISTANCE REVENUE

: . 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88
Category ~_Actual Budgeted Projected Projected Projected Projected
Dues o 286,277 292,183 299,818 306,31 316,203 326,51
Data Sales 0 25,000 48,000 72,000 85,000 100,000 -
Conference Fees 5,009 2,000 3,000 3,500 4,000 4,500

TOTAL 291,286 319,183 350,818 381,811 405,203 431,011
The strategy suggested in this memo would add revenue to the
General Fund to offset the loss of approximately the same amount
of General Fund revenue. The additions and deletions of revenue
occur initially between 1984-85 and 1985-86 as indicated below:
Revenue 1984-85 1985-86 ‘
Source Projected Projected Difference
Dues 592,933 306,311 (286,622)
Interfund Transfers 1,556,627 1,165,576 (391,051)

Subtotal 2,149,560 1,471,887 (677,673)
General Tax 0 744,352 744,352

TOTAL 2,149,560 2,216,239 66,679

The positive difference

projections between the two fisca

This memo has focused on

Fund activities.

DEC/ef
9314B/D2
9/8/83

is attributable Principally to the growth

1 years.

funding projected needs for the General

It has presented a strate
pPending General Fund problem.
analysis of alternative general

gy for attacking the
The next memo will present an
tax sources.
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' ) - ' ' EXHIBIT
GENERAL FUND EXPENDITURES BY MAJOR FUNCTION AND ORGANIZATIONAL UNIT EHIBIT A

1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 1985-86 1986-87 1987-88
_ Actual Budgeted Projected Projected Projected Projected
'GENERAL_GOVERNMENT )
Council ‘
Personal Services 62,526 © 58,897 61,253 63,703 66,251 68,901
Materials & Services 44,509 54,520 56,701 68,969 61,328 63,781
Capital Outlay 0 0 0 0 0 0
Executive Management .
Personal Services 185,518 197,124 205,009 213,209 221,737 230,606
Materials & Services .. 10,642 12,800 . 13,312 13,834 14,387 14,962

Capital Outlay 0 1,350 1,404 1,460 1,518 1,579
Total Executive Management 196,160 211,274 219,725 228,503 237,682 247,147

Transfer to Planning

(UGB & Land Use Coordination) 1,194 32,518 33,819 35,171 36,578 38,041
Contingency 0 70,784 73,615 76,560 79,622 82,807

TOTAL GENERAL GOVERNMENT 304,389 427,993 445,113 462,906 481,421 500,677

SUPPORT SERVICES
Executive Management

Personal Services A 28,694 29,099 30,263 31,474 32,733 34,042

Total Executive Management ‘ 28,697 29,099 30,263 3|:373 32,733 34,042
‘Finance & Administration : '

Personal Services ' 423,27 520,747 541,577 563,240 585,770 609,201

Matgria]s & Services 664,2?9 GSg,zsgc 685,108 712,512 741.?]2 772.622
Capital Outlay 0 5 2,000 2,080 2,163 250

Total Finance & Administration . 1,088,380 1,276,660 1,228,685 1,277,832 1,328,945 1,382,103
Public Affairs

Personal Services 127,904 128,136 133,261 138,591 144,135 149,901
Materials & Services 16,149 30,885 32,120 33,405 34,741 36,131
Capital Outlay 671 0 500 520 541 562
Total Public Affairs 144,724 159,021 165,881 172,576 179,417 186,594
Data Resource Center
Personal Services B 42,423 48,450 50,350 53,200 56,050
Materials & Services " 1,417 . 2,550 2,650 2,800 2,950
Capital Outlay " 0 . 0 : 0 0 0
Total Data Resource Center i 43,940 51,000 53,000 56,000 59,000

TOTAL SUPPORT SERVICES 1,261,798 1,508,720 1,475,829 1,534,822 1,597,095 1,661,739

LOCAL ASSISTANCE
Data Resource Center

Personal Services B 67,621 91,150 108,700 119,750 132,500
Materials & Services " 12,433 9,850 13,300 15,250 17,500
Capital Outlay " 0 0 0

0 0
Total Data Resource Center w . 80,054 107,000 122,000 135,000 150,000
Public Affairs

Persoqal Services . 75,118 74,323 77,296 80,388 83,603 86,947
Matgr1a1s & Services 7,954 15,255 15,865 16,500 17,160 17,846
Capital Outlay 3N 0 500 520 541 562
Total Public Affairs 83,403 89,578 93,661 97,408 107,304 105,355
Transfer to Planning .
gganiportagign . 122,33; 2;,%?? 86,154 89,600 93,184 96,912
velopment Services 70,003 72,803 75,715 78,744
Total Transfer 207,883 149,551 . 156,157 162,403 168,839 175,656
TOTAL LOCAL ASSISTANCE 291,286 319,183 350,818 381,811 405,203 431,01

TOTAL AFL FUNCTIONS 1,857,473 2,255,896 2,271,760 2,379,539 2,483,719 2,593,427

A Includes .5 FTE of General Counsel.

B Budgeted in Planning Fund (Transportation Department) during FY 1982-83. DRC expenditures were at s1ightly higher
level than 1983-84 budget and were funded from a combination of transportation grants and transfer from General
Fund (Local Government Dues).

¢ Inﬁ]udes purchase of computer by Data Processing Division.



Revenue Source

GENERAL GOVERNMENT

Fund Balance
Dues
Documents
Interest
Miscellaneous
Transfers
Planning
00
Solid Waste
Sewer Assistance
Drainage
General Tax Source

Total General Government

SUPPORT_SERVICES

Dues
Trans fersB
Planning
Zoo
Solid Waste
General Tax Source

Tota]\Suppbrt Services

LOCAL_ASSISTANCE

Dues
Data Sales
Conference Fees

Total Local Assistance

TOTAL ALL FUNCTIONS
A
B

GENERAL FUND REVENUE SOURCES BY MAJOR FUNCTION

1986-87

1982-83 1983-84

Actual Budgeted
37,388 40,000
176,732 274,854
2,677 1,650
12,481 7,000
13,034 1,000
35,375 25,146
83,757 47,229
88,158 26,114
5,000 5,000
3,558 0
0 0
458,160° 427,993
116,063 25,508
358,698 502,665
. 305,495 371,051
481,542 609,496
0 0
1,261,798 1,508,720
286,277 292,183
0 25,000
5,009 2,000
291,286 319,183
2,011,244 2,255,896

1984-85 1985-86
Projected Projected
60,000 75,000
288,750 0
1,700 1,800
8,000 9,000
22,142 0
40,879 0
22,142 0
0 0
0 _ 0
0 375,106
445,113 462,906
4,365 0
450,852 365,647
386,034 300,396
634,578 499,533
0 369,246
1,475,829 1,534,822
299,818 306,311
48,000 72,000 .
3,000 3,500
350,818 381,811
2,271,760 2,379,539

Includes all General Fund revenue in excess of expenditures.
Interfund transfers for 1984-85 through 1987-88 are estimates only based on projections of the 1983-84 cost allo-

1987-88

Projected Projected
80,000 85,000
-0 0
1,850 1,900
10,000 11,000
2,500 2,500

0 0

0 0

0 .0

0 0

0 -0

387,071 400,277
481,421 500,677
0 0
380,553 396,548
312,411 324,300
520,115 541,514
384,016 399,377
1,597,095 1,661,739
316,203 326,511
85,000 100,000
4,000 4,500
405,203 431,011
2,483,719 2,593,427

Final fund balance will be confirmed by 1983 Audit.

cation F]an. Actual transfers in future fiscal years mai vary because of more current information.

g LISIHX3
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METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

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

MEMORANDUM

Date: September 2, 1983

To: Metro Council
400
From: Tom O'Connor, Legislative Liailson

Regarding: - 1983 Legislature - Special Session

Early this week, the leadership reached "agreement" on a tax
reform package and the Governor has called a Special Session
beginning September 14. '

The package is essentially a combination of earlier pfoposals N
‘made by the Governor, Senator Fadeley, and Senator Meeker. The
package contains four provisions:

1.

2.

Tax rate freeze at either 1982-83 or 1983-84 levels. .
Assessed value would also be frozen and then allowed to -
increase five percent per year on a statewide average.
The existing property tax relief and HARRP programs
would be retained along with the A/B ballot. These
measures would be enacted statutorily. '

Statutory expenditure limit on state and local
governments which would be referred to the people.

‘This is essentially the Senate Republican version (HJR

24) except it's statutory. There appears to be some
willingness to modify that version but no specifics
were agreed on. i '

HJR 24 as now written means: 1) user fees are covered
by the limit; 2) if we take over a private sector
function (i.e., Rossman's to CTRC) the limit does not
increase; 3) proposals to raise the limit and levy
taxes are separate not combined; and 4) "enterprise
activities™ were excluded but never defined.

The Legislature would amend election law to allow a
majority of cities, counties and school districts (292
out of 581l) to agree on an identical new revenue source
to offset property tax (i.e.; sales tax or income tax)
which could then be referred to the voters at a Primary
election for approval. If approved, the State would i
collect the tax and reduce property taxes.
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- Special districts would not be able to vote on the
package. It is unclear at this point whether the State
would simply reduce the overall individual's tax bill
or whether there would be some distribution formula by
taxing district.

4. A constitutional amendment prohibiting the State from
taxing Social Security benefits would be referred to
the voters in the May 1984 Primary.

No additional property tax relief is provided as a result of this
package. The rate freeze and expenditure limit of the type
proposed would hamper our ability to provide quality Zoo services
and continue our solid waste program.

The Local Government Coalition (made up of the League of Cities,
Associated Oregon Counties, Community Colleges Association,
School Boards Association, and Oregon Education Association) in
combination with the Portland Chamber, Associated Oregon
Industries, and the Electronics Association has rejected the
Atiyeh/Fadeley package.

The Local Government/Business Coalition continues to support
referral to the people of a constitutionally limited sales tax as
an offset to property taxes in order to provide tax relief
coupled with an expenditure limit. This is the package
previously passed by the House. The sales tax would be
constitutionally limited to four percent, include exemptions for
food, drugs, utilities, health care, housing, and farm
necessities, and would have a low-income rebate program.

A summary of the Local Government/Business Coalition proposal is
attached.

Recommendation:

" The Legislature must take responsible action to provide property

tax relief. So far, no one proposal has received a majority of
support in both Houses. The Local Government/Business Coalition
sales tax proposal that passed the House in the regular session,
however, still provides the best option for builting broad-based,
strong support and at least puts the issue before the voters for
decision.

Metro should take a formal position in support of the Local
Government/Business Coalition proposal to refer to the people a
constitutionally dedicated sales tax to offset property taxes and
provide property tax relief. This proposal would provide:
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A four percent sales tax with exemptions for food, drugs,
utilities, health care, housing, and farm necessities and
including a low income rebate program.

Forty-five percent reduction in property taxes.
A reasonable state and local government expenditure

limitation that would enable Metro to provide effective Zoo
and solid waste services.

The Atiyeh/Fadeley program is a disaster.

\

It is unclear as to how the Zoo would be treated under the
expenditure limit.

It would require a regionwide vote to close Rossman's, open
CTRC and raise the user fee to pay for the new facility.

Itwould require separate votes on a Zoo levy and to increse
the spending limit accordingly.

The "local government initiative"™ proposal is unworkable and
excludes Metro from the decision. '

No property tax reduction is provided.

"Metro should seek amendments to the Atiyeh/Fadeley proposal to:

. clearly define the Zoo as an enterprise activity;
. allow Metro to assume additional functions transferred
from the private sector, i.e., Rossman's to CTRC;
. provide for a combined vote on levies and spending
limits;
. exempt user fees dedicated to specific purposes; and
. include Metro in any decision-making process on local
© taxing options and in any allocation procedure of  tax
relief.
TO/srb
9304B/D1

Attachment



®  SORTLAND

CHAMBER OF COMMEREE 824 S.W. Fiith Avenue  Portland, ORG7204 & (503) 2289411

WHAT FOLLOWS IS AN OUTLINE OF AN AGREED TO SALES TAX/PROPERTY TAX RELIEF PROPOSAL
THAT IS UNDER DISCUSSION AS THT ONE TO RECEIVE CONSIDERATION IN THE SPECIAL SESSICHN.

SALES TAX/PROPEPTY TAX RELIEF

*Enacts a broad based 4% general sales tax dedicated to general property tax
relief. The sales tax rate limitation would be a part of the Constitution. For
property tax purposes, ELIMINATES the two classes of property, homeowner and all
others.

*Constitutional exemptions are: f£ood for home consumption: prescription
drugs; hospital and medical services; plants, feed, seed, fertilizer, pesticides,
livestock and feed for animal life; physical ingredients in manufactured products;
utility services; sales or:.leases of real property. '

*Nearly all other sales of goods and services are taxarle.

*A credit- per dependent for families with up to $17,500 annual income is
used to offset the impact of the sales tax on lower income individuals.

*Renters receive property tax relief equivalent to homeowners.

*The retailer will receive a 2% discount for the cost of collection.

*Effective Date: No sooner than five months following the election date.

—*The second year of the existing property tax relief monies imder the
-existing "30 percent” program is used to eliminate the “surtax™ in 1984.
: *If gurpluses occur in 1985-87 biennium over the state expenditure limit
then these revenues will be used to reduce personal income tax. v

EXPENDITURE LIMITATION

- %The gtate and local expenditure limit includes all funds except: federal
funds; bond proceeds; enterprise funds; constitutionally dedicated revenues: bonded
debt service; special revenues used for capital construction; fees and user
charges; private gifts and grants; and, for the state only, all revenues used for
transfer payments to local government, moneys collected ‘for local government, or
paid for 30% property tax relief. - ‘ '

*In the first year the expenditure base can be any of three biemniums for
the state and any of six fiscal years for local government. The state base grows
at the rate of growth of personal income. Local bases grow at the rate of growth
of per capita statewide incame plus population. '

*A reserve fund not greater than 15% of the expenditure base can be created
outside the limit.

*2 2/3 vote of the governing body declaring an emergency can tesporarily
exceed the limit. i

*Iwice a year the governing body can sulmit to the voters a measure to
increase or decrease the spending limit. The legislature can increase its limit

‘ with a 2/3 wote.
sSurplus revenues must be placed in reserve fund or used to lower taxes.
&) government can adjust its limit if financial responsibility for providing

services is transferred to or from another entity.



RESOLUTION ON PROPERTY TAX RELIEF

Whereas, Oregon voters narrowly defeated a California-style property tax limitation

for the third time in November 1982, and

Whereas, the League of Oregon Cities adopted a resolution at its annual meeting in
November 1982, designating property tax relief and refinancing of local govern-

ment services as its top priority for the 1983 legislativé session, and

Whereas, a broad-based coalition of government and business was formed which sup-*
ported a sales tax-financed property tax relijef and government expenditure

limitation package for referral to Oregon's voters, and

Whereas, the Oregon House studied and adopted a property tax relief and government
expenditure limitation for referral to voters, and

zwhereas; the Oééébn Senate édopféd‘a series of measures thch'ﬁoth failed-toaprpvidq:f

propeFE&ltax relief and could have contributed to the passage of a property tax

limitation measure, and

Whereas, another property tax limitation petition was filed shortly following the

legislature's adjournment without taking action on property tax relief, and

Whereas, the Governor has said he intends to call a_special session of the legisla-

ture to deal with property tax relief,

Now Therefore Be It Resolved that the Orégon Mayors' Association, in conference on

August 20, 1983 in Astoria, reaffirms the formal League‘of O}egon Cities!' posi-
tion in support of enactment of a constitutionally dedicated sales tax as an

offset to property taxes in order to provide property tax relief,

Be It Further Resolved that the Oregon Mayors' Association Supports the Governor in

convening a Special Session only if there is consensus that the legislature will

enact and refer such a measure to the people.
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New tax plan a disaster

= Gov. Vic Atiyeh and legislative leaders have
achieved a mission impossible. They bave con-
cocted a four-point tax reform package that is
more dreadful in potential consequence than is
the dreaded property tax limitation initiative. .

« “The new tax reform plan that the governor
afd legislative leaders, except for House Speaker
Grattan Kerans, D-Eugéne, agreed upon Tuesday
“Would have a more chilling éffect on government
services and state values thanwould passage of
the Son of 3, the initiative that thé legislative tax
proppsal is designed to head off. = ~. . . .

.. Qther legislators should reject this proposal
withspeed, if not good grace. They should recog-
nize that if they cannot rework the tax package
in caucus, perhaps the collective political will
~ and courage to enact meaningful tax reform this
- year is absent and acceptable tax reform may
have to come from the people through the initia-
-tive process. .

The four elements of this package that legis-
lativé-leaders will take to their respective cau-
cusednext week are relatively worthless as seri-
ous property tax relief proposals.

. Rtiyeh’s coveted freeze on tax rates of all

of property, accompanied by a freeze and
futre cap on property assessments, offers not
one dime of immediate tax relief to anyone. After
comparing the new property tax limitation ini-
tiative, which offers an immediate 45 percent
reduction in property taxes across the board, to
this plan, most citizens would laugh their way to
the bank after voting for the Son of 3.

" The proposed statutory spending limit on
state and local governments is included to ap-
pease Senate and House Republicans. Without an
additional funding ' source, this constraint on
state govqument would demoralize an already

depressed higher education community in Ore-
gon, likely force budgetary funding shifts away
from human resources, and generally squash the
Oregon spirit’s inclination to respond to human,
economic and environmental needs. ' T .

*_ :'Senate President EQ Fadeley, D-Eugene, i

.. ‘responsible for the third element in the package

=~ achange in election law to aliow a majority of
the state’s 588 taxing districts to place tax meas-
ures on & statewide ballot. Giving local taxing
district officials the yight of initiative petition
would set a.dangerons precedent, if, indeed, a
majority (295) of those districts ever coiild agree
on a statewide tax referral.

Morever, Fadeley proposes an abdication of
‘the state's constitutional responsibility for pro-
viding uniform public education. Thus, his idea
might be judged unconstitutional.

The fourth element of the plan — a constitu-
tional amendment to prohibit the state from tax-
ing Social Sedurity payments — is mere sugar-
coating to combat a similar plank in the new
property tax limitation initiative and to give the
legislative tax package some salability at the
polls. : :

Kerans, who opposes the package, needs sup-
port from legislative colleagues to put it to sleep.
He has made a good start by insisting that it not
be introduced in his chamber.

Since the new tax package includes no
money for property tax relief, perhaps the plan’s
fatal flaw, it does not qualify as a revenue meas-
ure, let alone serious tax relief. Therefore, it can
be introduced in Fadeley’s Senate. There it
should stay, a safe distance from the people of
Oregon who deserve more in the way of tax
reform than counterfeit relief. ™ Ty

$
D



'7!he Portland Chamber of Commerce “deals almost dailylulth busxnesses

PORTLAND 3
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 824 5. W. Fifth Avenue ® Portland, OR 97204-1897 e (503) 228-9411 -
August 26, 1983

Dear :

A special session has been announced as forth-coming and the
Portland Chamber of Commerce wants to let you know that we strongly
support: the agreed upon compromises encompassed in HB 3019 as a
reasonable and meaningful tax reform package.

We feel that the seven-plus month effort to put this package
together should not be set aside in'favor of the alternatives being
proposed by .the leadership in Salem. .

H B 3019 would have a significant, positive effect on Oregon's
efforts to provide jobs for our unemployed and in keeping the jobs

we have. Oregon cannot afford to continue any longer a tax policy
~that restricts business expansion and allows our competltxon for new
buszness a tremendous.advantage. *1See enclosures). :

.who are either leaving our State or not siting here, based in large
part on our “unfavorable tax structure...®. Unfortunately we cannot
counter statistics. . These dbusiness decisions are based on factual
"costing out" comparisons with other cities and should in no manner
be viewed as simply idle threats.

We look to you for leadership in helping to solve Oregon's tax

problem and to stave off public efforts to "lure frustrated Oregon
companies" across our borders. (As stated in the enclosed Daily
Journal of Commerce article.)

- We need your help. Oregon needs your immediate action! We urge

your support of HB 3019 and offer our support wherever it can prove
useful.

Bincerely,

Dickwin D. Armstrong ' Herbert A. Ballin, Jr.
Chief Executive Officer President ’
DDA:cdt

Enclosures

P.B: You are invited to attend the Tuesday, AUGUST 30TH, meeting

of M.C.E.D.C. - please see attached invitation.

0

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

A GEN D A --- REGUIAR COUNCIL MEETING
Date: SEPTEMBER 8, 1983

Day: THURSDAY

Time: 7:30 .P.M.

Place: ~ COUNCIL CHAMBER

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

of the Council. The Council is requested to approve
the recommendations presented on these items.

6.5 Mihuﬁes of the meetings of August 4, 1983.

Y

) i N.'
‘Rick Gusta:sonzyExecutlve Officer




~ Agenda Item No. 6.1.

Meeting Date Sept. 8, 1983

MINUTES OF THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

Informal Council Meeting
August 4, 1983

Councilors Present:  Councilors Banzer, Bonner, Etlinger,
’ Hansen, Kafoury, Kelley, Kirkpatrick, Van
Bergen, Waker, and Williamson.

Councilors Absent: ' Councilors Deines and Oleson.
Also Present: Rick Gustafson, Executive Officer.
Staff Present: - Steven Siegel and Peg Henwood.

An informal meeting of the Council of the Metropoliten Service
District was called to order at 6:10 p.m. for the purpose of re-
viewing the Westside Corridor Project.

Steven Siegel, Development Services Director, showed a video tape of
types of light rail systems in Europe.. He then reviewed the history
of the Westside Corridor Project and the jurisdictional and citizen
involvement process. He said the basic rationale for the project
was: 1) the need for transportation capacity to support development
in downtown Portland and the Washington County area; 2) the need to
eliminate large amounts of auto traffic that are currently travel-
‘ling through neighborhoods to avoid congestlon on the Sunset Highway
and which was expected to grow dramatically since the highway was
about to reach its capacity; and 3) the need to try to provide Tri-
Met with a system that could accommodate its short term needs as
well as be efficient in the long term.

Mr. Siegel then distributed the proposed ‘Resolution (attached to the
agenda of the meeting) which would select the preferred alternative
for the Westside Corridor and described the reasonlng behind each
resolve.

Councilor Bonner suggested the specific concerns of the affected
local jurisdictions be included either within the resolution or as
an attachment. Mr. Siegel said the individual resolutions would be
" sent as a package to UMTA but said they could list the specific con-
~cerns within Metro's resolution if that was desired.

Councilor Waker said he intend to propose additional language to
Resolve No. 1 which would clearly state that capital and operating
financial feasibility of the Westside system ought to be considered
in the next step and particularly w1th respect to the 1line west of
Beaverton.

Presiding Officer Banzer requested that any proposed language
changes be sent to the Counc1l prior to the August 25th meeting.
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There were then general Council questions about the project's

history.

Councilor Van Bergen asked if Metro was committing to light rail in
the corridor and if so, to what extent. Mr. Siegel responded that
Metro would be committing to a study of the concerns raised in the
public hearings and by the DEIS. Councilor Waker stated he didn't
feel there was a commitment to build light rail unless there was a
demand. : '

There was then some discussion of the proposed alignment west of
Beaverton. -

The informal meeting was adjourned at 7:14 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

v N

erlee Flanigan
Clerk of the Council-

9278B/313
8/25/83 -
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MINUTES OF THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

Regular Meeting
August 4, 1983

‘Councilors Present: Councilors Banzer, Bonner, Deines,

Etlinger, Hansen, Kafoury, Kelley,
Kirkpatrick, Van Bergen, Waker, and

Williamson; ~
Cbuncilérs‘Absént: Councilor Oleson.
Also Present: Rick Gustafson, Execdtive’Officer;
Staff Present: Warren Iliff, Kay Rich, Donald Carlson,

Andrew Jordan, ‘Ray Barker, Andy Cotugno,
Jack Bails, and Dan LaGrande. o

A regular meeting of the Council of the Metropolitan Service
District was called to order at 7:35 p.m. by Presiding Officer
Banzer. '

1.

Intfdductions.

There were no introductions.

Councilor Communications.

Presiding Officer Banzer stated if there were no objections -
that the date for. the first meeting of the 'Council in September
would be changed from September 1 to September 8 because of the
Labor Day weekend, and that the Committee meetings would also
be pushed back a week with Development Services Committee meet-
ing September 12th, Services Committee meeting September 13th,
and Council Coordinating Committee meeting on September 19th.

Executive Officer Communications. o !

Rick Gustafson, together with Warren Iliff, Zoo Director, pre-
sented a progress report on the master planning at the Zoo.
Mr. Iliff presented a memo regarding the Interim Master Plan
Report (a copy of which is attached to the agenda of the meet-
ing). He presented and reviewed with the Council a schematic
design which included proposed improvements such as the Cas-
cades Exhibit and a new entrance to the Zoo.

Councilor Williamson asked how the master plan linked with
funding. Mr. Gustafson said that by October or November they
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3. Distributed to the Council the 1982-83 contract reports ‘

would know what the funding needs were and ultlmately the plan
would provide the information for a decision on the amount of
funding to be requested in a levy and what capital expenditures
might be obtained from private contributions.

Mr. Gustafson then reported on the following items:

1. The Greater Vancouver, B.C. v151t by himself and some of
the members of the Council.

2. The Oregon City Planning Commission decision on the .con-
struction of the wash rack at CTRC and the lifting of the
tonnage limit at CTRC. He said the wash rack was approved
with three bays allowed insted of the four proposed, and
that the tonnage limit was raised but fees and fines would
be levied for exceeding 800 tons a day. He said the two
items would be before the Oregon City Council on August
11th and staff was formulating a recommendation on how to
proceed.

and W/MBE goal attainment summary and the Summary Affirma-
tive Action Report for June 1983. (Copies are attached to
.the agenda of the meeting). '

Writtén Communioations to Council on Non-Agenda Items. .

4.
There were no wrltten communlcatlons to Council on non-agenda
items. ' '

5. Citizen Communications to Council on Non-Agenda Items.
There were no citizen communications to Council on non-agenda
items.

6. consent Agenda.

TheAConsent Agenda consisted of the following items:
6.1 A-95 Review Report.
6.2 Minutes of the meeting of-May 2, 1983.

Motion: Councilor Kirkpatrick moved adoption of the Consent .
Agenda. Councilor Kafoury seconded the motion.
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-

Councilor Van Bergen asked what role Metro played in the review
process and sa1d he had some concerns about favorably approving
the reports when he might be opposed to some of the requests
for funding.

Mel Huie, Local Government A581stant, and Mr. Gustafson ex-
plained the process and Metro's role. Councilor Kirkpatrick

.stated the A-95 process was in tran51tlon and new regulations

would be forthcoming.:

Vote: - The vote on the motion to adopt the Consent Agenda
resulted in:

Ayes: Councilors Banzer, Bonner, Deines,

' Etlinger, Hansen, Kafoury, Kelley,
Kirkpatrick, Van Bergen, Waker, and
Williamson.

Nays: None.
"Absent: . Councilor Oleson.

Motion carried; Consent Agenda adopted.

Consideration of Resolution No. 83-420, for the purpose of

adopting the Regional Bicycle Plan.

- Motion: Councilor Williamson moved adoption of Resolution No.

83-420. Councilor Kafoury seconded the motion.’

Andy Cotugno, Transportation Director, reviewed the background
of the Regional Bicycle Plan and outlined briefly the policies

. 0of the plan as well as the recommended route network and faci-

lities for blcycles.

Councilor Bonner asked if the plan included uniform standards
‘for .constructing the network. Mr. Cotugno responded it did not
and that each route would go through its own engineering and
design analysis before construction.

Councilor Etlinger asked if the network linked up to the 40

mile loop. Mr. Cotugno responded that in some areas it did but
explained that the plan was not intended for recreational pur-
poses but for and to serve the major destinations in the region.

Councilor Van Bergen noted that there was a need to encourage
the blcycllst to abide by the rules of the road and that the
plan didn't go far enough to assure compllance.
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Councilor Etlinger commented that he favored an ohgoing safety
encouragement program beyond the end of the federal funding.

- There was no public testimony.

Presiding Officer Banzer read two letters into the record sup-
porting the Bicycle Plan from Robert Schumacher, Chairman,
Board of Clackamas County Commissioners, and Paul Reiter,
Chairman, Beaverton Bicycle Task Force.

Vote: The vote on the motion to adopt Resolution No. 83-420.
resulted in:

Ayes: Councilors Banzer, Bonner, Deines,
Etlinger, Hansen, Kafoury, Kelley,
Kirkpatrick, Van Bergen, Waker, and
Williamson.

Nays: None.

Absent: Cbuncildr Oleson.

Motion carried, Resolution adopted.

8.1 Consideration of Regional Development Committee recommendation
reqgarding the Project Initiatives Program.

Councilor Kafoury deferred to Councilor Kelley to introduce the
itemo ) . . ‘

Councilor Kelley explained that the survey of the Council had
‘resulted in a tie between Drainage and Parks and that the
Regional Development Committee was recommending that drainage
be addressed first because it was believed it would not take a
great deal of time.

Motion: Councilor ‘Kelley moved that the Council adopt the
Development Committee recommendation that drainageé be
the first area to be addressed under the Project
Initiatives Program. '

Mr. Barker, Council Assistant, ‘clarified the steps of the first
task to be completed and said that the second task would not be
undertaken until the Council had reviewed the results of the ‘
first steps.
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Vote: The vote on the motion resulted in:
Ayes: Councilors Banzer, Bonner, Deines,
Etlinger, Hansen, Kafoury, Kelley,
Kirkpatrick, Van Bergen, Waker, and
Williamson.
Nays: None.w_
Absent: Councilor Oleson.,
Motion carried.
8.2 Report on Status of Resolution No. 83-421 (Tri-Met/Metro

Relationship).

Presiding Officer Banzer stated a memo had been distributed
from herself and Executive Officer Gustafson regarding the
results of a meeting with Mr. Drummond, President of the
Tri-Met Board, as well as recommendatlons for next steps (a
copy of the memorandum is attached to the agenda of the meet-

ing). She then outlined the recommendations being presented
for Council consideration:

That - the Metro General Counsel develop an analysis of options
available for -structural changes in the Metro/Tri-Met relation-
ship. These options should include at least the following:

1. Metro voting to take over Tri-Met.

2. Metro creating a transit commission to operate the transit
system.

3. Metro and Tri-Met remaining separate, but Metro app01nt1ng
the Tri-Met Board.

-4, Severing the marriage clause and using existing authority

to further 1nfluence transit investments.

She said there may be other options that should be evaluated
and that Council members were encouraged to forward those to
the Executive Officer for inclusion in the analysis. The
General Counsel, she said, would review the legal aspects to
such alternative actions and his analysis would include at
least the following:

1. Metro actions, ordinances or resolutions ‘required to
implement one of the options.
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2. Legal issues or precedents involved in such transitions
including potential legal actions required to fully carry
out the action, i.e., personnel changes, ordinances, tax
ordinances, etc. '

3. Legislation required or actions by other governmentall
bodies in order to carry out the transition or the change
in the proposed relationship.

She said a progress report on the legal analysis would be pre-
sented at the last Council meeting in September.

Councilor Williamson asked if the Legal Counsel would give a
run down on every option or pick one and do an analysis. Mr.
Gustafson responded that an analysis of the actions required
for all the options would be presented. :

Councilor Williamson then asked if the Metropolitian Citizens
League study was discussed with Mr. Drummond. Mr. Gustafson
responded that it was briefly discussed and Mr. Drummond had
expressed concern about how much importance the Tri-Met issue .
would play in such a study. '

Councilor Etlinger stated he supported the recommendation but
expressed interest in getting more information beyond the scope
of the legal analysis. Presiding Officer Banzer responded that
a legal analysis of the major options needed to be examined

Councilor Kirkpatrick commented that ulEimately.the decision
was a political one and expressed concern that the analysis
would take a great deal of Mr. Jordan's time.

Councilor Van Bergen stated he was opposed to the recommenda-
tion and that he agreed with the Governor that there was no
benefit to the community and it is not now timely.

Councilor Etlinger said that a majority of the Council had al-
ready expressed its interest in studying the Metro/Tri-Met
issue and said that the minority of the Council should respect
the majority vote. - :

Councilor Williamson said that Metro was harming itself by
taking the issue on too fast and that it could end up being
another black eye for Metro. . '

Motion: Councilor Williamson moved that the Council not pro- .
ceed with a legal analysis on the Metro/Tri-Met o
relationship. Councilor Van Bergen seconded the"
motion. '
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8.3

Councilors Kelley, Bonner and Hansen made comments to the ef-
fect that their interpretation of the recommendation was that
it only suggested additional information on the issue be ob-
tained and that it did not propose that any decision be made to
take Tri-Met over.

Councilor Kafoury said she was opposed to the analysis and that
it was wrong to isolate the Tri-Met issue from a general study
of the organization as proposed by the Metro Citizens League
and which she supported.

Vote: The vote on the motion resulted in:

Ayes: Councilors Deines, Kafoury, Kirkpatrick,
' . Van Bergen, and Williamson.

Nays: Councilors Banzer, Bonner, Etlinger,
- Hansen, Kelley, and Waker.

Absent: Councilor Oleson.

Motion féiled; legal analysis to proceed.

Legislative Report.

Donald Carlson, Deputy Executive Officer, noted that a memo
from Tom O'Connor, Legislative Liaison, regarding the bill
status of Solid Waste and Zoo related items was included in the
agenda of the meeting and that Mr. O'Connor would be before the.
Council Coordinating Committee at their next meeting to brief
the Committee on the funding situation.

Mr. Barker presented a brief report on general legislation con-
sidered by the 1983 Legislature:

HB 2228 . Tri-Met Bill regarding a financial plan (passed).

SB 318 Ex Parte Contact on land use matters (passed).

HB 2781 Would eliminate marriage clause between Metro and
Tri-Met (tabled). :

SB 297 May have created additional liability for public

’ . officials (tabled). ) .

HB 3017 Would require Metropolitan Service Districts to
establish commissions to set policy for parks,
libraries, etc. (was in committee upon adjournment).

Jack Bails, Criminal Justice Director, then presented a staff
report regarding proposed legislation that would have changed
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Metro's authority to finance regional corrections facilities.
He said the bill as originally proposed was passable and that
it was the Executive Officer's recommendation that the Council
support the change in Metro's authority, as indicated in H.B.
2453; and that Metro contact representatives of the three
Counties and members of the metropolitan area legislative dele-
gation to ascertain whether or not there is support to request
the Governor and legislative leadership to introduce such a
bill in the special legislative session, should one be held.

(A copy of the staff report is attached to the agenda of the
meeting). ‘

Motion: Councilor Williamson moved that the Council adopt the
Executive Officer's recommendation. Councilor
Kirkpatrick seconded the motion.

Vote: The vote on the motion resulted in:
Ayes: Councilors Banzer, Bonner, Deines, _
’ - Etlinger, Hansen, Kelley, Kirkpatrick, Van ,
Bergen, Waker, and Williamson. ‘ ‘
Nays: ‘None.

Absent:  Councilors Kafoury and Oleson.

Motion carried.

Committee Reports.

Councilor Kirkpatrick urged Councilors to submit any mailing

lists they had to the Friends of the Zoo for invitations to
the Penguin Ball.

Councilor Van Bergen noted that a memo he had received from
Mark Brown, Development Services Department, regarding the Lake
Oswego Plan Review called for a telephone poll of the Council
in order to meeting LCDC's deadline for comments (a copy of the
memo is attached to the agenda of the meeting). He said he was
concerned that such a poll might not be legal. He proposed
that the Council take action on the matter that night.

Motion: Councilor Williamson moved that the Council recommend
a continuance of Lake Oswego's Plan acknowledgement.
Councilor Etlinger seconded the motion. ‘
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Mr. Jordan suggested that in lieu of the motion presented, the
Council could give the Development Committee the authority to
act on its behalf to make a recommendation to LCDC. :

Councilor Kirkpatrick stated that since she represented Lake
Oswego she would like the opportunity to vote on its plan.

Councilor Williamson w1thdrew his motion and made the following
motion:

Motion: Councilor Williamson moved that the Development Com-
mittee and Councilor Kirkpatrick be delegated the
authority to act on behalf of the Council to make a
recommendation to LCDC on the Lake Oswego Plan.
Councilor Van Bergen seconded the motion.

Vote: The vote on the motion resulted in:
Ayes: Councilors Banzer, Bonner, Deines,
Etlinger, Hansen, Kelley, Kirkpatrick, Van
Bergen, Waker, and Williamson.
Nays: None.

Absent: Councilors Kafoury and Oleson.

Motion carried.
There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at 9:50 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,.

B Y

erlee Flanigan
Clerk of the Council

9279B/313
8/25/83



STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No. 7.1

Meeting Date ‘September 8, 1983

CONSIDERATION OF THE MUTUAL MATERIALS INC.
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY (UGB) AMENDMENT CONTESTED CASE
NO. 82-1

Date: August 11, 1983 Presented by: Mark Brown

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Mutual Materials has petitioned Metro to add approximately six
(6) acres of land to the UGB. The property is located south of
Highway 212 and east of S. E. 130th adjacent to the Clackamas
industrial area. On June 21, 1983, Metro's Hearings Officer held a
hearing and received evidence in accord with Metro's contested case
proceedings. On June 29, 1983, the applicant submitted revised
proposed findings.

The Hearings Officer and staff conclude that the applicable
standards of Metro Ordinance Nos. 81-105 and 82-133 have been
satisfied and recommend approval of this locational adjustment.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval.

COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION AND RECOMMENDATION

Not applicable.

MB/gl
9222B/353
8/11/83



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDiNANCE AMENDING THE METRO ) ORDINANCE NO. 83-160
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY IN CLACKAMAS )
COUNTY FOR CONTESTED CASE NO. 82-1 )

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLiTAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

Section l. The District Urban Growth Boundary (UGB), as
'adoptea by Ordinance No. 79-77, is hereby amended as indicated in
Exhibit "A" of this Ordinance which is incorporated by'this
reference. ‘

Section 2. 7in support of the amendment in Section 1 of this
. Ordinance, the Council hereby adopts Findings, Conclusions and -
Recommendations in Exhibit "B" of this Ordinance.whiéh is
incorporated by this refereﬁce.

‘Section 3. This Ordinanée is a Fiﬁal Order in Contested Case
No. 82-1.

Section 4. Parties to Contésted Case No. 82-1 may appeal this

Ordinahce‘under-l979 Or. Léws,_ch. 772 as améndéd.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this _ day of » 1983.

Presiding Officer-

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

MB/gl
9222B/353
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‘EXHIBIT B

BEFORE THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

In the Matter of a Petition )
of Mutual Materials, Inc. )
for a Locational Adjustment )
to the Portland Metropolitan ) :
) FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS
) AND RECOMMENDATIONS OF
) HEARINGS OFFICER '

Area Urban Growth Boundary .

I

NATURE OF THE CASE

This is an application by Mutual Materials, Inc.
for a locational adjustment of the Portland Metropolitan
Area Urban Growth Boundary (hereinafter "UGB") to include
within the UGB approximately six acres of land owned by Mr.
.Frank Spangler. The property to be added is located south
. of Highway 212, east of S. E. 130th,'aéjacent to the Clackamas
Industrial Area and comprises the eastern portion of Tax Lot |
1090 (Township 2 South R2E, Section 14a). Tax Lot 1090 is
" split by’the existing UGB and the western portion lies
within the existing urban area (see map attached as Appendix

‘This application is submitted pursuant to Metro
Ordinance Nos. 81-105 and 82-133 which provide procedures
for minor adjustments to the Urban Growth Boundary. On June:
21, 1983, a hearlng was held on the appllcatlon before the
under51gned hearlngs officer in the Metropolitan Service
District Council Hearing Room. Notice of the June 21 hearing
was published and mailed to adjoining property owners and
all cities and counties,within’the Metropolitan Service

District:



Following the June 21 hearing, the record was held
’open until June 30 for the receipt. of additional written
testimony. The appiicant submitted revised proposed findings
to the uadersigned Hearings Officer on June 29, 1983.

The record in this matter consists of the tape .
recording of the June 21, 1983 hearing; the documents in .
support of the application submitted prior to and during the
June 21, 1983 hearing, the Metropolitan Service District
Staff Report} and the Notice and Certificates of Mailing for
Contested Case Na:-82-1¢ |

| | II

FINDINGS OF FACT

The only persons appearing at the June 21, 1983

hearings on this matter were Mr. Frank Spanglér (owner), Mr.
Timothy Ramis (attorney for the applicant) and Mr. David
Chase who owns the.adjoining property to the north. There
was no testimony in opposition to the propoéed UGB adjustment.
Fallowing the close of the hearing,'the applicant submitted
revised proposed findings. (Attached as Appendix A.) The
reviéed proposed findings submitted June 29 aépear to be a
revision’of thé findinga adopted by the Clackamas County
Boardlof Cqmmissioners following their hearing on this
matter on November 15, 1982. vThere ia nothing to show that
the revised findings were adopted by the Clackamas County

Board of Commissioners and the first paragraph should probably

have been omitted, though its inclusion does not affect the ‘
substantive validity of the findings,v

-2



Prior to the June 21, 1983 hearing, the under-
signed hearings officer visited the site. Based on my
observation of the sité‘and the evidence and testimony
submitted at the June 21, 1983 hearing, I believe that the
revised proposed findings submitted by the applicant on
June 29 fairly and accurately reflect the actual facts and I
adopt those findings as my own. In addition, I found the
staff report prepared by the Clackamas County Department of
Environmental Services helpful in considéring this matter
and I adopt that report as part.of my findings. The findings ’
and the staff report are attached hereto as Appendicies A
and B respectively and are hereby incorporated as part of my
recommendation to the Council.

III

STANDARDS FOR APPROVAL

The legal standards applicable to this matter afe
contained in Metro Ordinance 81-105. Section 5 of.Ordinance
81-105 requires that a local position be'adopted on ﬁhe
petition prior to consideration by %he District. Following
a hearing on November 15, 1982, the Clackamas County Board
of Commissioners advised the Distfiqt that it supported the
appiication.and, as hoted above, adopted findings to support
approval{ If this petition is approved, county comprehensive
plan and zone changes will be required to permit the residential
uses proposed by the applicant.

Metro Ordinance 81-105 Sections 8(a) (1) through

(5) and (8)(d) (2) and (3) are set forth below:
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8(a)(1)

8(a)(2)

8(a)(3)

8(a)(4)

8(a) (5)

Orderly and ecomonic provision of public
facilities and services. A locational adjust-
ment 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 capbable
of being served in an orderly and economical
fashion.

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. _

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.

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 the existing location of the
UGB is found to have severe negative impacts
on service or land-use efficiencies in the
adjacent urban area and it is found to be
impractical to ameliorate those negative
impacts except by means of the particular

" adjustment requested.

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 texms of factors (1)

through (4) of this subsection must clearly
outweigh the adverse impact of any incompati-
bility.




8(d) (2) For all other additions, the proposed UGB
must be superior to the UGB as presently
located based on a consideration of the
factors in subsection (a). The minor addition
must 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).

8(d) (3) Additions shall not add more than 50 acres of
land to the UGB and generally should not add
more than 10 acres of vacant land to the UGB.
Except as provided in subsection:(4) of this
subsection, the larger the proposed addition,
the greater the differences shall be between
the suitability of the proposed UGB®and

" suitability of the existing UGB, based upon
consideration of the factors in subsection
(a) of this section.

A. Orderly and Economic Provision of Public

Facilities and Services.

The Clackamas Watéf‘District has advised that
‘'water service mﬁst be provided from the existing main on
130th AQenue at the applicant's expense. There is adequate.
existing watef supply capacity. Once in place, this connect-
ing line would aliow future connection with existing mains
at the end of 135th Avenue which would result in a loop
'which.WOuld improve the system as a whole (October 14, 1982
lettér from ﬁic Cotting).

Sewerage service would be provided, at the appli=-
cant's expense, by a new eight inch line from the property
.to 130th Avenue. The Sewérage~faci1ities serving this area

weré designed with capacity to serve this parcel. 130th
Avenue and Capps Road have recently been improved and are
designed_to'serve the Claékamas'Industrial Area to the west.

Both roads are adequate to provide access to the subject
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‘ ' .

parcel. Access to the parcel from 130th would be provided

by the applicant. There is Tri-Met bus service available at
Route 2;2 and 135th Street with 20 outbound and 18 inbound
trips daily. Stomm drainage would be directed to the adjacent
Clackamas River through natural drainageways.and weuld have
no affect on adjoining storm drainage facilities. (pecember
17, 1982 letter from Walt Tschﬁéy; November 18, 1982 letter
}froﬁ Tim Remisf) E '

Fire protection service is provided to the property
by the Claekamas Fire Protection District. There is no
indication‘that the pfoposal will requife added fire protee-'
tion facilities: (November 15, 1982 letter from Conrad ‘

- Christié.‘neen:) The North Clackamas School District 12 responded ‘
that the school enrollment in this area has been declining
and there is adequate séhooi space to aceommodate’residen-v
ﬁial development of the property. (November 18, 1982 leﬁter
from David F. Church.) ‘

On balance, I conclude that the impact of the:
development that would be permitted by this‘adjuStment on
adjeining public facilities and ser&ices will be slight and
will be positive: There wili be improvement to the water
system by allowing future construction’of a loop between
130th'and 135th. This is .the only impact of any signifi-
cence: There is also a slight improvement to the eewerage

system and the schools in that development of this site will

result in use of presently under utilized facilities. .

-6



B. Maximum Efficiency of Land Uses.

The property‘is presently undeveloped. This
application is based in large part on the appiicant's con-
tention that the parcel is isolatea topographically from the
adjoining parcels to the north, west and south and by the
Clackamas River on the east. Development fér égricultural
uses in cénnection with the parcel to the south is impracti-
cal dué to a lack of feasible access by farmm equipmeht from
. the 36uth (see discussion below and Appendix A pp. 1-3).

The findings attached as Appendix A contain a lengthy discus-
sion of the need foi additional urban land to provide for
housing in the Clackamas County éubregion, While "need" is
not a direct.consideration for approval under Ordinances 81-
105.and 82-133, the need to provide proximate housing fqr
large employment'cenﬁers such as the Clackamas Indusﬁpial
Area does relété to efficiency of land uses. |

To the extent that residential development of this
parcéi will provide housigg adjacentlto a significan£ employment
ceﬁter, it will facilitate development on adjoining urban
lands. The topography of'the parcel will mitigate or eliminate
any land use conflicts that might be expected from residential
use of the pfoperty; For the reasonsvstated in the findings,
residential use of the property is likely to result in fewer
land use confiicts_than would attempts to use the property

for agricultural purposes.



C. Environmental, Energy, Economic and Social

Consequences.

This application w111 require subsequent plannlng,
zoning and development approvals from Clackamas County prlor
to re51dent;al.development of the property. ' The existing
physical constraints posed by the ravine along the north and
west, the slopes to the soutn and the steep drop off to the
Clackamas Riuef to the east are all capable of being properly
addressed by élackamas County. These constraints are.not
unique and should be readily resolvable‘by application.of
local sitelplanning and development regulations. 'The environ-
mental consequences of development of this pfoperty should
be minimal. _ | L . o

| - The energy, economic and social.consequences‘will
be general ly positive; The: desirability, from a land use
-perspective, of constructing housing in‘proxinity to employment
centers nas.been discussed above. Such proximity is likely
to generate positive energy, economic and social consequences.
. The impact on regional transit cor;idor‘developnent.will be
insignificant. ‘ - ‘."} |

b, Retention of Agricultural Land; Compatibility

of Proposed Urban Uses with Nearby Agricultural Activities.

.The subject property contains Classes II - IV
Soils and is currently planned .and zoned for agricultural .
use. The uncontroverted evidence submitted at the June 21

hearing was that this property is not farmed and has not
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been farmed in the past. Fifty to sixty yéar old trees are
located on the property. While property to the south is
used for agricultural purposes, the subject parcel is located
at a higher elevation and the elevation differentialvﬁakesb
access to the portion of the site with agriéultural quality
soiis impractical. A .

My view of thé site suggests fhat the difficulty
of negotiating the slope to the south-with agricultural -
'eqﬁipment is probably somewhat overstated by the applicant.
However, the difference in elevation clearly pfesents
severe access difficulties and there is only a portion of
the subject six acres parcel with agricultural quality
soils. Based on these two facts, while the issué is a close
one, I believe that the applicant has demonstrated thét the
- parcel is irrevocably éommitted to nonfarm use. The Councii
should noté that Ordinance 81-105 Section 2(i) contains'é
definition of the term “irrevocably'committed to nonfarm
use". I read that definition as bne-that is descriptive
rather:than limiting: Thus; while the Clackamas County plan
has been acknowledged, and a‘Goal 3vexception was not faken
on this parcel and acknowledged by LCDC, I do ﬂot béiieve
the definition in Ordinance 81-105 was intended to preclude
the applicant from now ;howiﬁg that it is not possible to
preserve the parcel for farm use. |

-‘ The question of ¢oﬁpatibility of the proposed

urban uses with adjoining agricultufal uses to the east and

-9~



- south 'is also a close one. The uses are effectively separated
by the Clackamas River from the agricultural uses to the

east. The agricultural lands to thehSouth are separated by
the diffefence in elevation described above. This-elévation
differéntial will not completely'isolate the prqpoéed uses
fr&m the adjoihing agricultural usesg It does, howeﬁer,
provide a sufficient buffer to largely prevent any adverse
impacts dﬁe to incompatibility of uéeét The justification

for the amendment described above (taken as a‘whole).cleafly

outweighs the potential adverse impacts of any incompatibility.

E. Improvement of the UGB and Inclusion of Similarlx

Situated'Contiguous Land.

My view of the pr¢pérty and the evidehce_sﬁbmitfed
at the hearing strongly sﬁggest'that this property would be
included within.thé UGB ié the boundary being established
today - There.is no reason why the property should be left
in its hafurél state and its use for agricultﬁral pupposeé
.is restricted by its small size and the slopes, ravines and
néturél barrieré that separate it from adjoining parcels.
Inclusion 6f the property within the UGB would allow its
development for.uibén useslin conjunction'witﬁ‘the.adjoining
urban uses to the west and north. The ?ropertY'is presently
surrounded on one side.by the Clackamas River, on 2 sides by
urban land and on the south by agricultural land from wﬁich
it is topogréphically isolated. The propoSed adjustment to
the UGB to follow the naturél bounda:ies formed by the
Clackamas River andvthe sloping éoﬁthern propert? line will
result in a superior UGB. | | |

-10-




The property to the south is dissimilar from the
subject property since it is not separated from adjoining
. agricultural lands by an elevation differential. The
property to the south is currently being farmed and presumably
will confinue to be farmed unless a major UGB améndment can
be justified based on need for additional*ﬁrban land.
Iv

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

~Based on all of the above, I conclude that the
applicéble~lega1 standards are satisfied by the proposed
- locational adjustment. I recommend that the UGB be adjusted
to include the eastern portion of Tax Lot 10§0 that is now
located outside'the UéBf |

A |
DATED this ISJ'day of July, 1983.

' " Michael A. Holstun :
Hearings Officer

-11-



ALLIED EQUITIES LOCATIONAL ADJUSTMENT:
PROPOSED FINDINGS REGARDING
MSD LOCATIONAL ADJUSTMENTS ORDINANCE

In addition to the specific factual findings-in the staff
report, the Board of Commissioners adopts the following findings
-~ as a baSlS for urging the Metropolitan SerVice District to amend .
the Urban Growth Boundary as proposed in this application. We
find that, under.the criteria of Metro's Locational Adjustments
- Ordinance, all of this‘property shouldlbe included within the UGB
rather than splitting a single ownership into urban and nonurban:
land. ' |

1. Orderly and Economic Provision of Public FaCilities,
and Services.

The proposed locational adjustment will bring theﬂboundaries

of the UGB into alignment with the existing boundaries of the .

»Clackamas Water District and Clackamas County Service District No.
1 which prov1des sewer service. In its current configuration, the
map of the various district boundaries shows that the entirety of
the 10 -acre Tax Lot 1090 i,s within the serVice districts, but
that only four acres of it is Within the UGB In fact, the service
district houndaries'follow the property lines of Tax Lot 1090 on
the east and south. The UGB should correspond to these boundaries.

The letters from the various service prOViders which are in
the record indicate that the property ‘can be efficiently serv1ced
The testimony has also indicated’that no improvements will be
necessary .in order'to accommodate storm water runoff.

‘The proposed locational adjustment nill result in a net
improverhent in -the efficiency of public facilities and services, ’

particularly delivery of water. Provision of a line through the

APPENDIX A - 1



vproperty will allow the Clackamas Water District to create a loop.

system in this area, thus increasing the efficiency of the overall
system. By extending a main to the east portion of Tax Lot 1090,

it will be possible to connect two mains at the end of 135th

Avenue. It is the opinion of the District that this connection

will.improve service for the whole area.:
The inclusion of the property as urban land will also

contribute to the orderly and ‘-economic provision of sewer service

'because the system and lines in this area are sized in anticipation

of servicing the parcel

2. Maximum Eff1c1ency of Land Uses.

The current boundary leaves the subject parcel as an isolated

bpiece of land cut off from agricultural land to the south by

topography and bounded on the west by industrial use, on the

north by residential land, and on the east by a steep 60-foot

embankment at the edge of the Clackamas Rlver. With its current

resource des1gnatlon, it is isolated and has no apparent use.

“Inclusion of the land within the UGB w1ll relate it topo—

-graphlcally to the residential land on the north side. The

property is a bench which 1s at a much hlgher level than the
agrlcultural land to the south "It is separated from that land
by a series of benches and, thérefore, the current designation is
an inefficient use of land because it 'is physically impossible to -
manage the property as a'farming unit in conjunction with
agricultural land to the south; '

Thedproposed use of the property for residential development'
will improve the eff1c1ency of land uses because it will reduce

potentlal confllct between resource uses of the property and
APPENDIX A - 2



residential and industrial activities on the surrounding properties

The residential land to the north would createrbvious conflicts
in attempting to obtain commercial productivity on an isolated
6-acre parcel of resource land. The impacts of trespass and

~ vandalism, - coupled with the incompatibility of'spraying and
..residentiai use would create conf;icts in violation of Goals 14

»

and 3. Goal i4 cal?s for an orderly transition between rural -
and urban use. Theigqidelines to Goal 3 call for buffering or'
transitiohai areas ?f open space between urban development and
-active-agricﬁltural!use. These requirements‘are not met,by'the
preseht cohfiguration of the UGB. .They'would, howeyer,pbe
accomplished by the proposed amendment of the boundary because
the difference in elevation between the Subject‘property and the
agriculttral lana to the south would provide the requirea buffer. ‘
. The llmlted access to the property creates another 1nherent
confllct in us1ng the land for agrlcultural act1v1t1es. The
parcel cannot be directly reached from the land to the south,
which is currently in agriculturalguse, because of'the steepness
of the terrain. Farm vehicles and equlpment would have to be
brought to the property via 135th. Thls street is currently
exper1enc1ng great increases in trafflc flow because of the rapld
development of surroundlng 1ndustr;al lands. It is also impacted
Aby traffic going toAaﬁd from the residential'areas to the north.
Transport of slow-moving agrlcultural vehlcles would pose an:_

increasing danger to traffac safety in thlS area.

The testimony establlshes that the proposal will facilitate

needed development on adjacent existing urban land in two ways.

First, the development of the property w1ll permlt looplng of
' APPENDIX A-3 :



-the water system in the area as indioated in the letter from Ric
Cushing.‘ The increase in efficiency of the overall water system
‘for the area will be a benefit for-thevdevelopment of all |
'surrounding urban lands. ’

Second,‘thgs land will provide needed developable housing
land within close proximity to a rapldly developing industrial
center. Clackamas County's need for re51dent1al land is discussed
in more detail elsewhere in these findings; however, it is
important’to note here that housing will be needed in close
proxiﬁity to new job sources.  Within the last few years, approxif'
'mately 1,000 new jobs have been created in the:immediate vicinity
of the subject parcel. Industrially zonedabut undeveloped. 1and
in the area is experiencing rapid urbanization. The location of
medium'density housing in the area'will‘ciearly facilitate
continued development on nearby industrial lands.

The amendment, therefore, maximizes the efficiency of land
uses and better carries out the requlrements of Goals 3 and 14
than the present boundary. Thls conclu51on is conflrmed by the
undisputed testimony of Mr. Spangler and Mr. Chase. They agree
that, due to the topography, elevation, uses in the area and the
traffic system, the subject parcel relates more logioally to the
res;dentlal lands to the north rather than to the’ agrlcultural_
lands to the south or the 1ndustr1al lands to the west.

3. Env1ronmental Energy, Economic and 5001a1 Consequences.

Development of this property w1ll not have -any adverse
environmental, energy, economic or social consequences. The
property is amply served by the fire and school districts. Impact

on reglonal transit corrldor development will be dlmlnlmous.
APPENDIX A - 4



Resource lands are buffered from the subject property by a

difference in elevation and by the Clackamas River and, therefore,
will not be affected.

The most importént long-term implication of amendments such
as this one is Fhe»impact;on the workability of<the UGB in
Cléckamas Countf. It has long been recognized by various planning
agencies that Clackamas County has the least amount of urbanizable
land of any of‘the three counties in the metropolitan area.
Clackamas Cbunty ﬁas a‘reasonable concern that the result of-thé
tight boundary in Clackamas County Qill be a diversion of
development to other areas of the region. A polic§-of,grow£h -
diversion from Clackamas County to Washiﬁgton éounty was considered
and rejected by Metro because of the risk of a Goal 10 violation.

Clackamas County is concerned that, while an active policy of .

4

growth diversion was rejected, this unwise pblicy ;ould still
spring into efféct thrbugh nonaction on Clackamas County's UGB.
If other jurisdictions have ample urbanizabie’land and Clackamas
County is left in short Supplf, tﬁe price of housing'in the céunty
may be forced upwa:dvand the goai of px&viding,affordgble housing
vfor_Clackaﬁas\CQunty residents may bg jeépardized. |

The concern over ﬁhis issue has a long history. The Regiohal:
Urban Gro@th'Boundary} adopted by.éRAG in November) 1978 and by
Metro in November, 1979, was designed to delineate the area in
which urban“gféﬁﬁh'would occur over the next 20‘yéars. LCDC

acknoWledged Metro's UGB. The acknowledged boundéry'has been the

subject of a legal challenge by those who maintain that it is too

large to satisfy the goals. There is also an attempt being made
to challehge the boundary as being too restrictive, pérticularly

in Clackamas'Couhty.
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In April of 1980, Metro approved an amendment to the UGB in
the Clackamas County area, stating that "Metro has long recognized
the need for a boundary adjustment in Clackamas County." The
findings for this amendment described its history and noted that
the existing boundary did not provide for suff1c1ent urban land
in the county. The flndlngs also cite Resolutlon No. 79 -1581,
adopted by the Clackamas County Board of Comm1551oners on August
20, 1979, whlch expresses support for the Regional UGB, based
upon the condition that the boundary for Clackamas.County wou;d
be reevaluated in response to a proposed amendment. The Metro |
staff memorandums on the subject of UGB amendments continue to
acknowledge the problem of the availability of urban land in
Clackamae County. For example, the July 3, 1980 memorandum from
‘the Executive Officer to the Reglonal Plannlng Committee states:

“"Because proportlonately more vacant urban [land] is

located in Washington County than in Clackamas or '

Multnomah Counties, the p0551b111ty of land shortages

in geographic sub-markets is a real one—-partlcularly

Clackamas County... .

During acknowledgment hearings onmthe UGB, LCDC Heard
testimony;from'a number of homebuilders and other interested
" parties on the need for mone urban,iand in'ClackamaSFCounty.

The Commission directed Metro. to give early attention to amendment
requests for the county. This was yet another aspect of the

- continuing recognition of potential“land shortages in Clackamas
County. | | : . )

As a potentlal solutlon to this problem, the Metro staff has
suggested at- ‘some points that consideration should be given to

the poss;b;llty of diverting Clackamas County growth into

Washington: County. This approach has not met with favorable
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reaction. Informally, LCDC staff has indicated that it may not " ‘
be prudent to attempt to shift growth to ‘an area which may not
immediately be able to accommodate it, given the status of its
land use and facilities planning. In April of 1980, the Metro
Council rejecteq this approach more specifically in its findings
in supéort of a UGB amendﬁent_in Clackemas_County. Meﬁro found
that, in order to force growth in this direcﬁien, it ﬁould need to
place such stringent controls on Clackamas County that the cest of
housirng ih that jurisdiction would rise dramatically, thus risking
violation of Goal 10. The Council also found that the mbre likely -
result of such restrictions would be an increase ih developmeht

on rural lands rather than dlver51on to Washington County. More
spec1f1cally, Metro found:

"The alternatlve to amending the Boundary in Clackamas .
County would be to attempt to divert projected growth
to areas of Washingtan County where there may be
sufficient land to accommodate some or all of Clackamas
vCounty s 'splll—over.

"The houslng market in the Metro region is composed of
a number of geographic and other types of sub-markets.
The population projected to reside in Clackamas County
can be defined as individuals seeking housing in the
Clackamas County sub-market. If, as projected, the
demand in this sub-market exceeds the supply of housing,
then housing prices can be expected to rise. A dlver-
sion of growth to other areas of the region could be
accompllshed only by increases in the cost of housing
in this sub-market beyond perceived benefits of
residing in that sub-area of the region.

" "The case of Seaman v. Durham, drawing on the -éxtensive
body of literature in the field, established the principle
that, while no government can ensure that sufficient low
cost housing will be provided to meet identified needs,
the requirements of ‘Goal #10 (Housing) are best met when
alternative courses of action are evaluated for their .
potential impacts on housing costs and the alternative
with the least impact on hous:mg costs is selected, .
provided that alternative is consistent with other goals
and stated local objectlves.

APPENDIX A - 7




"Clackamas County, which will create a shortage of

land sufficient to raise housing costs to the point

that sub-market demand will be diverted elsewhere, is
not the least cost alternative. This alternative should,
therefore, be preferred, only if necessary for Goal #14
compliance, or to achieve other regional objectives.

In this case, which involves final resolution of the

UGB, rather than a major new change Metro does not
believe that such a course of action is necessary.

"There is insufficient information on the operation of
the various sub-markets in the region to provide any
assurance that growth would be effectively diverted to .
the urban areas of Washington County. Available data

- on past growth trends suggests that the diversion of
growth to the rural areas of Clackamas County may be a
more likely outcome. During the years 1976 to 1979, the
proportion‘of building permits issued outside the Urban
Growth Boundary has been substantially higher in Clackamas
County than in either Washington or Multnomah Counties.

.. An average of about .22 percent of ‘all building permits

'in Clackamas County were issued outside the UGB during
this period, while the average for the other two counties
has been about three percent. This data suggests that
rural lots in Clackamas County.may be a more attractive
alternative to the Clackamas County urban housing market
than urban lots in Washington County. A tight boundary
in Clackamas County that promotes an increase in urban ]
land prices could make rural lands still more competitive,
as the price of an urban lot would approach more closely
the price of five, ten and even twenty-acre lots in close
proximity to the urban area. ' }

"Clackamas ‘County has already taken steps to dramatically
limit opportunities for rural growth. It is impossible

to entirely shut down the potential for growth in rural
areas, ‘however, no matter how restrictive the zoning.
There are approximately 500,000 acres of rural land in
Clackamas County. Approximately 200,000 of these are
located in the area  described as RUPA II, which includes
much, but far from all of the land closest to the urban
-area. In the RUPA II area, there are approximately 5,000
acres of land which, due to soil classification alone,

are not subject to the protection of Goals #3 (Agricul-
tural Lands) or #4 (Forest Lands). Additional lands have.
been identified by the County as unavailable for farm or
forest use due to commitment to rural development. In
these areas, average parcel sizes generally range from
one to five acres in size. Some of these lands will always
be available as an alternative for those wishing to reside
in Clackamas County who cannot find a homesite at a
comparable price in the urban area. :
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"While it is impossible to be certain that maintaining a
tight Boundary in the County will indeed exacerbate rural ‘
growth trends, or that expanding the Bounday to accommodate
identified needs will mitigate them, the risks of the

former course of action relative to promoting a type of

'rural sprawl,' which is antithetical to the intent of Goal

#14, should be taken only if the potential benefits of the
latter course of action were outweighed by more severe

costs relative to goal compliance in other areas. '

"The greatest potential cost would be if expansion of ‘the
Boundary in Clackamas County were to in some way promote
urban sprawl in either Washington or Clackamas County.

The three counties, Metro and LCDC have all committed,
however, to take such action as necessary to ensure that
strong policies governing the conversion of urbanizable
land to urban use are adopted and enforced throughout the
region. Clackamas County has already adopted policy
establishing a 10-acre minimum lot size for all future
urban land and policies controlling its conversion. Metro
is now -in the process of adopting its own ordinance to '
provide for comparable regulations in Washington County.
These regulations should be adequate to ensure that land
in both counties is converted in a timely fashion, -and
with the efficient provision of services. :

- "Metro finds, therefore, that maintaining a tight Boundary
in Clackamas County in order to attempt to divert growth

- to Washington County is not necessary to control urban .
‘sprawl, and that an expansion of the Boundary in Clackamas
County to accommodate projected population growth would
have the least impact on housing costs and the best

chance of controlling rural sprawl outside the UGB."

‘ Based upon these findings, Metro adopted the UGB_gﬁendmeht

which resulted in the Eoundary that'exists today; In adopting
the findings, Metro also affirmed a poliqy that bounﬁary amendments
are to be.considered under the Goal 14 policies aﬁd that schemeé 
for diverting development to Washingtbn;CQunty are not é,solution
. to lana‘shoftages which are found in Clackamas Cdunty.

Ciackamaé County femains:concerﬁéa that its limited amount of
u:baﬁ land will result in a de facto diversion of development.
We, thérefore, urge Metro ’to reépond-favorahly to our request for '
this vUGB amendment. The economic and social consequenées of ‘

unfairly limiting the amount of available urban land in Clackamas
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County could be disastrous to the County's residents.

4. Retention of Agricultural'Land

The subject property is irrevocably committed to nonresource
use because of its.size, isolation and the impact of residential
development. As previously described, the property cannot be
managed as a single tarming unit with the property.to the south
~ because of the'differences in eleuation.u Its.Small size prevents
its use as a productive unit standing on its own. Proximity to
urban uses creates spe01f1c negative - impacts such as frequent
vtrespass and vandalism. The ad301n1ng industrial development
also has negatlve 1mpacts because 1t encourages a great deal of
nearby act1V1ty which results in trespass.

The testimony further indicates’ that it is not possible to
put farm equipmentAOn the subject parcel eﬁcept by.obtaining an
access easement to'130th'and constructing a road and bridge.
The'estimated cost to acconplish this is $75,000, thus precluding
any.economlc use of the approximately four acres of land that
would theoretically be available for farming. As preuiously
noted, the only. access to this propertyjby farm-equipment would
be over a heavily traveled res;dentlal/lndustrlal street. This
clear. confllct, w1th its. resultlng negative lmpact on trafflc
safety, further precludes use of the land for agricultural or
forestry purposes.' |

Testlmony also established that the land has not’ been used
in the past for farmlng.- Presumably, the topographlc constraints
that 1solate this property today also precluded its use in the
past.

The proposed amendment would not result in the loss of
APPENDIX A - 10 '
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agricultural land because the subject parcel cannot be used for . .

that purpose.' However, the topoéraphic features along’the
southern edge of the property oreate a transition area which
,buffers the agricultufal uses to the souih. Those uses will not, -
therefore, be affected.

5. Compatibility of Proposed Urban Uses with Nearby
Agricultural Activities.

The proposed residential use is compatible with nearby
agricultural activities to'theAeast because iﬁ is buffered from
those uses by the Clackamas River. This forms a natural boﬁndary
| which is the appropriate delimitation of the UGB. The result of -
the proposed amendment will Be to separate urban from resource
1ands by‘meansoof a natural ooundary, rather than an arbitrary;‘

/

division that splits a tax lot in half. The agricultural- lands ‘

to the south will not be affected due to the dlfference in’

elevatlon.

6. Inclusion of Ail Similariy situated'Contiguoue Land

The evidence in the record establishes that there is no
.similarly.situated oontiQuous land to be included simultaﬁeously
with this proposal., The property is uniquely located with urban
lands on two sides and the river on the third. The agricultural
land to the south is dlstlngulshable for all the reasons discuesed“
above. This property is also unique in the fact that it is the
only piece of land within.;he Claokamas County ‘Service Disﬁriot
whioh_is not inside the current Metropolitan Urban Growtﬁ |

Boundary. The contlguous land to the south is dlstlngulshable

on this basis as well as for the other reasons noted herein. .
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CONCLUSION

Based upon the above factors, the proposed Urban Growth
Boundary is superior to the Urban Growth Boundary as presently

located. We, therefore, urge Metro to adopt the proposed

‘_‘

amendment.
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REPORT DATE: November 10, 1982

" Road in the Clackamas area. »

- gently south and continues off site to a bluff located approximately 175

* . JOHN C. MCINTYRE THOMAS J. VANDERZANDEN
HEARING DATE: November 15, -1982 ’ Director  Project Development Divectot\

WINSTON W. KURTH DAVID R, SEIGNEUR ,
Deputy Dl;ector Development Agency Director
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t C irector
PROJECT AND POLICY DEVELOPMENT DIVISION ministrative Services
v STAFF REPORT

TO THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

-FACTS

GENERAL INFORMATION

.

Applicant: Mutual Materials, Inc., 16800 S.E. 130th Clackamas 97015

Proposal: Recommendation to Metro for locational adjustment to the

Regional Urban Growth Boundary.

Location: East of S.E. 130th Ave. approximately 500 feet north of Capps . ‘

Legal Description: ="'I‘ZS, R2E, Section 14A, a portion of Tax Lot 1090,
W.M. '

SITE DESCRIPTION

The ten acre lot lies west of and adjacent to the Clackamas River. The
Regional Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) roughly bisects the property from
northeast to southwest (See Exhibit 1). The UGB aligns with a ravine
25 - 30 feet in depth. The eastern portion (that portion of the lot for
which the locational adjustment recommendation is requested) is approx-
imately 5 acres, vacant pasture area with scattered patches of Big Leaf
Maple, Oregon Oak, Douglas Fir.and Western Hemlock. This portion of Tax
Lot 1090 is .elevated above adjacent land 25 to 30 feet. The eastern.
edge of the lot is a vertical bank approximately 60 feet in height
dropping to the Clackamas River. '

.The ravine on the western edge of the area of request continues north

then turns east. It then cuts across the north side to the Clackamas
River. 1In essence, the area of request is an isolated bench of 0 to 2
percent slope separated from adjacent areas by the Clackamas River on
the east and a 25'- 30 foot ravine on the west and north. The lot slopes

feet south of the requested area.
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There are no identified natural hazards on the bench area. Slopes do occur on
the edge of the ravine on the west side and north sides of the area. Identified

floodplain is limited to the 60 foot bank of the east side of the property (see.
Exhibit 3). ’ : :

The portion of the lot requested for inclusion in the UGB is planned agriculture
and zoned EFU-20. ‘The area was annexed to Clackamas County Service District No.
1 9/18/80 per Annexation Order No. 1639, however, currently is not served. The
area requested for locational adjustment is planned and zoned agricultural and
is in a sanitary sewer service district, '

.Soils on the parcel are Briedwell gravelly loam, Briedwell extremely stony loam,
Quatama loam and Terrace Escarpments, Classes II, IV, II and VI respectively
(see Exhibit 4). ' :

AREA DESCRIPTION

The area can be roughly divided into two terraces; the level of the Clackamas
Industrial/Hwy. 212 area and the Clackamas River Floodplain Terrace. '

Northwest of the site in the Clackamas Industrial area, industrial uses are
mixed with warehousing (storage) and industrial manufacturing. Shadowbrook
Mobile Home Park lies to the northeast. Empire Block Company lies immediately
west. The Clackamas River is the eastern boundary. Agricultural land lies
south. Row crop (intensive) agricultural is confined to the Clackamas River
Floodplain on the lower terrace. The area immediately north of the site is
largely vacant. One single family home is situated on the southeast corner of
S.W. 135th Avenue. ) o

The area 1s rapidly developing.. New industrialndevelopment in the area is
anticipated as a result of iminent completion of the South Clackamas Area Local
Improvement District project. Additional infrastructure investments are expected
as a result of the proposed Clackamas Industrial Service District.

Planned/zoned land uses are Industrial/I~-2 to the west and north, medium density
residential /MR-1 to the north and northeast and Agricultural/EFU-20 to the east
and south,

APPLICABLE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN POLICIES

Policy 1.0 page 48 was amended in April 1981 to state, '"Recognize the statutory
role of MSD" (Metro)" in maintenance of and amendments to the Regional Urban
Growth Boundary."

Policy 2.0, page 48 states, "The following area may be designated as Urban:

b. Land needed for increased housing, employment opportunities and liva-
bility from both a regional and subregional view.

c. Land to which public facilities and services can be provided in an
orderly and economic way.

’
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_e. Land which is best suited for urban uses baséd on consideration of the
environmental, energy, economic and social consequences.

f. Agricultural land only after considering retention of agricultural '

land as defined, with Class I having the highest priority for retention
and Class VI the lowest priority. :

g. Land needed after considering compatibility of proposed urban uses
‘'with nearby agricultural activities. Co ‘

Policy 3.3 page 17] states, "All proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments are to
- be considered at advertised public hearings before the Planning Commission, in
accordance with state law and county requirements." , . A '

-

METRO ﬁOCATIONAL ADJUSTMENT CRITERIA

~

Standards for petition approval Section 5, 6, and 8 of Metro Ordinance 81-105
are contained in Exhibit 5. A locational adjustment is defined as an addition
or deletion of 50 acres or less and consistent with Section 8 of Ordinance 81-
105. ' '

Section 5 of the-ordinance requires a written action by the governing body prior
to consideration of a locational adjustment petition by Metro. The written
action must recommend 1) Metro approve, 2) Metro deny or 3) Expresses. no
opinion on the petition. o ' ' .

Standards for petition approval (Section 8) are

1) Orderly and economic provision of public facilities and services, ‘
2) Maximum efficiency of land uses, A ‘ . o

3) Ehvironmental, energy, economic and social consequences, .
4) Retention of agricultural land, and

5) Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural activities.

PROCEDURAL SEQUENCE

The proceduralisequence would be action by Metro: If approved, action by the
Planning Commission and Board of Commissioners would be necessary to possibly
amend the UGB, Comprehensive Plan and Zoning district.

Metro must approve or deny the petition consistent with their adopted criteria.
One of the submittal requirements is an approval, denial or no opinion on the-
petition from the Board of Commissioners. '

Since this request is quasi-judicial, pursuant to HB 2225 and OAR 660-18-005,
forty-five day notice must be provided. Since the application was submitted in
late October and a Metro review of November 4, 1982 requires an action by the
local government within 14 days, a quasi-judicial decision could not be legally
rendered within that time frame., In addition, a decision from the governing
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body at this time may prejudice a possible future quasi-judicial decision necessary
at the county level. : . '

CONCLUSIONS
The eastern portion of‘the tax lot 1090 is proposed for inclusion in the Regional
Urban Growth Boundary as a locational adjustment.

. The lot is within the boundaries of élackamas County Service District No. 1, a
sanitary sewer service district., '

The eastern portion of the lot is adjacent to the UGB, is approximateiy five
acres, is planned and zoned Agricultural and the ownership is bisected by the
UGB. :

A quasi-judicial decision (approval or denial) prior to the 14 day time frame
necessitated by Metro Ordinance 81-105 would violate state and county law and
may jeopardize a future quasi-judicial county decision.

An approval, denial or no opinion is necessary within 14 days to meet Metro
submittal requirements.

The eastern portion of the lot is isolated from adjacent lands topographically.-
This is unique as it is the only known lot within a sanitary sewer service
district outside the Urban Growth Boundary which is topographically isolated.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

N
1. Based on the materials submitted the Board of Commissioners recommends
there is sufficient merit for Metro to conduct a hearing to determine
consistency of the application with their locational adjustment standards.

. GC:elk ' . ”
3/5-8
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LIST OF EXHiBiTS :
Assessors.lot line map with/UGB regional.
Aerial Photograph
Montgomery Enginéering Preliminary Floodplain map
Soils'maps and OR-1 sheets.
Séction 5;‘6? and 8,4Metro‘Ordinance»Bl-lOS.
Mgﬁro letter of November 4, 1982 |

Metro application
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