
AGENDA
6OO NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE I PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2736

TEL 503 797 ',|542 IFAX 503 797 1793

MEETING:
DATE:
DAY:
TIME:
PLACE:

CALL TO ORDER AITD ROLL CALL

1:00 PM 1.

1:15 PM

1:45 PM

3:00 PM

3:10 PM

3:20 PM

M Erno
Agenda

METRO COTINCIL WORK SESSION MEETING
October 28,2003
Tuesday
1:00 PM
Metro Council Chamber

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

DISCUSSION OF AGENDA FOR COI]NCIL
REGTTLAR MEETING, OCTOBER 30, 2003

DRAFT REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAI\
DISCUSSION

REGIONAL SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN
TJPDATE AIYD SCOPING SESSION

CITIZEN COMMUNICATION

CITTFF OPERATING OTTICER COMMT]NICATION

COI]NCILOR COMMUNICATION

Ellis/Kloster

Hoglund/
Matthews

ADJOI]RN



Agenda Item Number 2.0
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METRO COUNCIL

Work Session Worksheet

Presentation Date: October 28,2003 Time:l:30 PM Length

Presentation Title: Regional Transportation PIan Update

Departrnent: Planning

Presenters: Tom Kloster

l5 Minutes

ISSUE & BACKGROTIND The Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) update has been underway
since early summer, and draft staff recommendations for the updated plan are scheduled for review and
public comment beginning October 31,2003. Staffhas worked closely with local jurisdictions and the
Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC) to develop the recommended amendments
according to guidelines approved by the Council and the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on
Transportation (JPACT). In general, these guidelines reflect a "housekeeping" effort, with recommended
changes to the plan based on recently adopted local and regional transportation projects and policies that
have been developed since tle RTP was last updated in August 2000. Federal regulations require the RTP
to be updated every 3 years, and t}re current RTP will expire in January 2004.

OPTIONS AVAILABLE Under federal planning provisions, the RTP update must be completed by
January 26,2004 in order to avoid a lapse in the air quality conformity established for the plan as part of
the last update in 2000. The Council and JPACT could opt to allow the RTP to lapse. If the plan does
lapse, the federal funding streem for some transportation projects currently under development would
likely be disrupted. The Federal Highway Administration is in the process of identifoing projecs that
would be affected by a lapse, a required part of their oversight responsibility. Under the RTP update
timeline, the Council will be asked to take action on the draft RTP on December I l, 2003.

IMPLICATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS Staffrecommends that the Council and JPACT
approve an updated RTP, as proposed under the current timeline. This will not only ensure that federal
funding for current transportation projects proceed without disruption, but also to allow RTP project staffto
shift their focus on a number of other plnnning activities scheduled for 2004, including the next update to
the Metro Transportation lmprovement Program (MTIP), the Damascus Concept Plan, technical support for
a possible regional transportation funding initiative and a number of other efforts outlined in the Unified
Work Program.

The RTP update is also bundled with the final steps required to adopt the2004-07 MTIP, which was
tentatively approved in June 2003, but requires an analysis to demonstrate conformity with the federal
Clean Air Act. Combining this work with the RTP update represents a significant savings in stafftime and
use of the regional travel demand model.

QUESTION(S) PRESENTED FOR CONSIDERATION None;this is an informational
item. The Council will be asked to act on this item on December I l, after conducting a public hearing and
receiving a public involvement report on comments submitted on the draft plan.

LEGISLATION WOULD BE REQUIRED FOR COUNCIL ACTION Yes X No
DRAFT IS ATTACHED Yes X No

SCHEDULE FOR WORI( SESSION (Please initial as appropriate indicating that the material for
presentation has been reviewed and is ready for consideration by the Council).

Department Director/Head Approval _
Chief Operating Officer Approval _
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METRO COUNCIL

Work Session Worlisheet

Presentation Date: October 28th Time: Largth:

Presentation Title: Project scope for the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan update

Departnmrt: Solid Waste and Recycling

Presenters: Michael Hoglund and Janet Matthews

ISSUE & BACKGROUND

I hour

This Council Work Session is intended to discuss the project scope and planning issues for the Regional
Solid Waste Management Plan (RSWMP) update.

Metro is responsible for solid waste plaruring within the tri-county region (ORS 459.017, E.O. 78-16).
The Regional Solid Waste Management Plan (RSWMP) has been the principal embodiment of that role.
RSWMP is a functional plan managed by Meho, bnt the plan is not solely for Metro. Issues, goals and
strategies in the plan are shaped through an inclusive regional process because plan inplementation relies
on cooperative efforts from many public and private sector stakeholders.

The first regional plan for solid waste management was createdin 1974 by Metro's predecessor, CRAG.
In 1988, Metro Council adopted a revised version as a fi.rnctional plan The last update in 1994 - 95
produced the current Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, covering ten years (1995 - 2005). Council
has amended this plan seven times since 1997.

The purpose of RSWMP is to:

. Provide a framework for coordinating solid waste programs within the region;

. Establish direction for resource nxrnagement and the solid waste systenl

. Identi& roles and resporsibilities; and

. Fulfill a state requirement that Metro have a waste reduction plan.

A series of solid waste policy discussiors with Corurcil this year provided early input to the RSWMP
update process. Values for the solid waste system were identifie4 and several regulatory issues (related
to disposal tonnage allocation) were placed on the RSWMP update issue agurda.

Council involvement in the update will be on-going over the next l8 months. At this preliminary
planning stage, staff is seeking reaction from Council on the following:

l. The current RSWMP document (each Councilor has a current version);

2. The draft scope of work for the update (attached); and

3. Issues that should be explored in the RSWMP update. (See attached list of plarming issues from
current RSWMP.)

RSWMP Update Project Scope
October 28,2003
Page I of2



OUESTION(S) PRESENTED FOR CONSIDERATION

L Are there connnents or questions fiom Council about the content and/or organization of the
current Regional Solid Waste Management Plan?

2. Is the draft scope of work for the RSWMP update a sufficient starting point?

3. What regional plaruring issues, in addition to disposal tormage allocation, should be examined in
the update?

LEGTSLATION WOULD BE REQUIRED FOR COUNCIL ACTION _Yes _X_No
DRAFT IS ATTACHED YES X NO

SCHEDULE FOR WORK SESSION

Department Director/llead Approval

Chief Operating Officer Approval

M:Vm\od\prcjecls\RSWMP UpdatlbcoPiogPorbsbn2.Doc

RSWMP Update Project ScoPe
October 28,2003
Page 2 of 2
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PROJECT SCOPE.

Updating the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan (2005 to 2015)

l. Project Objective:
. Council adoption and DEQ/EQC approval of updated Regional Solid Waste Management

Plan (RSWMP) in 2005

2. Goals for Project:
. Updated Plan will be reader-friendly, policy and strategy-focused
o Plan update process will include a broad range of internal and external stakeholders
. Project duration will be limited to l8 months, not including EQC approval and final plan

production

3. Deliverables:
o Research as identified
. Public involvunent plan
. First draft of updated RSWMP
. Final draft of updated RSWMP, including technical appendices
. Ordinance and staff report for Council adoption of updated RSWMP

4. Assunptions and Issues:
. Plan update is a priority project for the Department in 2004 and first half of 2005;

necessary resources will be cornrnitted-
. Current Plan framework and corrponents corstitute a starting point in the process.
. Philosophical underpirming of the current plan will be examined, i.e., utilize "opportunity

model" for waste reduction to limit demand for firther disposal capacity.
. Feasibility of waste reduction goals for 2005 and 2009 will be reviewed.
. Disposal issues, i.e., future ofpublic facilities, in-region hansfer/disposal capacity, and

the out-of-district disposal system will be more prominent in the update than the current
Plan.

o .Inprovements and updates to the current Plan may include the addition of an executive
surrrrrrary, deletion of the disaster debris manageir nt plan, more substantial discussion of
facility regulation, updates on evolution of the systerrl ctrrent policies and practices,
roles and responsibilities, key planning issues, funne projections for growth and tonnage,
goals and objectives, system financing, and plan performance'

. Errpirical backing for portions of this update will be tailored to identified needs and
should not exceed resources available or the idartified planning timeframe.

. Any reconrnended practices proposed for the update will be examined for feasibility and
enforceability.

. 
Project phases, major tasks, and Department resources allocated to project will be provided

at Work Session.

RSWMP Update Project ScoPe
October 28,2003
Page I of2



5. Corrrnunication Process:
. Mike Hoglund is responsible for overall guidance to the project, including

corrrrunications with Janet Matthews, COO, Meho cotmcilors, and local government

officials.
r Janet Matthews is responsible for providing direction to Team and corrrnunicating with

Mike Hogltrnd (sponsor), COO, Council, and other parties as needed.

. Departmental team members are resporsible for managing work in their assigned areas or

roles and for corrrnrmicating with Janet Matthews'

Ntv@\od9rciect \PSWMP l-E8tc\Ptojcct ScoPc 102803 ds

RSWMP UPdate Project ScoPe

October 28,2003
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lntroduction

,
)

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the key solid waste planning
issues that are addressed in the Regional Solid Waste Management
Plan.

Regional Waste Reduction

How to manage municipal solid waste is part of a broader issue:
management of natural resources consumed to produce products
discarded as waste. Cood resource management includes policies that
encourage reduction, reuse and recycling in order to conserve our
natural resources: air, water, land, energy and raw materials.

Key lssues

What level of waste reduction can be achieved? The Waste
Reduction Chapter of the former Regional Solid Waste Management
Plan, adopted in 1989, established a waste reduction goal of 50
percent by the year 2000 and 56 percent by the year 2010. Some of
the waste reduction activities that were planned to achieve this goal
have not been as successful as expected, particularly those regarding
processing of organic waste. The new regional plan must draw upon
lessons learned in the past in order to set new realistic goals.

How much should the region spend on new waste reduction
practiees? And how should the costs be allocated? Whether high

) levels of waste reduction are attainable depends in part on how much' the region is willing to invest in new waste reduction practices. Some
new piactices will require financialcommitments by private
businesses, governments and citizens. Often, new practices may
require significant changes in our behavior as consumers or
businesses. While the long-term'costs of recycling may be lower than
landfilling, particularly when the value of resource conservation is

considered, the direct costs for some waste reduction alternatives
could be higher than landfilling.

How should responsibility for waste be allocated between
consumer and manufacturer? In the metro region, waste disposal is

primarily the responsibility of consumerc who pay private waste
companies for collection and disposal. Some countries, such as

Canada, Cermany and France have shifted the financialresponsibility
. for waste from consumers to mintrfacturers. The goal is to provide an

incentive for industry to produce'less wasteful packages and products.

While the national or state level may be mosi appropriate for
implementing such a shift in responsibility, there are options that
could be implemented at the regional level that would shift more of
the responsibility for waste to the manufacturers of consumer
produits.

Chapter 4

Key Solid Waste
Planning lssues

Wise regional resource mana1emenl
will rquire wasle reduclion, reuse and
recycling to achieve conserualion.

Regional Solid Waste Management Plan
Key Solid Waste Planni"t,"f;

)



Regional stratqies for wute reduclion
canld include public education, market
detelopment, new colleclion prcErams
and facilities and legislative
mguirements.

Ttere may be more cost'effeclive ways
to provide uni{orm levels of services
than construcling a nev,r transfer
station.

Careful planning will be rquired to
cmveniently accommodate more
customeE at lhe region's lransfer
stations.

Regional Solid Waste Management Plan

Key Solid Waste Planning lssues

+2

What options are available to reduce waste and which ones are to be

recommended as regional priorities? Waste reduction oPtions can [g
based on a number of fundamental strategies including: (1) creating
more demand and incentives for recycling through education and

market development, (2) creating more opportunities for recycling
through new collection programs and recovery facilities or (3) using

legislalive measures to make recycling a required practice'

Seruice Provision - Transfer Stations

Metro Central and Metro South transfer stations currently receive most

of the region's waste from haulers and transfer it to the Columbia Ridge

Landfill. i third transfer station in Forest Crove receives approximately
10 percent of the region's waste from.haulers that is transferred to
another general purfose disposal facility. while these facilities are

Lgisticaliy sited ior most haulers in the region, certain outlying areas of
th[ region are less well served. Metro's past policy has been to support
uniforir levels of transfer station service throughout the region.

Toward that end, the facilities plan adopted in 1991 recommended that
two transfer stations be located in the western part of the Metro region
(one of these would have expanded or replaced the existing Forest

crove facility). After further review of costs and tonnage, Metro
subsequently decided not to proceed with either facility'

Key lssues

Can the three existing facilities meet the future demand for [ansfer
services in the regionl tf waste diversion activities do not expand,
there could be ZO6,OOO to 300,000 more tons of waste delivered
annually to transfer stations by the year 2005, under expected regional

groMh scenarios.

Under what conditions would the region be willing to make the
financial investment in additional transfer stations or other means to

froride more uniform levels of service? Decisions not to proceed with
new transfer stations were based in part on a recognition that rising tip
fees and waste reduction efforts had produced fundamental changes in

the solid waste s16tem. There may be more cost-effective methods of

froviding uniform levels of services than constructing a new transfer

station.

lf no nerr transfer stations are constructed, what methods are

available for maintaining reasonable seruice lsels at existing
facllities? lncreasing toniage at transfer stations does not necessarily

mean a decline in irvice t6 haulers using the facility or increased

impacts on the sunounding area. A variety of methods are available to
J"li*itt potential probleis including redirecting haulers to under-used

facilities, restricting use of a facility during peak hours or otherwise

modifying the facility and ig operations'

)
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Service Provision - Other Facilities

The RSWMP identifies roles of the private and public sectors to

- provide solid waste recycling and disposal services during the next 10
) yerrs. While most recycling and recovery facilities in the region are

operated by the private sector, effective operation depends upon
coordination among all players - private and public.

Private initiatives in both source-seParated recycling and mixed waste
recovery facilities for dry waste have been responsible for a major
portion of new rerycling ih recent years.

Key lssues

How should recovery facilities for mixed waste be managed within
the solid waste system? Recovery facilities could become an
important part of the region's effort to reach its recycling goals' Metro
franchise requirements need to be reviewed to ensure a level playing
field among processors.

For example, current Metro policy is to avoid vertical integration of
collection and processing. This poliry was intended to prevent unfair
advantages to those haulers who also own landfills. However, in order
to expand the availability of mixed dry waste recovery services, it has

been suggested that current policy be changed to eliminate such
restrictions.

Will private initiative provide an adequate level of recovery
capacity for mixed dry waste? Current practice is to rely on the
private sector to provide most of the mixed waste recovery in the
region. ln order to meet regional recycling goals or provide more
un-iform access to this type of service, the public sector - particularly
Metro - may need to arranBe for Sreater provision of the service.

lf recovery of food and other non'recyclable organic waste is a
regional priority, what services will be provided by the public and
private sectors? A successful regional plan to develop an organics
i".orery system will require partnerships among generators, haulers,
local goveinments, Metro and the solid waste industry. A variety of
issueimay req u i re coord i nation i ncl ud ing: development of collection
routes, potential use of transfer stations as reload or transfer sites and
procurement of reliable and environmentally sound processing
capacity. .

Given recent siting difficulties amont yard debris facilities, should
yard debris be moie strongly regulated? Yard debris composting has

hcome a critical part of regional recycling efforts. Licensing or
franchising of yard'debris composting facilities has been suggested as a

method olstabilizing service, mitigating environmental impacts and
thereby removing barriers to siting.

)

)

Recovery of mixed dry waste
materials (paper, wood, metal and
glass) from the waste slream will
emerile as an impo/tanl strategy if the
region is to achieve 50 percent
recovery by the year 2O0O.

The recovery of food waste and other
organic material from business or
residential waste wwld require a high
dr1ree of regional coordination.

Regional Solid Wagte Management Plan
Key solid Waste Planni"r'1:;



Mdro's solid wasle revenue sYstern

shwld be adequate, stable, equitable
and help achieve the region's waste
managemenl goals.

Regional Solid Waste Management Plan

Key Solid Waste Planning lssues

44

Revenue EquitY and StabilitY

Metro's solid waste activities are funded almost entirely from tip fees

collected at transfer stations, landfills, designated facilities and
franchisbd waste recovery facilities. ln addition to waste transfer and

disposal, activities funded by these revenues include landfill closure,
household hazardous waste management, waste reduction Programs
and solid waste planning'

Unlike waste transfer and disposal costs, the costs of these latter
activities do not vary with the amount of waste delivered to transfer
stations and landfills. Furthermore, these activities have regional

significance, suggesting that a broader revenue base is more

appropriate.

There are an increasing number of management options.for selectlevt
waste types that are exlmpt from Metro fees. lf this trend continues, '
the burden of paying for Metro's regional solid waste activities will
increasingly fali on the narrower segment of ratepayers that continue
to deliveiwaste to transfer stations and landfills'

Key lssues

what funding mechanisms are available as alternatives to the tip
fee for costs not associated with transfer and disposal?

. Fees or deposits on products that require disposal through Metro's
household hazardous waste facilities and on other materials that
have extraordinary disposal or management costs'

. Billing fees for fixed costs of the solid waste system directly to
geneltort (households and businesses) through the property tax

6ill, utility bills, jurisdictions or haulers.

. A fee system (either as a surchar8e or a license/franchise fee) for
facilities that benefit from Metro's activities, but do not currently
contribute to the cost of the sptem-

. Chan8e policies at franchised processing.and disposal facilities.
chan[es could include elimination of all waivers for materials
delive"red to a landfil! and processing fees based on the end use of
the recovered materials.

Role of Solid Waste Facilities as Collection
Technology Changes

fu collection technologies evolve, transfer stations and other facilities
could be used in new-*ays to increase efficiency and effectiveness

and thereby reduce costs for the ratepayers of the.region'
one emerying change in collection technology is the use of co-
collection [trIt t thal have seParate comPartments for different waste

)
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streams. while such systems have typicalfbeen used for the co'
collection of refuse and recyclables, there might be opportunities for
other combinations of materials, such as refuse and yard debris.

Key lssues

How likely are co.collection or other new technologies.to.emerge
in the re.gion? Collection services in the rggion are provided by
dozens olprivate haulers that vary in size from one-truck family.
businesses to very large corporations. Over time, these firms will
undoubtedly adopt new practices - including co-collection - when
they are more profitable.

What type of economies could be realized with new technologies
such ai to-cotlection? tn addition to reducing on-route costs, there
may be economies if co-collected materials had "one-stop" tipping
facilities available to them. Capital and operating costs for the dual

tipping facility could also be reduced as existing facility. space and

equipirent could be used. For example, yard debris and refuse

could be co-collected and delivered to Metro transfer stations.
Refuse could be transferred to the landfill and yard debris
transferred to Processors.

How could development of these systems be coordinated to
ensure the lowest iotal cost to regional ratepayers? Without
regional coordination and development of appropriate
inirastructure such as dual tipping facilities, there may not be

adequate incentive for individual-haulers to adopt.a new technology.

cooperation among Metro, local governments and haulers may be

required to determlne what benefis might be achieved by fointly
embracing new technologies.

Efficiency and cost savings shanld drive
changes in waste collelc,tion and
processi ng technology.

Regional Solid Waste Management Plan

Key Solid Waste Planning lsues
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DATE:
DAY:
TIME:
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M erno
Agenda

METRO COUNCIL REGTILAR MEETING
October 30,2003
Thursday
5:00 PM
Washington County Chamber
155 N. First, Hillsboro, Oregon

2.

3.

3.1

4.

4.1

4.2

CALL TO ORDER AI\D ROLL CALL

1. INTRODUCTIONS

CITIZEN COMMI'NICATIONS

CONSENT AGENDA

Consideration of Minutes for the October 23, 2003 Metro Council Regular Meeting.

ORDINAI\CES _ FIRST READING

Ordinance No. 03-1021, For the pupose of Amending Title 4 of the Urban
Growth Management Functional Plan to improve its protection of industrial
land and to make corrections.

Ordinance No. 02-1022, For the purpose of adopting a Map of Regionally
Significant Industrial Areas in compliance with Subsection J of Section
3.07.420 of Title 5 (Industrial and other employments areas) of the Urban
Growth Management Functional Plan.

5. RESOLUTIONS

Resolution No. 03-3376An For the Purpose of Endorsing Metro's Draft Goal 5
Phase I Economic Social Environmental and Energy (ESEE) Analysis and
Directing Staff to Conduct More specific ESEE Analysis of Multiple Fish
and Wildlife Habitat Protection and Restoration Program Options.

Hosticka

6.

7.

CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER COMMTINICATION

COIJNCILOR COMMI'NICATION

L



ADJOURN

Cable Schedule for October 30. 2003 Meeting (PCA)

PLEASE NOTE THAT ALL SHOWING TIMES ARE TENTATIYE BASED ON THE INDIVIDUAL C,IBLE COMPANIES'
SCHEDULES. PLEASE CALL THEM OR CHECK THEIR WEB SITES TO CONFIRM SHOWING TIMES.

Portland Cable Access
Tualati n Valley Tc lev isio n
Willa m me F a lls Televisio n
M ilwaukie P ub lic Te levis io n

u/ww.pcatv.org
wrilw.vourtvtv.org
www.wftvaccess.com

(503) 288-15r5
(s03) 629-Es34
(s03) 6s0-027s
(s03) 6s21108

Agenda items rny not be corsidered in the exact order. For questions about thc agcn&, call Clerk of the Council, Chris Billingtoq 797-1542.
Public Hcarings are hcld on all ordinances second rcad and on rrsolutions upon roquest ofthc public. Documents for the record must be
submitted to the Clerk of the Council to be considercd included in the decision record. Documents can be submitted by email, fax or mail or in
pemon to the Clerk of the Council. For assistance pcr the Amcrican Disabilities Act (ADA), dial TDD 797-1804 or 797-1540 (Council Oftice).

Sundal'
ll/2

Monday
I l/3

Tuesday
lll4

Wedncsday
I l/5

Thursdal,
r0/30

Fridal'
l0/3r

Saturdal'
lt/l

CHANNEL II
(Community Access
Network)
(most of Portland area)
CHANNEL 30
(Tvr\')
(Washington County, l.ake
Osweso)

7 p.m. 4 p.m. 7 p.m.

CHA}iNEL 30
(CityNet 30)
(most of Citv of Portland)

2p.m.

CHANNEL30
Willamette Fells Television
(West Linn, fuvergrove, lake
Osweso)
CHANNEL 23lI8
Willamette Frlls Television
(23- Oregon City, West Linrl
Gladstone: l8- Clear Creck)
CHAI\NEL 23
Milwrukie Public Televislon
(Milwaukie)

6 a.m.

L
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EXHIBIT B
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Protection and Restoration Program Options

Program Options Report
October 25,2003

1. Program Options
The Metro Council and its local partners are conducting a three-step planning process
to conserve, protect, and restore urban streams, watenruays and upland areas that
provide important fish and wildlife habitat. State land-use planning laws and broad
citizen concern about the need to protect and restore habitat guide this work.

Based on a scientific assessment of functional habitat values, Metro Counci! identified
regionally significant fish and witdlife habitat in August 2002, completing the first step of
the planning process. This paper describes the approach Metro is following to carry out
the second step of the planning process: assessing the Economic, Environmental,
Social, and Energy (ESEE) tradeoffs of protecting or not protecting regionally significant
fish and wildlife habitat.

Metro's ESEE analysis is divided into two phases. The first phase is nearly complete
with the release of the discussion draft ESEE Report that describes the general
tradeoffs of allowing, limiting, or prohibiting conflicting uses in fish and wildlife habitat
areas.l

Evaluating the performance of a.range of program options is the objective of the second
phase of the ESEE analysis. Program options will be defined by applying a range of
hypotheticalAllow, Limit, and Prohibit regulatory treatments to regional resources and
impact areas within Metro's jurisdiction. Non-regulatory approaches will also be
analyzed as possible components to program options. The tradeoffs associated with
each option will be evaluated and results compared, providing valuable information to
Metro Council as it considers a regional ESEE decision in May 2004.

Metro Council is scheduled to consider a fish and wildlife program by December 20O4
designed to protect the nature of the region for generations to come.

2. Description of Program Options and Evaluation

The Program Option Chart (Figure 1, page 5) illustrates the various regulatory and non-
regulatory program approaches proposed for further study in the ESEE analysis. On
the left hand side of the chart, the "Range of Regulatory Program Options" depicts four
distinct regulatory approaches. These are draft materials and will evolve based on
comments from the public and advisory groups.

I Metto's Economic, Social, Environmental, and Energy Analysis (ESEE) Discussion Draft Report, September,
2003

Page I



Regulatory Approaches
Option 1, .Habitat based," proposes to study three levels of habitat protection ranging
from@.option1useshabitatqualityasthebasisofassigning
regulatory treatments regardless of land uses or economic priorities. For example, the
highest value (Class l) riparian/wildlife corridors receive the same !eve! of regulatory
protection in industrial areas as they do in residential areas. This approach recognizes
fish and wildlife habitat as fixed assets in the urban landscape and orients urban
development patterns around habitat areas based on the ecological values present.
Option 1 Allow, Limit, and Prohibit regulatory treatments are shown in Table 1 (page 6).

Option 2, "Habitat and urban development based," proposes to study two levels of
habitat protection based on both ecological values and urban development priorities. lt
applies 2040 policy priorities and economic data to adjust habitat protection levels. For
example, the highest value (Class !) riparian/wildlife conidors receive differing levels of
protection based on their location in areas identified in the ESEE analysis as providing
high, medium, or low urban development values. A Class I riparian/wildlife corridor
passing through a Regional Center or industrial area would receive less protection than
one passing through an inner or outer neighborhood. Option 2 Allow, Limit, and Prohibit
regulatory treatments are shown in Tables 2 and 3 (page 7).

Option 3, "Streamside habitat approach," builds on Metro's adopted Title 3 Water
Quality and Floodplain Management program by increasing the width of vegetated
corridors and protection levels for wetlands and floodplains. This approach does not
assign protection levels according to the ecological values identified in Metro's inventory
of fish and wildlife habitat, and neither does it assign protection levels on urban
development priorities. lt does, however, focus protection generally within Class 1

riparian/wildlife corridors. lt does not address upland wildlife habitats but can be
combined with elements of other options to address upland wildlffe habitat. Option 3
Allow, Limit, and Prohibit regulatory treatments are shown in Table 4 (page 8).

Option 4, "Baseline: Current regional regulations" reflects an approach that would not
increase the existing levels of regulation. An analysis of the baseline option will allow
Metro to determine the increment of additional protection each option would provide to
inventoried fish and wildlife habitat areas. The baseline option would be determined by
applying Metro's existing Title 3 protection standards for water quality and flood areas,
as well as accounting for fish and wildlife habitat in parks and open spaces. gptien-+

treatment is shown in Table 5 (page 8).

Ways to vary regulatory approaches
This portion of the Program Options Chart shows how regulatory options could be
varied based on geographic areas of coverage or site specific factors. For example,
regulatory approaches could be applied everywhere within Metro's jurisdiction or only to
new UGB expansion areas and remaining areas outside the UGB. ln addition,
regulatory approaches could apply to vacant land only, or to both vacant land and
redevelopment. Minimum parcel acreage or types of development activities that would
act to trigger protection are yet to be defined.

Page 2
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N o n-reg u I ato ry a p proaches
Regulatory options affect land use activities through the permit process. Other activities
cause disturbance to fish and wildlife habitat that are not regulated through the permit
process. Some of these activities could be affected through a non-regulatory approach.
The right side of the Program Option Chart displays the range of possible non-
regulatory program options focusing on acquisition, incentives, and education.
Regulatory and non-regulatory options could be applied together to provide a
complimentary set of tools for protecting and restoring fish and wildlife habitat.

Non-regulatory approaches depend heavily on new funding sources to support land
acquisition, incentive and education programs. Table 6 (page 9) displays possible
range of non-regulatory options distinquashing betuprograms* . Ferexample; lew levels ef

iesen
iees.

Restoration
The Program Option Chart (Figure 1 , page 5) shows that resforation can be addressed
through regulatory and non-regulatory options. Metro's inventory of fish and wildlife
habitat can help to identify restoration opportunities. The degree to which any given
option protects fish and wildlife habitat helps preserye restoration opportunities. ln
addition, successful restoration of fish and wildlife habitat depends heavily on non-
regulatory program options. For example, creating new dedicated funding sources and
land owner recognition programs could bolster restoration efforts. The evaluation
criteria will provide a oeneral assessment of how a given option performs in addressinq
restoration opportun ities.

3. Definition of ESEE decisions for allow, limit or prohibit treatments
A more precise definition of Allow, Limit, and Prohibit regulatory treatments is needed to
determine ESEE tradeoffs and model how different program options will look "on-the-
ground." Although Metro's ESEE Report deScribes generaltradeoffs in terms of "allow,
limit, or prohibit," tradeoffs can be determined in a more discriminating way by defining
degree of limitations on conflicting uses that fall between the extremes of "alloW' and
"prohibit."

Limit treatments are divided into three categories that represent a continuum ranging
from strictly limit, moderately limit, and lightly limit. A description of the assumptions
tied to these treatments is provided on page 10. For example, a "strictly limit" treatment
assumes that very little building occurs in areas covered by this treatment (primarily
those parcels which are located entirely within the treatment area). A "moderately limit"
treatment assumes that a ee*ain-mgeleraltq percentage of ffihe
resource area will be developed. A lightly limit treatment assumes an even-higher
percentage of will be developed compared to
moderately limit treatments. These assumptions will help model how much habitat will

Page 3



be protected, and conversely, how much development will be accommodated under
various options.

4. Criteria and potential indicators and measures for evaluation of program
options

Each program option will be evaluated according to criteria that reflect what was learned
in the first phase of the ESEE analysis, as well as other considerations important in
formulating regional policy. Table 7 (pages 11-12) lists criteria and conesponding
potential indicators and measures for determining whether, or how wel!, a given criterion
is addressed by a program option. In addition to criteria related to the economic, social,
environmental, and energy factors, Table 6 lists criteria related to federal environmental
laws, funding requirements, effectiveness of non-regulatory approaches, and the
increment of additional protection beyond cunent levels required by the various program
options.

Metro staff does not propose to weight the criteria, and any given option wil! result in a
spectrum of economic, social, environmental, and energy tradeoffs. lt is ultimately up to
the Metro Council to determine, based on the results of the evaluation, which program
option, or combination of program options, will be chosen to develop a regional fish and
wildlife habitat protection program.
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FIGURE 1: PROGRAM OPTION CHART (REVISED)

Regulatory &
non-

regulatory
options could

be applied
together

RANGE OF NON.REGULATORY
PROGRAM OPTIONS TO PROTECT

& RESTORE HABITAT.

ACQUISITION.

Examples:
) Reoional Bond Measure) Floodolain Acquisition Prooram) Urban Area lnclusion Fee

INCENTIVES.

Examples:
) Riparian Lands Tax lncentive Proqram) Reoional Good-Stewardshio

Recoonition Program) Habitat-oriented DevelopmentProoram

EDUCATION

Examples:
) Habitat Education Activities) Landowner Education Prooram) Regional Eco-Business Program

Protecting habitat with regulations retains
restoration opportunities
A restoration plan could include acquisition,
incentives, and/or education

a

a

RESTORATION.

RANGE OF REGULATORY
PROGRAM OPTIONS TO PROTECT

& RESTORE HABITAT.

oPTtoN 3.
Streamside

habitat
approach

oPTtoN 4.
Baseline
current
regional

regulations

OPTION 1A.
Most habitat
protection

OPTION 18.
Moderate

habitat
protection

oPTtoN 1.
Habitat based

oPTtoN 1C.
Least habitat

protection

OPTION 2A.
More habitat

protectionoPTtoN 2.
Habltat and

urban
development OPTION 28.

Less habitat
protection

Ways to vary regulatory
approaches.

GEOGRAPHIC AREAS.. Entire Metro jurisdiction
. Outside 2002 UGB only

(expansion areas and
remaining areas outside UGB
but in Metro's jurisdiction)

SITE SPECIFIG.
Regulations apply to:. New development on parcels

greater than a certain size. Vacant land only. Vacant land and
redevelopment over threshold
size
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REGULATORY OPTIONS TO PROTECT AND RESTORE HABITAT.

Option 1. Habitat based.
Description: This approach recognizes fish and wildlife habitat as fixed assets in the urban
landscape and orients urban development patterns around habitat areas based on the
ecological values present.

Table 1. 1: Habitat based.
Option #1C

Least habitat
protection

Resource Gategory
Option #1A
Most habitat
protection

Option #1B
Moderate habitat

protection
Strictly limit Moderatelv limitClass I RiparianAtVildlife Prohibit

Class ll RiparianMildlife Strictlv limit Moderately limit Liqhtly limit
Liohtlv limit AllowClass lll RiparianMildlife Moderately limit

Class A Upland Wildlife Prohibit Iaederatelv Strictlv limit Moderately limit
Class B Upland Wildlife Strictly limit Moderately limit Liqhtly limit

Liqhtlv limit AllowClass C Upland Wildlife Moderately limit
lmoact Areas-Rioarian Liohtlv Limit Liqhtly limit Allow

Liohtlv Limit Allow Allowlmpact Areas-Other
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Option 2. Habitat and urban development.
Description: Applies 2040 policy priorities and economic data to modify habitat protection levels.

Option 2A. More habitat protection.

Table 2. n 2A: Habitat and urban habitat n

components: Regional Centers, Central Cig, Regionally Significant lndustrial Areas
2040 components: Town Centers, Main Streets, Station Communities, Other lndustrial areas3reftiary components: lnner and outer neighborhoods, Employment Centers, Corridors

Option 28. Less habitat protection.

Table 3. 28: Habitat and urban habitat

2040 components: Regional Centers, Central City,
2040 components: Town Centers, Main Streets, Station Communities,

lndustrial Areas
Other lndustrial areas
Conidors

High urban
development

value

Medium urban
development

value

Low
urban

development
value

Other areas

Resource Category
Primary 2040

c,omponents,t high
employrnent value, or

high land value

Secondary 2040
components,2

medium employnent
value, or medium

land value

Tertiary 2040
components,3 low

employnent value, or
low land value

Parks and Open
Spaces, interim

desion tvoes. or no
desion tvpes

Class 1 RiparianMildlife Liohtlv limit Moderately limit Strictly limit Strictlv limit
Class 2 RiparianAlVildlife Lishtly limit Liqhtlv limit Moderatelv limit Moderately limit
Class 3 RiparianAlVildlife Allow Lightly limit Liqhtly limit Moderately limit
Class A Upland Wildlife Lishtly limit Moderately limit Moderately limit Strictly limit
Class B Upland Wildlife Liohtlv limit Liohtlv limit Moderately limit Moderately limit
Class C Upland Wildlife Allow Liqhtly limit Liohtlv limit Moderately limit
lm pact Areas--Riparian Allow Liohtlv limit Lishtly limit Liqhtlv limit
lmpact Areas--Other Allow Allow Liqhtlv limit Lightly limit

High
urban

development
value

Medium urban
development

value

Low
urban

development
value

Other areas

Resource Category
Primary 2O4O

components,' high
employnent value, or

high land value

Secondary 2040
components,'

medium employment
value, or medium land

value

Tertiary 2040
components,s low

employment value, or
low land value

Parks and Open
Spaces, interim

design tvoes. or no
desion tyBes

Class 1 RiparianMildlife Allow Liohtlv limit Moderatelv limit Strictly limit
Class 2 RiparianMildlife Allow Lightly limit Liqhtly limit Moderately limit
Class 3 RiparianAlVildlife Allow Allow Allow Moderately limit
Class A Upland Wildlife Allow Lishtly limit Moderately limit Shictlv limit
Class B Upland Wildlife Allow Lightly limit Lightly limit Moderately limit
Class C Upland Wildlife Allow Allow Allow Moderately limit
I m pact Areas--Riparian Allow Allow Liqhtly limit Liqhtlv limit
lmpact Areas--Other Allow Allow Allow Liqhtly limit

3reftiary 2040 components: lnner and outer neighborhoods, Employment Centers,
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OPTION 3. Streamside habitat emphasis.
Description: Builds on Metro's adopted Title 3 Water Quality and Floodplain Management
program by increasing the width of vegetated corridors and protection levels for wetlands and
floodplains.

Table 4. 3: Streamside habitat em

"All (regionally identified) wetlands are designated as Habitats of Concern

Option 4. Baseline current regional regulations.
Description: Metro's adopted Title 3 Water Quality and Floodplain Management program
provides consistent regulations to vegetated corridors and floodplains throughout the region.

Table 5. 4: Baseline current ional ulations.

Slooes less than 25% Slopes qreater than 25o/oResource type
Primary Streams
Drainino > 100 acres

Moderately limit within100 feet Moderately limit up to 200 feet

Moderately limit up to 100 feetSecondary Streams
Drainino 50 to 100 acres

Moderately limit within 50 feet

Moderately limit within 25 feet Moderately limit up to 100 feetOther Streams

Moderately limit up to 200 feetWetlands* Strictly limit within 100 feet

NAUndeveloped Floodplains Moderately limit

Lightly limit NADeveloped Floodplains

Slopes less than 25% Slopes qreater than 25o/oResource type
Up to 200 ft. from top of stream bank
(to break in slooe)

Primary Streams
Draininq > 100 acres

50 ft. from top of stream bank

15 ft. from top of stream bank Up to 50 ft. from top of stream bank
(to break in slope)

Secondary Streams
Draining 50 to '100 acres

Up to 200 ft. from top of stream bank
(to break in slooe)

Wetlands 50 ft. from edge of wetland

Floodplains Balanced cut & fill and prohibition of
uncontained areas of hazardous
materials as defined by DEQ

NA
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NON.REGULATORY OPTIONS TO PROTECT AND RESTORE HABITAT.

HOWPOTENTIAL
FOCUS

Examples of existing programs Examples of potential programs

tr
.9.=o
=E(,

ao

oo

E
.9
(E()
!lu

tr
.9
Eo
oog,

. RegionalBond Measure. Focused
Habitats of Concern and connector
sellers and restoration.

on purchasing targeted
habitat from willing { t {

Naturalareas
(includes
riparian and
upland areas)

protect targeted open space in the Metro region

a

a

Metro Openspaces FundedProgram.Acquisition through
1$ m35 toniil measurebond votersapproved by

onFocuses natural andareastargeted trai lsregional
RiversThree Land Conservancy Acquisition Program.
toWorks donation ofencourage conservati easementson to program to purchase habitat land, place development

restrictions or conservation easements to protect habitat

Regional Revolving Land Purchase Fund. Develop a

and then sell land for ent.

{ { {

Restoration Plan. Develop a restoration plan
region based on watersheds. Start with Watershed

Action Plans and build from existing/ongoing efforts.
lnclude grant program to fund restoratioln pr-ojects,
recognition of good stewardshio. and laqeted education.

Regional for
the

{ t {

stormwater managemenf fee. lmplement a
regional fee on stormwater to fund watershed based
Regional

restoration
{

Watersheds

watershed restoration projects to restore aquatic habitat,
improve water quality, and improve biodiversity. projects
include planting, culvert replacement, habitat improvements,
wetland restoration, and others.
Metro/U SFWS G ree nspaces G rant program. provides
funding for urban projects that emphasize environmental
education, habitat enhancement and watershed health.

a

EnhancementWatershedOregon Board General(owEB)
Grant toGrants out theon ndProgram. carry grou

Activities. Focus efforts to increase
awareness of connection to streams and rivers, similar to

a Habitat Education

fish stencil
{

SDC Program. Develop a regionalsDC
similar to the City of Shenrood to protect and
floodplain function to reduce development's impact on
stormwater.

a Regional program
restore { { {

Floodplains

property to the City at fair market value. After acquisition,

a Sherwood SDC for tnprogram. Requires development
NS waivedfee nifloodplai ateaflood donatedIS to the city
CreekJohnson Seller Portland mWilling Program. progra

owsall andowners Johin Cnson reek to sell theirfloodplain

are restored natuto ralproperties flood functionnpla
undedF dolwith fromlars FEMA theafter 9961 flood

Program. Coordinate and facilitate
expansion of a willing seller program similar to poriland's to

a Flood plain Acq ui sition

and within flood
I I t

Regional Sheamside Restoration
to target education and fund restoration projects in
streamside areas. (May be part of a Regional Restoration
Plan\.

a Grant Program. Program

{ J
Streamside
areas

Wildlife Habitat lncentives Program (WHtp). lmplemented
through NRCS to help landowners develop and improve
wildlife habitat on their land. ln Oregon approximately
$350,000 is targeted for salmon habitat, riparian habiiat,
and promotion of biodiversity.

a Easf Multnomah &So/ Water Conservation District grants
Provides awards for conservatio andn restoration projects

from 500ranging $200-2,

Riparian Lands Tax
owners to gain a full
maintaining riparian

' lncentive Program. Allows property
Itax exemption for improving or
lands up to 100 ft from a stream, must

include a management plan developed in coordination with
ODFW. lmplement with local county approval, state limits

a

iles couief to 200

{ { I
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POTENTIAL
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Examples of existing programs Examples of potential programs

Rural land a Environmental Quality lncentives Program EAn. Provides
payments through the Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) to farmers and ranchers for assistance
implementing conservation practices on their lands
(including filter strips, manure management practices and
others). Authorized by the 2002 Farm Bill, pays up to 74o/o
of the costs of the implemented practice.

Urban Area lnclusion Fee. Requires legislative changes.
Captures a portion of the increased value of property
(windfall) due to inclusion within the urban growth boundary
Funds could be used to purchase or restore habitat land
within Metro's jurisdiction.

{ { {

Property
owners

Metro's Natural Gardening and Landscaping Program.
Metro offers free natural gardening seminars and
workshops in spring and fall. Also includes a demonstration
garden, summer garden tour, and educational materials.
Downspout Disconnect Program. Portland program that
provides property owners with funds and technical expertise
to disconnect downspouts to reduce flow into the
stormsewer system.

a

a

Stewardship Ceftification Program. Proposed by the
Conservation lncentives Summit Group, this program would
provide recognition to a variety of stakeholders for
implementing best management practices and other
oractices of conservation value.

{ { I

Regional Good-Steward ship Recognition Program. Develop
a regional program to recognize property owners in high
value habitat areas for good stewardship and restoration
efforts. (Mav be part of a Reqional Restoration Plan).

a

{ { {

Landowner Education Program. Target landowners in
regionally significant habitat areas to raise awareness of
how individual activities impact fish and wildlife habitat.

a t
Businesses Eco Biz Program. City of Portland program, started to

recognize auto repair and service facilities that minimize
their environmental impacts. Currently being extended to
landscaoino business.

a Regional Eco-Buslness Program. Develop a regional
program to recognize and certify good business practices
lnclude an educational component describing ways to
minimize impact on habitat.

a

{ I

Design and
construction
practices

Metro's Green Sfreefs Handbook. A resource for designing
environmentally sound streets that can help protect streams
and wildlife habitat.
Eco-roof Program. Portland provides sewer rate discounts
to developers that build greenroofs minimizing stormwater
runoff. Also provides an eco-roof floor area bonus, in which
each square foot of eco-roof equals an additional three
square feet of building area in the downtown.
G-Rated lncentive Program. Portland program that
encourages innovations in residential and commercial
development and redevelopment for green building design
practices. Provides up to $20,000 for commercial projects
and $3,000 for residential projects.

a

Regional Habitat Friendly Development Program. Work with
local partners to develop technical assistance, incentives,
recognition programs, and awards for development that
helps protect fish and wildlife habitat. Develop regional low
impact development standards.

a

I { t

Habitat-oriented Development Program. Develop a program
similar to Metro's Transit-oriented Development (TOD)
Program to encourage construction of new developments or
redevelopment that protects and restores fish and wildlife
habitat.

{ { {

ModelWildlife Crossrng Program. Develop a grant program
to construct wildlife crossing facilities in key movement
corridors.

a

{ t
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5. Definition of ESEE decisions for allow, limit or prohibit treatments

The followinq assumptions applv to all limit and prohibit treatments:o No existinq buildable lot would be rendered unbuildable. Existing regulations remain in effect (local. regional. state. and federal)o Existing legal develognent may be maintained and reoairedo Adverse impacts of develooment will be mitigated

Prohibit assumption:o Development inside resource areas prohibited (unless prohibition removes all
economic use of property)

. Horizontal expansion of existing buildings prohibitedo lf development is allowed, mitiga
will be allowed

Stri ctl y Li m it assumpfions. Very little building occurs in areas covered by a strictly limit decision (primarily those
parcels which are located entirely within the resource area); public facilities allowed
if no options with less impact on resources are available.

.@disturbanceareaallowedorientedtoprotecttheresource,low
impact development practices and best management practices. No development in wetlands and undeveloped floodplains

o@forestcanopyandlowstructurevegetationwithinreSource
area i++etained

o

oPen space lots or tracts within land divisions or planned developments
EMitigatien te ef,set adverse impaets ef develeprnent

Mod e rate ly Li mit assumpfions;o A eer*ain{qdqate-percentage of buildable-lets-wi{hin-resource areas-arearea-tis
developed

o@disturbanceareaallowedorientedtoprotecttheresource,low
impact development practices and best management practices to avoid adverse
impacts on resource functions. Some development in wetlands and undeveloped floodplains will occuro Land divisions l+sizffirffissume+te€ecufl,vould
provide flexibility to allow clustering. small lots. transfer of development riohts to
avoid adverse impacts while achievino planned densities on average. Less forest canopy and low structure vegetation within resource area is retained
compared to Strictly Limit decisions

EMitigatien te effset adverse impaets ef develepment

Lig htly Li mit assumpfions;
.Ahigherpercentageof@areacomparedtoStrictlyLimitand

Moderately Limit decisions is developed

Page ll
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o Low impact development practices and best manaoement practices to avoid adverse
impactq on resource functions will apply

. More wetland and undeveloped floodplain loss compared to Strictly Limit and
Moderately Limit decisions

o Land divisions will occur subject to underlying zoning
o Less forest canopy and low structure vegetation within resource area is retained

compared to Strictly Limit and Moderately Limit decisions.
EMitigatien te effset adverse impaets ef develepment

Allow assumpflons.'
. Resources not covered by existing regulations assumed to be developed over time

Page 12
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Criteria for evaluation of program options

ln October 2000, the Metropolitan Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC) developed a
vision for fish and wildlife habitat protection for the region, which was adopted by the
Metro Council.

The overall goal is to conserue, protect and restore a continuous ecologically viable streamside
corridor system, ftom the streams' headwaters to their confluence with others streams and
rivers, and with their floodplains in a manner that is integrated with the surrounding urban
landscape. Ihis sysfem will be achieved through conseruation, protection and appropriate
restoration of streamside conidors through time.

The Metro Council is scheduled to consider, based on the results of the evaluation,
which program option, or combination of program options, will be chosen to develop a
regionalfish and wildlife habitat protection program. Both regulatory and non-regulatory
options may be assessed with the same criteria. Possible criteria to evaluate the
performance of various program options are:

Table 7. PotentialcGriteria. an+potentialindicators and measures for evatuation of program I

Criteria Potential indicators and measures
Economic factors
1. Higher market value areas retained for

development
2. Key employment areas conserved for employment
3. Reflects 2040 design hierarchy priorities
4. Promotes retention of ecosystem services
5. Promotes potentialfor non-use or use for

recreational economic purposes
6. Economic equitv

1. Acres of buildable land with high land value
affected

2. Acres of buildable land with high employment
value affected

3. Acres of buildable land by 2040 hierarchy affected
4. Number of functions/ecosystem services affected
5. Acres of public land with resource function located

near population centers
6. Distribution of allow. limit. orohibiltreatments

Socialfactors
1. Maintains cultural heritage and sense of place
2. Reduces impact on types/location of jobs and

housing
3. Minimizes impact on individual landowner rights
4. Preserves amenity value of resources
5. Preserves resources for future oenerations

1. Qualitative measure
2. Number of potential housing units or jobs affected
3. Number of tax lots by zoning type affected
4. Extent of reliability of protection
5. Total resource acres protected

Environmental factors
1. Retains forest canopy cover

iens
3. iens
2. Conserves existino watershed health (retains

orimary and secondary rioarian corridor functions)
3. Promotes conservation of sensitive habitats and

species
4. Promotes habitat connectivity and riparian corridor

continuity
5. Promotes large habitat patches
6. Promotesrestoration
7. Promotes no net loss of ecolooical function

1. Total acres forest cover affected
2. Total acres containing primary and secondary

riparian corridor functions affected
a, fetat aeres eent

fun€tions-a#e€ted
3. Acres of Habitats of Concern affected
4. Total acres in medium or high connectivity scores;

maintains/enhances continuity of riparian corridors5. Number of acres/patches in largest category
affected

6. Acres of protected resource land in low structure
vegetation

7. Acres of habitat land protected

Page 13
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Energy factors
'1. Promotes compact urban form
2. Promotes retention of qreen infrastructure

1. Potential for displacement of land uses by
protection of habitat within UGB.

2. Percent vegetative cover (or tree canopy) affected
FederalESA; Extent to which ootion assists in
recovery of listed sgecies and facilitates achievino
blanket'exception to take'under the MRCI limits of
the 4(d) rule.

1. Protects slopes, wetlands, and areas of high
habitat value

2. Maintainshydrological conditions
3. Protects area within one site potential tree height

of all streams
4. Maintains & restores native vegetation along

stream corridors
5. Minimizes stream crossings
6. Retains channel migration zone (primary function

tor Large wood and channel dynamics)
7. Reduces and prevents erosion and sediment run-

off (primary function of Bank stabilization,
sediment, and pollution controf)

8. lncludes mechanism for monitoring, enforcement,
funding and implementation of protection

FederalCWA:
drinking water; eeld water fisheries; industrial water

Extent to
which ootion assists in meeting state and federal
water qualitv standards.

1. Number of primary and secondary functions
maintained

2. Miles of stream within a watershed with Class I &
ll status protected

Funding challenges 1. Funding required to effectively carry out program
elements, such as acquisition, conservation
easements, education, technical assistance,
incentives to landowners, and restoration

2. New authority needed (such as for the Riparian
Tax lncentive) for implementation

Effectiveness for habitat protection 1. Level of certainty as assessed from experiences
with compliance or voluntary actions

2. Potential use of incentive
3. Reliability of protection

lncrement of additional protection Example of how local standards would need to
change (e.9., extent of resource covered by local
protection compared to the option, level of local
protection provided to the resource compared to
the option)

\VlEXl{ork\gm\long_range_planning\projects\Goal S\Goal 5 Report REVISIOMGoaI 5 ProgramVrogram Options v.7.doc
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fssues for Council Consideration

l. Consider simplifring and refining options to reduce confusion

Possible amendment:. Combine impact areas into one categoryo Reduce number of options to analyze. Combine resource classifications into three categories (e.g., Class UA, Class IVB, Class
IIVC ripariar/wildli fe habitat)o Narrow the "limit" decisions to two rather than three decisions (e.g., stricfly limit, limit)

2. Eliminate program variables that would vary regulatory approaches by geographic area (e.g.,
inside/outs ide 2002 UGB)

3. Strengthan restoration element to have high importance in all of the regulatory and non-
regulatory options.

Restoration has already been recognized in the ESEE analysis. The question is: when should
staff develop details of a restoration plan?

Possible amendments:
. Build restoration into the work program now. Leave restoration as an implementation activity

4. Consider increasing protection levels in Option l.

Possible Amendment:
o Option lA could be strengthened by increasing protection for Class II riparian resources

to recognize their contribution for primary functional value.

1: Habitat based.

Resource Category
Optlon #1A
Most habitat
protection

Option #18
Moderate habitat

protection

Option #1C
Least habitat

protection
Class I RiparianMildlife Prohibit Strictly limit Moderately limit
Class ll RiparianMildlife Strietly-limitfrohibi! Moderately limit Liqhtly limit
Class lll RiparianAlVildlife lrederatelvStrictlv I im it Lishtly limit Allow
Class A Upland Wildlife Prohibit Strictly limit Moderately limit
Class B Upland Wildlife Strictly limit Moderately limit Lightly limit
Class C Upland Wildlife A, eaeratetrStrictlrl im it Lightly limit Allow
lmpact Areas-Riparian Lightly Limit Lightly limit Allow
lmpact Areas-Other Lishtly Limit Allow Allow
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5. Consider revising Option 1C to change allow decisions to lightly limit decisions in riparian
and wildlife areas.

Possible amendment:
1: Habitat based

6. Drop Option I from further evaluation since is does not explicitly reflect the economic
consequences from the ESEE analysis.

Option #lG
Least habitat

protection
Resource Category

Option #1A
Most habitat
protectlon

Option #1B
Moderate habitat

protectlon
Strictlv limit Moderately limitClass I RiparianMildlife Prohibit

Strictlv limit Moderatelv limit Liqhtly limitClass ll RiparianMildlife
Allo\r Liohtlv limitClass lll Riparian/Wildlife Moderately limit Lishtly limit

Strictlv limit Moderately limitClass A Upland Wildlife Prohibit
Class B Uoland Wildlife StricUv limit Moderately limit Lishtly limit

Liohtlv limit Allo,,r Liohtlv limitClass C Upland Wildlife Moderately limit
Liohtlv Limit Liqhtlv limit IJtortF Liqhtlv limitlmpact Areas-Riparian

Allow Allowlmpact Areas--Other Liqhtlv Limit
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7. Consider the implication of the economic importance of Regionally Significant Industrial
Areas, employment land, and corridors.

Possible amendment:. This item is about making the economic priority ranking choices for different2040
design t1pes, which rankings will then apply to all of the Option 2 approaches to be
studied. Should RSIAs be given a different ranking from other indushial areas? Should
Employment Centers and/or Corridors be ranked in the "high" or "medium" category
rather than the "low" categorf

For example, as shown in the chart below, Council could decide that Employment
Centers and Corridors not be considered as the "lowest" priority for economic
developmenf but rather that they should be considered on an equal "hig6" priority basis
with Regional Centers, the Central City, and RSlAs.

Regionally Significant

Station Communities, e$erlndustrialareas
Employrnent Centers, Goridors

Resource Category

High urban
development

value

Medlum urban
development

value

Low
urban

development
value

Other areas

Pimary 2O4O
components,l high
employment value,
or high land value

Secondary 2040
components,2

medium employment
value, or medium

land value

Terliary 2O4O
components,3 low

employment value, or
low land value

Parks and Open
Spaces, interim

desion types. or no
design tyles

Class I RiparianMildlffe Lishtly limit Moderately limit StricUy limit Strictlv limit
Class ll RiparianMildlife Liqhtlv limit Lishtly limit Moderately limit Moderately limit
Class lll RiparianMildlife Allow Liqhtlv limit Lishtly limit Moderately limit
Class A Uoland Wildlife Liohtlv limit Moderatelv limit Moderately limit Strictly limit
Class B Upland Wildlife Liqhtlv limit Lishtly limit Moderately limit Moderately limit
Class C Upland Wildlife Allow Liqhtlv limit Lishtly limit Moderately limit
lmpact Areas-Ripar:ian Allow Lishtly limit Liqhtly limit Liqhtlv limit
lmpact Areas-Other Allow Allow Liqhtlv limit limit
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8. Consider eliminating residential land values from the land value measure and using the 2040
policy hierarchy only as the method to assess residential treahnent.

Possible amendment:
. This item is about making the treatrnent of residential land based solely on 2040 design

types rather than on land value. As shown in the chart below, a footnote could be added
that describes this heatrnent,.

Resource Category

Hlgh urban
development

value

Medlum urban
development

value

Low
urban

development
value

Other areas

Secondary 2040
components,2

medium ernployment
value, or medlum

land value

Tertiary 2040
cornponents,s low

employment value, or
lor land value

Parks and Open
Spaces, lnterim

desion tvoes. or no
design tyLes

Class'1 RiparianM/ildtife Lishtly limit Moderatelv limit Strictlv limit Strictly limit
Class 2 RioarianMildlife LiohUv limit LiqhUy limit Moderately limit Moderatelv limit
Class 3 RioarianMildlife Allow Liohtlv limit Liqhtlv limit Moderately limit
Class A Upland Wildlife Liqhtly limit Moderately limit Moderatelv limit Strictlv limit
Class B Uoland Wildlife Liohtlv limit Liqhtlv limit Moderately limit Moderately limit
Class C Upland Wildlife Allow Liohtlv limit Liqhtlv limit Moderately limit
lmoact Areas-Rioarian Allow Liqhtly limit Lishtly limit Liqhtlv limit
lmpact Areas-Other Allow Allow Liqhtlv limit Liqhtly limit

Page 4
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9. Create a new option with the habitat and urban development category that provides shonger
fish and wildlife habitat protection.

Possible amendment:
. Add new Option A (see Option 2AA below), as submitted by representatives of the

Audubon Society and Tualatin Riverkeepers, that applies skictly limit to Class I
riparian/wildlife with high and medium development values ard prohibit in areas with
low urban development value.

EXISTING OPTION: 2A: Habitat and urban habitat

2AA: Habitat and urban

2040 components City, Regionally Significant lnduslrial Areas
2040 components: Tovrrn Centers, Main Streets, Station Communities, Other lndushial areas

High urban
development

value

Medium urban
development

value

Low
urban

development
value

Other areas

Resource Gategory
Pimary 2040

componenb,l high
employment value, or

high land value

Secondary 2040
componenB,2

medium employment
value, or medium

land value

Terliary 2040
cornponenB,3 low

employment value, or
low land value

Parks and Open
Spaces, interim

deslgn tyoe. or no
desion types

Class 1 RiparianAlVildlife Liqhtly limit Moderately limit Strictly limit Strictly limit
Class 2 RiparianAflildlife Lishtly limit Liqhtly limit Moderatelv limit Moderately limit
Class 3 RiparianMildlife Allow Liohtlv limit Lishtly limit Moderately limit
Class A Upland Wildlife Liqhtlv limit Moderately limit Moderately limit Strictly limit
Class B Upland Wildlife Lishtly limit Liqhtlv limit Moderately limit Moderately limit
Class C Upland Wildlife Allow Lishtly limit Liqhtly limit Moderately limit
lmpact Areas-Riparian Allow Liqhtlv limit Lishtly limit Liqhtlv limit
lmpact Areas-Other Allow Allow Liqhtly limit Lishtly limit

High urban
development

value

Medium urban
development

value

Low
urban

development
value

Other areas

Resource Category
Primary 2040

components.' high
employment value,
or high land value

Secondary 2040
componenB,2

. medium employment
value, or medium

land value

Tertiary 2040
components,3 low

employrnent value, or
low land value

Parks and Open
Spaces, interim

desion types. or no
desion types

Class I RiparianMildlife Strictly limit Strictly limit Prohibit Prohibit
Class ll RiparianMildlife Moderately limit Moderately limit Shictly limit Strictlv limit
Class lll RiparianMildlife Lishtly limit Liqhtly limit Lightly limit Moderately limit
Class A Upland Wildlife Liqhtlv limit Moderately limit Moderately limit Strictlv limit
Class B Upland Wildlife Lishtly limit Liqhtly limit Moderately limit Moderately limit
Class C Upland Wildlife Liqhtlv limit Lishtly limit Liqhtly limit Moderatelv limit
lm pact Areas--Riparian Liqhtly limit Liqhtlv limit Liqhtly limit Liqhtly limit
lmpact Areas-Other Liohtlv limit Liqhtly limit Liqhtlv limit Liqhtlv limit

Tertary 2040 components: lnner and outer neighborhoods, Employment Centers, Conidors

Page 5



10. Drop Option 3 from further evaluation since it does not seem to meet the Goal 5 rule or the
Vision Staternent and does not reflect the diversity of anvironmental values of the inventory.

I l. Drop Option 4 from further evaluation since it does not seem to meet the Goal 5 rule or the
Vision Statement, because the region has already documented the need for more than current
protection for fish and wildlife habitat and because of concem there is a lack of symmetry
because prohibit is ruled out (in the resolution) and allow is not.

12. If Option 4 rernains for evaluation, call it the "baseline" rather than an option.

l:\gm\long_rangejlanning\projects\Goal S\Goal 5 Report REV|SlOMGoal 5 Program\lssues for
Council10.27.doc

tno
Slooes less than 25% Slopes greater than 25%Resource Wpe
5O ft. from top of stream bank Up to 200 ft. from top of stream bank

(to break in slope)
Primary Streams
Draining > 100 acres

Up to 50 ft. from top of stream bank
(to break in slope)

Secondary Streams
Draininq 50 to 100 acres

15 ft. from top of stream bank

Wetlands 50 ft. from edge of wetland Up to 200 ft. from top of stream bank
(to break in slope)
NAFloodplains Balanced cut & fill and prohibition of

uncontained areas of hazardous
materials as defined by DEQ

Page 6
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CotrmaeHr PRovtoeo eY

should be fit Clark
Refine factors that betweenh tm itdistinguis make clear nocategories assumptions (e.g.

becan

MISCELLANEOUS
cational

City of Portland
Michael

Port of Portland

EE
ust be

the com Lands

2040
PROGRAM

Confi rm statusthe of facilntermodal ASities a 2040 not calledprimary type;design specifical ly

AND
Proposed and variablesprogram options most notwill overallachieve of andgoal protecting

continuous stream nor wilrestoring meetit inimm mUcorridors, forcriteria comESA pliance.
aParticul fortrue o 3 and 4.

Publ landsowned areicly tax-exem isthis not nI theyetpt, economic oracknowledged analysis
mthe houldS 2040 theseto

Portland Harbor
Metro's

Port of Portland
Port of

industrial areas

should
Local

Jim Labbe + 15 (hearing)
Pat Russell

Eliminate program variation by
be an option.

geographic area. Doing nothing new inside the UGB should not Jim Labbe + 15 (hearing)
Pat Russell
Ed Labinowicz
Sue Marshall
Mary Kyle McCurdy
Friends of Forest Park
Lynn Herring
Johnson Cr. WS Council
Steve Mullinax
Richard Shook

lations based on entregu statu lot or land-useApplying developm S, size, willcategory fragment
andhabitat ecol thatfunctionsogical ndtransce boundaries.such onBased ofdeflnition it ISlimit,

clnot ear continuhow of function willhabitatsity aryprim riparian achievedbe that meansthrough

Jim Labbe + 15 (hearing)
Pat Russell
Mary Kyle McCurdy
Johnson Cr. WS Council
Steve Mullinax
Richard Shook

Eliminate Option 4
criteria.

as an actual option. Option 4 would fail to meet most of proposed evaluation Jim Labbe + 15 (hearing)
Pat Russell
City of Portland
Steve Mullinax
USFWSunoEstablish net loss' of function of 1riparian and 28 'allora/'Options c, 24, awithby replacing

inimumm shouldMetro d nserequirement.mitigation with ASALLOW hasitispe PROH IBIT
Jim Labbe + 15 (hearing)
Pat Russell
City of Portland
Lynn Hening
Johnson Cr. WS Council
Steve Mullinax
USFWS

Port of ortland

with



Need a more protective Option 2. Jim Labbe + 15 (hearing)
Pat Russell
Tom Wolf
City of Portland

Sim
elim

andplify ramclarify reduce tm'l fromirprog options tothree two orconsolidatecategories;
3 4

City of Portland
PortlandOption 3 should be eliminated. City of Portland

Port of Portland
US

1 does not theinclude full ofOption resourcerange levels modprotection to strictincludeitv
itationslim hfor City of Portland

Divers fortreatments m areas toitv include morepact than allow or limit.just Differentlightly
shouevels ld to discussion rolethe of areas.

City of Portland

ESEE shouldanalysis includeonly thatelements becan tmnon-regulatory withplemented
ncertainu are

USFWS

program options so as to
'hereT beshould more othertn'prohibits' resource andcategories

widera of
USFWS

Option
wildlife

1 is the on awith chaly optionprogram nce of overalltheaccomplish for andfishng goal Jeffry Gottfried

nlm not have the desired o e-o Port PortlandOption 2A, combined with non-regulatory options, would be best Port of Portland

ld "avoidance minimization and m Title 3.Ail o as
EVALUATION CRITERIA

should criterion in evaluation.ental
ntionRete of restoratio n nities should beopportu ASncluded ofone the pri evaluation criteriamary

for USFWS

ESA and eancr Water4(d) Act should becompliance evaluation criteria. mentscom that(Also
shouldMetro andmandate theseenforce acts. SUSFW Metrobelieves should develop specific
tocriteria what this would SOentailclarify thethat to whichdegree willprogram enableoptions

ocal ents togovernm achieve can becompliance evaluated.

Pat Russell
Sue Marshall
City of Portland
Lynn Herring
Richard Shook

oflssue siteresource needs to be Wrclarified.analysis atershed-scale bewould moreanalyses
m City of Portland

LUTION LANGUAGE
lnclude
willnot

in the Resolution orlanguage elsewhere AS ensureto thatappropriate existing regulations
weakened USFWS

Add Metro's authoritieslanguage regarding under StatewideOregon's Goal 6Planning (water
ual 7Goal USFWS

55 Report @mments as 1G2ru3.doc
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Transportation plan update begins
Public comment will be taken Oct. 31 to Dec. 4

M il:'i:;iil: i ?: ffi i:il:H'".'
(RTP) in order to maintain continued
compliance with the Federal Clear Air Act
and state guidelines. The update will
include an air quality analysis of the 2004
RTP and 2004-07 Metropolitan
Transportation Improvement Program.

The plan, updated every three years to
ensure that it addresses future travel needs,
will focus on projects for roads and freight
movement, bicycling, transit and walking.
These proiects already have been adopted
in local and regional plans and corridor
studies through a public process.

Public comment will be taken Oct. 31
through Dec. 4. The staff recommendation
on the technical draft of the plan will be
available for public review on Oct. 31.

Public hearing will be held Dec.4
A public hearing will be held during the
Thursday, Dec. 4, Metro Council meeting.
The meeting begins atZ p.m. at Metro
Regional Center, 500 NE Grand Ave.,
Portland.

The council will take action on the update
on Dec. 11 (tentative). For more information,
visit vyww.metro'region.org or call
(5031 797-1839.

Other ways to comment
Phone (503)797-7900 option 2
Fax (s03)797-1911
E-mail trans@metro.dst.or.us
Mail Kim Ellis, Metro

600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR97232
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M erno
2OO4 Regional Transportation PIan

Policy Quick Facts
Recent Policy Amendments
Since the last update to the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) in August 2000,
a number of policy amendments have been adopted. These include a number of
amendments mandated by the Oregon Land Conservation and Development
Commissiofl as part of acknowledging the plan in early 2001. These include the
I-5 Partnership corridor study, the Elderly and Disabled Transit Study, the
Corridor Priorities project and the Green Streets project. Subsequent
amendments stem from transportation corridor studies, such as the South
Corridor Transit Study, adopted in 2003. These amendments have already been
adopted by ordinance prior to this RTP update.

Proposed Policy Map Amendments
The policy packet includes a number of proposed amendments to the Regional
Street Design and Regional Freight System maps that reflect the Oregon
Transportation Commission's interest in creating "special transportation areas"
where compact urban centers and main streets are planned along state-owned
arterial streets. These proposed map changes are shown in the enclosed Table
1.

The updated system maps also include a number of "housekeeping" amendments
that reflect fine-tuning of the various model systems, as recommended by local
transpoftation plans adopted since the last RTP update in August 2000. These
changes are also summarized in Table 1.

Finally, a new map is proposed to be added to Chapter 1 of the RTP that
identifies the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) Planning Boundary. This
boundary defines the area that the Regional Transportation Plan applies to for
federal planning purposes. The boundary includes the area inside Metro's
jurisdictional boundary, the 2003 urban growth boundary and the 2000 census
defined urbanized area boundary for the Portland metropolitan region.

In addition to the enclosed summary information, more detailed information is
available from Metro's website (www.metro-region.org) and on CDs that can be
ordered with the attached public comment form or by e-mail at
trans@metro.dst.or.us, Comments on the draft 2004 RTP are due to Metro by
5:00 PM on Thursday, December 4,2003.



Comments:

Submitted by:

Name

Street Address

CitylZtp

Send more info:

RTP Document CD Other RTP Info:

E-Mail
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Regional Transportation Plan Update Calendar
October 31

November 3

November 5

November 12

November t3
November 13

November 26

December 4

Decediber 5

December 1O

December 11

December 11

Public comment period begins; staff recommendation on draft 2004 RTP
released for 30-day public comment period; draft RTP and conformlty
determlnation submitted to FHWA and FTA to begin review

Air quality conformity analysis begins

MTAC comments on draft 2004 RTP

MPAC comments on draft 2004 RTP

JPACT tentative action on draft 2004 RTP

Metro Council first reading of Ordinance on draft 2004 RTP

TPAC review and discussion of draft 2004 RTP and air quality conformity
analysis

Public hearing on draft 2004 RTP; public comment period ends at 5 p.m

TPAC special meeting to comment on draft 2004 RTP

Tentative final MPAC action on 2004 RTP

Tentative final IPACT action on 2004 RTP

Metro Council second reading of Ordinance and consideration of adoption of
2OO4 RTP

Place first
class

postage
here.

Metro
600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97232
Attention : Ma rilyn Matteson

I
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Guidelines for Developing the
2025 Financially Constrained System
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2OOO RTP 2O4O Component 2OO4 RTP

40o/o Central City
Regional Centers

35o/o Industrial Areas
Intermodal Facilities

l5o/o
Town Centers

Station Communities
Main Streets

Corridors

10o/o Other Areas

oI?-G
Gtr

I

IEt
o
E

2OOO RTP Project Category 2OO4 RTP

9o/o Highway

24o/o Road/ITS

55o/o Transit

2o/o Bridge

5o/o Bicycle & Pedestrian

3o/o Boulevard

2o/o TDM



M erno
Principles for Shaping the

2025 Financially Constrained System

1. Promote 2O4O Growth Concept

' Emphasize 2040 priority areas (central city, regional centers, industrial areas
& intermodal facilities)

. Seed projects in new urban areas

. Achieve geographic balance

2. Set Stage for Regional Funding Initiative
' Emphasize projects that support Transportation Task Force recommendations

3. Preserve AQ Conformity Status

' No net growth in non-exempt share of Financially Constraint projects

. Encourage exempt projects

. Meet TCMs as established in maintenance plan
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600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE

TEL 503 797 1700

ANDU
PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2736

FAX 503 797 1794

M

DATE

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT

M erno

October 28, 2003

Council Members and Interested Parties

Tom Kloster, Transportation Planning Manager

Regional Transportation Plan Update

tt*****

Public Comment Period

The 2004 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) public comment period is
scheduled to begin on October 31. The public comment period will focus on
a series of staff recommendations that will serve as the public review
document. Because this update of the RTP constitutes a "housekeeping"
effort, the emphasis in the public comment period will be on the proposed
changes to the plan, not the overall RTP document. The proposed
amendments to the RTP are organized into four discussion packets, as
fo llows :

1 Policy Amendments
2 Transportation Project Amendments
3 Technical Amendments
4 Air Quality Determination

These packets will be available for review on Metro's website, and as printed
documents. The packets also include response forms and instructions for
completing comments through the website, as well as opportunities to obtain
more detailed amendment information from the website or on CDs.
Comments will be accepted through 5:00 PM on December 4,2OO3, which
also coincides with a Council hearing on the RTP update.

The comment period has also been designed to incorporate public review of
the Metro Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) air quality analysis,
a final step that formalizes the MTIP allocations that were made by JPACT
and the Council in June 2003. This joint effort offers significant efficiencies
for both the public and staffing demands for Metro.



The one-month public comment period concludes on December 4 with a
hearing before the Council. JPACT and the Council are scheduled to consider
final action on the proposed RTP amendments on December 11.

TPAC Workshops and the Financially Constrained System

Since early October, TPAC has held three RTP workshops, with a fourth (and
final) workshop scheduled for tomorrow. At these workshops, staff has
worked closely with TPAC members to ensure that the RTP update
incorporates all "housekeeping" amendments generated by local plans that
have been adopted since the RTP was approved in August 2000. Metro
commented on all of these local plans during their respective adoption
activities, and identified "friendly" amendments that were consistent with RTP
policies, and should be included in the 2004 RTP update. These
amendments are largely tied to RTP system maps (in Chapter 1 of the plan)
and proposed transportation projects.

The plncrpal focus of the TPAC workshops has been to define an updated
"Financially Constrained" system of improvements. This exercise is a
federal requirement, and defines a subset of roughly one-third of the
"Preferred" system projects that are demonstrated to confirm to the federal
Clean Air Act, and subsequently eligible for federal funds. Some notable
differences in this update include a somewhat larger revenue projection for
the "constrained" system through the new plan horizon year of 2025.
Coupled with the fact that projects from the current plan have been built
since it was adopt, this revenue increase results in a net gain in projects than
can be included under the "constraint" ceiling. The expanded "constrained"
revenue is largely the result of modest increases in local revenue sources
devoted to regional transportation improvements, or revenues that reduce
the backlog of maintenance obligations, which in turn expands the budget
for capital projects. There has also been an extensive discussion of
factoring future OTIA revenue into the forecast, but due to the limited
timeframe for completing the RTP update, this assumption was not possible.

Timing of the RTP Update

This RTP update comes at a critical turning point on a number of technical
fronts. First, the current plan is due to lapse in late January 2004 under
federal planning regulations, and must be updated in order to ensure the
continued flow of federal funds for RTP projects. Second, the air quality
analysis tool used in the region will soon be replaced with a new "Mobile 6"
model that still requires testing to determine whether the current mix of RTP
projects could conform to the Clean Air Act.

Compounding the transition to a new air quality tool is the fact that the
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) is embarking on an
update to their Air Quality Maintenance Plan, a governing document for RTP
air quality assessments. This effort is expect to take as much as two years,
counting federal approval of the updated air quality plan. During this period,



it could be difficult to add or change projects in the RTP, which underscores
the importance of including critical projects in this RTP update, and
completing the update well in advance of the January 2004 lapse date.

Policy Amendments

In addition to housekeeping amendments that are largely related to
transportation projects, the proposed changes to the RTP include a series of
RTP Regional Street Design and Regional Freight system map amendments
that are part of helping the Oregon Transportation Commission implement
"special Transportation Area" designations. These designations are
designed to allow special design standards to apply in 2040 centers, main
streets and station communities that occur along state-owned arterial
streets. The OTC has requested these proposed changes for their November
20 meeting, and Metro staff has worked closely with our local partners to
develop the nominations that will be submitted to the OTC.
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Councilor Values for the Solid Waste System

The following are the values for the solid waste system expressed by Metro
Councilors at the public Work Session on July 2,2003. They are ordered according

to the priorities assigned by the Council.*

1. Protect the public investment in the solid waste system.

2. "Pay to Play"
Ensure that participants and users of the system pay appropriate fees and taxes.

3. Environmental sustainability. Ensure the system performs in a sustainable manner.

4. Preserve public access to the disposal options (location and hours).

5. Ensure regional equity-cquitable distribution of disposal options.

6. Malntain funding source for Metro general government.

7, Ensure reasonable/affordable rates.

*In addition to each value, the Metro Council has indicated that all system-relpte sce,narios or docisions will
"maintaitr safety and public health throughout the solid waste systerr" as a minimal threshold for operation.

/
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RSWMP Update Project

Phases and Major lasks
2004 2005

Task Name Start Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Mav Jun Jul Auo Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun
Phase 1: Preliminary Planning Tasks

1.1 - Establish scope

1.2 - Assemble & ciarge Dept. team

'l .3 - Develop RFP for consultant

1.4 - Develop public ouheach plan

1.5 - lntervierarc with stakeholder groups

Phase 2: Gurrent Plan Assessment, Research & Analysis

2.1 - Assess need for revisions to current Plan

2.2 - Develop and review work breakdown plans

2.3 - Develop research and technical anallsee

2.4 - Hire consultant

2.5 - Review plan assessment & research witi stakeholders

Phase 3: Update Development

3.1 - Complete outstanding research and analyses

3.2 - Develop drafts for each section of plan

Phase 4: Draft Update Review

4.1 - Department review of draft RSWMP update

,1.2 - Disfibute/discuss draft with stakeholders

4.3 - Produce responsiveness summary

4.4 - Communicate major modifications planned for final draft

5.1 - Revise draft

5.1a - Complete tecinical appendices

5.1b - Department review of final draft RSWMP update
I

5.2 - Approval by DEa

5.3 - Draft and file ordinance & staff report

5.4 - Public hearings at Council

5.5 - Adoption by Council

5.6 - Review and approval by EQC

Phase 6: Plan Production

Wed'10/1/03

Phase 5: Finalize Draft Update

Thu 1 0/9/03

Mon 11/'t0/03

Wed 1029/03

Tue 10/28/03

fhu 1127103

Tue 1 1/1 1/03

Tue 1ll11/03

Wed 12110/03

Mon 1020/03

Wed 12117103

Mon2l23l04

Mon 3/'ll0il

Mon 3/1/04

Mon 3129/04

fhuTll5lOl

Thu 8/26/04

Wed 9/15/(X

Mon 12127104

Mon 1/31/05

fue 2l'1105

Tue 3/1/05

Fn2l4l05

Tue 3/15/05

Mon 4/,{/05

Tue 3/15/05

Thu 5/1?05

Thu 526/05

Mon 4/25105

Wed 6/8/05

Mon 620/05

Mon 6120/05

Wed 7/6/05

6,1 - Print updated RSWMP

6.1a - Print separate executive $rmmary

6.2 - Post on Mebo website
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