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Regarding: . Attachments from Charter Committee October 17 and
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Attached are the handouts from the October 17, 1991 and October 24,
1991 Charter Committee meetings. They were inadvertently omitted from

the October 29, 1991 summary memo.
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METRO
CHARTER
'COMMITTEE

P.O. Box 9236 * Portland * Oregon- 97207
Phone 503-273-5570  Fax 503-273-5554

AGENDA
DATE: October 17, 1991
MEETING: Full Committee
DAY: Thursday
TIME: 6:00 p.m.

PLACE: Hllwaukle Communlty Center, 5440 SE Kellogg Creek Drive

6:00 Call meeting to order.

Correct and adopt minutes from October 3 meetlng
(previously distributed).

6:10 Continue consideration and development of proposed
Charter provisions relating to urban growth.

9:00 .Adjourn meeting.

DIRECTIONS:

From I-205 take exit 13 and go west on Ewy 224 about 1 mile. At
the 5th stoplight turn left onto Rusk Road. Road splits around a
church and enters into Kellcegg Creck Piive and Morth Clackamas
Central Park. Community center is on the right.

From Portland go south on McLoughlin Blvd. In Milwaukie take the
. Hwy 224 exit and go east (left) about 2 miles. 'Turn right onto

Rusk Road. Road splits around a church and enters into Kellogg
Creek Drive and North Clackamas Central Park. Community center
is on the right. :
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REGIONAL PLANNING POWERS AND RESPONSIBILITIES

I. A co-operative statement of process that provides for local
and regional participation
A. Provides for adoption of a comprehens;ve regional plan
with 50-year time lines consisting of:
, 1. A regional framework plan
2. Individual local plans
3. Establlsh the *future vision" concept =

II. Reglonal reSponSLbllltles

A. Regional urban growth boundary

B. Domestic water sources of supply

C. Regional transportation & mass transit systems
D. Housing densities

E. Urban reserves

F. Urban greenspaces

G. Resolution of interjurisdictional disagreements
H. Nodes of significant development

I. Locations for commercial/industrial development
Je. Section 208 of the federal Clean Water Act .
K. Solid waste *
L. Regional facilities

III. Local plans
A. Public safety
B. Fire protection & preventlon
cC. Local streets & transportation systems
D. Siting of developments, structures & facilities

IV. Unspecified functions (either local or regional)
A. Storm water drainage
B. Sanitary sewage collection, treatment & disposal

'C. Other functions

V. Adoption & review
A. 30-month time frame
B. Sanctions for non-performance
C. Approval required
1. 2/3 of cities in each county required
2. 2/3 of counties requlred

VI. "Reglonal significance"

A. Clear -standards for the term
VII. Periodic review ,

A. Same majority for amendments, i.e. 2/3
VIII."Future vision" concept--100-year horizon

A. Cooperative effort

B. Simultaneous adoption

C. Same 2/3 majority

D. Legal exemptions

IX. Limit haphazard development of "urban reserve" areas

X. Legislation required to reconcile inconsistencies



INFORMATION FROM REGIONAL GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE
TO CHARTER COMMITTEE REGARDING DRAFT
"REGIONAL PLANNING POWERS AND RESPONSIBILITIES" PROPOSAL
October 17, 1991 '

We would like to offer the following brief comments regarding the draft "Regional Planning Power
and Responsibilities" proposal outline discussed by the Charter Committee at its October 10
meeting. We understand that the proposal is a discussion draft which the committee is still
working on and we will not provide a point by point commentary on it. However, we do think it
is in everyone's interest that the document the Committee ultimately released for review be as solid
and supportable as possible. This will help to build credibility for the Charter Committee's
process. Therefore, we appreciate the opportunity to offer some general thoughts on your
discussion last Thursday, October 10th.

Functional Plannin

The Regional Governance Committee to date has only addressed land use planning issues. We
hope that the Charter Committee will seriously consider the information submitted by the RGC to it
at the October 10 meeting as it deliberates on the proposal it is working on. The RGC's
information supported functional land use planning as an effective, reliable, efficient growth
management tool. For land use issues we believe this is a better approach to conducting regional
planning than the approach set forth in the draft proposal.

Rg;gmrﬁg ded Dgigg'gns and Amendments

We recommend that sections V and VII of the draft proposal related to adoption and amendment
procedures be deleted entirely at this time. The Committee's schedule calls for it to deal with
issues related to governmental structure after it has dealt with functions and finance. The RGCis
not taking a position on the merits of Sections V and VII at this time, but believes that the sections
address governmental structure issues which should be tabled at this time.

We recommend that the Committee specifically address the issue of the role of special districts in
the planning process. We also note that the title of Section II is "Regional Responsibilities”, which
does not distinguish planning from service delivery, and that Section Il is titled "Local Plans”,
although it seems to provide a partial list of services which local governments deliver. The intent
of these two sections in the proposal should be clarified. .

E!!&QSS g:ggngg:ms :

We have two issues about the Committee's process which we would like to raise. First, we had
anticipated that the Committee would take action on the draft Decision Criteria before it began
entertaining proposals. Since the purpose of the Decision Criteria is to provide a common
yardstick to evaluate proposals we would encourage the Committee to adopt Decision Criteria
before proceeding any further. :

Second, we had thought that the Committee would be dealing with functions such as land use,
transportation, water and so forth in separate discussions. We were surprised to see virtually all
possible planning functions in one proposal, before significant discussion has occurred on most of
the functions. We would encourage the Committee to conduct serious analysis on each major
function. Water issues are not the same as land use issues, for instance; what is appropriate for
regional planning will vary accordingly. The RGC is conducting its own analysis for each major
function and will continue to submit its information to the Charter Committee in this manner.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment.



DATE:
MEETING:
DAY:
TIME:
PLACE:

6:00

6:10

9:00

METRO
CHARTER
COMMITTEE

P.O. Box 9236 * Portland ¢ Oregon- 97207
Phone 503-273-5570 * Fax 503-273-5554

AGENDA

October 24, 1991

Full Committee -

Thursday

6:00 p.m. : _

Metro, Room 440, 2000 SW 1lst Avenue, Portland

Call meeting to order.

Correct and adopt minutes from October 10 meeting
(previously distributed).

Continue consideration and development of proposed
Charter provisions relating to urban growth.

Consideration of potential Charter provisions relating
to other powers/functions of Metro.

Adjourn meeting.



IIX.

REGIONAL PLANNING POWERS AND RESPONSIBILITIES
10/24/91

Provision for adoption of a comprehensive regional plan

with 50-year time lines consisting of:

A. A regional framework plan

B.

Individual local plans

Regional plan responsibilities

A.

B.

Regional urban growth boundary

Domestic water sources of supply

Regional transportation & mass transit systems.
Housing densities |

Urban reserves

Urban greenspaces

Resolution of interjurisdictional disagreements
Nodes of significant development

Locations for commercial/industrial development--
objective specific (i.e. Metro Housing Rule)
Section 208 of the féderal Clean Water Act
Solid waste

Regional facilities

Guidelines for zoning



IITI. Local plan responsibilities

Iv.

D.

E.

*—n

Public safety-

Fire protection & prevéntion

Local streets & transportation systems

Siting of develqpments, structures & facilities -

Local zoning--site specific

Unspecified areas (either local or regional)

A.
B.

c.

Storm water drainage

Sanitary sewage collection, trea;ment & disposal
Other unspecified subject areas/issues--elements not
already assigned would be included

Procedure by which responsibilities not initially
assigned by Charter to regional plan and not reserved

to‘local plans can be brought into regional plan.

Adoption & review

A.
B.

c.

30-month time frame

Sanctions for non-performance

Approval options

1. Metro adopts a regional plan without local
involvement.

2. Charter mandates local government involvement,
short 6f giving them a vote on the plan.

3. Local government units have some numerical

authority in voting on the plan, e.q., appro#al



B.
cC.

D.

E.

F.

Beyond the plan

Not subject to Statewide (LCDC) goals

Set limits on growth areas, where growth will stop
Establishes popuiatidn level.within carrying cépacity
of air/water - -
Use as model for short-term planning

Generalized

Cooperative effort

Simultaneous adoption

Approval options (same as regional framework plan)

Legal exemptions

X. Limit haphazard development of "urban reserve" areas

A.
B.

c.

* Where boundaries will expand

Control of land use activities in the area
Land division, wells, septic tank placement authority

given to regional government

XI. Regional enforcement--delegated to Metro by LCDC

XII. Mandate Metro development of recommended model standards and

procedures for local land use decision making.

XIII.Legislation required to reconcile inconsistencies



required by 2/3 of counties and 2/3 of cities.

4. Plan is taken directly to the voters for
acceptance or rejection.

5. Metro ratifies a plan put together by local
governments. | ~

6. Metro adopté a plan subject to LCDC review with
standards taking local comprehensive plans into
account.

7. Metro adopts a plan with the option of feferral to
the voters or referendum by petition from the

voters.
VI. Definition of standards for “regional significance"

VII. Periodic review
A. Approval options (same as regional framework plan)
B. Regional every 2 years
c. Local on a regular basis, every 10 years maximum

D. Performed by Metro, LCDC out of acknowledgement proceés

VIII.Amendment of local plans--regional oversight
| A; Local plan shouldn’t interfere with regional plan
B. Local plan shouldn’t interfere with attainment of
another local plan

N

IX. "Future vision" concept
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MINUTES
A METRO CHAETER BRVIEW COMMISSION
MULTNOMAH COUNTY
OCTORER 21, 1961
ey Tacarier, iy of Telvview
PERSONS IN ATTENDANCE:
Ned Look Representative, Metro Charter Review Committee
Mike McKaever - McKaever & Morris/Regional Governanos Committes
Guasle McRobert .. Mayor, City of Gresham
John Andersen Departmént of Strategic Planning, City of Gresham
Gwen Abdulleh-Harvey - Assistant City Mansger, City of Gresham
Mike Casey " City Manager, Gity of Gresham .
Jo Haverkamp Coundlar, City of Gresham
Barbara Wiggin Councilor, Gity of Gresham
Marilya Holstrom . City Administrator, City of Pairview
Belly Lightfoot Councilor, City of Fairview
Len Edwards Councllor, City of Falrvlew
Panl E. Johnsan Mayor, City of Maywood Park
Joy Aitkenhead Counvilor, City of Maywood Park
Chuck Bridge Councilor, City of Maywood Park
Tane Phemester Councilor, City of Maywood Park
.* Dorothy Swanaon Councilar, City of Maywood Park
Sam K. Cox ' Masyoar, City of Troutdale
Pam Chriatian City Administrator, City of Troutdale
Shella Rite-Arthur City Administrator, City of Wood Village
Sharron Kelley Commissioner, Multnomah County

Representative Ned Look called this meeting of the Multnomah County Metro Charter Beview Commission
to arder at 12:18 g, October 21, 1991
L INTRODUCTION

. Mmmmwwwﬁm,,wMNdemmmw&
Regional Governance Committee (RGC). He felt that this commitiee creates a good environment for

discussion of issues pertinent to local government. With the various points of view avallahla from the
variety of jurisdictions, the Repional Governance Canimittee offers a forum for consensus on common

IL REGIONAL GOVERNANCE COMMITTEF,

Mike McKeever stated that the sembership of the Regional Governance Committee has been steadily
growing. It now includes nearly all majer special districts as well as all Metro area jurisdictions, minus

Motro Chartar Neviesw-Miltecmah Cousty-October 21, 1981 : 1
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Portland and Multnamah County. There has baen & grest deel of success in regards to gaining consensud
oftheparﬁdpaﬁngj@diﬁiopsonisml&mmmmm :

Nﬁmmmmrmmmmmwmwmhmamwm
a!lthejuxfiadicﬂnnsinthel&eu-om’

Ned Look explained that the Metro anrtuBevieWCommkionmetonmxrsdv,October 17th and was
scheduled to meet agein on Thursday, October 24th. He announced that the Commission is starting to
puntog'ethertowardthe.gvdat‘amtmam-tuﬁmldmﬁ. The Regional Growth Boundary and
W&munwmm,mwfmmmwmmmw
oncetheiuuco(gmﬁhandtheﬂegimalewtthmdnryhresolved.

Ned Look asked Mayor Guasie McRobert to lpeakfm‘thﬂ'onisamwhichhavemmebdmthemmrter
Review Commission. WWW@WMWWMWPMPWM

i hadbemdmﬁedby?mnkJmsekm-Bcpwmtbgda&amComtyGﬁeqhmM
representing Washington County, and Jon Eggo-representing Clackamas County.

mmmmm%meﬁchwhmMmmthﬂbmwm
w&randopﬁmmnyvmy,bditrda&anmberof&m&vh&medwbedhwmedhmd.ctail
than a closed session would allow. Shec&cd.asanmmple,thcwopmedc@prehmﬁvelePerhdic
Rmhw.&w&mnuaﬂy,wiﬂzoﬂyaomnﬂmwemMuunruﬁsdcwhhtheumlmdmmm :
of local government. MayorMcRobertalaodenomedthispropomlbecmscoﬁunegaﬁvepumhe.

She pointed out that, in the proposal, Regional and Local mprehensive Plans would have to be approved
. by two-thirds of the Metro Area Citiea. CompuhensivePlans.evenforonccity,madxeabledocummt.
andmm@eanpemn&mmdtymbeamwdlgeumdmprehmdmhudty'aampuhmﬁve
Plan ehough to vote intelligently on its content is unrealistic. One of the Metro Arca citics with a amall
pemmﬂedpopulﬁwwﬂdbeaﬂewayerrﬁeammbmﬁvoPhnwhidlmpddfwby,md

affects, a large percentile of the populatioa.

mmwmmmmbwmmduﬁngpmm. Mayor McRobert pointad
mmmaemwkasmﬁmlmmwmemmmﬁmbﬁdmm
while a number of Jocal government representatives were not present. Public Hearings have now been
Mmm,mwmmanmbgdmmchmwbemdmwmum
as problems as they arise. Mwammgawmmmphdammwhhhanmbadqtm
mmprdmz&eCmpremehnmmumdmemhwmmishfomaﬁmbmoﬁdaM
and used. mncmrhm,m&mqmmmththcmdkwatthhm«dngmdwﬂdhm
mmmmmbmmmmymmmmmmmmmamm
upon. :

Mwmunvmwmmmammﬁmmmmmmmmw .

1NOMMSdOregonwdtheHmcbuﬂdm’aAmodaﬁomtthagimdUrmewwthGodﬁaud
Ohiectivu(B.UGGO's)wiuuotbemedoroonaidmd There has been a great deal of time and effort oa

Metro Chartar Bavisw-altscmal County-October 21, 1991 2
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tha.part cfrcprmtahvea&mthrou@m the Metro area regarding the formation of the RUGGO's,
which could benefit this Charter Review proceas if they were considered.

Ned Lock asked Mike McKeever to explain the Reglanal Governance Committee’s views of the

of the Metro Charter Review Commission, thus far. Mr. McEeever stated that this handout has crested
& dalicate situation in that commission members in private have stated that this is a document intended
to advance discussion ou the issuc. The RGC feels strongty about pointing out the flaws in this proposal
mw@mwtm&ﬂmm&dum&omwwmmma
firestorm of criticism. . ‘

Ur, McKoever stated that the definftion of "Regional Plan® was yet unclear. Does it tie in with the local
plans? Are they developed simultancously over a 30 month period? What relationship would this
document have in repards to the state plarming goals? Would Metro be authorfzed to show state
compliance and given regional planning powers and responsibilitics?

Mr. McKeever pointed out that this proposal includes & Est of regional responsibilities, but also fncindas
items which should be local responsibilities. Many questions are relsed while few are answered. Discusaion
followed regarding proposal ftem VIIL Future Vis D - n. Mr. McKeever stated

) Mmdhghhmm&%mkﬂquwm ‘ htveeomidamdthh

plan, therefore same cities may participate and acine may not. Mayor McRobert explained that & is
yroposed that Metro staff and the Metro Council create tha 50 and 100 year plans, a preposterous
suggestion, in light of staffing needs, let alone the repercumions to Metro Area jurisdictions. Marilyn
MWM,%JW.MMWWEMWWWW
to uphald & 100 year plin created 100 years ago, at the turn of the century? It was the consensus of the
group that there are too many changes in the period of 100 years which are yet unanticipated and ean not
be planned far. Technology which we are totally unaware of at this time may be of utmoat importance in
only twenty years, let alone 50 or 100. ' )

Mike McKeever stated the RGC had been oparating pee tha ealendar of charter mastings which showed

'+ cansideration for each issue. He voiced his concern that with the introduction of this proposal the calendar
- seems to have been abandoned. This proposal included gl] issues plus the questions of government

structure. The RGC has recommended that the original schedule be followed with overall issuss to be
scheduled for conslderation at the end of discussion of specific issues.

~ Mr. McKeever stated that the present process is not buillding on the strengths and weaknesses of the

puts mare power on the side of Metro and requires that cities and counties be responsible for spproving
each other’s policies. These are all new ideas. ' :

Mayor McRobert emphasized that much of what is now being discussed was already addressed during the
formation of the RUGGO’s. She stressed that the cities do not have the funds to create a Regicnal

Comprehbensive Plan, : -
Ned Look asked for questions regarding this propoeal JohnAndermDﬁwmdSWegizPhqxﬁng.ﬁty
ove

- of Gresham, asked how it is proposed to distinguish between items IX.

Aorbap yeserve® aress, and II. E. Urban reserveg ? Mr. McEeever explained that thia ja presently enly
under discussion, and contains a number of inconsistencies. He suggested that it might be necessary to
have Metro contrel Urban Permit reviews. Mr, Andersen then pointed out that items TL H.Nodes of
significant development and L Loeations for commercinlfindustrial development and XL D. Siting of

‘ acilitien cover all of thiz. Mayor McRobert sugpestad that intent may be to
have all permits, planning and siting being done adlely through Metro. Mr. McKeever stated that

Matro Chartex Rovicw-Maltoocaah Coanty-Octobar 21, 1991 3
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dimnimhwnﬁnuhghthnmmmmdmmthiamljeamdhawmupduoanmmmbmummu
more foformation is available.

M-WWM&BWMMPMWWMMMWW
ConsemﬁonmdDwdopmthommhﬁonﬂﬂDC)mdphoodmduthempicude 8he noted
that I.CDC doea not have the resources to do this, therefore this may be a feasible solution to the problem.
m,mmmwkwmwm%amm&mupmwwmmum
create senwible salutions to problems. - _ .

Ned Lock axplainad the process at the Metra Charter Review Commission mestings whereby three persons
hadwﬁ&mutbedswhkhthmﬁ&hadmmopoﬁzedthammmﬂmsmdmwm A more
ﬁﬁ:hodtamdthkpopmlhduﬂﬁsnmweekandﬂhamﬁpdedatthatﬁmethnthembm
dthceomﬂadmwmwmmmmnﬁvdﬁm'pmwdmdediﬁngmddmmitwﬁtthcdnﬂamd&

mmmamwmmmmmgmmdw
mm.mwmmmom‘:m{mwmmw
mmmmmwm‘mmnwmmmmamofammm -
Committee. mpwm.wmmmmummmmkw
imperative that all jain. Anupecuofthisgavmmentmhtwchtedmdwmnmadnﬁnﬁ&aﬂw
funetions. Mwummdmmmwatﬁmmareﬁmﬂfmdmmmt Mr,
regional government elected officials. Thucwuddbcaconsenmamonzanparﬁdpanuoowhﬂaimm
would be local and which regional This would also include incentives to got results and encourage
participation.

m.mmmmwmmwwmmmmmmm
commission members, a oathartic process is underway. It is anticipated that numerous changes will take
place by the tims the end product is formed. The questions of what belongs with the cities, counties and
neighborhoods will be cansidered.

Mnﬁmvmwmmmmwmmmﬂuﬁmmmm What
oppo@nltywﬂmﬂﬁdemrﬁmhmhrwpmdwwamaﬂmmmhgwmm&mumm
m.lmkupmnﬁmn&edmdhmmamowhkhmmbmwndm
not palicy. Ifitiafoundtobeunvyadmhla,itmnbecbmged.
MmianohmgnmaWﬁcwmpdemdahuoded:M:&oWaMgdl
mew&hmmm@mwmmwmwmmmm
been oollected. She explained that a corisultant, Sonny Condar, had been asked to project 10-16 yoars into
the future and give a financial picture of the state of the cities. This stunned the Metro Managers because
dthomlbmmmmedwaymwhkhthkdahhﬁbemmnmdandthuthemhe;npmand
pnﬁecﬁdnwhkmmﬂmthemmpﬁmmudﬁmdomcadjmtmapahdofﬁmwmw
arise. mawmwmmwmmmmmmwmmmm
10 to 15 years. M&BM@WMW&E&MM&&MMM&MMC&MW )
Commisaion that this report does not reflect reality. Mr. Look assured those present that hie would point
this out at the next conmnission meeting. . :

Mike Casey, CRyMnmger,thotGreaham.aakedirtbcagmdaforthewmmhdmwmﬂdmmmm
ariginal form of dealing with issues one at & time? Ned Look replied that this is the reason for the extra
meeting acheduled this week. Itisfelttha&th!spmposdneedatobedeahwithaothahﬁmmdononotha
issusg may continue. Mr.Caxyemp!nsizedumnheBGCandothm-partidpanMneedenowtheagcnda
in arder to be able to fairly represent their members. : '

Mwtro Charter Beview-Multnomah Cocaty-Oatabes 21, 1891 4
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Jo Haverkemp, Councilor, City of Gresham, asked if RUGGO information may be considered by the
commission in the future? Mr. Look repliad that this would be posgible because the RUGGO's have the
quality-of being compatible with the entire region, which has not been the case in all proposals. '

John Andersen stated that there may be validity and valus in a visian of the future for the entire reglan.
The problem Les in the length of time that this vision should encompass. It would benefit the antire regica
to work together on Joog-range planning. Mr. Andersen stated that same aspects of the “Regional Planning
Powers and Respansibilities” are dangerous and could ultimataly be harmful to the region. The commission
needs to take into account the good work that has already been done on regional government; for exmmple,
the RUGGQ's. Mr. Andersen closed by emphasizing that in order for plans to be realistic théy must
remain within the domain of available funding. ,

Barbara Wiggin, Councilor, City of Gresham, asked if the commission would consider a restructuring of
Mmmntwqddumwdﬁawuldhmedirearmmﬁmm&hemg’mdmmtsu

government, Would this ease of contact be lost with the famation of & regional government? Ned Loock
mﬂmmatﬁshavmmdﬁvemm&mc&mbhmmmofww
(CRAG) and the problems that were inherent with that organirmtion. He emphasired that this problem
ix & top priority with the commission. Ms, Wiggin stated that the regional government seat should not be
30 far away that it is hard for citizens to be in contact on a daily basls. :

Ned Look asked for further comments or questions., He stated that his representation of the Multnomah
County cities is of utmost importance to him and he depends heavily upan the minutes of these meetings,
He hopes to have a consensus among the cities as to what they would like to sce in the Metro Charter.
Marilyn Holstrom asked, as the schedule of the Charter Review Commission intensifies, should this group
meet on a moce frequent basis? Ned look replied negatively, stating that the commission would soan be
returning to their initial schedule. Discussion followed regarding the need for each city to be on the Metro
Charter Comminsion mailing list in arder to recaive copies of the agendas and minutes.

8am Cox, Mayar, City of Troutdale, stated that cities want results that will give them the most for their
money. They are most interested in saving money wherever poesible. Once the new charter and regional
gavemmeutisapproved.hewmddliketoseeanwpechuseenactadwhichwmﬂdallowciﬁea,whodo
not feal like they were getting their money’s worth, to withdraw. He pointed out that Metro i not exactly
cheap riow and it is estimated that it will get increasingly more expensive with extendod responsibilities.
Ned Lock replied that the goal is to provide improved service and to give the citics more for their money.
There should ba a true valus on the services supplied. While they may cost more than the local citios may
spend themselves, the service would be mare comprehensive and of higher quality than could be sup

locally. .

Barbara Wiggin asked if regional government would mean that East County Cities would ultimately end
up paying for Partland’s shortfalls in dealing with their storm water and sanitary scwer systems; to name
just two? It was the consensus of those in attendance that this not be the case. Reglonal government is
to banefit all who cantribute and not benefit one from the ocontributians of all. Ned Look ctated that it
is best to have strong neighborhoods and cities which would watch out for themselves, but be part of a
region to work together to solve regional problems.

Notzo Chartar Raview—Kaltacmah Cousty-Oatober 21, 1991 $
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V.  NEXT MEETING
mawmnmwwdaﬂmwwmmummm
hmd:eonoaNovemberlSth.ﬁ'omnoontotwo,attthah-viewCommmCenur Wood Village affered
tobostthmmee(mg .

VL Am'oumnmm' _

As there were no other points of biaginess, this meeting of the Multnomah County Metro Charter Reviaw
Committee adjourned at 1:30 pm, October 21, 1991,

October 23, 1991

Matro Charter Review-inltacsuak Coawty-Octcbor 21, 1991 ) L]
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REGIONAL PLANNING POWERS ARD RESPONSIBILITIES

A co-operative statement Of process that provides for local

and regional participation

Ve

A. Provides for edoption of a comprehensive ragional plan .

with SO-year time lines consisting of:
. A regional fram la

4. Individual local plans

3. Establish the "future vision® concept

Raegional retgonsibnities

A. Regional urban growth boundary

3. Domestic water sources of supply

C. Regional transportation & mass transit systems

D. Housing densities

E. Urban reserves .

F. Urban greenspaces

G. Resolution of interjurisdictional disagreements
H. Nodes of significant development .

Y. Tlocations for commercial/industrial developmant
JTe Section 208-of the fedexal Clean Water Act

X. - Solid vaste

L. Régional facilities

Local plans

A. Public mafety ‘

B. =~ Fire protection & preveation

C. Local streets & transportation systems

D. siting of developments, structures & facilitias

Unspecified functions (either local or regional)
A. Storm water drainage

B. Sanitary sewage collection, tresatment & disposal

C. other functions

Adoption & review .
A, 30-month time frame
B. Sanctions for non-performance .
C. Approval required .
1. 2/3 of cities in each county required
2., 2/3 of counties raquired

“Regional significance*
A. Clear standards for the tazrm

Paxriodic review
A. Same majority for amendments, i.a. 2/3

.*Puture vision- concept--100-yaar horizon
A. Cooperative effort

B, Simultaneous adoption

c. Same 2/3 majority

D. Legal exemptions

Limit haphazard development of “urban reserva® areas

Legislation required to raconcile inconsistencies

'y
.



DATE: October 21, 1991 : o

TO: Hardy Myers, Chairman
Metro Charter Committee

FROM: Mary Tobias, Vice Chairman

RE: Comments on REGIONAL PLANNING POWERS AND RESPONSIBILITIES

In order to come to grips with some of the concepts put forth in
the "Regional Planning Powers and Responsibilities"™ outline
submitted to the Charter Committee by Frank Josselson, Jon Egge
and Larry Derr, I found it essential to rearrange the major
points into several specific areas of significance.

Although the points raised in the outline are each important on
their own merits, when combined into a whole, they need to-
proceed in a logical,sequential manner that will result in a
straightforward process for future planning in the region.

To this end, I would like to present the following as an
alternative to the ocurrent outline. At the same time, I would
like to raise some of the questions that I believe must be
answered in order to move' us forward.
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FUTURE VISION CONCEPT ‘ =

A. Overview

1. A consensus description of a livable community that
will guide the Portland metropolitan area into the next
century.

\

2. A vision that reaches far enough into the future to
withstand year to year political tests, but is not
hnchangeable and thereby preventing the region from
responding to changing economic, social, environmental
and political realities. -

3. A coaperative process that provides for local and
regional participation in defining the vision.

B. Process-

1. Convene a steering--committee made.up of public and
private decision makers-to set out-the guidelines for
the project

2. Identify areas of interest or concern and establish

. working groups to draft the vision for each area

3. Include all interested or impacted sectors of the
regional economy

4. Draft the Future Vision Document

5. Allow for public review and comment

4., Provide for regional commitment through the
ratification/adoption process

C. Questicns

1. How do we define (in wrltlng) the "Future Vision
Concept?"

2. Does a "Future Vision Concept' belong in the

. Charter?

3. How does it relate to a document of governance?

4. Who is obligated to carry out the vision?

5. Who acts as arbiter, if there is conflict between
the vision and changes in circumstance (e.g.,

] economic, social, etc.)?

6. What is the mechanism for-changing the vision
should circumstances warrant? '

Fal
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7. If any one of the regional governments, with a -
majority of its electorate, decides that. the vision
does not address the needs of its citizens, what
happens? . _

8. Do we use the RUGGOs for the starting point?

9. Do we use Metro's Region 2040 project as a basis for
the "Future Vision" document?

10. WwWho pays for the project?

1ll. What is meant by “legal exemptions" (written

v definition)?

12. Is there a problem with compliance with state law
(statutory or constitutional)?

13. How general/specific should the "Future Vision" be in
its language when defining the expected issues of
growth, quality of life, etc.?

14. Should the charter provision address issues of
compliance/non-compliance with the vision?

15. Should the charter set,K out :sanctions for non-compliance
with the "Future Vision" and, if so, who should
administer same?

le. Does the "Future Vision" have-to comply with statewide

: land use -goals., can it be exempted?-

16. What if over time there are-substantial changes to the
statewide goals and the “Future Vision"™ is out of
.compliance? Who is responsible for changing the
region's vision?

DESCRIPTION OF COOPERATIVE REGIONAL PLANNING
A. Overview
1. A co-operative statement of proéess that provides for
local and regional participation.
2. Provides for adoption of a comprehensive regional plan
with a 50-year time line. .
3. Defines the responsibilities of both the regional
: government and the local governments.
4. Includes a definition of responsibilities that may be

assigned to either local or regional governments
depending upon which unit can most efficiently carry
out the responsibility.
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§. Clearly defines "Regional sSignificance.”
6. Has the following components:

a. A regional "framework plan"
b. Individual local plans

7. Provides for a mechanism to limit haphazard development
outside the Metro UGB in areas currently called "urban
reserves" :

—

8. Provides»for Periodic Review at specific intervals

a. Local plans will bhave to be consistent with the
regional framework plan

c. Local plans will have to be consistent with one
another, especially in adjacent or overlapping
jurisdictions ‘

b. Regional framework plan will—have. to comply with
the statewide goals

B. Process

l. Developed in a 30-month time frame

2. Sanctions for non-performance

3. Ratification/approval required by both local and
regional governments, or by the voters of the region

C. Questions

1. Who develops and carries out the process of drafting
the framework plan?

2. Are current local government comprehensive plans
continued forward or scrapped? '

3. What is the process, specifically for accomplishing
this task?

4. What is the specific recommendation being made for
inclusion in the charter? The process or the product?

3. How specific does the regional framework plan get in
defining regional land use needs, locations, etc.?

4. Who determines which part of the region is to be
assigned specific land uses? v '

S. How are the responsibilities of the regional government
and the local governments assigned out?

6. 1Is there a mechanism for assigning or reassigning
responsibilities in the future?

7, What is the definition of "Regional Significance?":
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8. Who is responsible for developing that definition?

9. Which plan/s have to comply with the statewide land use
goals?

10. How are we defining planning in this proposal -
functional or comprehensive? .

11. Which governments are expected to do which type of
planning?

12. Is a "framework plan" different from a comprehensive
plan? What is the definition?

13. What is meant by "consistent with" - consistency or
compliance?

14. How does the framework plan relate to the RUGGOs?

PLANNING POWERS AND RESPONSIBILITIES
A. Overview

1. Planning powers..and responsibilities should be assigned.
to the unlt of government best able to carry out the
task.

‘2. The assignment of powers and responsibilities should be
done through a cooperative process that provides for
local and regional participation.

3. Planning powers'and responsibilities may be carried out
by more than one level of government, if there are
multiple levels to the planning process.

4. Planning responsibilities generally fall into two
areas:

a. Regional planning
b. Local planning
5. Areas for consideration when assigning planning powers

and responsibilities to specific governments include,
but are not limited to:

a. Regional urban growth boundary

b. Domestic water sources/supply

c. Regional transportation & mass transit systems
d. Housing densities

e. Urban reserves

£f. Urban greenspaces
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g. Resolution of interjurisdictional disagreements
h. Nodes of significant development

i. Locations for commercial/industrial development
j. Section 208 of the Federal Clean Water Act

k. Solid waste.

1. Regional facilities

m. Public safety

n. Fire protection & prevention

o. Local streets & transportation systems

p. Siting of developments, structures & facilities
g. Storm water drainage

r. Sanitary sewage collection, treatment & disposal
s. Other functions

6. Planning powers and responsibilities need to be
differentiated from the delivery of service.

T When .assigning planning powers-:and responsibilities,
..rconsideration should be given to--service-provision.

C. OQuestions

1. What is intended by the specific woxds plannlng,
powers, and responsibilities?

1. Are all planning powers and responsibilities included
or just planning for those issues of "regional
significance?"

2. Should the committee consider each of the powers
individually and use the draft criteria to determine
which properly belong to local vs. regional government?

3. Should the charter grant broad powers to the regional
.government to assign powers and responsibilities? ‘
Should it require that the assignment be done in
concert with the local governments?. '

3. How are the spec1al districts affected?

‘,3'filfﬁ' "4, What do we do about planning for other parts of the
ARSI infrastructure (e.g. schools, llbrarles)? ; :

S -7 5, Shoulad the plannlng ‘authority be the serv1ce provxder—.'"
- g-.:-'q“, sometimes, always, never and who decides? . R
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6. Who is currently doing what? 1Is it working and if not,
where is it breaking down? -

-
. - - . . . . C ss - .
- . - T & O .
- o . . PIRTIIRN - % . .-
;{~ .-...4\-rr~ P T PR T -
. E2 I : B . :
- . . . .




