
AGENDA
eOO NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE (PORTLAND. OREGON 07232 2736 

TEL 5 0 3 7 0 7 1 7 0 0 FAX 5 0 3 7 0 7 1 7 0 7

Metro

MEETING: METRO COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING
DATE: July 27, 1995 
DAY: Thursday 
TIME: 7:00 p.m.
PLACE: Council Chamber

Approx. 
Time *

7:00 PM

(5 min.)

(5 min.)

(5 min.)

7:15 PM 
(5 min.)

7:20 PM 
(5 min.)

7:25 PM 
(30 min.)

7:55 PM 
(30 min.)

Presenter

8:25 PM 
(5 min.)

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

1. INTRODUCTIONS

2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS

3. EXECUTIVE OITICER COMMUNICATIONS

4. CONSENT AGENDA

4.1 Consideration of Minutes for the July 20, 1995 Metro Council Meeting.

4.2 Resolution No. 95-2180, For the Purpose of Amending the Non-Represented 
Employee Pay Plans.

5. ORDINANCES - FIRST READINGS

5.1 Ordinance No. 95-612, Amending the Urban Growth Boundary for the Subject
Property of(^rban Growth Boundary Contested Case 95-1:
HarveyAVashington County, Located Along the Tualatin Valley Highway.

y

5.2 Ordinance No. 95-613, Amending the Urban Growth Boundary for Contested
Case 95-3: Jenkins Estate, jto Include 68 Acres of Park Property, Located in 
Washington County.

6. CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD

6.1 Resolution No. 95-2179, For the Purpose of Authorizing an Exemption From
Competitive Bidding and Authorizing Sole-Source and Multi-Year Contracts to 
Agra Earth and Environmental, and Antech Analysis Technology for Sampling 
and Testing of Yard Debris Compost.

L. Epstein, 
Hearings Officer

L. Epstein, 
Hearings Officer

McLain

For assistance/Services per the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), dial TDD 797-1804 or 797-1540 (Council Office) 

* All times listed on the agenda are approximate; items may not be considered in the exact order listed.
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% APProx-
I Time * Presenter

7. RESOLUnONS

8:30 PM 
(5 min.)

7.1 Resolution No. 95-2181, For the Purpose of Accepting Nominees to the Metro 
Committee for Citizen Involvement (Metro CCI)

McLain

8:35 PM 
(5 min.)

7.2 Resolution No. 95-2172, For the Purpose of Authorizing an Exemption from the 
Competitive Bid Process and Authorizing/Issuance of RFP tt 95-R-17 for 3s) 
Commercial Food Waste Composting Project Site and Processing Service^

McLain

8:40 PM 
(5 min.)

7.3 Resolution No. 95-2182, For the Purpose of Appointing Claire Stock, Clarice
White, and Frank Bird to Three Expiring Terms on the Metro Central Station 
Community Enhancement Committee.

Kvistad

8:45 PM 
(5 min.)

7.4 Resolution No. 95-2174A, Adopting Public Involvement Policies for Regional 
Transportation Planning and for Local Jurisdictions Submitting Projects to
Metro for RTP and MTIP Consideration

Washington

8:50 PM 
(5 min.)

7.5 Resolution No. 95-2176A, For the Purpose of Amending the FY 95
Transportation Improvement Program to Allocate $27 Million of Region 2040 
Implementation Funds.

Monroe

8:55 PM 
(5 min.)

7.6 Resolution No. 95-2177, Adopting ^Amendments to the Federal RTp Proposed by 
the Cities of East Mulmomah County.

Washington

9:00 PM 
(5 min.)

7.7 Resolution No. 95-2183, Amending the FY 1995 Metro Transportation
Improvement Program to Update the Regional Transit Program

Kvistad

9:05 PM 
(10 min.)

8. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATIONS

9:15 PM ADJOURN

* All times listed on the agenda are approximate; items may not be considered in the exact order listed.

Recycled Paper



AGENDA ITEM 4.1 
Meeting Date: July 27,1995

Consent Agenda

Consideration of Minutes for the July 20,1995 Metro Council Meeting.

Minutes were not available at the time the agenda packet was produced. The document will be distributed
prior to the July 27 meeting.





AGENDA ITEM 4.2 
Meeting Date: July 27, 1995

Consent Agenda

Resolution No. 95-2180, For the Purpose of Amending the Non-Represented 
Employee Pay Plans.

This resolution was heard and passed (6 yes with one member absent) by the Finance Committee July 21, 
1995. It is therefore being placed on the consent agenda.



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING THE 
NON-REPRESENTED EMPLOYEE PAY 
PLANS

RESOLUTION NO. 95-2180

Introduced by Mike Burton, 
Executive Officer

WHEREAS, Metro Code 2.02.055 requires the Executive Officer to prepare Pay Plans for 
non-represented employees for approval by the Metro Council; and.

WHEREAS, the current Pay Plan was adopted by the Council on December 22, 1994 through 
Resolution No. 94-2052; and

WHEREAS, Metro Code 2.02.055 requires the Executive Officer review the Pay Plan 
aimually and that the Pay Plan shall be related to compensation for comparable positions 
within the job market; and

WHEREAS, a Metro wage survey of eleven comparable regional public and private sector 
employers indicates that the maximum rates of pay for non-represented employee Pay Plans 
are slightly above the comparable market average, and the beginning rates of pay are 
noticeably below the market average; and

WHEREAS, Metro Code 2.02.055 requires the Executive Officer to administer the Pay Plans 
based on the need and expectations of Metro along with suitable employee perfbrmance; and

WHEREAS, the Council has authorized sufficient funds to continue appropriate merit 
increases for nqn-iepresented employees as allowed in the Metro Code 2.02.060 for FY95-96; 
now therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

1. That the Pay Plan for non-represented employees is frozen except that 5 % is 
eliminated from the beginning rates of pay as amended and approved as shown on Exhibit A 
attached hereto.

2. That this Resolution being necessary for the public health, safety, or welfare, for 
the reason of orderly administration of the non-rq>resented Pay Plan a.t the beginning of the 
fiscal year, an emergency is declared to exist, and this Resolution takes effect on August 1, 
1995.

Adopted by the Metro Council this day of July ., 1995.

J. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer

M



FINANCE COMMITTEE REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 95-2180, FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF AMENDING THE NON-REPRESENTED EMPLOYEE PAY 
PLANS

Date: July 20,1995 Presented by: Councilor McCaig

Committee Recommendation: At its July 20 meeting, the Committee voted 
unanimously (6-0) to recommend Council adoption of Resolution No. 95-2180. 
Present and voting in favor: Councilors McCaig, McClain, McFarland, Monroe, 
Morissette and Washington.

Committee Issues/Discussion: Jay Harris, Council Analyst, presented the staff 
report. He stated that the resolution is the culmination of the annual review of 
the pay plan, and that it would revise the pay plan to freeze the salary ranges of 
non-represented employees, eliminate the first 5 percent of the salary ranges 
and continue merit increases within the ranges.

Councilor McFarland asked why are merit increases still included in the pay plan 
and are they automatic. Paula Paris, Personnel Director, responded that merit 
increases are included in the pay plan to provide internal comparability with 
AFSCME represented employees and as a balance to the fact that only 
non-represented employees’ merit increases were frozen in 1993-94 while during 
this same period AFSCME represented employees received merit and other 
salary adjustments. She also noted that merit increases are not automatic. Ms. 
Paris responded to a question from Councilor McFarland that freezing the salary 
ranges prohibited managers from giving merit increases that would exceed the 
top of a salary range.



EXHIBIT A

METRO
NON-REPRESENTED EMPLOYEE PAY SCHEDULE 

(Monthly and Annual Rate Based on 2,088 Hours Per Year for Exempt Employees)

Maximum
Salary
Range

Class
Code Classification

Beginning
Rate

Merit
Rate

1 1110
1510

* Admin. Support Asst. A
* Education Service Aide 1

8.34 11.59 Hourly

4 ' 1520
1530

* Education Service Aide 2
* Animal Hospital Attendant

9.67 13.42 Hourly

5 1610
1120

* Management Intern
* Admin. Support Asst. B

10.14 14.09 Hourly

8 1130 * Admin. Support Asst. C 11.76 16.32 Hourly

10 1140 Admin. Support Asst. D 12.97 18.00 Hourly
1150 * Legal Secretary 2,149

25,787
3,132

37,584
Monthly
Annual

11 1310 Associate Service Supervisor 13.63
2,259

27,102

18.88
3,285

39,421

Hourly
Monthly
Annual

12 1540 Catering Coordinator 14.29 19.82 Hourly
1550 Assistant Research Coordinator 2,368

28,418
3,449

41,384
Monthly
Annual

14 1580 Events Technician 15.75 21.87 Hourly
1210 Assistant Admin Svcs Analyst 2,610 3,805 Monthly
1650 Volunteer Coordinator 31,320 45,665 Annual

15 1630 Law Clerk 16.54 22.96 Hourly
1320 Sen/ice Supervisor 2,741

32,886
3,995

47,940
Monthly
Annual

Effective; August 1, 1995 - June 30,1996 
Prepared; June 6,1995



EXHIBIT A

METRO
NON-REPRESENTED EMPLOYEE PAY SCHEDULE 

(Monthly and Annual Rate Based on 2,088 Hours Per Year for Exempt Employees)

Salary
Range

Class
Code Classification

Beginning
Rate

Maximum
Merit
Rate

16 1330 Senior Service Supervisor 17.38 24.11 Hourly
1220 Associate Admin Svcs Analyst 2,880 4,195 Monthly

34,556 50,342 Annual

17 1350 Associate Program Supervisor 18.24 25.33 Hourly
1590 Facilities Mgmt Project Coord 3,022 4,407 Monthly

36,269 52,889 Annual

18 1230 Senior Admin Svcs Analyst 19.15 26.59 Hourly
1560 Research Coordinator 3,174 4,627 Monthly

38,085 55,520 Annual

19 1360 • Program Supervisor 20.12 27.93 Hourly
1570 Veterinarian 3,334 : 4,860 Monthly
1240 Principal Admin Svcs Analyst 40,006 58,318 Annual

20 1370 Senior Program Supervisor 21.13 29.31 Hourly
1620 Construction Coordinator 3,501 5,100 Monthly

42,011 61,199 Annual

22 1410 Manager 23.28 32.31 Hourly
3,858 5,622 Monthly

■- 46,291 67,463 Annual

24 1420 Senior Manager 25.66 35.62 Hourly
1640 Senior Assistant Counsel 4,253 6,198 Monthly

51,031 74,375 Annual

25 1450 Assistant Director 26.95 37.39 Hourly
4,467 6,506 Monthly

53,599 78,070 Annual

Effective: August 1,1995-June30,1996 
Prepared: June 6,1995

b



EXHIBIT A

METRO
NON-REPRESENTED EMPLOYEE PAY SCHEDULE 

(Monthly and Annual Rate Based on 2,088 Hours Per Year for Exempt Employees)

Salary
Range

Class
Code Classification

Beginning
Rate

Maximum
Merit
Rate

26 1460 Director 28.31 39.26 Hourly
4,691 6,831 Monthly

56,292 81,975 Annual

29 1490 Administrator 32.76 45.45 Hourly
1470 Senior Director 5,429 7,908 Monthly

65,146 94,900 Annual

* Non-exempt classification. Employees in this classification are paid houriy and 
are eligible to receive overtime compensation.

Effective: August 1,1995 - June 30,1996 
Prepared: June 6,1995 1



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 95-2180, FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING 
THE NON-REPRESENTED SALARY RANGES.

Date: July 3,1995 Presented by: Paula Paris

BACKGROUND: It is the Executive Officer's recommendation to freeze non-represented salary 
ranges at the current 94-95 ranges except to eliminate the first 5% in the ranges, and to 
continue merit increases within the ranges:

• In FY93-94 non-represented employees merit increases were frozen due to budgetary 
constraints - they received a 4% COLA in FY93-94 when the non-rep class/comp study 
was implemented (the study was completed the end of FY92-93). However, even though 
numerous non-represented employees classifications were changed and numerous 
reclassifications resulted, no one received the requisite 5% increase for any of those 
reclassifications because of an additional freeze to the implementation of the dass/comp 
study due to the same budgetary constraints.

• in the same FY93-94, however, AFSCME represented employees received a contractual 
COLA plus automatic 5% steps plus 5% merit.

• We have recently completed a wage survey of eleven comparable regional public and 
private sector employers. The salary survey data and methodology has been reviewed by 
the Locai Government Personnel Institute (LGPi) and their analysis supports the approach 
taken in gathering and anaiyzing the data.

• Our survey indicates that beginning rates of non-rep pay are from 21% below market to 
2.2% above market average; midpoint rates vary from 6.7% beiow market to 8.4% above 
market average; and maximum rates vary from 5.4% to 13.7% above market average.

• Metro’s non-rep salaries tend to exceed market comparables somewhat at the maximum of
the ranges due to the large ranges - Metro has broad ranges with a 46% spread which is 
larger than the average spread of 22% to 27%. Freezing salary ranges wjll bring the non­
rep pay closer to the comparable labor market. _

• Freezing the non-rep salary ranges but continuing merit increases within the ranges, will 
also provide a balance to the prior merit increase freeze which applied to non-represented 
employees only, and will provide more appropriate internal comparabliiity for non-reps with 
AFSCME represented employees.

• The beginning rates are generally below market, which also impact the generally below 
market midpoint levels. Elimination of the first 5% in the ranges will provide 
acknowledgment of market comparators without escalating base pay.

FISCAL IMPACT: New non-represented employees may be hired at a level of pay commensurate 
with the assigned salary range and appropriated funds, thus the elimination of 5% at the beginning 
of the salary ranges for new hires will be cost neutral. Only two employees have automatic 
probationary increase dates of 8/17/95 and 9/1/95 per the Code. Since these employees rates of

staff RepoitPersonnelVwnrep.pay e> Pagel



pay will increase by 5% on these dates, it is our recommendation that their automatic probationary 
increases be adjusted to the effective date of the Resolution on August 1,1995. This slightly early 
increase will be in lieu of an increase upon the completion of probation. The cost to the affected 
departments is insignificant (less than a total of $300).

RECOMMENDATION: Metro’s survey and analysis of non-represented pay makes it 
appropriate, relative to the labor market, to freeze current ranges and eliminate the first 5% in 
the ranges. It is, therefore, recommended by the Executive Officer that Resolution No. 95-2180 be 
approved.

staff Report:Personnel\nonrep.pay Page 2



AGENDA ITEM 5.1 
Meeting Date: July 27,1995

ORDINANCE NO. 95-612

FIRST READING

Amending the Urban Growth Boundary for the Subject Property of Urban Growth Boundary Contested 
Case 95-1: HarveyAVashington County, Located Along the Tualatin Valley Highway.

Note: The Hearings Officer will present his report. Action will be taken at the second reading.

\0





STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 95-612 AMENDING THE URBAN 
GROWTH BOUNDARY FOR THE SUBJECT PROPERTY OF UGB CONTESTED 
CASE 95-1: HARVEY/WASHINGTON COUNTY, LOCATED ALONG THE 
TUALATIN VALLEY HIGHWAY IN WASHINGTON COUNTY.

Date: July 10, 1995 Presented by: Larry Epstein, Hearings Officer 
Prepared by: Stuart Todd, Growth Management

FAr.TIIAI RAOKBROUND AND INFORMATION

The Tualatin Valley Highway in the vicinity of S.W. 209th to S.W. 216th (were it to connect 
with the Tualatin Valley Highway) makes a swerve to the north of the railroad tracks as opposed to 
running directly parallel. Five tax lots occupy the land between the roadway and railroad here. This 
was the site of the original Reedville railroad stop, and one of the oldest commercial locations in the 
County. Prior to designation of the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) by the Columbia Region Association 
of Governments and by Metro in the late 1970's, this property was in commercial and light industrial 
use. It is served by sewer and water, is along a transit corridor, is zoned General Commercial under 
the Washington County Comprehensive Plan, and is currently the site of several businesses.

The original regional UGB map, before it was transferred to the detailed section maps, show the 
boundary running along the Tualatin Valley Highway. The swerve in the roadway is less evident at the 
regional scale and was obviously never noticed as an issue in previous urban growth boundary reviews. 
Washington County assumed the UGB to be parallel to the railroad tracks in this vicinity, and not 
excluding any developed land between the roadway and the tracks. They were not aware of the 
interpretation of the Boundary along the centerline of distinguishing boundaries such as the Tualatin 
Valley Highway, a specific boundary location lettered on the original UGB map as adopted by Metro in 
1979.

The hearing on the petition to include this land between the roadway centerline and the railroad 
tracks right-of-way showed that considerable urban service provision and planning has occurred at the 
subject site, emphasizing its urban nature. A net improvement of service efficiency will accrue to 
urban services inside the Boundary through continued urban improvements to these properties 
(including potential redevelopment), increasing utilization of existing urban services. This makes for a 
logical adjustment of the UGB under the Metro Code. There are no adverse effects of such an 
adjustment. The Hearings Officer report details how the petition meets the criteria in this case.

PROPnSFD ACTION

This is an ordinance to amend the UGB for 5.47 acres between the centerline of the Tualatin 
Valley Highway and the north line of the Southern Pacific Railroad right-of-way, between S.W. 209th 
and approximately S.W. 216 (if it came through to Tualatin Valley Highway).

pypri ITIVF OFFIOFR’S REOOMMFNDATIQN

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Ordinance No.95-612.

ST/nb
l:Vom\clancal\th«rm\rM&ord\uob9&>1.ord

\t
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

AMENDING THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY ) ORDINANCE NO. 95-612 
FOR THE SUBJECT PROPERTY OF URBAN )
GROWTH BOUNDARY CONTESTED CASE 95-1: ) Introduced by Mike Burton
HARVEY/WASHINGTON COUNTY. LOCATED ) Executive Officer 
ALONG THE TUALATIN VALLEY HIGHWAY )

whereas, Washingtori County requested clarification of the location of the Urban Growth 

Boundary along the Tualatin Valley Highway and was informed the Boundary runs along the centerline 

of the highway; and

WHEREAS, Washington County requested an administrative adjustment of the Urban Growth 

Boundary because the subject property was zoned urban and has been characterized by urban activity, 

for at least 50 years, and was thought to have been in the boundary; and

WHEREAS, Metro denied the request for an administrative interpretation as without legal 

basis under the Metro Code, and recommended a quasi-judicial locational adjustment process available 

to the County; and

WHEREAS, Washington County filed a petition for a locational adjustment and Metro held a 

hearing by an independent hearings officer on May 10, 1995; and

WHEREAS, The Hearings Officer recommended approval of the locational adjustment; and

WHEREAS, No exceptions to the Hearings Officer Report and Recommendation were 

received during the appeal period; now, therefore,

THE METRO COUNCIL HERBY ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

1. The Urban Growth Boundary be amended to include the subject property as shown in 

Exhibit A; and

2. The Hearings Officer Report and Recommendation be accepted, as attached herein as 

Exhibit B; and.

H



>- 'i

3. The Hearings Officer Findings, Conclusions and Final Order be adopted, as attached 

herein as Exhibit C.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this___ day of , 1995.

ST/«rb-l:\gm\cl0rical\*herm\rM&ord\ugb95*1 .erd

J. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer

ATTEST: Approved as to Form:

Recording Secretary Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

15
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EXHIBIT "B"

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8 

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16 

17 

18.

19

20 

21 

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

BEFORE THE METRO HEARINGS OFFICER 

IN THE STATE OF OREGON

In the matter of the petition of Washington County ) 
for a locational adjustment to add 5.47 acres to the ) 
Urban Growth Boundary south of Tualatin Valley )
Highway west of SW 209th Avenue )

HEARINGS OFFICER'S 

REPORT AND 

RECOMMENDATION 

Contested Case No. 95-01

I. SUMMARY OF BASIC FACTS

1. On March 14,1995, John Rosenberger filed a petition for a locational 
adjustment to the Urban Growth Boundary ("UGB") on behalf of the Washington County 

Department of Land Use and Transportation ("petitioners") to add 5.47 acres consisting of 

five contiguous tax lots and adjoining public road right of way (the "subject property").

a. The subject property is between TV Highway and railroad tracks south 

of the highway west of and adjoining SW 209th Avenue. It is developed for roads 

(including the south half of TV Highway), two retail businesses and commercial storage.
It has been used for urban purposes for more than 75 years. It does not contain sensitive 

environmental features or hazards. It is ^rved by all public utilities and facilities. It is 

designated and zoned "General Commercial" on the Washington County Community 

Development Plan. The UGB abuts the west, north and east edges of the subject property.

b. The record reflects that everyone thought the subject property was 

included in the UGB when it was adopted. However Metro staff recently determined it is 

outside the UGB, and that a locational adjustment would have to be approved to include it

2. The petition was accompanied by comments from affected jurisdictions and 

service providers, each of whom certifies they can provide urban services in an orderly and 

timely manner. Some service providers recommended approval; others took a neutral 
position regarding the locational adjustment None objected to it

3. Metro hearings officer Larry Epstein (the "hearings officer") held a duly noticed
34 public hearing on May 10,1995. Five wimesses testified in person in favor of the petition,
35 At the conclusion of that hearing, the hearings officer held open the public record until May
36 17,1995. There was no oral or written testimony against the petition.

Page 1— Hearings 01 
UGB Contested Case 9.
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II. ■(sTTMMARY OF APPLICABLE STANDARDS AND RESPONSIVE FINDINGS

1. A locational adjustment to add land to the UGB must comply with the relevant 
provisions of Metro Code ("MC") sections 3.01.035(b), (c) and (f) and with the 

Transportation Planning Rule in Oregon Administrative Rule ("OAR") section 660-12.

2. The hearings officer found that the petition complies with the applicable 

standards based on findings summarized below:

a. The subject property is smaller than 20 acres. MC 3.01.035(b).

b. The subject property is served by urban services. MC 3.01.035(c)(1).

c. The locational adjustment results in a net improvement in the efficiency 

of public facilities and services for land already in the UGB. MC 3.01.035(c)(1).

(1) Metro rules do not define how to calculate net efficiency of
urban services. The hearings officer concluded the Council has used a two-tiered burden 

of proof regarding public service efficiencies. When a petition involves property already 

developed for urban uses and served by public facilities, the Council has required a lesser 

showing of service efficiencies, presumably because the locational adjustment has relatively 

little impact When a petition involves undeveloped property. Council has required a 

greater showing of service efficiencies, because the locational adjustment would allow a 

more significant land use change. '

(2) In this case, the subject property is developed for urban uses 

(and has been for more than 75 years) and is served by all urban facilities. Therefore the 

hearings officer applied the lower burden of proof.

(3) The hearings officer found that the locational adjustment 
marginally increases the efficiency of urban services to land already in the UGB by 

allowing mote intense use of the site without building new infrastructure. Therefore the 

cost of urban facilities can be spread over a larger population, increasing the net return to 

service providers. In this case, that is a sufficient showing of increased efficiency.

Page 2 — Hearings Offici 
UGB Contested Case 95-C
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d. The locational adjustment will facilitate permitted development of 

adjacent land already in the UGB, because it reinforces the historic commercial corridor 
along TV Highway and the community activity center around the west edge of the subject 
property. MC 3.01.035(c)(2).

e. There are no hazard or resource lands that will limit use of the subject 
property, and there are no significant adverse environmental, energy, social or economic 

consequences of the locational adjustment. MC 3.01.035(c)(3).

f. The locational adjustment does not convert farm land to urban use, and 

nearby agricultural activities will not be adversely affected by urban use of the subject 
property, because of its historic use for that purpose and because of the distance, railroad 

and trees that separate the subject property from such activities. MC 3.01.035(c)(5).

g. The proposed UGB is superior to the existing UGB, because it includes 

land that is and has been used for urban purposes for more than 75 years, and it is 

consistent with applicable comprehensive plan and zoning designations that have applied to 

the property for more than 30 years.

h. The petition includes all similarly situated land. MC 3.01.035(f)(3).

i. The locational adjustment will not significantly affect a transportation 

facility. Therefore it is exempt from the Transportation Planning Rule. OAR 660-12-060.

III. ULTIMATE CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

For the foregoing reasons, the hearings officer concludes the petition complies with the 

relevant approval standards for a locational adjustment adding land to the UGB. Therefore 

the hearings officer recommends the Metro Council grant the petition, based on this Report 
and Recommendation and the Findings, Conclusions and Final Order attached hereto.

bf June, 1995.y submitted this 14

Larry Epstein, AI( 
Metro Hearings Oi

Page 3 — Hearings Officer's Rt 
UGB Contested Case 95-01 (Ha
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EXHIBIT "C"
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

IN THE STATE OF OREGON

In the matter of the petition of Washington County ) 
for a locational adjustment to add 5.47 acres to the ) 
Urban Growth Boundary south of Tualatin Valley ) 
Highway west of SW 209th Avenue )

I. BASIC FACTS

FINDINGS, 
CONCLUSIONS & 

FINAL ORDER 

Contested Case No. 95-01

1, On March 14,1995, John Rosenberger filed a petition for a locational 
adjustment to the Urban Growth Boundary ("UGB") on behalf of the Washington County 

Department of Land Use and Transportation ("petitioners"), including exhibits required by 

Metro rules for locational adjustments. See Exhibit 1 for the petition for locational 
adjustment (the "petition"). Basic facts about the petition include the following:

a. The land to be added to the UGB consists of five contiguous tax lots and 

adjoining public right of way in Section 11, Township 1 South-Range 2 West, WM, 
Washington County (the "subject property"). The legal description of the subject property 

is included as Exhibit IG. The subject property is a sliver of property betweenTV 

Highway and railroad tracks south of the highway and west of and adjoining SW 209th 

Avenue. The UGB abuts the west, north and east edges of the subject property. Land to 

the west, north and east is developed for commercial and residential purposes. Land to the 

south is used for the railroad tracks, south of which is farmland. The subject property and 

surrounding land are in Washington County's jurisdiction for planning purposes. The 

subject property is developed for roads, two retail businesses and commercial storage.

b. The record reflects that petitioners believed the UGB followed the 

railroad tracks; in which case, the subject property would have been inside the UGB. 
Petitioners have designated and zoned the subject property commercial and industrial since 

the 1960's, and it continues to be so designated and zoned, consistent with that belief. See 

Exhibits 11 and 12. However the record also reflects that petitioners' belief was in error. 
The UGB follows the centerline of TV Highway. Therefore the subject property is not 
.inside the UGB. After petitioners learned this fact, they endeavored to have Metro construe 

the UGB to include the subject property. But Metro officials concluded they could not do 

so and urged petitioners to apply for a locational adjustment instead. See Exhibit ID.

Page 1 — Findings, Conclusions at 
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c. The subject property is served by public sanitary sewer and water 

systems, public roads under the jurisdiction of Washington County or the Oregon 

Department of Transportation ("ODOT"), public fire and police services, and public transit 
Each of the special districts or jurisdictions with public facility responsibilities testified in 

writing that they can serve the subject property, and that they either support or have a 

neutral position regarding the locational adjustment in this case. See Exhibits II through 

IN. The Washington County Board of Commissioners also submitted a written statement 
in support of the locational adjustment See Exhibit IP.

2. On or before April 20,1995, Metro staff mailed notices of a hearing to consider 

the petition by certified mail to the owners of property within 500 feet of the subject 
property and to other individuals and entities entitled to notice under the Metro Code. The 

notice and certificate of mailing are included as Exhibits 2 and 3. A notice of the hearing 

also was published in The Oregonian at least 10 days before the hearing. See Exhibit 5.

3. On May 10,1995, Metro hearings officer Larry Epstein (the "hearings officer") 
held a public hearing at the Public Services Building auditorium in Hillsboro to consider the 

petition. After the hearings officer described the rules for the hearing and the relevant 
standards for the petition, five witnesses testified in person.

a. Metro plaiuier Stuart Todd identified and described the subject property 

and surrounding area. He introduced a copy of the 1979 UGB map to illustrate how the 

petitioners cOuld have construed the map to include the subject property in the UGB. He 

explained that the subject property is the site of the some of the earliest commercial 
development in Washington County, but, that its location outside the UGB precludes the 

owners from undertaking more than ordinary maintenance on the subject property. He 

summarized the written staff report, and urged the hearings officer to recommend that 
Council approve the locational adjustment for the reasons contained thereirL

b. Washington County plaimer Jim Tice, subject property owners Ed 

Harvey and Edward Jannsen, and neighbor Steve Larrance testified in favor of the petition.

(1) Mr. Tice argued that the locational adjustment is needed to allow 

reasonable use of the subject property consistent with its historic use; that the UGB location 

is in error, and that the subject property is uniquely situated with regard to the UGB. He

Page 2 — Findings, Conclusions and 
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noted the property is designated "urban" on the County's acknowledged Community 

Development Plan. He also argued that denial of the locational adjustment will result in a 

less efficient use of urban land and urban services. See also Exhibit 12.

(2) Mr. Harvey introduced a copy of Exhibit IB and testified in 

favor of the amendment Mr. Jannsen also testified in favor, noting that his family has 

conducted business on a portion of the subject property for 75 years, and that the property 

is too and too isolated by the railroad to be used for farm purposes. See also Exhibit 9.

(3) Mr. Larrance testified about the common belief that the subject 
property was (or would be) in the UGB in the period from 1976 to 1980 when Mr. 
Larrance participated in community planning as CPO chairman. He noted the UGB on the 

relevant Washington County community plan map is situated along the railroad where the 

petition proposes to move it. He argued that one of the purposes of an urban growth 

boundary is to identify land devoted to urban uses. The subject property was obviously 

used for urban purposes when the UGB was drawn. It appeared on the map that it was 

included. Failure to do so in fact was an error and inconsistent with the concept of an 

urban growth boundary. He argued that including the subject property in the UGB 

increases the efficiency of urban services by making it possible to continue to use the 

services that already are provided to the site, spreading the cost of services overa larger, 
established client base. He argued that denial of the petition will result in service 

inefficiencies, because the property will be lost from the client base, and because the 

County will have to re-do the community plan to reflect the change in the UGB location. 
Mr. Larrance requested that the hearings officer hold open the public record so that he 

could prepare additional written argument See Exhibit 11.

4. At the close of the May 10 hearing, the hearings officer left the record open until 
May 17 to receive additional written evidence and testimony, which is noted above.

5. On June 14,1995, the hearings officer filed with the Council a report, 
recommendation, and draft final order granting the petition for the reasons provided 

therein. Copies of the report and recommendation were timely mailed to parties of record 

together with an explanation of rights to file exceptions thereto and notice of the Council 
hearing to consider the matter.

Page 3 — Findings, Conclusions one, 
UGB Contested Case 95-01 (Harvey.



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8 

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20 

21 

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

6. On July__ , 1995, the Council held a duly noticed public hearing to consider
testimony and timely exceptions to the report and recommendation- After considering the 

testimony and discussion, the Council voted to grant the petition for Contested Case No. 
95-01 (Harvey), based on the findings in this final order, the report and recommendation of 

the hearings officer in this matter, and the public record in this matter. The record includes 

an audio tape of the public hearing on May 10,1995 and the exhibits on the list attached to 

the final order.

II. APPT .TCART.F. APPROVAL STANDARDS AND RESPONSIVE FINDINGS

1. Metro Code section 3.01.035(b) and (c) contain approval criteria for all 
locational adjustments. Metro Code section 3.01.035(f) contains additional approval 
criteria for locational adjustments to add land to the UGB. The relevant criteria from those 

sections are reprinted below in italic font Following each criterion are findings explaining 

how the petition does or does not comply with that criterion.

All locational adjustment additions and administrative 

adjustments for any one year shall not exceed 100 net acres 

and no individual locational adjustment shall exceed 20 net 
acres. Metro Code section 3.01.035(b) i-

2. Because a total of less than 2 acres of land has been added to the UGB 

by locational and administrative adjustments in the last twelve months, and the 

subject property contains only 5.47 acres, including the subject property in the 

UGB does not violate either of the size caps in Metro Code section 3.01.035(b).

Orderly and economic provisions of public facilities and 

services. A locational adjustment shall result in a net 
improvement in the efficiency of public facilities and services, 
including but not limited to, water, sewerage, storm drainage, 
transportation, parks and open space in the adjoining areas 

within the UGB; and any area to be added must be capable of 

being served in an orderly and economical fashion.
Metro Code section 3.01.035(c)(1)
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3. The subject property can be served in an orderly and economic manner by public 

facilities and services, including water, sanitary sewers, roads, storm drainage, transit and 

emergency services, based on the comments in the record from the service providers.

4. Metro rules do not define how to calculate net efficiency of urban services. In 

the absence of such rules, the Council must construe the words in practice. In this case, 
the Council concludes the locational adjustment results in a net improvement in the 

efficiency of public services sufficient to comply with Metro Code section 3.01.035(c)(1), 
based on the following findings:

a. The subject property is developed with urban uses. It has urban services 

connected to and indistinguishable from services inside the UGB. In the past, where a 

petition before the Council proposed including developed land with urban services in-place, 
the Council has imposed a lower burden of proof than where a petition involved 

undeveloped land without in-place services. For instance, contrast the relevant findings in 

Council Orders regarding UGB 91-04 (PCC Rock Creek), UGB 91-01 (Dammasch) and 

UGB 88-03 (Sl Francis) with corresponding findings in Council Orders regarding UGB 

94-01 (Starr/Richards), UGB 90-01 (Wagner) and UGB 88-02 (ML Tahoma).

b. The inclusion of the subject property in the UGB allows those properties 

to continue to be used for urban purposes. Therefore, at a minimum, it sustains the 

existing efficiency of urban services to the site and adjoining land already in the UGB. 
Including the subject property in the UGB also allows those properties to be used more 

intensively. Greater intensity of use is reasonably likely to require a greater quantity of 

urban services. Because the infrastructure for those services already is in place, this 

increase in the intensity of use will cause an increase in the efficiency of urban services, 
because more services can be provided without additional infrastructure or capital 
development by the service providers, accruing greater per capita return to the providers.

(1) For instance, the subject property is served by Tri Met bus route 

57, which travels between Portland and Forest Grove. Including the subject property in 

the UGB allows it to be used for a more intense use that would generate more transit 
ridership without requiring Tri Met to add routes or buses. That improves the efficiency of 

transit service delivery on a per capita basis.

Page 5 — Findings, Conclusions and 
UGB Contested Case 95-01 (Harvey)

lio



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10 

11 

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20 

21 

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

(2) Also, there is not a sidewalk on the south side of TV Highway. 
If the subject property is included in thie UGB and is redeveloped, then a sidewalk would 

have to be provided to comply with the County Road Standards. That will facilitate 

pedestrian access to lands east and west of the site, which already are in the UGB. If the 

petition is not granted, a sidewalk is not required to be built

c. Numerous utilities cross the subject property. Including the subject 
property in the UGB reduces land use constraints to the effective and efficient management 
of those utilities, benefiting the urban area generally. See Exhibit 11.

d. Including the subject property in the UGB results in more efficient use 

of land use planning services, because it avoids the need to re-do the adopted and 

acknowledged Aloha/Reedville/Cooper Mountain Community Plan.

Maximum efficiency of land uses. The amendment shall 
facilitate needed development on adjacent existing urban land.
Needed development, for the purposes of this section, shall 
mean consistent with the local comprehensive plan and/or 

applicable regional plans.
Metro Code section 3.01.035(c)(2) r

5. Including the subject property in the UGB facilitates development on adjacent 
existing urban land consistent with the local coniiprehensive plan, because it reinforces the 

historic commercial corridor along TV Highway and the community activity center around 

the west edge of the subject property. If the petition is denied, it would preclude urban use 

of the subject property, except as a nonconforming use, and would therefore detract from 

the character intended by the plan map designation and text for the area.

Environmental, energy, social & economic consequences. Any 

impact on regional transit corridor development must be 

positive and any limitations imposed by the presence of hazard 

or resource lands must be addressed.
Metro Code section 3.01.035(c)(3)
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6. The Council has considered economic, energy, social and environmental 
impacts of including the subject property in the UGB, and concludes that it will not have 

adverse economic, energy, social or environmental impact, because:

a. Including the land in the UGB results in a positive economic impact by 

allowing the historic commercial use of the property to continue, benefiting the property 

owners, the business community of which the subject property is a part, and people who 

shop or work in that community.

b. Including the land in the UGB results in positive energy impacts, 
because the land is served by public transit and is developed with existing infrastructure.

c. Including the land in the UGB results in positive social impacts, because 

it reinforces the business community in which the subject property is situated.

d. The land does not contain steep slopes, hazardous soils, wetlands or 

natural habitat, or other unique or significant environmental features that could be adversely 

affected by urban development

Compatibility of proposed urban uses with nearby agricultural 
activities. When a proposed adjustment would allow an urban 

use in proximity to existing agricultural activities, the, 
justification in terms of this subsection must clearly outweigh 

the adverse impact of any incompatibility. - 
Metro Code section 3.01.035(c)(5)

7. The Council finds there are agricultural activities south of the railroad tracks 

south of the subject site, but that potential adverse impacts on those activities from urban 

uses on the subject property are not reasonably likely, because the subject property is 

separated from agricultural activities by a relatively large distance, railroad tracks, and a 

band of mature trees.

Superiority. [Tjhe proposed UGB must be superior to the 

UGB as presently located based on a consideration of the 

factors in subsection (c) of this section.
Metro Code section 3.01.035(f)(2)
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8. The Council finds that the proposed UGB would be superior to the UGB as 

presently located, because the amended UGB would better reflect the historic location of 

urban uses on the subject property and would better fulfill the local comprehensive plan for 

the area.

Similarly situated land. The proposed UGB amendment must 
include all similarly situated contiguous land which could also 

be appropriately included within the UGB as an addition based 

on the factors above. Metro Code section 3.01.035(0(3)

9. The Council finds the subject property is isolated from other land outside the 

UGB by the railroad tracks. Therefore there is no similarly situated property which could 

also be appropriately included within the UGB based on the factors above.

10. Even though it is not identified as an applicable approval standard in the Metro 

Code, a quasi-judicial amendment to the UGB is subject to compliance with the 

Transportation Planning Rule if the amendment will significantly affect a transportation 

facility. OAR 660-12-060(1). See Exhibit 6. The Council finds the amendment in this 

case will not significantly affect a transportation facility, because the amendment largely 

recognizes historic urban use of the land in question. It does not change the functional 
classification of adjoining roads or the standards for implementing a functional 
classification system. It does not allow uses inconsistent with the functional classification 

of the adjoining roads or reduce the level of service of the facility. OAR 660-12-060(2)

III. CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER

1. Public services and facilities, including water, sewer, storm drainage, 
transportation, schools, transit and police and fire protection, can be provided to the site in 

an orderly and economical fashion.

2. Addition of the site would result in a slight improvement in the efficiency of 

public services and facilities, because the subject property already is developed with urban 

uses and is served by urban infrastructure, so that including the subject property in the 

UGB allows the property to be used for more intensive purposes that would result in

Page 8 — Findings, Conclusions and Final Ord. 
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additional use of available public service capacity without requiring additional investment in 

public service infrastructure.

3. The locational adjustment facilitates development of land within the UGB 

consistent with the Washington County Community Development Plan and land use 

regulations by allowing the property to be used for urban commercial purposes.

4. The locational adjustment will have a positive impact on regional transit corridor 
development and will not have significant adverse energy, social and environmental 
consequences.

5. The subject property does not include agricultural land, and is separated from 

existing agricultural activities by distance and barriers such that there is a negligible 

potential for adverse impacts on agricultural activities from urban uses on the subject 
property. Therefore the location adjustment will not remove agricultural land nor conflict 
with agricultural activities on nearby land.

6. The locational adjusttnent will result in a superior UGB, because it allows the 

property to be used consistent with the Washington County Community Development Plan 

and land use regulations.

7. The petition includes all similarly situated contiguous land outside the UGB.

8. The petition complies with the Transportation Planning Rule.

9. For the foregoing reasons, the Council hereby approves the petition in 

Contested Case 95-01.

DATED:

By Order of the Metro Council

By:

Page 9 — Findings, Conclusions and Final Order 
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ATTACHMENT "A" TO THE FINAL ORDER 
IN THE MATTER OF CONTESTED CASE 95-01

EXHIBITS

Exhibit No. Subject matter

1 ........... Petition for locational adjustment
lA......... Letter from John Rosenberger to Andy Cotugno dated March 14,1995
IB.........Letter from Ed Harvey to Bonnie Hays dated May 24,1994
1C.........Letter from John Rosenberger to Andy Cotugno dated October 18,1994
ID.........Letter from Mike Burton to John Rosenberger dated January 18,1995
IE.........Zoning and parcel maps and table of characteristics of petitioned properties
IF........ Certification of property owners list
IG........ Legal description of petitioned properties
IH.........Letter from Jim Tice to Stuart Todd dated April 3,1995
II.......... Service provider comment from Tri Met dated March 10,1995
1J.......... Service provider comment from ODOT dated March 1,1995
IK......... Service provider comment from Tualatin Valley Water District dated 2/16/95
IL......... Service provider comment from County Sheriff dated 2/9/95
1M........ Service provider comment from TVFRD dated 2/9/95
IN......... Service provider comment from Unified Sewerage Agency dated 2/8/95
10......... Memorandum from Brent Curtis to Planning Commission dated 2/15/95
IP...... .. Washington County Board of Commissioners agenda for 3/7/95
2 ........... Mailed notice of public hearing and attached maps
3 ........... Certificates of mailing of public notices
4 ........... List of property owners within 500 feet
5 ........... Published notice of hearing
6 ........... Memorandum from Larry Shaw to Andy Cotugno dated April 12,1995
7 ........... Memorandum from Stuart Todd to Larry Epstein dated April 28,1995
8 ........... Metro Staff Report dated April 28,1995
9 ........... Letter from Edward Jannsen to Metro dated May 9,1995

10 ..... ......Letter from Stuart Todd to Larry Epstein dated 5/15/95 and attached map
11 ........... Letter from Steve Larrance to Stuart Todd dated May 15,1995
12 ........... Letter from Jim Tice to Larry Epstein dated May 17,1995 with enclosure
13 ........... Assessment & Taxation maps (lS-2-11,1IBD, 11 AC, 1 IDA, and IIBC)
14 ........... Washington County GIS maps Gaud use, transportation, comp plan)

Page 10 — Findings, Conclusions and Fina. 
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AGENDA ITEM 5.2 
Meeting Date: July 27,1995

ORDINANCE NO. 95-613

FIRST READING

Amending the Urban Growth Boundary for Contested Case 95-3: Jenkins Estate, to Include 68 Acres of 
Park Property, Located in Washington County.

Note: The Hearings Officer will present his report. Action will be taken at the second reading.
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STAPF RFPDRT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 95-613 AMENDING THE URBAN 
GROWTH BOUNDARY FOR CONTESTED CASE 95-3: JENKINS ESTATE, 
TO INCLUDE 68 ACRES OF PARK PROPERTY LOCATED IN 
WASHINGTON COUNTY.

Date: July 17, 1995 Presented by: Larry Epstein, Hearings Officer 
Prepared by: Stuart Todd, Growth Management

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND INFORMATION

The Tualatin Hills Park and Recreation District (THPRD) petitioned Metro in March 1995 for a 
natural area locational adjustment. The 68 acres, known as the Jenkins Estate, is considered a 
zero-acre addition of urban land to the Boundary, since there is no traditional development 
associated with the proposal. A natural area is defined in the Metro Code (3.01) as wholly or 
substantially in its native and unaffected state without paving or extraction or alteration of 
watercourses. Also, a natural area must be identified on a local or regional plan and be owned or 
donated to a parks district.

The reason for the request from THPRD is to make small improvements to the property under 
a recently approved master plan for the property and to utilize bond funds so designated for these 
park improvements. By bringing the property inside the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) THPRD can 
apply to Washington County for an institutional zone, and avoid non-conforming use status of 
improvements in the current resource/conservation zones. These improvements include an open 
field for an amphitheater (200-300 persons), paving one gravel parking area, sewering the property 
which includes one failing septic system and improving walking paths on the site.

The Hearings Officer Report and Recommendation found the petition met the criteria for a 
natural area petition. The proposed findings and final order are attached to the ordinance, including 
the condition that the property be used as a park. ,

PRnpriSPD ACTION

An ordinance amending the UGB for the 68-acre Jenkins Estate. The ordinance adopts the 
Hearing's Officer Report and Recommendation as well as his Findings, Conclusion and Final Order.

pyPCUTIVE OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Ordinance No.95-613.

ST/«ffa
l:\^\ettflc«l\»h»cito\i»«&ordVugb95.3.ofd
7/11/95
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

AMENDING THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY ) ORDINANCE NO. 95-613 
FOR CONTESTED CASE 95-3: JENKINS ESTATE, )
TO INCLUDE 68 ACRES OF PARK PROPERTY ) Introduced by Mike Burton 
LOCATED IN WASHINGTON COUNTY ) Executive Officer

WHEREAS, Metro received a petition for a natural are locational adjustment for 

property owned by the Tualatin Hills Park and Recreation District; and

WHEREAS, A natural area adjustment is considered to be a no net urban acreage 

gain except for any developable portion, for which there was none in this petition; and 

WHEREAS, The Jenkins Estate property is considered to be substantially in its 

natural and unaffected state, and is identified as a regionally significant greenspace in the 

Metro Greenspaces Master Plan; and

r WHEREAS, Metro held a hearing to consider the petition, conducted by an 

independent hearings officer on May 25, 1995; and

whereas. No exceptions were received to the Hearings Officer's Report and 

Recommendation; now, therefore,

THE METRO COUNCIL HEREBY ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

1. The Urban Growth Boundary be amended to include the Jenkins Estate as 

shown in Exhibit A; and

2. The Hearings Officer Report and Recommendation be accepted, as attached 

herein as Exhibit B; and

3&



3. The Hearings Officer Findings, Conclusions and Final Order be adopted, as 

attached herein as Exhibit C.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this___ day of , 1995.

J. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer

ATTEST: Approved as to Form:

Recording Secretary Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

ST/«ib-l:\0TiVcl*ricalWh*ma\rM&ord\ugb95-3.ord
7/11/95
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BEFORE TOE METRO HEARINGS OFFICER 

IN TOE STATE OF OREGON

In the matter of the petition of Tualatin Hills Park and ) 
Recreation District for a natural area locational )
adjustment to add 68.04 acres to the Urban Growth ) 
Boundary in Washington County, Oregon )

HEARINGS OFFICER’S 

REPORT AND 

RECOMMENDATION 

Contested Case No. 95-03

I. SUMMARY OF BASIC FACTS

1. On March 15,1995, the Tualatin Hills Paik and Recreation District ("TOPRD" 

or "petitioners") filed a petition for a natural area locational adjustment.to the Urban Growth 

Boundary ("UGB") to add to the UGB 68.04 acres (the "subject property") known as the 

"Jenkins Estate". The subject property is owned by TOPRD and is used for park and open 

space purposes, including related structures and improvements. This is the first petition for 

a natural area locational adjustment under the Metro Code.

a. The subject property is south of Farmington Road and west of Grabhom 

Road in unincorporated Washington County. It is designated and zoned AF-10 

(Agricultural/Forest) and EFC (Exclusive Forest Conservation). If the petition is 

approved, the proposed plan and zoning designation will be Urban Institutional. The UGB 

now adjoins the east and north sides of the subject property. There are homes to the east, 
homes and businesses to the north, and farms and rural dwellings to the south and west

2. The subject property is not served by public sewer. It is served by a public 

water system, roads under jurisdiction of Washington County or the Oregon Department of 

Transportation ("ODOT"), public transit and emergency services. The petition was 

accompanied by comments from affected jurisdictions and service providers, each of whom 

certified they can provide urban services in an orderly and timely manner. Some service 

providers recommended approval; others took a neutral position regarding the locational 
adjustment None objected to it

3. Metro hearings officer Larry Epstein (the "hearings officer") held a duly noticed 

public hearing on May 25,1995. Four wimesses testified in person in favor of the 

petition. At the conclusion of that hearing, the hearings officer closed the public record. 
There was no oral or written testimony against the petition.

Hearings Officer's Report and Recotnmendalio’ 
UGB Contested Case 95-03 (Jenkins Estate) m Page I
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II. SUMMARY OF APPLICABLE STANDARDS AND RESPONSIVE FINDINGS

1. A natural area locational adjustment to add land to the UGB must comply with 

the relevant provisions of Metro Code ("MC") sections 3.01.035(f) and (g) and with the 

Transportation Planning Rule in Oregon Administrative Rule ("OAR") section 660-12.

2. The hearings officer found that the petition complies with the applicable 

standards based on findings summarized below:

a. The petition is proposed by the owner of the property, who also is a 

public agency with recognized park and recreation responsibilities. MC 3.01.035(g)(1).

b. The subject property is substantially in a natural state. MC 

3.01.035(g)(2). There is some development on the property, including the main residence, 
a farm house, a stable, a pump house, a carriage house, a water tower and Camp Rivendale 

day camp. However the majority of the property is in a forested or pasture condition. 
Development that has occurred or is anticipated on the property affects a relatively small 
area of the property, mid serves only the park and recreational use of the property. Given 

these facts, the hearings officer recommends the Council find that the subject property is 

substantially without human development and is substantially in a native condition.

c. The hearings officer recommends that the Council find that the subject 
property does not contain "developable" area, as that term is used in MC 3.01.035(g)(3) 

and (g)(5), because the property is used exclusively for park and recreation purposes. The 

term "developable" is ambiguous. The hearings officer recommends the Council construe 

that term to exclude the park and open space activities in this petition, because such 

activities depend on the preservation of the natural and undeveloped character of the subject 
property. Although those activities may require a limited amount and area of grading, 
construction, and paving commonly recognized as development in local land use codes, 
they are secondary to the primary use of the land for park and open space. As long as 

those activities remain secondary to the principal open space character of the property, the 

hearings officer believes they should not be construed to be development in this context 
However, because the subject property could be used for other than park and open space 

purposes if the petition is approved, the hearings officer.also recommends the Council 
impose a condition of approval prohibiting use of the property for other than park and open 

space purposes and related incidental and accessory purposes.

Hearings Officer's Report and Recommendation 
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d. The subject property is identified as open space on the Metro open space 

inventory. MC 3.01.035(g)(4).

e. The proposed UGB is superior to the existing UGB, because it includes 

land that is and has been used principally to serve residents of the urban area. MC 

3.01.035(0(2).

f. The petition includes all similarly situated land. MC 3.01.035(0(3).

g. The locational adjustment will not significantly affect a transportation 

facility. Therefore it is exempt from the Transportation Planning Rule. OAR 660-12-060.

III. TTT .TTMATR CONCUJ.STON AND RECOMMENDATION

For the foregoing reasons, the hearings officer concludes the petition complies with the 

relevant approval standards for a natural area locational adjustment adding land to the 

UGB, subject to a condition limiting the permitted use of the property to park and open 

space purposes and related accessory incidental uses. Therefore the hearings officer 
recommends the Metro Council grant thie petition, subject to the recommended condition, 
based on this Report and Recommendation and the Findings, Conclusions and Final Order 

attached hereto.

ay of June, 1995.submitted this

Larry Epstein, AIQP 

Metro Hearings Officer
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

IN THE STATE OF OREGON

In the matter of the petition of Tualatin Hills Park and ) 
Recreation District for a natural area locational )
adjustment to add 68.04 acres to the Urban Growth ) 
Boundary in Washington County, Oregon )

I. BASIC FACTS

FINDINGS. 
CONCLUSIONS & 

FINAL ORDER 

Contested Case No. 95-03

1. On March 15,1995, the Tualatin Hills Park and Recreation District ("THPRD" 

or "petitioners") filed a petition for a natural area locational adjustment to the Urban Growth 

Boundary ("UGB"), including exhibits required by Metro rules for natural area locational 
adjustments. See Exhibit 1 for the petition for locational adjustment (the "petition"). Basic 

facts about the petition include the following;

a. The petitioner proposes to add two tax lots containing 68.04 acres to the 

UGB (TL 100, NE V4 of Section 25, T1S-R2W and TL 1100, SE V4 of Section 23, TIS- 

R2.W, WM, Washington County (the "subject property")). The legal description of the 

subject property is included as Exhibit IG. It is situated south of and adjoiningSW 

Farmington Road and west of and adjoining Grabhom Road. It adjoins the existing UGB. 
The subject property commonly is known as the "Jenkins Estate." The property contains 

substantial forest and meadow areas and improvements associated with the historic 

homestead on the property, including the main residence, a farm house, a stable, a pump 

house, a carriage house, a water tower and Camp Rivendale day camp. The property is 

used as a recreational site. It is not occupied for residential purposes. To the east of 

Grabhom Road are single family homes in urban subdivisions. To the south and west are 

rural residences and farmland. To the north are residential and commercial uses along 

Farmington Road.

b. The subject property is in Washington County for purposes of land use 

planning. The County Community E)evelopment Plan designates the north third of the 

property as Agricultural/Forest and the remainder as Exclusive Forest Conservation. The 

north third of the property is zoned AF-10 (Agricultural/Forest) and the remainder is zoned 

EFC (Exclusive Forest Conservation). If the petition is approved, the proposed plan map 

designation and zoning will be Urban Institutional.

Findings, Conclusions and Final Order 
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c. The subject property is not served by public sanitary sewer, but USA 

indicates they can serve the property with sewer from a line with 150 feet of the property. 
Service is being considered now regardless of the UGB amendment, because a septic 

system on the property has failed. See Exhibit IH. The subject property is served by a 

public water system operated by Tualatin Valley Water DistricL The subject property 

adjoins Farmington Road, a major arterial under jurisdiction of the Oregon Department of 

Transportation ("ODOT"), and Grabhom Road, a major collector under county jurisdiction. 
There is direct vehicular access from the subject property to Grabhom Road and pedestrian- 
only access to Faiimington Road. Tri-Met provides bus service along Farmington Road. 
The Washington County Sheriff and Tualatin Valley Fire and Rescue District ("TVFRD") 

provide emergency services to the property. Each of the special districts or jurisdictions 

with public facility responsibilities testified in writing that they can serve the subject 
property, and that they either support or have a neutral position regarding the locational 
adjustment in this case. See Exhibits IH through IM. The Washington County Board of 

Commissioners also submitted a written statement in support of the locational adjustmenL 

See Exhibit 10.

2. On or before May 4, .1995, Metro staff mailed notices of a hearing to consider 

the petition by certified mail to the owners of property within 500 feet of the subject 
property and to other individuals and entities entitled to notice under the Metro Code. The 

notice and certificate of mailing are included as Exhibits 2 and 3. A notice of the hearing 

also was published in The Oregonian at least 10 days before the hearing. See Exhibit 5.

3. On May 25,1995, Metro hearings officer Larry Epstein (the "hearings officer") 
held a public hearing at the THPRD offices at 15707 SW Walker Road, Beaverton, to 

consider the petition. After the hearings officer described the rules for the hearing and the 

relevant standards for the petition, four witnesses testified in person.

a. Metro planner Stuart Todd identified and described the subject property 

and surrounding area. He summarized the written staff report and submitted an amendment 
to it together with a memorandum from the petitioner. See Exhibits 7 and 8. He urged the 

hearings officer to recommend that Council approve the locational adjustment for the 

reasons contained therein.

Findings, Conclusions and Final Order 
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b. Jim McElhinny, Tom Jones and Dave Siegel testified in favor of the
petition.

(1) Mr. McElhinny summarized the history of the use of the subject 
property and the petitioner's intentions if the locational adjustment is approved.

(2) Mr. Jones summarized the master plan for the subject property, 
noting that the existing nonconforming status of the recreational use on the property makes 

it difficult to implement the master plan, even to do something as simple as installing a rest 
room for handicapped people. Washington County cannot apply an institutional zone 

outside the UGB, so the locational adjustment is needed to allow zoning that would make 

the park a conforming use. He noted that septic systems serving several buildings on the 

site have failed, and the locational adjustment is needed to allow sewer service without an 

extraordinary extraterritorial extension.

(3) Mr. Siegel testified about traffic and the surrounding roads and 

responded to questions.

c. Richard Turner, who owns property south of the subject property, 
testified with questions about noise from and the proposed operating hours of the park and 

camp in general and a planned open-air amphitheater and parking in particular. Mr. 
McElhinny responded that the amphitheater will accommodate 250 to 300 people at a time. 
The camp serves 280 to 400 children per camp day. The proposed parking is intended to 

replace existing on-street parking, thereby making the streets safer for vehicles and 

pedestrians.

4. At the close of the May 25 hearing, the hearings officer closed the public record.

5. On June 26,1995, the hearings officer filed with the Council a report, 
recommendation, and draft final order granting the petition for the reasons provided 

therein. Copies of the report and recommendation were timely mailed to parties of record 

together with an explanation of rights to file exceptions thereto and notice of the Council 
hearing to consider the matter.

Findings, Conclusions and Final OriUr 
UGB Contested Case 95-03 (Jenkins Estate)
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6. On, 1995, the Council held a duly noticed public hearing to
consider testimony and timely exceptions tothe report and recommendation. After 
considering the testimony and discussion, the Council voted to grant the petition for 

Contested Case No. 95-03 (Jenkins Estate), based on the findings in this final order, the 

report and recommendation of the hearings officer in this matter, and the public record in 

this matter. The record includes an audio tape of the public hearing on May 25,1995 and 

the exhibits on the list attached to the final order.

IT. APPUCABLE APPROVAL STANDARDS AND RESPONSIVE FINDINGS

1. Metro Code section 3.01.035(f) and (g) contain approval criteria for natural area 

locational adjustments. The relevant criteria from those sections are reprinted below in 

italic font. Following each criterion are findings explaining how the petition does or does 

not comply with that criterion.

Natural area adjustments must be proposed by the property 

owner with concurrence from the agency accepting the natural 
area. Metro Code section 3.01.035(g)(1)

2. The petitioner owns the subject property and is a public agency. Therefore the 

petition complies with MC 3.01.035(g)(1).

At least 50% of the land and all land in excess of 40 acres in 

the petition shall be owned or donated to a parks district in Us 

natural state wUhout extraction of resources or alteration of 

water features. Metro Code section 3.01.035(g)(2)

3. All of the subject properly is and will continue to be owned by a park district 
No extraction of resources or alteration of water features has occurred on the property. The 

subject property has been used for a farm, park and day camp, and there are structures and 

improvements reflecting that historic use. That raises an issue of whether the property or at 
least 50% of the property is in a "natural" state. The Council finds that property is iii a 

natural state if it is exclusively or substantially without human development, structures and 

paved areas and which is wholly or substantially in a native and unaffected state. This 

closely parallels the definition of "natural area" in MC 3.01.10(1). In this case, because the 

majority of the property is forest and pasture land, enough of the property in question is in

Findings, Conclusions and Final Order 
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a natural state to fulfill the "natural" state requirement in this section. Therefore the petition 

complies with MC 3.01.035(g)(2).

Any developable portion of the area included in the petition, 
not designated as natural area, shall not exceed 20 acres and 

shall lie between the existing UGB and the natural area.
. Metro Code section 3.01.035(g)(3)

5. To address MC 3.01.035(g)(3), Council must define the term "developable", 
because it is ambiguous. Any land can be developed. Council did not intend to apply the 

term so strictly, or else natural area locational adjustments would not be possible. Council 
finds that land that Ls held exclusively for parks and open space use and is identified as 

such in the Metro inventory of open spaces is not developable in the sense that Council 
intended that term. Therefore, if the subject property is used only for parks and open space 

purposes, it is not developable.

6. In this case, petitioner owns the property and has been using and intends to 

continue to use the property for park and open space purposes. However, notwithstanding 

this history and intent, in the absence of conditions restricting the future use of the 

property, it could be used for any purpose if it is included in the UGB. Councilmotes that 
is what happened after a locational adjustment was granted for the Dammasch State 

Hospital. It is to be used for other purposes, notwithstanding the locational adjustment 
was approved based in part on the property's continued use for a hospital.

7. Pursuant to MC 3.01.04(a), the Council finds that the petition should be granted 

subject to a condition that limits use of the property to park and open space purposes and 

accessory activities. If this condition is imposed. Council finds the petition complies with 

MC 3.01.035(g)(3), because the subject property is not developable. The Council further 

finds that limited use of the property for incidental accessory activities that are clearly 

secondary to the use of the property for park and open space purposes should be permitted 

by the condition of approval. This would allow the petitioner to conduct such activities as 

day camping, concerts, weddings and similar personal, cultural and business events, 
provided such events do not dominate use of the property.

Findings, Conclusions and Final Order 
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The natural area must be identified in a city or county 

comprehensive plan as open space or the equivalent, or in 

Metro's natural area and open space inventory.
. Metro Code section 3.01.035(g)(4)

8. The subject property is identified a "regionally significant greenspace in public 

ownership" in the Metro Greenspace Master Plan.

The developable portion of the petition shall meet additional 
locational adjustment criteria, including orderly and economic 

provision of services, maximum efficiency of land uses, and 

environmental, energy, social & economic consequences.
Metro Code section 3.01.035(g)(5)

9. As noted above, the Council finds the subject property is not developable. 
Therefore MC 3.01.035(g)(5) does not apply in this case.

The proposed UGB must be superior to the UGB as presently 

located based on a consideration of the factors in subsection 

(c) of this section. Metro Code section 3.01.035(f)(2) r

10. The Council finds that the proposed UGB would be superior to the UGB as 

presently located, because the amended UGB would include in the urban area property 

used for park and open space purposes principally for residents of the urban area. Because 

the park will serve an increasing number of urban area residents, even the substantially 

natural park area will need to provide basic infrastructure for those users, such as sewer 

and water service. The proposed UGB also would be superior to the UGB as presently 

located, because it would allow public sewer and water systems to serve the property.

The proposed UGB amendment must include all similarly 

situated contiguous land which could also be appropriately 

included within the UGB as an addition based on the factors 

above. Metro Code section 3.01.035(f)(3)

Findings, Conclusions and Final Order 
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11. The Council finds there is no similarly situated property which could also be 

appropriately included within the UGB based on the factors above, because the contiguous 

lands are not owned by the petitioner nor are they used for park and open space purposes. 
Therefore the petition complies with MC 3.01.035(f)(3).

12. Although it is not an applicable approval standard in the Metro Code, a quasi­
judicial amendment to the UGB is subject to compliance with the Transportation Planning 

Rule if the amendment will significantly affect a transportation facility.1

13. The Council finds the proposed amendment perse does not increase the 

number of vehicle trips to and from the property. Future development anticipated by 

petitioner may increase the total number of vehicle trips associated with the property by an 

unknown amount. However the Council finds traffic associated with the property is 

primarily off-peak, so that additional vehicle trips associated with the propeny will not 
exceed transportation system capacities that are based on peak traffic loads. Also petitioner 

submitted information about traffic impacts, based on which Council finds that additional 
traffic from the property will not exceed the caipacity of affected streets nor reduce the level 
of service of affected intersections below a level of service "B". The amendment does not 
change nor warrant the change of the functional classification of adjoining roads nor the 

standards for implementing a functional classification system. It does not allow uses 

inconsistent with the functional classification of the adjoining roads. OAR 660-12-060(2). 
Based on the foregoing, the Council finds the amendment in this case will not significantly 

affect a transportation facility. In any event, the Council finds the amendment will allow 

only land uses that are consistent with identified function, capacity and level of service of 

the facility. Therefore the amendment complies with the Transportation Planning Rule.

III. CONCLUSIONS AND ORDER .

I. THPRD, a recognized public agency with responsibility for park and recreation 

activities in the area, proposed the natural area locational adjustment to enhance park and 

recreation facilities on land it owns and intends to continue to own.

1 Oregon Administrative Rule (OAR) 660-12-060(1) provides:

Amendments to functional plans, acknowledged comprehensive plans, 
and land use regulations which significantly affect a transportation 
facility shall assure that allowed land uses are consistent with identified 
function, capacity, and level of service of the facility.

Findings, Conclusions and Final Order 
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2. Substantially all of the subject property is in a natural state, because it is used 

exclusively for park and open space purposes and consists largely of forest and meadow.

3. The subject property does not include "developable" land, because the property 

is used only for park and open space purposes. However, to ensure the land continues to 

be used for that purpose, the natural area locational adjustment should be approved only if 

subject to a condition limiting use of the property to park and open space purposes and 

related incidental accessory activities, such as day camping, concerts, weddings and similar 

personal, cultural and business events.

4. The subject property is identified a "regionally significant greenspace in public 

ownership" in the Metro Greenspace Master Plan..

5. The locational adjustment will result in a superior UGB, because it includes in 

the UGB property that is and will be used primarily to fulfill the park and recreation needs 

of residents of the urban area, and because it allows connection to urban services 

necessarily to accommodate the users of the property.

6. The petition includes all similarly situated contiguous land outside the UGB.

7. The petition complies with the Transportation Planning Rule.

8. For the foregoing reasons, the Council hereby approves the petition in 

Contested Case 95-03 (Jenkins Estate), subject to the following condition of approval:

The subject property may be used only for park and open space purposes
and related incidental accessory activities, such as day camping, concerts
and weddings and similar personal, cultural and business events.

DATED:__________________________

By Order of the Metro Council

By:

Findings, Conclusions and Final Order 
UGB Contested Case 95-03 (Jenkins Estate) 53 Pages



ATTACHMENT "A" TO THE FINAL ORDER 
IN THE MATTER OF CONTESTED CASE 95-03 (Jenkins Estate)

EXHIBITS

Exhibit No. Subject matter

1 ........... Petition for locational adjustment
lA.........Letter from David Siegel to Stuart Todd dated March 15,1995
IB.........Calculation of UGB Amendment Deposit and copy of deposit check
1C .........Executive summary
ID........ Site plan superimposed on aerial photograph
IE......... Zoning and parcel maps
IF.........List of property owners
1G.........Legal description of petitioned properties
IH......... Service provider comment from Unified Sewerage Agency dated 3/2/95
II ........Service provider comment from Unified Sewerage Agency dated 3/2/95
1J.......... Service provider comment from Tualatin Valley Water District dated 3/2/95
IK.........Service provider comment from TVFRD dated 3/3/95
IL ........Service provider comment from County Sheriff dated 3/3/95
1M........ Service provider comment from ODOT dated 3/3/95
IN.........Letter from John Rosenberger to Andy Cotugno dated 3/395 :
10.........Washington County Board of Commissioners agenda for 3/28/95
IP.........Memorandum from Brent Curtis to Planning Commission dated 3/14/95
IQ........ Letter from David Siegel to Stuart Todd dated 4/3/95 certifying mailing list
2 ........... Mailed notice of public hearing and attached maps
3 ........... Certificates of mailing of public notices .
4 ........... Letter from Charles Cieko to Stuart Todd dated 4/13/95
5 ......... .. Published notice of hearing
6 ........... Metro Staff Report dated 5/15/95 and attachments
7 ........... Letter from Stuart Todd to Larry Epstein dated 5/25/95
8 ........... Memorandum from Michelle Becker to Dave Siegel dated 5/19/95

Findings, Conclusions and Final Order 
UGB Contested Case 95-03 (Jenkins Estate)
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AGENDA ITEM 6.1 
Meeting Date: July 27, 1995

Resolution No. 95-2179

Resolution No. 95-2179, For the Purpose of Authorizing an Exemption From 
Competitive Bidding and Authorizing Sole-Source and Multi-Year Contracts to 
Agra Earth and Environmental, and Antech Analysis Technology for Sampling 
and Testing of Yard Debris Compost.
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SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 95-2179, FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
AUTHORIZING AN EXEMPTION FROM COMPETITIVE BIDDING AND AUTHORIZING 
SOLE-SOURCE AND MULTI-YEAR CONTRACTS TO AGRA EARTH AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL, AND ANTECH ANALYSIS TECHNOLOGY FOR SAMPLING AND 
TESTING OF YARD DEBRIS COMPOST

Date: July 19, 1995 Presented by: Councilor McLain

Committee Recommendation: At the July 18 meeting, the Committee 
voted unanimously to recommend Council adoption of Resolution No. 
95-2179. Voting in favor: Councilors Kvistad, McFarland and 
McLain.

Committee Issues/Discussion; Debbie Gorham, Waste Reduction and 
Planning Services Manager, and Lauren Ettlin, Associate Solid Waste 
Planner, presented the staff report. Ettlin explained that the 
purpose of the resolution was to enter into sole-source multi-year 
contracts with two companies for the sampling and collection of 
yard debris for testing and the actual testing of the samples. 
AGRA Earth and Environmental would be responsible for sample 
collection and Antech Analysis Technology would do the testing.

Ettlin commented that yard debris compost must be free of 
contaminants such as heavy metals and seeds in order to be 
effectively marketed. Ettlin noted that Metro has been involved in 
the testing of yard debris since 1988 to help insure end users that 
the products being produced within the region were acceptable.

The testing program became part of Metro's Earthwise Compost 
Program last year. Processors who successfully participate in the 
testing program may use the designation "earthwise compost" in 
marketing their products. Currently, nine of the eighteen yard 
debris compost processors in the region are participating in the 
program. Each processor pays $1,000 to help defray the cost of the 
program, estimated to be $22,100 for FY 95-96.

Councilor McFarland noted that a sole-source contract was being 
requested and asked if there are other competitors that also 
perform this type of work. Ettlin noted that when the sampling and 
collection work was originally bid out, AGRA was the only bidder. 
She indicated that other firms declined to bid because of the small 
amount of work involved. She also noted that Antech was the only 
firm that performed this type of testing in the Portland area. 
Antech has been used by Metro to perform yard debris testing since 
1988.

Councilor McLain commented that, while she supported the use of a 
sol-source contract at this time, she wanted the record to show 
that she would favor a competitive process when the contracts 
proposed in the resolution expire.

56



59



BEFORE THE METRO CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING AN ) 
EXEMPTION FROM COMPETmVE BIDDING ) 
AND AUTHORIZING SOLE-SOURCE AND ) 
MULTI-YEAR CONTRACTS TO AGRA EARTH ) 
AND ENVIRONMENTAL, AND ANTECH )
ANALYSIS TECHNOLOGY FOR SAMPLING ) 
AND TESTING OF YARD DEBRIS COMPOST )

RESOLUTION NO. 95-2179

Introduced by Mike Burton 
Executive Officer

WHEREAS, Metro Resolution No. 91-1889 adopted the Earth-Wise Compost 

standards and designation program; and

WHEREAS, The purpose of the Earth-Wise Compost program is to provide greater 

assurance that compost will cause no harm to human health and the environment, and to increase the 

demand for locally-produced yard debris compost; arid

WHEREAS, Consistency in sampling and testing procedures over time is critical to 

achieving comparable and credible results, and AGRA Earth and Environmental, and Antech 

Analysis Technology are the current contractors; and

WHEREAS, Antech Analysis Technology is the only laboratory in the Metro area 

that tests for heavy metals and pesticides; and

WHEREAS, The use of sole-source and multi-year contracts will result in cost 

savings to Metro; and

WHEREAS, Metro Code Sections 2.04.060 and 2.04.033 require that the Metro 

Contract Review Board approve sole-source contracts and multi-year contracts; and

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

and was forwarded to the Council for approval; now therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED, That the Metro Contract Review Board hereby 

1. Grants an exemption from the competitive bidding requirements; and

bo



2. Authorizes the Executive Officer to enter into sole-source, multi-year contracts 

with AGRA Earth and Environmental, and Antech Analysis Technology imder 

the terms and conditions specified in Exhibit A attached to this resolution.

ADOPTED by the Metro Contract Review Board this__ day of _ ^1995.

J. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer

Approved as to Form:

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

LZ:gbc
s:\share\zimm\ydebcom\95-2179.res
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Contract No: 904395
Exhibit A

PERSONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT is between Metro, a metropolitan service district organized 
under the laws of the State of Oregon and the 1992 Metro Charter, located at 600 NE 
Grand Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97232, and ANTECH ANALYSIS TECHNOLOGY, 
referred to herein as "Contractor," located at 501 NE Thompson Mill Road, Corbett, OR 
97019. In exchange for the promises and other consideration set forth below, the 
parties agree as follows:

1. Duration. This personal services agreement shall be effective on the last signature 
date below and shall remain in effect until and including June 30,1997, unless 
terminated or extended as provided in this Agreement.

2. Scope of Work. Contractor shall provide all services and materials specified in the 
attached "Exhibit A - Scope of Work," which is incorporated into this Agreement by 
reference. All services and materials shall be provided by Contractor in accordance 
with the Scope of Work, in a competent and professional manner. To the extent that 
the Scope of Work contains additional contract provisions or waives any provision in the 
body of this Agreement, the Scope of Work shall control.

3. Payment. Metro shall pay Contractorfor services performed and matenals delivered 
in the amount(s), manner and at the time(s) specified in the Scope of Work for a 
maximum sum not to exceed ELEVEN THOUSAND DOLLARS AND NO/IOOths 
($11,000.00).

4. Insurance.

a. Contractor shall purchase and maintain at the Contractor’s expense, the 
following types of insurance, covering the Contractor, its employees, and agents:

(1) Broad form comprehensive general liability insurance covering bodily injury 
and property damage, with automatic coverage for premises, operations, and 
product liability. The policy must be endorsed with contractual liability coverage; 
and

(2) Automobile bodily injury and property damage liability insurance.

b. Insurance coverage shall be a minimum of $500,000 per occurrence. If 
coverage is written with an annual aggregate limit, the aggregate limit shall not be 
less than $1,000,000.
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c. Mfitrn. its eifinted officials, departments, employees, and.gqentg shall be named.
as ADDITIONAI INSUREDS. Notice of any material change or policy cancellation
shall be provided to Metro 30 days prior to the change or cancellation.

d. Contractor, its subcontractors, if any, and all employers working under this 
Agreement that are subject employers under the Oregon Workers' Compensation 
Law shall comply with ORS 656.017, which requires them to provide Workers' 
Compensation coverage for all their subject workers. Contractor shall provide Metro 
with certification of Workers' Compensation insurance including employees liability.
If Contractor has no employees and will perform the work without the assistance of 
others, a certificate to that effect may be attached, as Exhibit B, in lieu of the 
certificate showing current Workers' Compensation.

e. If required by the Scope of Work, Contractor shall maintain for the duration of this 
Agreement professional liability insurance covering personal injury and property 
damage arising from errors, omissions, or malpractice. Coverage shall be in the 
minimum amount of $500,000. Contractor shall provide to Metro a certificate of this 
insurance, and 30 days' advance notice of material change or cancellation.

5. Indemnification. Contractor shall indemriify and hold Metro, its agents, employees 
and elected officials harmless from any and all claims, demands, damages, actions, 
losses and expenses, including attorney's fees, arising out of or in any way connected 
with its performance of this Agreement, or with any patent infringement or copyright . 
claims arising out of the use of Contractor's designs or other materials by Metro and for 
any claims or disputes involving subcontractors.

6. Maintenance of Records. Contractor shall maintain all of its records relating to the 
Scope of Work on a generally recognized accounting basis and allow Metro the 
opportunity to inspect and/or copy such records at a convenient place during normal 
business hours. All required records shall be maintained by Contractor for three years 
after Metro makes final payment and all other pending matters are closed.

7. Ownership of Documents. All documents of any nature including, but not limited to, 
reports, drawings, works of art and photographs, produced by Contractor pursuant to 
this Agreement are the property of Metro, and it is agreed by the parties that such 
documents are works made for hire. Contractor hereby conveys, transfers, and grants 
to Metro ail rights of reproduction and the copyright to all such documents.

8. Project Information. Contractor shall share all project information and fully 
cooperate with Metro, informing Metro of all aspects of the project including actual or 
potential problems or defects. Contractor shall abstain from releasing any information 
or project news without the prior and specific written approval of Metro.
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9. Independent Contractor Status. Contractor shall be an independent contractor for 
all purposes and shall be entitled only to the compensation provided for in this 
Agreement. Under no circumstances shall Contractor be considered an employee of 
Metro. Contractor shall provide all tools or equipment necessary to carry out this 
Agreement, and shall exercise complete control in achieving the results specified in the 
Scope of Work. Contractor is solely responsible for its performance under this 
Agreement and the quality of its work; for obtaining and maintaining all licenses and 
certifications necessary to carry out this Agreement; for payment of any fees, taxes, 
royalties, or other expenses necessary to complete the work except as otherwise 
specified in the Scope of Work; and for meeting all other requirements.of law In carrying 
out this Agreement. Contractor shall identify and certify tax status and identification 
number through execution of IRS form W-9 prior to submitting any request for payment 
to Metro.

10. Rinht to Withhold Payments. Metro shall have the right to withhold from payments 
due to Contractor such sums as necessary, in Metro's sole opinion, to protect Metro 
against any loss, damage, or claim which may result from Contractor's performance or 
failure to perform under this Agreement or the failure of Contractor to make proper 
payment to any suppliers or subcontractors.

11. StatR and Fpdaral Law Constraints. Both parties shall comply with the public 
contracting provisions of ORS chapter 279, and the recycling provisions of ORS 
279.545 - 279.650, to the extent those provisions apply to this Agreement. All such 
provisions required to be.included in this Agreement are incorporated herein by 
reference. Contractor shall comply with all applicable requirements of federal and state 
civil rights and rehabilitation statutes, rules and regulations including those of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act.

12. Situs. The situs of this Agreement is Portland, Oregon. Any litigation over this 
agreement shall be governed by the laws of the state of Oregon and shall be conducted 
in the circuit court of the state of Oregon, for Multnomah County, or, if jurisdiction is 
proper, in the U.S. District Court for the District of Oregon.

13. Assignment. This Agreement is binding on each party, its successors, assigns, 
and legal representatives and may not, under any circumstance, be assigned or 
transferred by either party.
14. Termination. This Agreement may be terminated by mutual consent of the parties. 
In addition, Metro may terminate this Agreement by giving Contractor five days prior 
written notice of intent to terminate, without waiving any claims or remedies it may have 
against Contractor. Termination shall not excuse payment for expenses properly 
incurred prior to notice of termination, but neither party shall be liable for indirect or 
consequential damages arising from termination under this section.

15. No Waiver of Claims. The failure to enforce any provision of this Agreement shall 
not constitute a waiver by Metro of that or any nthpr nmwicinn
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16. Modification. Notwithstanding any and all prior agreements or practices, this 
Agreement constitutes the entire Agreement between the parties, and may only be 

modified in a writing signed by both parties.

ANTECH ANALYSIS TECHNOLOGY METRO

Signature Signature

Print name and titie Print name and title

Date
s/share/ettl/earth-wis/904395.psa

Date
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Contract No. 904395

Exhibit A
Scope of Work

Project Purpose

The project involves laboratory testing to determine the presence of cadmium, lead, 
chlordane and pentachlorophenol in samples of yard debris compost. This project also 
includes an interpretation of test results.

This testing program is part of Metro's Earth-Wise Compost Marketing Program.

It is estimated that approximately a total of 40 samples will be tested during this two- 
year contract, two samples from each of 10 processors of yard debris compost each 
year. The actual number may be more or less than 40 samples.

Specific Work to be Accomplished

This is a two-year contract. Contractor will perform all of the tasks below during 
FY 1995-96 (July 1,1995 through June 30,1997) and again in FY 1996-97 (July 1, 
1996 through June 30,1997).

1. Compost samples will be collected from each processor and delivered to Contractor 
by AGRA Earth and Environmental, who is on contract to Metro. Each sample will 
be approximately one quart. The first set of samples will be delivered in September 
1995 for FY 1995-96 and September 1996 for FY 1996-97.

2. A number of additional samples, not to exceed 10, may be collected during the 
contract year for tests to be performed on an "as-needed" basis.

3. Contractor will conduct indicated testing within one week of receipt of Metro sample.

4. Contractor will analyze each sample by gas chromatography/electron capture 
(GC/EC) or other appropriate means to determine the presence of the following 
chemicals for the following costs:

Test To determine the 
presence of:

Cost per sample 
through
Dec.31.1995

Cost per sample 
beginning
Jan.1.1996

Detection Limit

Pesticide chlordane $85.00 $100.00 0.001 ppm
Pesticide pentachlorophenol $95.00 $110.00 0.001 ppm
Metais cadmium $23.00 $25.00 0.06 ppm
Metals lead $23.00 $25.00 1.0 ppm
Cost per sample (for all tests): $226.00 $260.00
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5. If a significant level of any compound is found, Contractor will discuss the results 

with Metro and provide interpretation.

6. Contractor shall submit a synopsis of test results within fifteen working days of 
receiving compost samples. For each material tested, the synopsis shall Include 
detection limits and methodology. Contractor shall send a copy of test results to 
Metro’s designated contractor and a duplicate copy to Metro. The first and second
sets of test results are due as shown on the timeline below.

7. Upon request. Contractor shall provide any technical background information 
necessary to verify the methods used and accuracy of the tests conducted.

8. All products resulting from this Agreement, including test results and analyses, 
shall be held confidentially by Contractor, and shall be disclosed only to Metro and 

Metro’s designated contractor.

Changes to Form Contract

1. The product liability coverage requirement is deleted from paragraph 4.a. (1) of the 

contract.

Timeline

Task Due Date
Receive set one of samples. Begin tests. For FY 1995-96: September 1995

For FY 1996-97: September 1996
Test resuits due to Metro, duplicate copy to
AGRA Earth and Environmental

For FY 1995-96: November 1,1995
For FY 1996-97: November 1.1996

Receive second set of samples. Begin tests. For FY 1995-96: May 15,1996
For FY 1996-97: May 15,1997

Test results due to Metro, duplicate copy to
AGRA Earth and Environmental.

For FY 1995-96: June 7,1996
For FY 1996-97: June 7,1997

Terms of Payment

1. After completing each test and conveying the results to Metro, Antech 
Analysis/Technology will invoice Metro according to the unit costs set forth above.

2. The cost for any additional testing performed will be negotiated in good faith 
between Metro and Contractor.
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3. The maximum compensation which Metro shall be obligated to pay Contractor for 
services performed pursuant to this Agreement shall be $11,000.00. This 
maximum sum shall include all fees, costs and expenses of whatever nature. 
Contractor’s invoices shall include an itemized statement of the work done during 
the billing period, and will not be submitted more frequently than once a month. 
Send invoices to Metro, Attention Solid Waste Department. Metro shall pay
Contractor within 30 days of receipt of an approved invoice.

LE:gbc
s/share/ettl/earth-wis/904395.psa
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Exhibit A
Metro Contract No. 904396

PERSONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT is between Metro, a metropolitan service district organized 
under the laws of the State of Oregon and the 1992 Metro Charter, located at 600 NE 
Grand Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97232, and AGRA Earth and Environmental Inc., 
referred to herein as "Contractor," located at 7477 SWTech Drive Portland, OR 97223- 
8025.

In exchange for the promises and other consideration set forth below, the parties 

agree as follows:

1. Duration. This personal services agreement shall be effective on the last signature 
date below and shall remain in effect until and including June 30,1997, unless 
terminated or extended as provided in this Agreement.

2. Snnpe of Work. Contractor shall provide all services and materials specified in the 
attached "Exhibit A - Scope of Work," which is incorporated into this Agreement by 
reference. All services and materials shall be provided by Contractor in accordance 
with the Scope of Work, in a competent and professional manner. To the extent that 
the Scope of Work contains additional contract provisions or waives any provision in the 
body of this Agreement, the Scope of Work shall control.

3. Payment. Metro shall pay Contractor for services performed and materials delivered 
in the amount(s), manner and at the time(s) specified in the Scope of Work for a 
maximum sum not to exceed TWENTY THOUSAND TWO HUNDRED DOLLARS 
($20,200.00).

4. Insurance.

a. Contractor shall purchase and maintain at the Contractor's expense, the 
following types of insurance, covering the Contractor, its employees, and agents:

(1) Broad form comprehensive general liability insurance covering bodily injury 
and property damage, with automatic coverage for premises, operations, and 
product liability. The policy must be endorsed with contractual liability coverage; 
and

(2) Automobile bodily injury and property damage liability Insurance.

bc\
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b. - Insurance coverage shall be a minimum of $500,000 per occurrence. If 
coverage is written with an annual aggregate limit, the aggregate limit shall not be 
less than $1,000,000.

c. Metro, its elected officials, departments, employees, and agents shall be named
as ADDITIONAI INSUREDS. Notice of any material change or policy cancellation 
shall be provided to Metro 30 days prior to the change or cancellation.

d. Contractor, its subcontractors, if any, and all employers working under this 
Agreement that are subject employers under the Oregon Workers' Compensation 
Law shall comply with ORS 656.017, which requires them to provide Workers' 
Compensation coverage for all their subject workers. Contractor shall provide Metro 
with certification of Workers' Compensation insurance including employer's liability.
If Contractor has no employees and will perform the work without the assistance of 
others, a certificate to that effect may be attached, as Exhibit B, in lieu of the 
certificate showing current Workers' Compensation.

e. If required by the Scope of Work, Contractor shall maintain for the duration of this 
Agreement professional liability insurance covering personal injury and property 
damage arising from errors, omissions, or malpractice. Coverage shall be in the 
minimum amount of $500,000. Contractor shall provide to Metro a certificate of this 
insurance, and 30 days' advance notice of material change or cancellation.

5. Indfimnification. Contractor shall indemnify and hold Metro, its agents,;employees 
and elected officials harmless from any and all claims, demands, damages, actions, 
losses and expenses, including attorney's fees, arising out of or in any way connected 
with its performance of this Agreement, or with any patent infringement or copyright 
claims arising out of the use of Contractor's designs or other materials by Metro and for 
any claims or disputes involving subcontractors.

«
6. Maintenanne of Records. Contractor shall maintain all of its records relating to the 
Scope of Work on a generally recognized accounting basis and allow Metro the 
opportunity to inspect and/or copy such records at a convenient place during normal 
business hours. All required records shall be maintained by Contractor for three years 
after Metro makes final payment and all other pending matters are closed.

7. Ownfirshio of Documents. All documents of any nature including, but not limited to, 
reports, drawings, works of art and photographs, produced by Contractor pursuant to 
this Agreement are the property of Metro, and it is agreed by the parties that such 
documents are works made for hire. Contractor hereby conveys, transfers, and grants 
to Metro all rights of reproduction and the copyright to all such documents.

8. Project Information. Contractor shall share all project information and fully 
cooperate with Metro, informing Metro of all aspects of the project including actual or
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potential problems or defects. Contractor shall abstain from releasing any information 
or project news without the prior and specific written approval of Metro.

9. indfipendent nnntractor Status. Contractor shall be an independent contractor for 
all purposes and shall be entitled only to the compensation provided for in this 
Agreement. Under no circumstances shall Contractor be considered an employee of 
Metro. Contractor shall provide all tools or equipment necessary to carry out this 
Agreement, and shall exercise complete control in achieving the results specified in the 
Scope of Work. Contractor is solely responsible for its performarice under this 
Agreement and the quality of its work; for obtaining and maintaining all licenses and 
certifications necessary to carry out this Agreement; for payment of any fees, taxes, 
royalties, or other expenses necessary to complete the work except as othenwlse 
specified in the Scope of Work; and for meeting all other requirements of law in carrying 
out this Agreement. Contractor shall identify and certify tax status and identification 
number through execution of IRS form W-9 prior to submitting any request for payment 
to Metro.

10. Right to Withhold Payments. Metro shall have the right to withhold from payments 
due to Contractor such sums as necessary, in Metro's sole opinion, to protect Metro 
against any loss, damage, or claim which may result from Contractor's performance or 
failure to perform under this Agreement or the failure of Contractor to make proper 
payment to any suppliers or subcontractors.

11. state and Ffidaral Law Constraints.. Both parties shall comply with the public 
contracting provisions of ORS chapter 279, and the recycling provisions of ORS 
279.545 - 279.650, to the extent those provisions apply to this Agreement. All such 
provisions required to be included in this Agreement are incorporated herein by 
reference. Contractor shall comply with all applicable requirements of federal and state 
civil rights and rehabilitation statutes, rules and regulations-including those of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act.

12. Situs. The situs of this Agreement is Portland, Oregon. Any litigation over this 
agreement shall be governed by the laws of the state of Oregon and shall be conducted 
in the circuit court of the state of Oregon, for Multnomah County, or, if jurisdiction is 
proper, in the U.S. District Court for the District of Oregon.

13. Assignment. This Agreement Is binding on each party, its successors, assigns, 
and legal representatives and may not, under any circumstance, be assigned or 
transferred by either party.

14. Termination. This Agreement may be terminated by mutual consent of the parties. 
In addition, Metro may terminate this Agreement by giving Contractor five days prior 
written notice of intent to terminate, without waiving any claims or remedies It may have 
against Contractor. Termination shall not evr'icp> oayment for expenses properly
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incurred prior to notice of termination, but neither party shall be liable for indirect or 
consequential damages arising from termination under this section.

15. No Waiver nf Claims. The failure to enforce any provision of this Agreement shall 
not constitute a waiver by Metro of that or any other provision.

16. Modification. Notwithstanding any and all prior agreements or practices, this 
Agreement constitutes the entire Agreement between the parties, and may only be 
modified in a writing signed by both parties.

AGRA EARTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL INC. METRO

Signature Signature

Print name and titie Print name and titie

Date
S/SHARE/ETTUEARTH-WIS/904396.PSA

Date
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Metro Contract No. 904396

Exhibit A
SCOPE OF WORK

PROJECT: Collect compost samples, perform field maturity tests and keep records

SUMMARY: Contractor will collect samples twice yearly from certain processors of y^ 
debris compost in Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas counties. Compost niaturity 
will be determined via field assessment of designated parameters. Once compost 
maturity is determined, the sanriple will be sent to designated labs for testing. The labs 
will test the compost for the parameters listed in the Appendix and send test results to 
Contractor. Contractor will compare test results for both yearly samples to pre- 
established standards provided by Metro and forward results to Metro.

It is estimated that approximately 10 processors will participate in the program each 
year, a total of approximately 20 processors during this two-year contract.

At the end of each fiscal year, or about July 1, upon receiving a summary of test results 
from Contractor, Metro will issue a designation of Earth-Wise for that year (FY1995-^6 
or FY1996-97) to processors whose compost samples meet or exceed standards. The 
goal of the project is to increase market demand for yard debris compost and provide 
greater assurance that compost will not cause harm to human or environmental health.

CONTRACTOR: AGRA Earth and Environmental Inc.

CONTRACT TERM: This is a two-year contract. Term will begin on the last signature 
date on the contract and continue through June 30,1997.

Contractor’s Responsibilities

This is a two-year contract. Contractor will perform all of the tasks below during 
FY1995-96 and again during FY1996-97.

Task 1: Collect first set of samples

Within ten working days after this contract becomes effective. Contractor will develop a 
procedure for sampling to be approved by Metro. According to the tirneline listed in 
Task 9: (l)Metro will provide to Contractor a list of processors who will participate in the 
Earth-Wise Compost program for that year and (2)Contractor will contact processors on 
the list provided by Metro to arrange to collect a 1-quart sample from each, using 
dedicated sampling equipment, supplied by Contractor and the Metro-approved 
sampling procedure. Contractor will verify appropriate types of sampling containers 
with Metro’s designated labs, listed in the Appendix. Contractor will maintain records of 
sampling procedure, color of compost, odor, company name and contact person, 
weather, and feedstock for each sample on a standardized form.
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Task 2: Maturity Assessment

Contractor will perform assessment of compost maturity in the field for all samples 
using parameters provided by Metro. In order to reduce subjectivity of field assessment 
parameters (smell, color), Contractor will designate two staff people to perform these 
behaviors for a// samples. The final number will be an average of the assessment made 

by the two staff people.

Task 3: nivirta. package, label and send samples to lab.S

Three labs, under contract to Metro, will test all of the samples. (Labs are listed in the 
Appendix.) Contractor will divide samples, package and send portions using 
laboratories’ instructions for transport within 24 hours of sampling. Contractor wiil use a 
legal chain of custody to ensure the sample gets from processor to Coritractor’s offices 
to labs and a standardized label to affix to each sample to prevent mis-identification.

Task 4: Database

According to the timeline listed under Task 9, Contractor will provide to Metro a 
database of test results for lab tests for samples collected to date. Contractor must 
allow the labs at least 15 working days to complete testing of the samples. Contractor 
will supply the database on diskette and hard copy and integrate all Individual test 
results received from the labs in an easy-to-read format. Contractor will also provide 
copies of the completed sampling forms.. ?

Task 5: Second Set of Samples

According to the timeline listed under Task 9, Contractor will collect a second set of 
samples from the same processors as identified in Task 1. -The test results from these 
samples are due to Metro according to the timeline in Task 9. Contractor must allow 
the labs at least 15 working days to complete testing of the samples. Contractor will use 
the same process for sampling, maturity assessment and shipment to labs as described 
in for the first set of samples in steps 1 through 3 above.

Task 6: Update Database and Review

After receiving results back from the labs for both sets of samples, Contractor will 
evaluate lab test results against pre-established standards (standards are located in the 
Appendix). Contractor will forward to Metro by the dates listed in the timeline a 
database of only those results where both samples meet or exceed minimum 
standards. The database will be provided on diskette and hard copy. Contractor will 
also provide copies of the completed sampling forms for the second set of samples.

Those samples not meeting standards shall be maintained by Contractor and not 
fonwarded to Metro on a regular basis, unless specifically requested in writing. Metro 
will be responsible for fonwarding test results to the processors.
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Task?: Additional Samples

Metro may request that additional samples be collected and/or additional respirometry 
tests be performed. Contractor will perform these tasks on a timeline mutually agreed ^ 
upon by Contractor and Metro and at the same unit costs as designated under “Budget” 
in this contract.

Tasks: Record Keeping. General Information

Contractor will respond to requests from Metro to collect samples and for general 
information. Contractor will maintain and have available for Metro review a bound 
sample log book of all information regarding this program.

Task 9; Final Report

Proposer will write a brief summary and evaluation of the project that includes the 
following topics and submit it to Metro no later than June 30,1996 for FY1995-96 and 
June 30, 1996 for FY1996-97. The log book will be included with the final report.

Sampling procedure
Field assessment of compost maturity
Respirometry tests

Database
Packaging and sending samples to labs :

Working with labs
Logistical problems and suggested solutions 

Suggestions for subsequent Earth-Wise Compost programs 

Other, as suggested by Contractor

Task Due Date
AGRA provides sampling procedure for approval Within 10 days of last signature on contract
Metro provides to AGRA a list of companies who will
participate in' program

For FY1995-96: Oct 15,1995
For FY1996-97: Oct 15.1996

AGRA collects first set of samples; conducts field
assessment of maturity; divides, packages, labels and 
send samples to labs

For FY1995-96: Oct 15-30,1995
For FY1996-97: Oct 15-30,1996

Labs provide test results to AGRA, duplicate copy to
Metro

For FY1995-96: Dec 15,1995
For FY1996-97: Dec 15,1996

Database of test results due to Metro for first set of
samples

For FY1995-96: Dec 29.1995
For FY1996-97: Dec 29,1996

AGRA collect second set of samples; conducts field
assessment of maturity; divides, packages, labels and 
send samples to labs

For FY1995-96: Between May 1 & 8,1996-
For FY1996-97: Between May 1 & 8,1997

Labs provide test results to AGRA, duplicate copies to
Metro

For FY1995-96: June 7,1996
For FY1996-97: June 7,1997

Database of test results due to Metro for second set of
samples

For FY1995-96: June 15,1996
For FY1996-97: June 15,1997
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Schedule for Reports

Report Due Date
AGRA provides procedure for sampling to Metro for
approval.

For FY1995-96: Within ten working
days of the effective date of this 
contract

AGRA provides database of test results from the first
set of samples for lab tests and completed sampling 
forms to Metro.

For FY1995-96: Dec 29,1995
For FY1996-97: Dec 29,1996

AGRA provides to Metro the database of test results
for second set of samples from lab tests, comparison 
of test results to standards and completed sampling 
forms.

For FY1995-96: June 15,1996
For FY1996-97: June 15,1997

AGRA provides to Metro the final report and log book
to Metro.

For FY1995-96: June 30,1996
For FY1996-97: June 30.1997

This contract does not include the following tasks.
• Determine which compost processors will have their compost product sampled
• Maintain contact with yard debris processors beyond initial contact for sampling

• Establish lab testing procedures
• Pay for lab testing procedures
• Establish standards for comparison to lab test results
• Forward test results to compost processors

BUDGET

Total contract payments will not exceed TWENTY THOUSAND TWO HUNDRED 
DOLLARS AND NO/100s ($20,200.00).

Unit cost for all aspects of collection of one sample is $508.00 per sample, including:
• Travel time to compost sites
• On-site sampling and characterization
• Field tests to determine maturity
• All handling and care of samples including sample division, packaging and 

shipping to labs
• Log book preparation
• Review and report writing and responding to requests for information

The value of log book preparation arid report writing is $247.00 per sample, and this 
portion of the per sample unit cost is payable only after 1) with respect to the test 
results due on November 15 of 1995 and 1996, upon Metro’s receipt of copies of 
Contractor’s log books reflecting all appropriate activities; and 2) with respect to the test 
results due on June 15 of 1996 and 1997, upon Metro’s receipt of the Final Report 
described above and Contractor’s log books reflecting all appropriate activities.
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TERMS OF PAYMENT

Metro shall pay Contractor for services performed and materials delivered in the 
maximum sum of TWENTY THOUSAND TWO HUNDRED DOLLARS ($20,200.00).
This maximum sum includes all fees, costs and expenses of whatever nature. Each of 
Metro's payments to Contractor shall equal the percentage of the work Contractor 
accomplished during the billing period, except as noted above regarding a portion of the 
per sample unit cost. Contractor's billing statements will include an itemized statement 
of the work done and expenses incurred during the billing period, will not be submitted 
more frequently than once a month, and will be sent to Metro, Attention Solid Waste ^ 
Department. Metro will pay Contractor within 30 days of receipt of an approved invoice.
1. Payment for invoiced Expenses is dependent upon Metro review and acceptance of 

the reports. All costs incurred by the Contractor shall be included In and not exceed 

$10,000.00.

2. Metro shall process invoices for payment within thirty days of receipt.
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Appendix A
SUMMARY OF LABS TESTING COMPOST SAMPLES 
FOR METRO’S EARTH-WISE COMPOST PROGRAM

Tests Lab and location Contact Name and Phone

- Plant Nutrients
- pH
- Soluble salts

OSU Central Analytical
Lab Soil Testing
3179 AgLife Science Bldg. 
Corvallis, OR 97331

Dean Hanson
Extension Soils Specialist 
(503)737-2187

- Effect of compost material
On indicator seed (toxicity 
test)

- Foreign Materials
- Seed Germination

OSU Seed Lab
Corvallis, OR 97331

Roger Danielson
(503)737-4464

- Presence of 
pentachlorophenol and/or 
chlordane

- Presence of cadmium 
and/or lead

ANTECH
Analysis/Technology Lab 
501 NE Thompson Mill
Rd.
Corbett, OR 97019

Diana Tracy
President
(503)695-2135

LE;gbc
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STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 95-2179 FOR THE PURPOSE 
OF AUTHORIZING AN EXEMPTION FROM COMPETITIVE BIDDING AND 
AUTHORIZING SOLE-SOURCE AND MULTI-YEAR CONTRACTS TO 
AGRA EARTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL, AND ANTECH ANALYSIS FOR 
SAMPLING .AND TESTING OF YARD DEBRIS COMPOST

Date: July 18,1995 Presented by: Mike Burton, 
Lauren Ettlin

PROPOSED ACTION

Adopt Resolution No. 95-2179 to authorize entering into sole source and multi-year contracts for 
sampling and testing of yard debris compost as part of Metro’s Earth-Wise Compost Program. 
The proposed contracts are attached as Exhibit A.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

In January 1994, the Metro Council adopted Resolution No. 91-1889 which designated product 
standards for yard, debris compost. Following adoption of this resolution, Metro developed a 
voluntary Earth-Wise Compost designation program. Through this program yard debris 
processors may apply to have their compost tested twice a year for pH level, heavy metals, 
pesticide residue, plant nutrients, foreign materials, salts and viable seeds. In 1995, nine yard 
debris processors had their products tested. Those who meet the standards will receive a 
certificate and be entitled to use the Earth-Wise Compost logo in their advertising.

In order to implement this program, Metro contracts with a company to collect samples from the 
participating processors, and with various laboratories to test the samples. Samples of compost 
are collected twice during a 12-month period and 13 tests are performed on each sample. Agra 
Earth and Environmental was selected as the contractor for collecting samples and conducting 
maturity tests on finished compost; Antech Analysis Technology is the laboratory that tests for 
heavy metals and pesticide residue. Both companies are currently under contract to Metro and 
have performed their tasks satisfactorily during the first year of the Earth-Wise Compost 
program.

n ISTTFTCATTON FOR AUTHORIZING SOLE-SOURCE AND MULTI-YEAR.CONTRACTS
FOR SAMPLING AND TESTING OF COMPOST

1. It is critical to have consistency in sampling and testing techniques from year to year for 
comparable results, and to maintain the credibility of the Earth-Wise Compost program. 
AGRA Earth and Environmental and Antech Analysis Technology can provide that 
consistency.
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2. The integrity of the program is dependent on sampling and testing being performed by 
reputable firms. AGRA Earth and Environmental and Antech Analysis Technology are 
reputable firms who have performed successfully and are willing to continue their services 
within the limited budget.

3. Antech Analysis Technology is the only laboratory in the Metro region that tests for heavy 
metals and pesticides. They have worked with Metro since 1988 on testing yard debris 
compost. AGRA Earth and Environmental is the only company that responded to the 
original Request for Proposal for the sampling and respirometry work. This has been 
attributed to the small amount of funds available and to the specialized nature of the work.

4. Metro can realize cost savings in staff time by eliminating the writing and evaluation of 
Requests for Proposals for services already successfully provided by AGRA and Antech. 
The two-year contracts will also ensure that expenditures remain at current levels.

5. By authorizing a multi-year contract with AGRA and Antech, Metro can provide the 
consistency needed for this new program so that test results from the first three years of the- 
Earth-Wise Compost program are comparable and consistent.

RIinOET IMPACT

The FY 1995-96 Solid Waste budget has appropriated $22,500 for sampling and testing for the
Earth-Wise Compost Program. These two contracts will spend $15,600 of that appropriation.
By approving the multi-year contracts, the Council will encumber an additional $15,600 in the
FY 1996-97 budget.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution No. 95-2179.

LZ:gbc
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AGENDA ITEM 7.1 
Meeting Date: July 27,1995

Resolution No. 95-2181

Resolution No. 95-2181, For the Purpose of Accepting Nominees to the Metro 
Committee for Citizen Involvement (Metro CCI)
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ACCEPTING )
NOMINEES TO THE METRO COMMITTEE ) 
FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT (METRO CCI) )

)
)

RESOLUTION NO. 95-2181

Introduced by Councilor Susan McLain 
Council Liaison to the Metro 
Committee for Citizen Involvement

WHEREAS; The Metro Council adopted the Regional Urban Growth Goals and 

Objectives (RUGGOs) on September 26, 1991 by Ordinance 91-418B; and

WHEREAS, A partnership is described therein between Metro, citizens, cities, counties, 

special districts, school districts, and state and regional agencies to work together in this planning 

process; and

WHEREAS, Citizen Participation is included in the RUGGOs as the first objective under 

Goal 1, the Regional Planning Process; and

WHEREAS, Objective 1.1 states that Metro shall establish a Regional Citizen 

Involvement Coordinating Committee (RCICC) to assist with the development, implementation 

and evaluation of its citizen involvement program, and

WHEREAS, a committee was formed to draft, develop, solicit comments upon, and 

revise, a set of bylaws to establish the RCICC; and

WHEREAS, These bylaws identify the committee as the,Metro Committee for Citizen 

Involvement (Metro CCI); and

WHEREAS, These bylaws have been adopted by the Metro Council by Resolution No. 

92-1580A on May 28, 1992; and subsequently revised three times, most recently by Resolution 

94-1986 on November 22, 1994; and

WHEREAS, The Metro Charter called for the creation of an Office of Citizen 

Involvement, and the establishment of a citizens committee therein; and

WHEREAS, The Metro Council created said Office and established the Metro CCI as the 

citizen committee within that Office, by adopting Ordinance No. 93-479A; and

WHEREAS, The Metro Council accepted the initial membership of the Metro CCI by 

Resolution No. 92-1666 on August 27, 1992 with subsequent rounds of applicants approved -by 

Resolution No. 92-1702 on October 20, 1992; Resolution No. 92-1763 on February 25, 1993;
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Resolution No. 93-1859 on October 15, 1993; Resolution No. 93-1882 on December 23, 1993; 

Resolution No. 94-1899 on February 24, 1994; Resolution No. 94-2048 on November 10, 1994; 

Resolution No. 95-2071 A on January 12, 1995, Resolution No. 95-2080 A on January 26, 1995; 

and
WHEREAS, This portion of the selection process for nomination to the Metro CCI has 

been initiated, resulting in the nominations of individuals indicated in Exhibit A; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

That the Metro Council accepts the persons nominated for membership on the 

Metro Committee for Citizen Involvement (Metro CCI) identified in Exhibit A attached to this 

resolution.

ADOPTED BY THE METRO COUNCIL this___ day of. 1995.

J. Ruth McFarland,.Presiding Officer

55
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RESOLUTION NO. 95-2181
EXHIBIT A

METRO COMMITTEE FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT (METRO CCI)
POSITION DESCRIPTIONS & NOMINEES TO FILL VACANT POSITIONS

July 27, 1995
Residing Within Metro Council Districts:

District 2 .
Resides within Metro Council district ffl.
Position 5 Term Expires: 12/95 
Chris Utterback 
15651 SE Misty Dr.
Clackamas, OR 97015

District 5
Resides within Metro Council district ff3.
Position 13 Term Expires: 12/95 
Lisa M. Umscheid 
6301 N. Commercial Avenue 
Portland, OR 97217

cttt/en Involvement Committee Representatives

Multnomah Countv Committee for Citizen Involvement
Represents the Multnomah County Committee for Citizen Involvement,
Position 26 Term Expires: 12/96
Kay Durtschi
2230 SW Caldew
Portland, OR 97219
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Staff Report

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 95-2181, FOR THE PURPOSE OF ACCEPTING 
NOMINEES TO THE METRO COMMITTEE FOR CITIZEN INVOLVEMENT.

Date; July 17, 1995 By; Judy Shioshi

Background

Three vacancies were created on the Metro Committee for Citizen Involvement over the past six 
months due to conflicting demands on member’s time or moving from the area. A recruitment 
campaign was conducted. Nine applications were received for one opening in District 2. Seven 
applications were received for on opening in District 5. The third vacancy is in the position 
assigned as a representative from the Multnomah County Citizen Involvement Committee

A selection committee meeting was held on July 5, 1995. Councilor Washington stopped in to 
thank the selection committee for their hard work. Additionally he relayed his confidence in the 
committee’s choice and emphasized both his interest in the committee, and his acknowledgment 
of the importance of the committee.

Councilor Morissette was unable to attend, but sent his assistant, Rene Cannon. Others present 
included; the Committee Chair, Ric Buhler, Selection Committee members; Geoff Hyde, Debra 
Downey, Bill Merchant, and Bob Bothman, and Committee Analyst, Judy Shioshi. The 
committee deliberated for over an hour on the two vacancies. Respectfully submitted for Council 
approval are nominees; Chris Utterback for Position 5 in District 2, and Lisa M. Umscheid for . 
Position 13 in District 5.

The nominee for the seat representing the Multnomah County Citizen Involvement Committee 
was selected by the committee’s steering committee, acting on behalf of the full committee on 
July 13, 1995. They forwarded the name of Kay Durtschi to fill Position 26.
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AGENDA ITEM 7.2 
Meeting Date: July 27,1995

Resolution No. 95-2172

Resolution No. 95-2172, For the Purpose of Authorizing an Exemption from the 
Competitive Bid Process and Authorizing Issuance of RFP ft 95-R-17 for a 
Commercial Food Waste Composting Project Site and Processing Services.

c\o



c\]



SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 95-2172, FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
AUTHORIZING AN EXEMPTION FROM THE COMPETITIVE BID PROCESS AND 
AUTHORIZING ISSUANCE OF RFP#95R-17-SW FOR A COMMERCIAL FOOD WASTE 
COMPOSTING PROJECT-SITE AND PROCESSING SERVICES

Date: July 19, 1995 Presented by: Councilor McLain

Committee Recommendation: At the July 18 meeting, the Committee 
voted unanimously to recommend Council adoption of Resolution No. 
95-2172. Voting in favor: Councilors Kvistad, McFarland and 
McLain.

Committee iBsues/Discussion: Bern Shanks, Solid Waste Director, 
noted that the purpose of the resolution was to authorize the 
release of an RFP to procure a processing site and processing 
services for a demonstration project for the composting of source- 
separated organic food wastes.

Debbie Gorham, Waste Reduction and Planning Services Manager, 
reviewed the history of Metro's involvement with compost 
facilities. She noted that, following the failure of the Riedel 
compost facility, Metro had initiated a community-wide planning 
project to develop strategies for the future role of composting in 
the region's waste disposal system. This planning effort resulted 
in a recommendation that Metro examine the potential for compost 
processing of organic food wastes.

Bill Metzler, Associate Solid Waste Planner, explained that this 
resolution was part of a larger project.. This project . would 
involve the collection and hauling of about 1,000 tons of source- 
separated organic food wastes from restaurants and grocery stores 
to a selected site for composting. The intent of the project is to 
examine the economic and technical feasibility of establishing a 
collection and compost processing system for the estimated 200,000 
tons of food wastes that are annually disposed of in the region. 
Staff estimates that 60-85% of this material could be source- 
separated.

The RFP proposed in the resolution would result in the procurement 
of a processing site and processing services for the project. 
Based on the location of the site, a subsequent resolution will be 
presented to procure collection and hauling services. It is 
anticipated that, the project will be completed in late 1996 or 
early 1997. Metzler noted that affected local governments will be 
actively involved in the procurement process. Evaluation criteria 
will include cost, regulatory compliance and environmental impact.

Councilor McFarland noted that an RFP process allows for a wide 
variety of proposals to be received and considered, subject to 
certain evaluation criteria. She noted that the evaluation



criteria should also include an examination of the experience of 
the proposer. Metzler noted that experience is one of the 
evaluation criteria.

Councilor McLain noted that the RFP requests information on 
nuisance control safeguards that would be provided. She recalled 
the odor and other problems at the Riedel facility and encouraged 
staff to require specific and comprehensive types of requirements.
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING AN ) 
EXEMPTION FROM THE COMPETITIVE BID )
PROCESS AND AUTHORIZING ISSUANCE OF )
RFP # 95R-17-SW FOR A COMMERCIAL FOOD ) 
WASTE COMPOSTING PROJECT - SITE )
AND PROCESSING SERVICES. )

RESOLUTION NO. 95-2172

Introduced by Mike Burton, 
Executive Officer

WHEREAS, the Riedel Mass Composting Facility is no longer a part of the 

Metro solid waste management system; and

WHEREAS, Resolution No. 94-1915A directs staff to revise the Regional 

Solid Waste Management Plan and Metro Code to include new options for managing 

organic waste in the region;

WHEREAS, The Regional Solid Waste Management Plan, in continuing to 

recognize and support the state hierarchy (ORS 459.015) for managing solid waste, 

specifies landfilling as the least preferred option; and

WHEREAS, A public process composed of a series of workshops and a 

regional conference was conducted to examine new options for managing organic waste in 

the Metro region, whose participants included waste generators, waste haulers, waste 

processors, business leaders, government officials and other interested parties; and 

WHEREAS, businesses may benefit from a potential cost savings if less 

expensive alternatives to landfilling organic waste can be developed; and

WHEREAS, key recommendations from the public workshops and organic 

waste management conference include conducting a food waste recovery project that 

focuses on recovering source separated organics from commercial food-related businesses; 

and

WHEREAS, It is in Metro's best interest to utilize a request for proposals 

rather than the competitive bid process for the reasons stated in Exhibit A; and

WHEREAS, Metro Code Section 2.04.041(c) and ORS 279.015(2) authorize 

the Metro Contract Review Board to exempt a public service contract from competitive 

bidding if it finds that the exemption will not encourage favoritism or substantially diminish 

competition for public contracts and that such an exemption will result in substantial 

savings; and ^
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WHEREAS, Exhibit A to this resolution presents findings which satisfy the

requirements for such an exemption; and

WHEREAS, The resolution was submitted to the Executive Officer for 

consideration and was forwarded to the Metro Council for approval; now therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

1. That the Metro Council adopts as findings the information and reasoning 

contained in Exhibit A, made part of this resolution by reference, and 

concludes that:

a) It is unlikely that exempting the project site and services RFP from the 

competitive bid process will encourage favoritism in the awarding of 

public contracts or substantially diminish competition for public 

contracts; and

b) The exemption will result in substantial cost savings to Metro; and 

Therefore, exempts the contract to be solicited through Request for 

Proposals No. 95R-17-SW from competitive bid requirements.

2. That the Metro Council authorizes issuance of RFP #95R-17-SW attached 

as Exhibit B.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of , 1995.

J. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer

Approved as to Form:

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel

BM:ay
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EXHIBIT A

FINDINGS FOR AN EXEMPTION FROM THE COMPETITIVE BID PROCESS FOR THE COMMERCIAL 
FOOD WASTE COMPOSTING PROJECT -- SITE AND PROCESSING SERVICES.

In order to utilize the proposal process to contract for a compost site and services for the commercial 
food waste recovery project, findings are presented below to satisfy the following exemption 
requirements:

a) It is unlikely that such exemption will encourage favoritism in the awarding of public contracts 
or substantially diminish competition for public contracts; and

b) The awarding of public contracts pursuant to the exemption will result in substantial cost 
savings to the public contracting agency. In making such finding, the director or board may 
consider the type, cost, amount of the contract, number of persons available to bid and such 
other factors as may be deemed appropriate.

Findings for exemption *,a*'

The approach will not encourage favoritism because it should increase the number of potential 
proposers. This is because the proposal process will allow greater flexibility in the arrangements 
proposers can make in providing a test project site and composting services to Metro, than would a 
bid. The award of the contract will be based on a competitive proposal process that uses a selection 
team and selection criteria.

There are a variety of ways food waste can be processed (e.g., aerated static pile composting, in­
vessel composting, turned windrow composting, anaerobic digestion/methane recovery, 
vermicomposting), some of these methods can be combined to increase the efficiency and 
effectiveness of a processing method. In addition, there may be a number of ways fn which each of 
the processing methods can be accomplished. Writing precise specifications would limit the number of 
approaches and would be counter productive. A proposal process should increase the number and 
quality of proposals received, thereby satisfying 'a* above, because it allows for greater creativity and 
more approaches.

Findings for exemption ''b*

The RFP process will provide Metro with choices that can result in substantial cost savings. Increasing 
competition should result in savings as proposers strive to cut their margins. The proposal process 
allows Metro to evaluate the proposals and proposers on the following, in addition to, the proposed 
price:

• The suitability and location of the proposed processing site,
Past performance.
Appropriateness and scale of the proposed processing method for this region.
Process monitoring and quality control.
Environmental controls, product quality, marketing and 
Per ton processing costs for a permanent facility.

This should increase the probability that the selected firm and approach satisfies Metro, the local 
government, and DEQ requirements. Much of the regions organic waste is currently being landfilled, it 
is anticipated that the results of the test project will provide new management options and incentives 
for managing the regions organic waste in a cost effective, environmentally sound, and publicly 
acceptable manner. For these reasons, a contract negotiated for the project will also satisfy the 
requirements of "b" above.
BM:«y
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EXHIBIT B

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 
for

A Commercial Food Waste Composting Project

SITE AND PROCESSING SERVICES

RFP #95R- 17 -SW

Metro
Solid Waste Department 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232

Printed on Recyded P'^f-Consumer Content, Please Recycle!
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REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 

for
A Commercial Food Waste Composting Project -Site and Processing Services

I. INTRODUCTION

The Solid Waste Department of Metro, a metropolitan service district organized under the 
laws of the State of Oregon and the 1992 Metro Charter, located at 600 NE Grand 
Avenue, Portland, OR 97232-2736, is requesting proposals to provide a commercial food 
waste composting site and processing services as part of Metro's Commercial Organic 
Waste Recovery Project. Proposals will be due no later than 4:00 p.m., Wednesday, 
September 13. 1995. in Metro's business offices at 600 NE Grand Avenue, Portland, OR 
97232-2736. Details concerning the project and proposal are contained in this document.

II. BACKGROUND/HISTORY OF PROJECT

Metro is a regional government which provides services to the metropolitan areas of 
Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington counties of Oregon. One of the services Metro 
provides is the management of solid waste for the region.

The Metro region currently has an integrated waste management network in place. This 
network is a public and private partnership that begins with collection and moves through 
the processing, recycling, transfer, and disposal of different kinds of materials.

According to the 1993/94 Metro Waste Characterization Study, approximately 200,000 
tons of food waste and 54,000 tons of non-recyclable paper were delivered to the region's 
disposal facilities during the year-long study period. There are currently no significant on­
site or post-collection recovery programs in place to divert these materials from the landfill. 
At least some of these materials could be diverted and composted, thus bringing the region 
closer to its 50% recycling goal.

In 1993/94 Metro conducted a series of public workshops to help develop a regional 
organic waste management strategy. The participants targeted composting pre­
segregated food wastes from the commercial sector as a viable part of the overall 
strategy. This approach is valuable because it not only diverts waste from the landfill but 
converts it to a useful end product. Metro will be testing this approach through the project 
described in this RFP.

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS FOR COMMERCIAL 
FOOD WASTE COMPOSTING TEST PROJECT
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III. GENERAL PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Purpose

The purpose of the project is to test the collection and recovery of commercial organic 
waste (pre-consumer food waste and nonrecyclable paper) from food-related businesses as 
an alternative to the current practice of landfilling. The project objectives are to evaluate 
the economic, regulatory, and environmental feasibility of commercial organic waste 
recovery in the region.

Timeline

The project will begin in October 1995 and be completed in December 1996. It is 
expected that by February 1996, all permits will have been obtained, site improvements 
completed and processing operations in place and ready for waste delivery and processing.

Food Waste Collection

Metro will deliver (through separate contracts, hot part of this RFP) presegregated food 
wastes to the processing site on a regularly scheduled basis, at least once a week, for 
approximately eight (8) months. Metro will contract for the waste collection services after 
selecting a processor, and will be responsible for ensuring coordination between the 
hauling contract and the processing contract. Delivery schedules will be developed during 
negotiations with the hauling contractor and in consultation with the successful-proposer 
to this RFP.

Food-related businesses (e.g. grocery stores and restaurants) will participate, providing the 
pre-consumer food waste and nonrecyclable paper for processing. Metro may require that 
the collected organic waste be transported to Metro Central Transfer Station for quality 
control inspections and reload before delivery to the processing site. This step will have a 
very short turnaround time to ensure prompt delivery of the presegregated organics to the 
processing site.

Processing

Food wastes will be delivered to the processing site each week for eight (8) continuous 
months. Over the course of the waste delivery contract period, up to 1,000 tons of 
presegregated food-related wastes will be delivered to the successful contractor for 
processing. Because odor control and pathogen reduction are predominant concerns,
Metro believes that a likely processing technique may be the aerated static pile composting 
method that incorporates a biofilter (or other odor abatement system) to treat the air after 
it is pulled through the compost piles. Metro will consider alternative processing methods 
that are responsive to the requirements of this RFP.

A combination of methods may be the optimal processing approach. For example, the. 
aerated static pile method for the first four weeks of composting and then switching to the 
turned windrow method. Metro intends to work closely with the processor to assist in 
obtaining all required permits.

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS FOR COMMERCIAL 
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IV. PROPOSED SCOPE OF WORK / PROPOSAL SUBMITTALS

Tasks 1 through 12 describe the proposed scope of work, including information to be 
submitted by the proposer. All items listed as "submittals" shall be included in the proposal, 
as indicated in Section VIII (B) of this RFP.

TASK 1. PROVIDE A SUITABLE SITE FOR PROCESSING

The successful proposer will be responsible for: 1) providing a site that is appropriate and 
suitable for. conducting this project, and 2) the design and construction of all site 
modifications necessary for conducting this project. The successful proposer will be 
responsible for submitting a site improvement plan, which must be reviewed and finalized 
with Metro prior to commencement of any work.

Submittals:

A. Describe the existing site including location, size (acres and approximate 
dimensions), existing operations, access to electricity and water, type of 
existing land use permit, and adjacent land uses. The proposer must include 
documentation of site ownership or right to use and develop the site. In 
addition, the proposer must submit the requested information outlined in 
Attachment A - Site Location Mao.

B. State why you believe the site (with your firm as the operator) would be 
suitable for this project. Responses should address the following issues:

• accessibility
• impact on neighbors
• impact on the environment
• compatibility with existing operations on site
• ability to obtain permits

C. Describe any major site modifications that would be necessary before food 
and other organics processing could take place on the site. Include 
consideration of both on-site and off-site factors such as new driveways to 
improve vehicle access to site, paving, or upgrading of major utilities (e.g. 
storm drains, electricity).

Provide a budget (itemized by labor and materials) and a schedule for the 
performance of the work needed to accomplish this task.

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS FOR COMMERCIAL 
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TASK 2. OBTAIN ALL NECESSARY PERMITS

The successful proposer will be responsible for obtaining all necessary licenses, permits or 
other regulatory approval necessary to conduct this project. It is expected that at a 
minimum, the proposer has a conditional use permit (or equivalent) for conducting yard 
debris composting at the proposed processing site. Metro will assist in securing DEQ 
approval and local government land use permits, if needed, for accepting and processing 
the presegregated organic wastes as part of this limited project.

Submittals:

A. Describe what permits/licenses you have; and other permits that will be 
needed to participate in this project (include existing/proposed land use 
permits).

B. Provide an itemized budget and a schedule for the performance of the work 
needed to accomplish this task.

TASK 3. FINAUZE PLANS

The successful proposer will be responsible for developing and finalizing all plans and 
schedules including, but not limited to: site and processing systems design and 
construction plans, operational plans, process monitoring plans, sampling plans, and other 
schedules that may be necessary for this project. All plans and schedules must be 
reviewed and finalized with Metro prior to starting work on this project.

Submittal: Provide a budget (itemized by labor and materials) and a schedule for the •
performance of the work needed to accomplish this task.

TASK 4. DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION OF THE ORGANICS PROCESSING SYSTEM

The successful proposer will be responsible for:'

• The design and construction of a food waste composting system that is appropriate 
and suitable for conducting this project;

• Providing all processing equipment, material, and supplies; and

• Site management, labor and any other specialized services for site construction and 
system set lip necessary for conducting this project.

The proposed system must:

1. Be efficient, reliable, and appropriate for the scale, purpose, and timeframe of this 
project;

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS FOR COMMERCIAL 
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2. Utilize a processing method that can be conducted in a manner that minimizes 
environmental and nuisance impacts;

3. Produce a final product that will have undergone a pathogen reduction process {see 
Attachment C); and

4. Produce a final product that will meet Metro product quality standards (to be finalized 
during negotiations with the successful proposer). See Attachment D for a preliminary 
list of parameters for which the product will be tested.

Submittals:

A. The proposer must submit the requested information outlined in Attachment B - Site 
Plan Map.

B. Describe your proposed processing system, all equipment required, and processing 
system construction and set-up necessary to conduct this project. As part of this 
submittal, include a description of the following:

1. The specifications to which the windrows or other piles will be constructed 
(length, width, height), configuration, and how they will be constructed.

2. The aeration system design. Include estimated pile aeration requirements.

3. The biofilter design. Include design and operating criteria such.-as: filter 
media, filter loading, filter depth, detention time, oxygen content, moisture 
control, pH, pressure drop and other maintenance issues.

4. A description of the compost equipment to, be used at the facility including 
type, capacity, and number of units. Indicate if the equipment is owned or if 
it will be rented or purchased for this project.

C.

5. Delivery access, tipping/receiving, and mixing areas. Include a description of 
any proposed enclosures.

6. Methods of handling leachate from both delivered feedstocks and generated 
from the composting process. Including how it will be collected, treated, 
reused or disposed.

7. Methods that divert precipitation run-on around the composting area.
Method to control the runoff from the facility resulting from precipitation.

Provide a budget (itemized by labor and materials) and a schedule for the 
performance of the work needed to accomplish this task.
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TASKS. CONDUCT ORGANIC WASTE PROCESSING

The successful proposer,will be responsible for all site and operations management and 
staffing needed to conduct all aspects of the project necessary to process the organic 
wastes as described in this RFP.

A. The processing method must produce a stable, cured, sanitized and marketable end 
product that will: 1) have undergone a pathogen reduction process (see Attachment 
C), and 2) will be subject to product quality standards (to be finalized during 
negotiations with the successful proposer). See Attachment D for a preliminary list 
of parameters for which the product will be tested.

B. Provide a budget (itemized by labor and materials) and a schedule for the 
performance of the work needed to accomplish this task (include steps in Task 5C 
and D).

C. The successful proposer will be required to submit a Final Operating Plan for 
approval by Metro (after execution of the contract), containing at a minimum, the 
information described in Attachment E- Final Operating Plan.

D. The processing method must include the following steps:

(1) Preprocessing
The successful proposer will be responsible for preprocessing the delivered 
wastes. The proposer will be required to check the feedstocks (including the 
bulking agents) upon receipt to provide a basis for planning and controlling the 
process and for regulatory and contractual reporting. The data will provide an 
understanding of variations in the wastestream caused by seasonal changes and 
source, separation program changes/modifications.

The data from the feedstock audits must include routine operating information 
such as:

• Quantity, source, and type of waste received;
• Quantity, type, and disposition of rejects sent for disposal; and
• Quantity, type, and disposition of compost and recyclables recovered.

Submittal: Describe how you will conduct the preprocessing.

(2) Feedstock and Bulkina Agent Preparation. Mixing and Pile Formation
The successful proposer will be responsible for all feedstock and bulking agent 
procurement, delivery, preparation, mixing and pile formation. This includes 
physical processing and adding amendments (if needed) and mixing in the 
correct ratio of bulking agents.
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Submittals: Describe what the proposed bulking agents will be, where they will 
come from, costs, and mix ratio to food waste. Describe how you will conduct, 
monitor and control the following:

Size reduction 
Set C:N ratio 
Mixing

• Mix amendments
• Set moisture
• Monitor pH

(3) Composting
The successful proposer will be responsible for the composting of the feedstock 
mixes and biofiltration necessary to remove odors from active compost pile 
exhaust.

The intensity of the biological activity during this step requires close monitoring 
and process control to help ensure that the most rapid decomposition rate is 
being achieved, while at the same time controlling nuisance odors. Pathogen 
reduction will take place early in this step and particular attention is required to 
ensure temperature requirements are met, while at the same time, preventing 
the temperatures from becoming so high that they have a detrimental affect on 
the microbes.

Submittal: To help ensure the most effective operation during the composting 
stage, and as part of this step, describe how you will conduct, monitor and 
control the following:

• C:N ratio
• Aeration
• Turning/mixing
• Pathogen reduction

Moisture 
Temperature 
Monitor pH
Biofilter function/maintenance

(4) Compost Stabilization
The successful proposer will be responsible for ensuring proper compost 
stabilization.

Submittal: Describe your method for accomplishing this task and the length of 
time needed to create a stable compost. Discuss the following elements:

Mix amendments 
Turning and mixing 
Control temperature

Control moisture 
Monitor pH
Control pathogens (control 
regrowth and prevent 
contamination of sanitized 
materials with unsanitized 
compost, air, water, or 
equipment)

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS FOR COMMERCIAL 
FOOD WASTE COMPOSTING TEST PROJECT \0b

JUNE 1995 
RFP#95R-17.SW



(5) Compost Screening and Refining
The successful proposer will be responsible for all compost screening and 
refining necessary to remove oversized items and physical contaminants from 
the compost product in order to meet or exceed market requirements identified 
for the product.

Submittal; Describe how this will be accomplished.

(6) Compost Curing
The successful proposer will ensure that the compost is adequately cured. The 
product must be highly stable, free of organic phytotoxins, and have gone through 
a mineralization and humification process. The successful proposer will ensure 
that process controls and monitoring continue, as appropriate, during this stage.

Submittal; Describe how you will accomplish this step, 
is not lirnited to, the following elements;

This must include, but

Control moisture 
Monitor pH

Maintain aerobic conditions 
Turn and mix
Control pathogens (prevent regrowth 
of pathogens, prevent contamination 
of sanitized materials with 
unsanitized compost, water, air, or 
equipment.

(7) Compost Storage
During compost storage, the successful proposer will be responsible for 
maintaining the quality control exercised during the earlier steps.

Submittal;
elements:

Describe how you will accomplish this step. Include the following

• Control moisture
• Monitor pH

Turn and mix
Maintain aerobic conditions 
Control pathogens (prevent regrowth 
to above background levels, 
separate handling of sanitized and 
untreated materials)
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TASK 6. prcx:ess monitoring

The successful proposer will be responsible for developing a process monitoring schedule 
and conducting a process monitoring program. Process monitoring provides the means to 
assess composting conditions and determine the need for activities such as air flow 
adjustments, water addition, and pile turning. Note that Metro may independently perform 
(not part of this contract) a number of baseline feedstock tests and final product quality 
tests.

A. Process Monitoring Program - The process monitoring program will entail the 
collection of field and laboratory data throughout the project.

Submittal: Proposers rnust provide a description of the process monitoring, 
laboratory and recordkeeping activities to be performed, including frequency, 
equipment to be used, and monitoring locations. Describe how the plan and 
schedule will address the following parameters:

Temperature 
Oxygen concentration 
Bulk Density (Ibs/CY) 
Leachate generation

• pH
• Aeration rate
• Odor Generation
• Nuisance pests

B. Testing and Sampling Plan - The successful proposer will: 1) develop and implement 
a plan to define methods and procedures for sample testing, and 2) obtain and test 
representative samples, use data for process control, plan for contingencies, and 
document process flow.

The number, size, type, and frequency of samples taken will be determined by 
testing needs. Sampling will be more frequent during facility start-up as operating 
personnel learn how to control the process and to demonstrate successful 
compliance with operating, contractual, and regulatory requirements.

Sampling Plan
The successful proposer will be required to submit for Metro review and approval, a 
sampling plan that describes the following:

1) Qualifications of persons performing sampling
2) Specific sampling locations
3) Sampling frequency
4) Random sampling protocol (if that approach is used)
5) Number of samples
6) Sampling equipment and supplies
7) Sampling procedure and documentation
8) Sample management
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C. Material Balance/Flow - Process flow data from the facility must be collected and 
analyzed to:

• understand and control the composting process
• provide information for other purposes such as regulatory compliance and 

waste audits.

Process flow evaluation includes the basic information required to track the total 
‘material flow throughout the facility, often referred to as material balance. The 
successful proposer shall develop and use a series of data sheets and flow diagrams 
to track items such as:

• Feedstocks processed - Record the type, source, date, time, and weight of 
all acceptable waste delivered to the facility.

• Unacceptable waste - Record the amounts, types, and disposition of all 
wastes rejected as unacceptable by the facility.

• Recyclable material recovery - Record the amounts and disposition of 
recyclable materials by type.

• Residue generation - Record the amounts and disposition of residue 
generated', by process source (e.g, tip area, feedstock preparation, compost 
screening).

• Compost production - Record the amount and disposition of compost 
material produced from each major process unit (e.g. active composting, 
stabilization, curing, screening, storing).

• Product storage - Record increases and decreases in inventory of all products 
stored in the facility, by location and type of material (e.g. raw 
feedstocks/bulking agents, stabilized compost)

D. Provide a budget (itemized by labor and materials) and a schedule for the 
performance of the work needed to accomplish this task.

TASK?. NUISANCE CONTROL

The successful proposer shall ensure that the compost operation/facility operate in a 
manner that safeguards the public health, safety, and the environment.

Submittals:

A. Describe how you will accomplish the following:

Odor control 
Vector control

Noise control 
Litter control

Dust control .
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B. Provide a budget (itemized by labor and materials) and a schedule for the 
performance of the work needed to accomplish this task.

TASKS. CONTINGENCY PLAN

The successful proposer shall be required to submit, for review and approval by Metro, a 
Contingency Plan for handling emergencies and abnormal circumstances.

Submittals:

A. Provide a summary of a draft contingency plan. It should include, but is not limited 
to, the following:

Receipt of unacceptable waste 
Public nuisances

Equipment breakdown 
Contaminated product 
Fire

B. Provide a budget (itemized by labor and materials) apd a schedule for the 
performance of the work needed to accomplish this task.

TASK 9. RECORD KEEPING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS

The successful proposer will be responsible for keeping accurate and legible records of all 
processing operations and process monitoring, including but not limited to, feedstock and 
bulking agent intake and receipt, preprocessing, processing, stabilization, curing, testing, 
and disposition of final product. All processing data shall be provided to Metro on a 
regularly scheduled basis. All record keeping and reporting procedures and forms will be 
approved by Metro prior to the commencement of any processing.

Submittal: Provide a budget (itemized by labor and materials) and a schedule for the
performance of the work needed to accomplish this task.

TASK 10. COMPOST PRODUCT END-USE PLAN

The successful proposer will be responsible for all costs associated with selling, giving 
away or disposing of products produced by the composting process. The successful 
proposer will be entitled to all revenues from the sale of the finished product.

Submittals:

A. Describe your plan for using or marketing the end product.
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B. Provide a budget (itemized by labor and materials) and a schedule for the 
performance of the work needed to accomplish this task.

TASK 11. PROCESSING SITE PROJECT CLOSURE

Upon completion of this project, the successful proposer will be responsible for all project 
site closure activities. The successful proposer will decommissiori the temporary 
composting facility. This includes cleanup, inventory and preparation of project equipment 
for storage, disassembly and shipping of temporary structures. All processing conducted 
under a contract that results from this RFP will cease, and all permits granted to conduct 
this limited project will expire.

Unless otherwise approved by Metro:

• All durable features (e.g. paving, liner, utilities) may be left intact and in place. Metro 
and all other involved parties shall relinquish all rights to these durable features to the 
successful proposer upon completion of facility closure.

• All portable equipment, purchased as part of this project (e.g. blowers, unburied pipe, 
windrow turners), remains the property of Metro and will be made available for 
disposition by Metro at completion of site closure.

Submittals:

A. Provide a description of the site closure activities that you will perforrh upon 
completion of the project.

B. Provide a budget (itemized by labor and materials) and a schedule for the 
performance of the work needed to accomplish this task.

TASK 12. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPLEMENTATION

Upon completion of the project and based on the processors experiences with the project, 
the successful proposer shall submit to Metro a report with recommendations for 
permanent implementation of a small - to medium-scale food waste composting operation 
that should include (but is not limited to) the following:

• Recommended processing method(s)
• Scale-up recommendations
• Equipment

• Costs/Tip fee needed
• Feasibility
• Siting/Permits

Submittal: Provide a budget (itemized by labor and materials) and a schedule for the
performance of the work needed to accomplish this task.

REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS FOR COMMERCIAL 
FOOD WASTE COMPOSTING TEST PROJECT

ifeW
JUNE 1995 

RFP #9JR-17-SW



V. SCHEDULE AND PAYMENT

Under the contract that results from this RFP, Metro will provide the successful proposer 
with an amount not to exceed $125,000.

VI. PROJECT ADMINISTRATION

Metro's project "manager and contact for this project is Bill Metzler, in the Planning and 
Technical Services Division of Metro's Solid Waste Department.

Metro intends to award a contract to a single contractor who will assume responsibility for 
any/all subcontractor work, as well as the day-to-day direction and internal management of 
the project, unless otherwise specified in this RFP or otherwise agreed upon in the actual 
contract.

VII. PROPOSAL INSTRUCTIONS

A. Submission of Proposals

5 copies of the proposal shall be furnished to Metro, addressed to:

Bill Metzler
Metro Solid Waste Department .
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232-2736

B. Deadline

Proposals will not be considered if received aftfer 4:00 ja.m., Wednesday 
September 13. 1995.

C. RFP as Basis for Proposals:

This Request for Proposals represents the most definitive statement Metro 
will make concerning the information upon which Proposals are to be based. 
Any verbal information which is not addressed in this RFP will not be 
considered by Metro in evaluating the Proposal. All questions relating to this 
RFP should be addressed to Bill Metzler at (503) 797-1666. Any questions, 
which in the opinion of Metro, warrant a written reply or RFP amendment 
will be furnished to all parties receiving this RFP. Metro will not respond to 
questions received after Friday. August 25. 1995.

D. Information Release

All proposers are hereby advised that Metro may solicit and secure 
background information based upon the information, including references.
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provided in response to this RFP. By submission of a proposal all proposers 
agree to such activity and release Metro from all claims arising from such 
activity.

E. Disadvantaged. Minority and Women-Owned Business Program

Metro and its contractors will not discriminate against any person or firm 
based on race, color, national origin, sex, sexual orientation, age, religion, ^ 
physical handicap, political affiliation or marital status.

Metro extends equal opportunity to all persons and specifically encourages 
disadvantaged, minority, and women-owned businesses to access and 
participate in this and all Metro projects, programs, and services.

If any subcontracting is intended. Proposers are directed to Metro Code 
2.04.100 and 2.04.200 governing utilization of minority and women-owned 
businesses.

Metro's Minority and Women-Owned Business Program is administered by 
the Contract Services Division. They may be reached at (503) 797-1717 
during regular business hours should you have detailed questions about the 
program.

VIII. PROPOSAL CONTENTS

The proposal should contain sufficient written material (excluding biographies and 
brochures, which may be included in an appendix), describing the ability of the consultant 
to perform the work requested in this RFP and as outlined below. The proposal should be 
submitted on recyclable, double-sided recycled paper (post consumer content). No waxed 
page dividers or non-recyclable materials should be included in the proposal.

A. Cover Letter: A brief introduction of the organization and how/why it is best 
qualified to complete the tasks outlined. Indicate who will be the project 
manager, and that the proposal will be valid for ninety (90) days.

B. Aoproach/Proiect Work Plan: Describe how the work will be done within the 
given tirneframe and budget. Include a proposed work plan and schedule, 
which includes describing the methodology you will use to complete the 
scope of work. Include all information requested in Section IV - Proposed 
Scope of Work, of this RFP; all items listed as "submittals" must be included 
in this portion of the proposal.

C. Staffino/Proiect Manager Designation; Identify specific personnel assigned 
to major project tasks, their roles in relation to the work required, percent of 
their time on the project, and special qualifications they may bring to the 
project. Include resumes of individuals proposed for this contract, if 
applicable.
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Metro intends to award this contract to a single firm to provide the services 
required. Proposals must identify a single person as project manager to work 
with Metro. The consultant must assure responsibility for any subconsultant 
work and shall be responsible for the day-to-day direction and internal 
management of the consultant effort.

Experience: List projects conducted or experience that you have had over 
the past five years which involved services similar to the services required 
here.- If you are describing projects, include the name of the customer 
contact person, his/her title, role on the project, and telephone number for 
each project. Also, identify persons on the proposed project team who 
worked on each of the other projects listed, and their respective roles. If 
you are describing experience that you have had, identify the type and length 
of that experience, the key people involved, and the general outcome(s) of 
that experience.

Cost/Budoet: Present the proposed cost of the project and the proposed 
method of compensation. List hourly rates for personnel assigned to the 
project, total personnel expenditures, support services, and subconsultant 
fees (if any). Requested expenses should also be listed. These should 
include any modifications you will need to make to the processing site and 
any equipment you will need to buy or lease to fulfill the obligations of the 
project. Provide a budget (itemized by labor and materials) and a schedule 
for the performance of the work needed to accomplish the tasks described in 
Section IV - Proposed Scope of Work, of this RFP. -

Exceptions and Comments: To facilitate evaluation of proposals, all 
responding firms will adhere to the format outlined within this RFP. Firms 
wishing to take exception to, or comment on, any specified criteria within 
this RFP are encouraged to document their concerns in this part of their 
proposal. Exceptions or comments should be succinct, thorough, and. 
organized.

IX. GENERAL PROPOSAL/CONTRACT CONDITIONS ^

A. Limitation and Award: This RFP does not commit Metro to the award of a 
contract, nor to pay any costs incurred in the preparation and submission of 
proposals in anticipation of a contract. Metro reserves the right to waive 
minor irregularities, accept or reject any or all proposals received as the 
result of this request, negotiate with all qualified sources, or to cancel all or 
part of this RFP.

B. Billing Procedures: Proposers are informed that the billing procedures of the 
selected firm are subject to the review and prior approval of Metro before 
reimbursement of services can occur. Contractor's invoices shall include an 
itemized statement of the work done during the billing period, and will not be
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submitted more frequently than once a month. Metro shall pay Contractor 
within 30 days of receipt of an approved invoice.

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

EVALUATION OF PROPOSALS

A. Evaluation Procedure: Proposals received that conform to the proposal 
instructions will be evaluated. The evaluation will take place using the 
evaluation criteria identified in the following section. The evaluation process 
will result in Metro developing a short list of the firms who, in its opinion, are 
most qualified. Interviews with these firms may be requested prior to final 
selection of one firm.

B. Evaluation Criteria: This section provides a description of the criteria which 
will be used in the evaluation of the proposals submitted to accomplish the 
work defined in the RFP.

35% Suitability of Proposed Project Site.

25% Project Work Plan, Methodology/Approach

1. Demonstration of understanding of the project objectives.

2. Reliability and availability of the processing method/system.

3. Overall soundness of the facility/processing system design and integration of 
separate elements of the facility (e.g. receiving, storage, processing, curing, 
biofilter or equivalent odor control method).

4. Market development

25% Project Staffing Experience

15% Budget/Cost Proposal

1. Reasonableness of capital and operating cost estimates.

2. Cost in relation to other proposals and the budget.
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XI. NOTICE TO ALL PROPOSERS -- STANDARD AGREEMENT

The attached public contract (Attachment F) is a standard agreement approved for use by 
the Metro Office of General Counsel; it is included for your review prior to submitting a 
proposal.

Any changes in the standard agreement must be requested and resolved as part of the 
proposal process or as a condition attached to the proposal.

Consider the language carefully. Conditioned proposals may be considered nonresponsive. 
Subsequent requests for modification may not only be rejected, but interpreted as a 
request to modify and withdraw the original proposal.
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LIST OF ATTACHMENTS

Site Location Map 
Site Plan Map 
Pathogen Reduction 
Product Quality Standards 

ATTACHMENT E - Draft Operating Plan 
ATTACHMENT F - Standard Public Contract

ATTACHMENT A - 
ATTACHMENT B - 
ATTACHMENT C - 
ATTACHMENT D -
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ATTACHMENT A 
Site Location Map

Site Location Mao

All proposals must contain a site location map whose scale clearly shows the following
information:

a) The proposed project area and all adjacent property, extending at least 1/2 mile beyond 
the boundary of the site;

b) The prevailing wind direction;

c) All streams, rivers, ponds and wetlands;

d) All main service corridors, transportation routes, and access roads to the proposed site;

e) All residences and areas in which people congregate within 1/2 mile of the site 
boundaries;

f) The types of land use for the properties immediately adjacent to the facility (i.e. 
residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, etc.). This must include any zoning 
classifications of these properties and the location (and function) of all buildings within 
1/2 mile of the site.

ATTACHMENT A
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ATTACHMENT B 
Site Plan Map

Site Plan Map

The proposal must contain maps or plans showing the location of the proposed operations, 
on a scale no smaller than one inch equals 200 feet. Distinguish between existing 
elements and proposed elements that will be constructed as part of this project. The 
following information must be provided:

a) A schematic drawing of the facility showing layout and general dimensions of all 
proposed processes to be utilized in the production of compost including, but not 
limited to, unloading, staging, storage, processing, windrow and curing areas;

b) The location of all buildings and any other pertinent location data with respect to 
the operation of the proposed facility (i.e. utilities, water supply, fencing, access 
roads, paved areas, etc.);

c) The drainage patterns of the proposed composting site and surrounding areas. At a 
minimum, the direction of both on-site and off-site drainage, as well as the location 
of any ditches, swales, berms, paving or structures that exist or will be constructed 
to control runoff and leachate generated by the operation.
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ATTACHMENT C 
Pathogen Reduction

A compost product that contains pathogens in amounts that exceed the maximum 
acceptable pathogen concentrations described below shall be designated for disposal or 
additional processing.

• The density of fecal coliform in the compost product shall be less than 1,000 Most 
Probable Number per gram of total solids (dry weight basis); or

• The density of Salmonella sp. bacteria in the compost shall be less than three (3) Most 
Probable Number per four (4) grams of total solids (dry weight basis).

Composting Methods 

Aerated Static Pile
If the operation uses an aerated static pile composting process, all active compost shall be 
covered with 5 to 12 inches of insulating material, and the active compost shall be 
maintained at a temperature of 55 degrees Celsius (131 degrees Fahrenheit) or higher for a 
pathogen reduction period of 3 days.

Windrow
If the operation uses a windrow composting process, active compost shall be maintained 
under aerobic conditions at a temperature of 55 degrees Celsius (131 degrees Fahrenheit) 
or higher for a pathogen reduction period of 15 days or longer. During the period when the 
compost is maintained at 55 degrees Celsius or higher, there shall be a minimum of five (5) 
turnings of the windrow.

Enclosed or Within-Vessel
If the operation uses an enclosed or within-vessel composting process, active compost 
shall be maintained at a temperature of 55 degrees Celsius (131 degrees Fahrenheit) or 
higher for a pathogen reduction period of 3 days.

Other Methods
Alternative processing methods must describe how they meet U.S. ERA 40 CFR Part 503 
pathogen reduction requirements for Class A biosolids.
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ATTACHMENT D 
Product Quality Standards

Feedstocks and the final mature compost produced from this project will be independently 
sampled and laboratory tested by a Metro consultant. The compost feedstocks and final 
products will be examined for the following quality and public health/environmental 
parameters:

pH

Conductivity 

C:N Ratio

Plant Nutrients (TKN, P, NH4 , N03, K, 
Ca, Mg, and Fe)

Particle size

Water holding capacity

Other (salt, sodium, chloride, nitrate, 
total soluble salts)

Foreign Matter Content

Weed Seed Viability

Maturity (respiration rate and cress seed 
germination)

Trace Metals (As, B, Cd, Cr, Cu, Pb, Hg, 
Mo, Ni, Se and Zn)

Bulk density

Pesticide residue

Color, texture, and odor

The product quality standards will be finalized during negotiations with the successful 
proposer.
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ATTACHMENT E 
Final Operating Plan

Based on negotiations between Metro and the Contractor, and within 10 working days of 
contract award. Contractor must submit a Final Operating Plan for approval by Metro, 
containing at a minimum, the following information:

1. A description of the composting process or processes

2. Delivery access and mixing area.

3. Methods for measuring incoming waste.
4. Methods to control traffic and to expedite unloading.
5. Management procedures that will be used in composting, which must 

include:
V •

a) A description of bulking agent delivery and stockpile, and any treatment the 
wastes (both bulking agents and food waste feedstock) will receive prior to 
windrowing (e.g., chipping, shredding). Include food waste receipt, sorting, 
and quality control. Include how you will develop appropriate and uniform 
mix ratios. Indicate the maximum length of time required to process each 
weekly receipt of waste into windrows or other piles;

b) The specifications to which the windrows or other piles will be constructed
1 (length, width, height), configuration, and how they will be constructed.

Include pile aeration requirements/turning frequency;
c) A list of additives and/or procedures that will be used to adjust moisture, 

temperature, oxygen transfer, pH, and carbon to nitrogen ratio;

d) Describe how you will achieve pathogen reduction;

e) An estimate of the length of time necessary to complete the composting 
process;

f) A description of the compost process monitoring methods. Describe what 
will be monitored and the monitoring frequency.

6. A description of the compost equipment to be used at the facility including 
type, capacity, and number of units. Indicate if the equipment is owned or if 
it will be rented or purchased for this project.

7. A description of the proposed method for storing bulking agents and
estimated quantities of bulking materials that will be required for this project.

8. Methods for removing, recovering and disposing of non-compostables
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9. Methods to minimize odors. Include:
a) A description of the biofilter design or equivalent methods to control odor.

b) Specification of a readily-available supply of bulking agents, additives or odor 
control agents.

c) Procedures for avoiding delay in processing and managing feedstocks and 
bulking agents during all weather conditions.

d) Tipping/receiving area enclosure.
e) Procedures for receiving and recording odor complaints, investigating 

immediately in response to any odor complaints to determine the cause of 
odor emissions, and remedying promptly any odor problem at the facility.

f) Additional odor-minimizing measures, which may include the following:

• Avoidance of anaerobic or low oxygen conditions in the composting 
material;

• Use of mixing for favorable composting conditions;

■ • Formation of windrow or other piles into a size and shape favorable to 
minimizing odors; and

• Use of end-product compost as cover to act as a filter during early 
stages of composting.

10. Methods of handling leachate generated from the composting process; 
Including how it will be collected, treated, reused or disposed.

11. Methods that divert precipitation run-on around the composting area.
Method to control the runoff from the facility resulting from precipitation.

12. Methods to control noise," vectors, and litter.

13. Methods to control dust emissions.

ATTACHMENT E
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ATTACHMENT F

CONTRACT NO.

SAMPLE PUBLIC CONTRACT

THIS Contract is entered into between Metro, a metropolitan service district 
organized under the laws of the State of Oregon and the 1992 Metro Charter, whose address
is 600 NE Grand Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97232, and_____________________________
whose address is _______________ _______________________,. hereinafter referred to as the
"CONTRACTOR."

In exchange for the promises and other consideration set forth below, the 
parties agree as follows:

ARTICLE I 
SCOPE OF WORK

CONTRACTOR shall perform the work and/or deliver to METRO the goods 
described in Attachment A, the Scope of Work, which is incorporated herein by this reference. 
All services and goods shall be of good quality and, otherwise, in accordance with the Scope 
of Work.

ARTICLE II
TERM OF CONTRACT

The term of this Contract shall be for the period commencing ___________,
through and including_______________ .

ARTICLE III
CONTRACT SUM AND TERMS OF PAYMENT

METRO shall compensate the CONTRACTOR for work performed and/or goods 
supplied as described in the Scope of Work. METRO shall not be responsible for payment of 
any materials, expenses or costs other than those which are specifically included in the Scope 
of Work.

ARTICLE IV
LIABILITY AND INDEMNITY

CONTRACTOR is an independent contractor and assumes full responsibility for 
the content of its work and performance of CONTRACTOR'S labor, and assumes full 
responsibility for all liability for bodily injury or physical damage to person or property arising 
out of or related to this Contract, and shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless MCTRO, its 
agents and employees, from any and all claims, demands, damages, actions, losses, and 
expenses, including attorney's fees, arising out of or in any way connected with its 
performance of this Contract. CONTRACTOR is solely responsible for paying 
CONTRACTOR'S subcontractors and nothing contained herein shall create or be construed to 
create any contractual relationship between any subcontractor(s) and METRO.

ATTACHMENT F yT \lM
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• ARTICLE V 
TERMINATION

METRO may terminate this Contract upon giving CONTRACTOR seven (7) days 
written notice. In the event of termination, CONTRACTOR shall be entitled to payment for 
work performed to the date of termination. METRO shall not be liable for indirect or 
consequential damages. Termination by METRO will not waive any claim or remedies it may 
have against CONTRACTOR.

ARTICLE VI 
INSURANCE

CONTRACTOR shall purchase and maintain at CONTRACTOR’S expense, the 
following types of insurance covering the CONTRACTOR, its employees and agents.

A. Broad form comprehensive general liability insurance covering personal 
injury, property damage, and bodily injury with automatic coverage for premises and operation 
and product liability. The policy must be endorsed with contractual liability coverage.

B. Automobile bodily injury and property damage liability insurance.
Insurance coverage shall be a minimum of $500,000 per occurrence. If

coverage is written with an aggregate limit, the aggregate limit shall not be less than 
$1,000,000. METRO, its elected officials, departments, employees, and agents shall be 
named as an ADDITIONAL INSURED. Notice of any material change or policy cancellation 
shall be provided to METRO thirty (30) days prior to the change.

This insurance as well as all workers' compensation coverage for compliance 
with ORS 656.017 must cover CONTRACTOR'S operations under this Contract, whether such 
operations be by CONTRACTOR or by any subcontractor or anyone directly or indirectly 
employed by either of them.

CONTRACTOR shall provide METRO with a certificate of insurance complying 
with this article and naming METRO as an insured within fifteen (15) days of execution of this 
Contract or twenty-four (24) hours before services under this Contract commence, whichever 
date is earlier.

ARTICLE VII 
PUBLIC CONTRACTS

All applicable provisions of ORS chapters 187 and 279, and all other terms and 
conditions necessary to be inserted into public contracts in the State of Oregon, are hereby 
incorporated as if such provision were a part of this Agreement, including, but not limited to, 
ORS 279.310 to 279.320. Specifically, it is a condition of this contract that Contractor and all 
employers working under this Agreement are subject employers that will comply with ORS 
656.017 as required by 1989 Oregon Laws, Chapter 684.

ARTICLE VIII 
ATTORNEYS FEES

In the event of any litigation concerning this Contract, the prevailing party shall 
be entitled to reasonable attorney's fees and court costs, including fees and costs on appeal to 
any appellate courts.
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ARTICLE IX
QUALITY OF GOODS AND SERVICES

Unless otherwise specified, all materials shall be new and both workmanship 
and materials shall be of the highest quality. All workers and subcontractors shall be skilled in 
their trades.

CONTRACTOR guarantees all work against defects in material or workmanship 
for a period of one (1) year from the date of acceptance or final payment by METRO, 
whichever is later. All guarantees and warranties of goods furnished to CONTRACTOR or 
subcontractors by any manufacturer or supplier shall be deemed to run to the benefit of 
METRO.

ARTICLE X
OWNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS

All documents of any nature including, but not limited, to, reports, drawings, 
works of art and photographs, produced by CONTRACTOR pursuant to this agreement are the 
property of METRO and it is agreed by the parties hereto that such documents are works 
made for hire. CONTRACTOR does hereby convey, transfer and grant to METRO all rights of 
reproduction and the copyright to all such documents.

ARTICLE XI 
SUBCONTRACTORS

CONTRACTOR shall contact METRO prior to negotiating any subcontracts and 
CONTRACTOR shall obtain approval from METRO before entering Into any subcontracts for 
the performance of any of the services and/or supply of any of the goods covered by this 
Contract.

METRO resenres the right to reasonably reject any subcontractor or supplier 
and no increase in the CONTRACTOR'S compensation shall result thereby. All subcontracts 
related to this Contract shall include the terms and conditions of this agreement. 
CONTRACTOR shall be fully responsible for all of its subcontractors as provided in Article IV.

ARTICLE XII
RIGHT TO WITHHOLD PAYMENTS

METRO shall have the right to withhold from payments due CONTRACTOR 
such sums as necessary, in METRO'S sole opinion, to protect METRO against any loss, 
damage or claim which may result from CONTRACTOR'S performance or failure to perform 
under this agreement or the failure of CONTRACTOR to make proper payment to any 
suppliers or subcontractors.

If a liquidated damages provision is contained in the Scope of Work and if 
CONTRACTOR has, in METRO'S opinion, violated that provision, METRO shall have the right 
to withhold from payments due CONTRACTOR such sums as shall satisfy that provision. All 
sums withheld by METRO under this Article shall become the property of METRO and 
CONTRACTOR shall have no right to such sums to the extent that CONTRACTOR has 
breached this Contract.
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ARTICLE XIII 
SAFETY

If services of any nature are to be performed pursuant to this agreement, 
CONTRACTOR shall take all necessary precautions for the safety of employees and others in 
the vicinity of the services being performed and shall comply with all applicable provisions of 
federal, state and local safety laws and building codes, including the acquisition of any 
required permits.

ARTICLE XIV
INTEGRATION OF CONTRACT DOCUMENTS

All of the provisions of any bidding documents including, but not limited to, the 
Advertisement for Bids,, Request for Bids or Proposals, General and Special Instructions to 
Bidders, Proposal, Bid, Scope of Work, and Specifications which were utilized in conjunction 
with the bidding of this Contract are hereby expressly incorporated by reference. Othenvise, 
this Contract represents the entire and integrated agreement between METRO and 
CONTRACTOR and supersedes all prior negotiations, representations or agreements, either 
written or oral. This Contract may be amended only by written instrument signed by both 
METRO and CONTRACTOR. The law of the state of Oregon shall govern the construction 
and interpretation of this Contract.

ARTICLE XV
ASSIGNMENT

CONTRACTOR shall not assign any rights or obligations under or arising from 
this Contract without prior written consent from METRO.

METRO

Signature Signature

Print name and title Print name and title

Date Date

BM:ay
S:\SHARE\P&TS\F00D_RFP\0RG_PR03.RFP 
06/19/95 11:38 AM

ATTACHMENT F 1
Page 4 of 4 - PUBLIC CONTRACT - METRO CONTRACT NO.



STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 95-2172 FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
AUTHORIZING AN EXEMPTION FROM THE COMPETITIVE BID PROCESS AND 
AUTHORIZING ISSUANCE OF RFP #95R-17-SW FOR A COMMERCIAL FOOD 
WASTE COMPOSTING PROJECT - SITE AND PROCESSING SERVICES.

Date: June19, 1995 Presented by: Terry Petersen 
Bill Metzler

PROPOSED ACTION

Adopt Resolution No. 95-2172 to permit the Executive Officer to issue a request for proposals 
for a site and processing services to conduct a commercial food waste composting project.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

According to the 1993/94 Metro region Waste Characterization Study, approximately 
200,000 tons of food waste and 54,000 tons of non-recyclable paper were delivered to the 
region's disposal facilities during the year-long study period. There are currently no significant 
on-site or post-collection recovery programs in place to divert these materials from the landfill. 
At least some of these materials could be diverted and composted, thus bringing the region 
closer to its 50% recycling goal.

In 1993/94 Metro conducted a series of public workshops to help develop the optimal 
approach for a regional organic waste management strategy. The participants targeted 
composting pre-segregated food wastes from the commercial sector as a viable part of the 
overall strategy. Metro is testing this approach through the project described in the RFP 
(see Exhibit A to the attached resolution).

The purpose of the attached RFP is to obtain the composting site and processing services of a 
firm to process organic waste on a continuous basis for 8 months. Once the processing site 
has been selected, collection services will be solicited for the pre-segregated food waste from 
businesses such as grocery stores and restaurants.

The overall purpose of the project is to test the collection and recovery of commercial organic 
waste from food-related businesses as an alternative to the current practice of landfilling. Cost 
savings may be realized if less expensive alternatives to landfilling organic waste can be 
developed. The project objectives are to evaluate the economic, regulatory, and 
environmental feasibility of commercial organic waste recovery in the region.

An Important element of the waste collection component of this project is to work within an 
established community that is representative of a "town center" as identified In the Region 
2040 growth concept. Source- separated food and non-recyclable paper waste will be 
collected from a range of businesses from within this urban community. The experiences of 
the participating business community, waste hauler(s), and local government will be valuable 
for evaluating the potential for implementing permanent programs in the region.
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The project will concentrate on those components which depend on local conditions, and 
which have a critical influence on the potential outcome of a permanent program. Therefore, 
the primary focus will be on:

1. Identifying barriers and opportunities for pre-segregated organic waste at the generator 
level. In particular, how much suitable waste can be segregated and at what cost?

2. Determining the equipment needs and other practical considerations, including cost, 
associated with the collection of organics. Would new trucks be needed or can existing 
ones be modified to collect organics? Would the co-collection of organics and other waste 
be possible in the Metro region?

3. Identifying and demonstrating design features and operational procedures that control 
adverse environmental, health, and nuisance effects resulting from the storage, collection, 
delivery, and processing of food waste.

4. Identifying and assessing incentives needed for participation. This includes identifying and 
assessing the kinds of working relationships needed between generators, haulers, 
processors, local governments, Metro and the DEQ for implementation of an organics 
recovery program.

The information obtained from this project will help Metro, local governments, food 
businesses, and waste haulers determine how we can best work together to implement 
organic waste recovery programs.that are cost effective, environmentally sound, and publicly 
acceptable.

TIMELINE

This is a multi-year project that will begin in the Fall of 1995 and is expected to be completed 
in late December 1996 or early January 1997;

JUSTIFICATION FOR USING RFP PROCESS

For the reasons contained in Exhibit B to the attached resolution, it is in Metro's best interest 
to utilize a proposal rather than bid process for this project. Utilizing a proposal process 
requires an exemption from the competitive bid process. Resolution No. 95-2172 provides the 
required exemption and authorizes issuance of the request for proposals.

BUDGET IMPACTS

This is a multi-year project. The FY 1995-96 and 1996-97 budget appropriations will be 
determined by the Metro Council. Currently $125,000 has been budgeted for the site and 
processing services element of the project.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Resolution No. 95-2172.

BM:ay
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AGENDA ITEM 7.3 
Meeting Date: July 27, 1995

Resolution No. 95-2182

Resolution No. 95-2182, For the Purpose of Appointing Claire Stock, Clarice 
White, and Frank Bird to Three Expiring Terms on the Metro Central Station 
Community Enhancement Committee.
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPOINTING )
CLAIRE STOCK, CLARICE WHITE, AND )
FRANK BIRD TO THREE EXPIRING TERMS )
ON THE METRO CENTRAL STATION )
COMMUNITY ENHANCEMENT COMMITTEE )

RESOLUTION NO. 95-2182

Introduced by Mike Burton 
Executive Officer

WHEREAS, The Metro Council adopted Ordinance No. 91-437 for the purpose of 

amending Chapter 5.06 of the Metro Code to provide for a Metro Central Station Community 

Enhancement Program and creating a Metro Central Station Community Enhancement Committee. 

The Metro Council adopted Resolution No. 92-1560 on February 27, 1992, for the purpose of 

appointing members to the Metro Central Station Community Enhancement Committee; and

WHEREAS, Three Committee members' terms of membership have expired, and

WHEREAS, The Executive Officer has authority to appoint members to the Committee 

for Council confirmation; and

WHEREAS, The Executive Officer solicited nominations for membership appointments 

from the eligible organizations; and ' , :
WHEREAS, The Executive Officer has reviewed the nominations and recommends the 

following individuals for appointment to the committee; Ms. Claire Stock, Forest Park 

Neighborhood Association; Ms. Clarice White, Friends of Cathedral Park Neighborhood 

Association, and Mr. Frank Bird, Northwest District Association and, now therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

1. THAT the Metro Council hereby confirms the appointments of Ms. Stock, Ms. White 

and Mr. Bird to the Metro Central Station Community Enhancement Committee.
2. THAT the Committee membership and terms of service for these individuals shall be 

for a two-year term from this date through July 1997.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of _ ^ 1995.

J. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer
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STAFF REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 95-2182 FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPOINTING 
CLAIRE STOCK, CLARICE WHITE, AND FRANK BIRD TO THE METRO 
CENTRAL STATION COMMUNITY ENHANCEMENT COMMITTEE

Date; July 10, 1995 Presented by; Katie Dowdall, 
Community Enhancement Coordinator

The Metro Council adopted Ordinance No. 91-437 for the purpose of amending Chapter 5.06 
of the Metro Code to provide for a Metro Central Station Community Enhancement Program and 
creating a Metro Central Station Community Enhancement Committee. The Metro Council on 
February 27,1992, adopted Resolution No. 92-1560 for the purpose of appointing members to 
the Metro Central Station Community Enhancement Committee. The seven-member committee 
will be comprised of the Metro Councilor from District #5 Councilor Ed Washington, and one 
member from each of the following neighborhood associations; Forest Park, Friends of Cathedral 
Park, Linnton, Northwest District and Northwest Industrial, and one member representing the 
environmental organizations that have or will have interest in the enhancement area.

Ted White, Friends of Cathedral Park Neighborhood Association, and Leslie Blaize, Forest Park 
•Neighborhood Association, drew an initial one-year term and were reappointed for an additional 
two-year term. Torrence Royer, Northwest District Association, was appointed for a two-year 
term. These three members' terms of service on the committee expire June 1995. The Executive 
Officer solicited nominations from each of these neighborhood associations. Letters were sent 
requesting each organization to identify and submit names of up to three individuals from which 
one would be selected by the Executive Officer to serve on the Committee.

One nomination was received from each of the three neighborhood associations. All nominations 
met the criteria set in Ordinance No. 91-437. The Executive Officer has reviewed the 
nominations and recommends the appointment of;

Ms. Claire Stock, Forest Park Neighborhood Association
Ms. Clark White, Friends of Cathedral Park Neighborhood Association
Mr. Frank Bird, Northwest District Association

EXECUTIVE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Resolution No. 95-2182 confirming the 
nomination of Claire Stock, Clark White, Frank Bird to the Metro Central Station Community 
Enhancement Committee.
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AGENDA ITEM 7.4 
Meeting Date: July 27, 1995

Resolution No. 95-2174A

Resolution No. 95-2174A, Adopting Public Involvement Policies for Regional 
Transportation Planning and for Local Jurisdictions Submitting Projects to 
Metro for RTP and MTIP Consideration
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING COMMITTEE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 95-2174A, ADOPTING PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT POLICIES FOR 
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AND FOR LOCAL JURISDICTIONS 
SUBMITTING PROJECTS TO METRO FOR RTP AND MTIP CONSIDERATION

Date; July 19, 1995 Presented by: Councilor Washington

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: At its July 18, 1995 meeting the 
Transportation Planning Committee voted 3-0 to recommend Council 
adoption of Resolution No. 95-2174A. All committee members were 
present and voted in favor.

COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/ISSUES; Transportation Planning Manager Mike 
Hoglund presented the staff report. He said the process for 
developing public involvement procedures for Transportation 
Planning has been ongoing for 18 months, and Councilors have 
previously been briefed on its progress. He said these procedures 
accomplish two things: they comply with federal regulations; and 
provide a blueprint for public involvement processes. He noted 
that there are separate procedures for Metro and for local 
jurisdictions, with Metro's procedures being more stringent.

Chair Monroe pointed out that this resolution has been approved by 
TPAC and JPACT. In response to a question from Council Analyst 
Casey Short, Mr. Hoglund acknowledged that a new clause is being 
recommended in Exhibit C, dealing with air quality conformity as 
required by state law. This clause is included as point #4 in the 
7/13/95 version of Exhibit C, and was not included in the material 
in the agenda packet. Mr. Hoglund said this was the only change 
from the original materials, and is the only amendment being 
requested to the resolution.

Chair Monroe‘opened a public hearing, and no one testified.
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING ) 
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT POLICIES FOR ) 
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING) 
AND FOR LOCAL JURISDICTIONS ) 
SUBMITTING PROJECTS TO METRO FOR) 
RTP AND MTIP CONSIDERATION )

RESOLUTION NO. 95-2174A

Introduced by

Rod Monroe, Chair 
JPACT

WHEREAS, The federal Intermodal Surface Transportation and 

Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) requires urban areas, through a 

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), to develop and imple- 

ment a continuing, cooperative and comprehensive transportation 

planning process that includes a public involvement process which 

is incorporated into the overall transportation planning process; 

and

WHEREAS, The Metro Committee for Citizen Involvement (MCCI) 

and the Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC) 

formed the Metro Public Involvement Subcommittee, a working group 

of their members and Metro staff, to develop a public involvement 

policy for transportation planning; and

WHEREAS, Metro supports the goals of providing complete 

information, timely public notice, full access to key decisions, 

and early and continuing involvement of the public in the 

development and review of Metro's transportation plans, progrzuns, 

and projects; and

WHEREAS, Metro involved the public and its regional partners 

in the process of developing and reviewing draft public involve­

ment policies by noticing the availability of the draft policies 

through mailings and handouts at the widely advertised Transpor­

tation Fair in January of 1995 and four widely advertised public 

meetings held throughout the region in April, and provided for a



45-day public review and comment period"; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED:

1. That the.Public Involvement Policy for Transportation 

Planning (Exhibit A) be incorporated into Metro's overall 

regional transportation planning process.

2. That the Local Public Involvement Policy (Exhibit B) be 

established for local jurisdictions submitting transportation 

projects to Metro for regional funding or other action.

3. That amendments identified in the Comment Svumnary and 

Response (Exhibit C) be incorporated into the policies as 

appropriate.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of , 1995.

J. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer

95-2174A.RES
PP;lm]c
7-19-95
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About Metro

Metro is the directly elected regional government that serves more 
than 1.2 million residents in Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington 
counties and the 24 cities in the Portland metropolitan area.

Metro is responsible for growth management, transportation and 
land-use planning; solid waste management: operation of the Metro 
Washington Park Zoo; regional parks and greenspaces programs: and 
technical services to local governments. Through the Metropolitan 
Exposition-Recreation Commission, Metro manages the Oregon 
Convention Center, Civic Stadium, the Portland Center for the 
Performing Arts and the Expo Center.

Metro is governed by an executive officer and a seven-member 
council. The executive officer is elected regionwide; councilors are 
elected by district.

For more information about Metro or to schedule a speaker for a 
community group, call 797-1510.
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Executive
Summary

Public Involvement in Transportation 
Planning and Funding

Metro's public involvement policy for regional transportation planning 
and funding activities is intended to support and encourage broad- 
based public participation in development and review of Metro's 
transportation plans, programs, and projects. The policy was developed 
in response to citizen interest and recent state and federal mandates.

The public involvement policy details public participation procedures 
and guidelines that Metro is expected to follow. These procedures 
ensure that public involvement efforts are proactive and provide for 
active participation by the region's citizens and interest groups in the 
development of regional transportation plans, programs and major 
projects.

The policy is intended to focus on Metro's major actions and decisions. 
Examples of Metro activities covered by these procedure include the 
Regional Transportation Plan and the Metropolitan Transportation 
Improvement Program. If a proposed action or decision is clearly a 
normal course-of-business activity that does not significantly affect the 
public or alter public policy, it may not be necessary to apply these 
procedures.

A detailed public involvement work plan consistent with Metro's public 
involvement goals and objectives will be developed for each plan, 
program or project. These specific work plans will specify the 
opportunities for public involvement, key decision points, and vyhat 
measures will be used to seek out and consider the participation of 
groups that have been historically underserved by the transportation 
system, such as low income, minority and senior citizens.

Public Involvement Goals

• Provide complete information

• Provide timely public notice

• Provide full public access to key decisions

• Support broad-based, early and continuing 
involvement of the public
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Policy Objectives

1. Establish a general public involvement plan and clear timeline 
of decision points early in the transportation planning and 
funding process.

2. Involve those traditionally underserved by the existing 
system and consider their transportation needs. The 
traditionally underserved population includes, but is not 
limited to, minority and low income households. Persons who 
are unable to own and/or operate a private automobile, such 
as youth, the elderly and the disabled, may also be 
included in this category.

3. Remove barriers to public participation by those trad’ttionally 
under-represented in the transportation planning process.

4. Provide information on regional transportation planning and 
funding activities in a timely manner to interested parties.

5. Periodically review and update the public involvement 
process to reflect feedback from participants.

6. Provide opportunities for the public to supply input. Create 
a record of public comment received and agency response 
regarding draft transportation plans and programs at the 
regional level.

7. Provide additional opportunities for public comment if there 
are significant differences between the draft and final plans.

8. Provide updated summaries of public comment at key 
decision points.

9. Allow for local governing body input and recommendations 
into the regional transportation planning process.

10. Ensure that development of local transportation plans and 
programs was conducted according to Metro guidelines for 
local public involvement.

Public Involvement Guidelines

A set of public involvement guidelines have been developed to 
ensure the policy objectives are met. The guidelines are detailed in 
Section 3 of this document. The public involvement activities and other 
opportunities described in each public involvement plan should be 
consistent with the guidelines established by Metro's policy. The 
guidelines are more specific for certain types of long-term plans and 
programs.
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Public Involvement At The Local Level

Local public involvement procedures and guidelines have also been 
developed to ensure that there is adequate public participation at the 
local level for local transportation plans and programs from which 
projects are drawn and submitted to Metro for federal funding. These 
local procedures are detailed in a companion piece. Local Public 
Involvement Policy.

Compliance and Dispute Resolution

The Public Involvement Procedures establish minimum standards for 
public involvement opportunities that agencies producing transportation 
plans and programs (and in Metro's case, projects) are expected to 
follow. However, failure to exactly comply with the procedures 
contained in the policy shall not, in and of itself, render any decisions or 
actions Invalid

The dispute resolution process will focus on determining the degree of 
compliance with the guidelines contained in this policy and the extent 
to which the agency's actions met the intent of the policy by achieving 
the goals and objectives of the public involvement procedures. If the 
spirit of the guidelines contained in this policy have not been met, 
Metro may be required to conduct additional public involvement 
activities to ensure there has been adequate public review.

Effective Date of Policy

This policy will become effective when it is adopted into the Regional 
Transportation Plan. From that point forward, conformance will be 
required for public Involvement activities pertaining to Metro's 
transportation plans, programs and project development activities. 
Metro will periodically, or at least every three years, review and 
evaluate this public involvement policy. Amendments to the policy 
will require a 45-day public comment period prior to adoption.
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Metro's public involvement policy for its regional transportation 
planning, programming and project development activities was 
developed in response to strong interest in the region and to comply 
with ISTEA and recent state mandates. The policy is intended to 
support and encourage broad-based public participation in the 
development and review of Metro's transportation plans, programs and 
projects. The goal of Metro's public involvement policy is to seek out 
and provide for early and continuing public participation throughout the 
transportation planning and programming process in the Metro region. 
This policy establishes consistent minimum procedures to accomplish 
this goal; procedures.beyond these minimums may be applied as 
warranted and are encouraged.

The federal Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 
(ISTEA) requires urban areas, through a Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO), to develop and implement a continuing, 
cooperative and comprehensive transportation planning process. As 
the designated MPO for the Portland metropolitan area, Metro is 
responsible for the transportation planning process, including 
development of metropolitan plans and programs, studies of major 
transportation investments, and management systems, among others. 
ISTEA also requires MPOs to develop a public involvement process and 
to incorporate this process into the overall transportation planning 
process. The public involvement process should be proactive and 
should provide "complete information, timely public notice, full access 
to key decisions and (support) early and continuing involvement of the 
public in developing plans and (programs)."

Local public involvement procedures and guidelines have also been 
developed to ensure that there is adequate public participation at the 
local level in the formulation and adoption of local transportation plans 
and programs from which projects are drawn and submitted to Metro 
for federal funding. These local procedures are detailed in a companion 
piece. Local Public Involvement Policy, adopted with Metro's public 
Involvement procedures.

Section 1

Introduction
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Section 2

Scope of 

Policy

8

The policy Is intended to focus on Metro's major actions and decisions. 
Metro develops and adopts the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), the 
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP), and other 
regional transportation plans and programs (see Figure 1 in Appendix A 
for an overview of the transportation programming and planning 
process). This public involvement policy applies to all of Metro's 
transportation plans and programs.

If a proposed action or decision is clearly a normal course-of-business 
activity that does not significantly affect the public or alter public policy, 
it may not be necessary to apply these procedures. But, if there is a 
question as to whether a project is broad-based enough to warrant 
application of these procedures, then the agency should follow them to 
ensure appropriate public notification and participation. Certain {i.e. 
minor) modifications to the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement 
Program (MTIP) are specifically exempted by the ISTEAfrom public 
involvement requirements (see Appendix G).

Metro is also responsible for development (e.g. identifying design, 
alignment, cost, etc.) of some projects of a regional scope, such as 
the South/North Transit Corridor Study. Project development occurs in 
many phases and not all phases are subject to this policy. Initial 
planning-oriented project development activities may include 
preparation of preliminary cost estimates, scope and location.
These types of initial project development efforts managed by Metro 
for major projects on the regional system are subject to this policy to 
the extent that they help define the project so a decision can be made 
whether to include the project in a plan and/or program.

Later phases of project development, such as final design and 
alignment, generally follow a programming decision to fund the project 
and are not subject to this policy. Existing state and federal guidelines 
govern the public outreach activities that are required during these later 
phases. Metro transportation plans, programs and project development 
activities will be reviewed and approved consistent with the public 
involvement procedures and guidelines defined in Sections 3 and 4.
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The procedures in this section shall apply to all Metro transportation 
planning, programming (i.e. funding) and project development activities 
where Metro acts as the lead agency. Metro will provide for public 
involvement, consistent with the following goals, objectives and 
guidelines, in development of its short and long-range regional 
transportation plans, programs and projects. Figure 2 in Appendix A 
depicts the public involvement process outlined in this policy. A 
detailed public involvement plan should be developed appropriate to 
each plan, program or project. The overall intent of each public 
involvement plan should be consistent with the goals and objectives of 
Metro's policy.

3JV Goal

Provide complete information, timely public notice, full public 
access to key decisions and support broad-based and early 
and continuing involvement of the public in developing 
regional transportation plans, programs and projects,

3.B Objectives

1. Establish a general public involvement framework and clear 
timeline of decision points early in the transportation 
planning and programming process. The schedule should 
describe what decisions will be made and when, so that the 
public understands how to influence the process.

2. Involve those traditionally underserved by the existing 
system and consider their transportation needs. The 
traditionally underserved population includes, but is not 
limited to, minority and low Income households. Persons who 
are unable to own and/or operate a private automobile (e.g. 
youth, the elderly and the disabled) may also be included in 
this category.

3. Remove barriers to public participation by those traditionally 
under-represented in the transportation planning process, such as 
the transportation:-disabled and private transportation providers.

4. Provide information on regional transportation planning 
and programming activities in a timely manner to interested 
parties.

5. Periodically review and update the public involvement 
process to reflect feedback from participants.

6. Provide opportunities for the public to supply input. Revise 
work scopes, plans and programs to reflect public comment, as 
appropriate. Create a record of public comment received and

Section 3

Public
Involvement
Procedures
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agency response regarding draft transportation plans and 
programs at the regional level.

7. Provide additional opportunities for public comment if there 
are significant differences between the draft and final plans.

8. Provide updated summaries of public comment at key 
decision points.

9. Allow for local governing body input and recommendations 
into the regional transportation planning process.

The following additional objective applies to Metro review of 
locally developed plans and programs from which projects are 
drawn and submitted for regional funding:

10. Ensure that development of local transportation plans and 
programs was conducted according to Metro guidelines for 
local public involvement as defined in Local Public 
Involvement Procedures.

3.C Structure/Work Program

A public involvement structure/work program will be defined for each 
Metro plan, program or project. The structure will specify the 
opportunities for public involvement, including the structure for 
participation by the general public (workshops, hearings) and by citizen 
advisory committees, as appropriate. The plan, program or project 
structure should identify the underserved (e.g. minority, low income) 
population and what measures will be used to seek out and consider 
their participation. The structure should also identify and describe key 
decision points.

Each plan, program or project public involvement structure will be 
subject to the goals, objectives and guidelines described in this section. 
The public involvement events and other opportunities described in 
each public involvement plan should be consistent with the guidelines 
detailed below in Section 3. D. The guidelines are more specific for 
certain types of tong-term plans and programs. It is recognized that 
these activities vary significantly and that there are any number of 
methods that could be employed to meet the overall intent of providing 
adequate, accessible public involvement during the planning process.

The public involvement structure may be fully defined at the start of the 
process, or it may be developed in concept (outline format) initially and 
then refined as a scoping element of the plan, program or project.
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3.D Guidelines

The purpose of these guidelines is to ensure that all transportation 
plans, programs and project development activities requiring Metro 
action include public involvement prior to action by the Metro Council. 
These guidelines will also help to ensure that the goals and objectives 
for Metro and local public involvement will be achieved.

How to Use These Guidelines:

All Metro plans, programs and project development activities are 
subject to the.following guidelines. The guidelines for timeliness' of 
notification are more restrictive for long-term, large-scale (i.e. "major") 
planning and programming efforts than for the other activities. These 
long-term, large-scale activities include major updates to the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) and the Metropolitan Transportation 
Improvement Program (MTIP). These are the two primary ongoing 
documents guiding improvements to the regional transportation 
system.

The regional planning process also involves other large-scale planning 
efforts, such as major planning studies of transportation needs in 
particular transportation corridors and subareas. These major planning 
and programming activities are identified in Metro's Unified Work 
Program (UWP), have long-range significance, and generally take more 
than one year to complete. For purposes of applying the public 
notification guidelines (item 1 below), major updates to the RTP, the TIP 
and major corridor/subarea studies are referred to as "UWP" activities 
and are identified by a small "i".

Guidelines denoted by a small "ii" shall apply to all other plans and 
programs not included above and to all project development efforts, 
meaning generally short-term activities that address needs not 
previously anticipated in Metro's UWP. The public involvement process 
for each plan, program or project development effort shall include a 
finding to establish the applicable set of guidelines (either "i" or "ii"). 
For major planning and programming activities, this finding will be 
reviewed by the Metro Committee for Citizen Involvement (MCCI) 
v/hen they review the preliminary public involvement plan for 
that activity.

Metro's review of its regional transportation plans, programs and 
project development efforts will conform to the following guidelines:

1. Timeliness of Notification
Provide minimum advance notice for public participation in 
regional transportation planning, programming and project 
development. Minimum required notice will depend on the type 
of plan, program or project development effort under review and 
will meet the following guidelines:

m 11
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II.

Initial public involvement activities, defined as the initial 
public meeting or other activity used to kick off the public 
outreach and involvement effort. It is expected that 
announcement of this event will be broad-based and that 
those persons and groups who are interested in the plan, 
program or project will request that their names be added 
to the mailing list. Consistent with Objective 1, an initial 
notification is required. This notification should occur early 
enough in the process to allow public input on early 
decisions, such as problem definition, goals and objectives, 
and alternatives to be studied. The intent is to have public 
participation begin early and continue through the entire 
process.

RTP/TlP/major study: 45 calendar days are required for 
advance notice to community organizations, including 
neighborhood associations and citizen participation organizations, 
and other interest groups before the initial public meeting or other 
activity used to kick off the public outreach and involvement 
effort. This advance notice may be preliminary in nature and 
should identify how additional information can be obtained, 
including getting on the mailing list.

If a citizen advisory committee is to be used - it is optional for 
any particular plan or program - the advance notice should 
indicate that a CAC is being recruited. A follow-up notice 
should be distributed consistent with the notification methods 
described in Sub-section 2 to provide more detailed 
information closer to the date of the event. See Sub-section 3 
for more information on what should be included in 
notifications.

All other plans/programs/projects: For efforts with 
sufficient time frame, 45 calendar days notice to community 
organizations, including neighborhood associations and 
citizen participation organizations, and other interest groups 
for the Initial public involvement activity is desirable. For 
other plans, programs and projects, advance notice will 
depend on the scope and schedule of the effort. It is 
recognized that each project is unique and that a very visible 
or targeted public information effort can somewhat 
compensate for a shortened time frame when necessary.

Key decision points, defined as (1) the Initial policy decision 
on work scope and alternatives to be studied, (2) the 
availability of a draft or preliminary recommendation, and (3) 
final adoption by the Metro Council. Additional key decision 
points may be identified as needed. Notices should indicate 
if there is a draft document available for review and comment.
To the extent possible, notices should include a schedule of 
all major points in the decision-making process.
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i. RTP/nP/major study: 45 calendar days notice is required 
for advance notice to community organizations, including 
neighborhood associations and citizen participation 
organizations, and other interest groups. This 45-day notice 
requirement can be combined with the 45-day notice for 
initial public involvement activities described in Sub-section .
(a) above. For example, the 45-day advance notice that 
announces the kick-off meeting for a planning study could 
also indicate that the initial policy decision on the work scope 
will occur the following month. A follow-up notice should be 
distributed consistent with the notification methods described 
in Sub-section 3 to provide more detailed information closer 
to the date of the event.

ii. All other plans/programs/projects: For efforts with 
sufficient time frame, 45 calendar days notice to community 
organizations, including neighborhood associations and 
citizen participation organizations, and other interest groups 
for key decision points is desirable. As described in (i) above, 
this notice requirement can be combined with the 45-day 
notice for initial public involvement activities, and follow-up 
notices should be distributed. For other plans, programs and 
projects, advance notice will depend on the scope and 
schedule of the effort.

c. All other opportunities for public involvement-including 
public hearings, meetings, workshops, etc.

i. RTP/TlP/maior study: Two weeks notice to the project mailing 
list is required for public involvement opportunities and 
informational activities, understanding that there may be 
special circumstances where this is not feasible or desirable.
It is recognized that each planning activity is unique and that 
a very visible or targeted public information effort can 
somewhat compensate for a shortened time frame when 
necessary. Where possible neighborhood associations and 
other interest groups should be notified 45 calendar days in 
advance. Examples of public involvement events include:

Public hearings or open houses to review proposed plans 
or programs

• Neighborhood meetings or workshops to discuss proposed 
plans/scoping documents

• TRAC/JPACT discussion of proposed work scope for 
major study/plan

• TRAC/JPACT/Metro Council non-voting discussion of 
proposed plans/programs

13
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ii. All other plans/programs/projects: Advance notification 
will depend on the project and its timeline. Community 
organizations should be notified as soon as possible. General 
announcements of public involvement activities for a plan, 
program or project will be made using methods, such as 

. . newsletters and direct mailings, described in Sub-section 2. 
Upcoming events should also be announced at earlier events, 
such as meetings of a citizens advisory committee, in order to. 
provide as much advance notice as possible.

2. Notification Methods

Publicize notices of public hearings, meetings and other 
activities in a newspaper of general circulation, such as The 
Oregonian. Use other media (e.g. radio, television) as needed. 
In addition, keep and use an up-to-date mailing list to directly 
notify affected and interested persons and groups. Examples 
of affected and interested parties are listed in Appendix C.

3. Content of Notifications

To the extent possible, notifications of public involvement 
opportunities should identify and describe the following 
information. Notifications should be easy to understand and 
provide adequate information and/or indicate how additional 
information can be obtained.

What action is being undertaken and an explanation of the 
process.

What issues are open for discussion (e.g. regional 
significance).

Who is holding the event/meeting and to whom comments 
will be made.

A meeting agenda that includes a description of the 
meeting format.

How the comments will be used.

How much time is scheduled for public comment at meetings.

Who should be interested/concerned and what are the 
major issues.

How decisions may affect the region.

The schedule for the process.

Who may be contacted by telephone, in writing or by other 
means to offer comments and/or suggestions.



Future opportunities for comment and involvement.

The purpose, schedule, location and time of meetings.

The location(s) where information is available.

The comment period for written/oral comments.

The process that may be available for supplementing or 
modifying the final plan or program (including identifying the 
anticipated time period for the next plan/program update).

4. Scheduling of Meetings

Schedule meetings and hearings to allow the best opportunity for 
attendance by the general public and interest groups.

5. Access to Meetings

Conduct meetings and hearings in a convenient and fully 
accessible location. Meeting/hearing locations should be 
accessible by alternative modes. Provide for public follow-up 
by Identifying timelines and key project contacts and their 

• role in the regional planning process.

6. Form of Communication

Summarize technical and policy Information so that it is easily 
understood and usable by the public. Provide full public 
access to technical data and analysis and provide for regional 
distribution of information. To the extent possible, have 
knowledgeable persons available to answer technical and 
policy questions at key public meetings and hearings. Provide 
an opportunity for the public to initiate ideas as well as 
respond to plans, programs and project ideas proposed 
by staff.

7. Form and Use of Public Comment

Metro will seek out and consider public input from a broad 
range of sources. As appropriate, public comments will be 
used to revise work scopes and/or draft transportation plans 
and programs. Summaries of comments received will be up- 
to-date and vvill be forwarded to advisory committees and 
policy-makers considering the plans, programs and projects. 
Parties making comments (oral or written) should identify 
the organization they represent (if any).

8. Feedback/Response to Public Comment
Respond to public comment in a timely manner. As 
appropriate, comments and concerns may be addressed as a 
group rather than individually. Provide a general summary of 15
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public comment and agency response to participants in the 
regional planning process, while maintaining a complete 
record containing copies or transcripts of all public input for 
public review. For long-term plans, programs and projects, a 
feedback mechanism should be established to occur 
regularly and to maintain public interest. Significant oral and 
written comments on the draft RTF and MTIP will become 
part of the final plan and MTIP.

Evaluation/Refinement of Public Involvement Process
Evaluate the effectiveness of the public involvement process 
at regular intervals, or upon the completion of major 
planning efforts. Major modifications to Metro's general 
public involvement process should be published for a 45-day 
public comment period prior to adoption.

Before a transportation project initiated by a local government can 
be included in a Metro plan or program, the sponsoring local 
jurisdiction must demonstrate that the local transportation plan or 
program - from which the project was drawn - incorporated adequate 
public involvement. This policy seeks to ensure the integrity of local 
decisions regarding projects (from local plans and programs) submitted 
for regional funding or other action. Discussion and review of local 
projects, for possible inclusion in Metro's plans and programs, will 
focus on regional issues only. Metro expects that local jurisdictions 
will resolve local issues during local planning and programming, prior 
to the time projects are forwarded to Metro.

Metro will be expected to comply with this policy. However, failure to 
exactly comply with the procedures contained in this policy shall not, 
in and of itself, render any decisions or actions invalid. If there is 
question of whether the policy's goals and objectives have been met 
by Metro's public involvement efforts, the dispute resolution process 
described later in this section shall apply. The dispute resolution 
process shall focus on whether Metro made a reasonable 
attempt to achieve the intent of the policy.



5. A How the Policy and its Procedures Will be Applied.
This policy establishes minimum standards for public 
involvement opportunities that Metro is expected to follow 
when producing transportation plans, programs and projects.
It is recognized, however, that each planning activity is unique 
and that there may be special circumstances (e.g. extremely 
short time frame) where strict adherence to the guidelines may 
not be possible or desirable. Metro can employ a very visible or 
targeted public information effort to compensate somewhat |n 
the event of an extremely short time frame for a particular 
activity.

5. B Dispute Resolution Process
The dispute resolution process will focus on determining the 
degree of compliance with the guidelines contained in this 
policy. The extent to which the agency's actions met the intent 
of the policy by achieving the goals and objectives of 
procedures will be considered. If it is determined that Metro 
has not met the spirit of the guidelines contained in this 
policy, Metro may be required to conduct additional public 
involvement activities to ensure there has been adequate 
public review.

Questions of adequacy of compliance with this policy should 
first be addressed to Metro's planning director. If the dispute 
can not be resolved by the planning director it will be 
forwarded to Metro's executive officer for consideration.
If the dispute can not be resolved by the executive officer It 
will be forwarded to the Metro Council.

5. C Effective Date of Policy
This policy will become effective when it is adopted into the 
Regional Transportation Plan. From that point forward, 
conformance with this policy will be required for public 
involvement activities and adoption decisions pertaining to 
Metro's transportation plans, programs and project 
development activities. The following current or upcoming 
activities will be subject to this policy:

1. Metro transportation plans (e.g. Regional Transportation Plan: 
1995 Update)

2. Metro transportation programs (e.g. fiscal year 1996 t 
Metropplitan Transportation Improverhent Program)

3. Metro transportation project development activities (e.g.
South Willamette River Crossing Study)

5. D Amendments to Policy
Metro will periodically, or at least every three years (consistent 
with ISTEA), review and evaluate this public involvement 
policy. Amendments to the policy will require a 45-day public 
comment period prior to adoption.

Section 5

Compliance
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least every three years

"'-'if',

v"' >■> Vs'Nk'-

Metro
procedures
apply
in this
shaded
areaililiiiiiii

vev —

Metropolitan 
Transportation Improvemenii 
Plan (RTPASP), updated 
at least every three years

Metropolitan 
transportation 

improvementplan (TIP), 
minimum every two years

Statewide lianspdrtaion 
improvement plan (STIP), 
minimum every two years

mmmmsmsmvssBisBsgBssssgi^

Project
development

and
construction

Project design and 
construction using 
local funds only; 
EIS os applicable

No
Metro
review 1^17C>

Project design ond 
construction using federal, 

state and local funds; 
EIS os applicable
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1. Notify public that project has started - Metro staff

First opportunity to be added to mailing list - public

2. Develop work program - Metro staff

Draft public involvement plan - Metro staff, 
review by Metro Committee for Citizen Involvement

3. Initiate public involvement opportunities - ■
Metro staff

4. Sponsor scoping sessions to get initial public input - 
Metro Committee for Citizen Involvement and Metro staff

5. Refine work program - Metro staff 

Refine public involvement plan - Metro staff

6. Complete technical research and analysis according 
to work program - Metro staff

7. Provide ongoing opportunities for public input 
and comment - Metro staff

8. Prepare and publish draft recommendations - Metro staff

9. Provide formal opportunities for public input 
and comment - Metro staff

Respond to public comments - Metro staff

10. Present draft recommendations and record of public 
comment and staff response to the Technical Policy 
Advisory Committee (TRAC)

11. Review and publish revised draft

12. Provide omgoing opportunities for public input 
and comment. Multiple meetings and revisions. 
possible at this stage.

13. . Present revised recommendations and record of public 
comment and staff response to the Joint Policy Advisory 
Committee on Transportation (JPACT) and the Metro Council

14. Update drafts based on JPACT and Metro Council review

15. Hold public hearing. Provide 45-day notice for final 
Metro Council approval and adoption.

Metro Public
Involvement
Process

Transportation 
Planning, 
Programming 
and Project 
Development

Opportunity for public 
involvement is built 
into the project work 
program. (Public actions 
indicated in bold.)
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Appendix B 

Glossary
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The Intermbdal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA),
signed into law on Dec.18,1991, provides regions and states with 
additional funding and more flexibility in making transportation deci­
sions. The act requires the metropolitan area planning process to 
include additional considerations such as land use. intermodal 
connectivity, methods to enhance transit service and needs identified 
through the management systems.

The Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT)
provides a forum for elected-officials; and representatives of agencies 
involved in transportation to evaluate all transportation needs in the 
region and to make recommendations to the'Metro Council.

The Metro Committee for Citizen Involvement (MCO) was estab­
lished (under a different name) by the Regional Urban Growth Goals and 
Objectives (RUGGO) in 1991. Committee members represent the entire 
area within the boundaries of Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington 
counties and are appointed by the Metro Council. According to its by­
laws, the mission ofthe MCCI is to "advise and recommend actions to 
the Metro Council on matters pertaining to citizen involvement."

The Metro Council is composed of seven members elected from 
districts throughout the metropolitan region. The council approves 
Metro policies, including transportation.

Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) means the forum for 
cooperative transportation decision-making for the metropolitan plan­
ning area. Metro is the MPO for the Oregon portion of the Portland- 
Vancouver metropolitan area.

Oregon's Statewide Planning Goals form the framework for 
a statewide land-use planning program. The 19 goals cover four broad 
categories: land use, resource management, economic development 
and citizen involvement. Locally adopted comprehensive plans must be 
consistent with the statewide planning goals.

Persons Potentially Under-served by the Transportation System
are identified in the ISTEA metropolitan area planning regulations as 
those including, but not limited to, low-income and minority households. 
Persons who are unable to own and/or operate a private automobile 
(e.g., youth, the elderly and the disabled) may also be included in this 
category.

Metro's Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGOs), 
adopted in 1991, produced an urban growth policy framework and 
represents the starting point for the agency's long-range regional plan­
ning program.

The Transportation Planning Rule was adopted in 1991 to implement 
Statewide Planning Goal 12 (Transportation). The rule requires the
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state's metropolitan areas to reduce reliance on the automobile by 
developing transportation system plans which demonstrate reductions 
in vehicles miles of travel per capita and in parking spaces per capita.

The Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC) provides 
technical Input to the JPACT policy-makers. TRAC's membership in­
cludes technical staff from the same governments and agencies as 
JPACT, plus others. There are also six citizen representatives appointed 
by the Metro Council.

The mailing list of interested and affected parties for any plan, program 
or project study may include but is not limited to the following. Notifica­
tion lists should be appropriate to the project, its scope, timeline and 
budget.

Elected officials 

Neighborhood associations 

Property owners 

Business groups 

Users of the facility or corridor

Persons who have previously expressed interest in similar 
projects or related studies

Persons potentially under-served by the transportation system

Methods of notifying the public of opportunities for involvement may 
include but are hot limited to:

News releases

Newsletters

Public notices

Distribution of flyers

Public service announcements

Electronic bulletin board

Billboards

Appendix C

Interested 

and Affected 

Parties 

(examples)

Appendix D

Notification
Methods/
Strategies
(examples)
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Appendix E

Opportunities 

for Public 

Involvement 

(examples)
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Posters 

News stories 

Advertisements

Mailings to interested/affected parties list

The following are examples and ideas for strategies to provide for public 
involvement in transportation planning. Many of these ideas and de­
scriptions are taken from "Innovations in Public Involvement for Trans­
portation Planning" distributed jointly by the Federal Highway Adminis­
tration and the Federal Transit Administration (January 1994). A copy of 
this document may be obtained from Metro.

i

The following list is meant to provide ideas for consideration. Metro 
does not intend to prescribe specific strategies for use for any particular 
project. Jurisdictions are free to choose one or more of the following or 
to use any other appropriate strategies for their public involvement 
activities.

Brainstorming is a simple technique used in a meeting where partici­
pants come together in a freethinking forum to generate ideas. Used 
properly - either alone or in conjunction with other techniques - brain­
storming can be a highly effective method of moving participants out of 
conflict and toward consensus.

A charrette is a meeting to resolve a problem or issue. Within a 
specified time limit, participants work together intensely to reach a 
resolution.

CKizen surveys assess widespread public opinion. A survey is adminis­
tered to a sample group of citizens via a written questionnaire or 
through interviews in person, by phone or by electronic media. The 
limited sample of citizens is considered representative of a larger group. 
Surveys can be formal (scientifically assembled and administered) or 
informal.

A CKizens advisory committee Is a representative group of stakehold­
ers that meets regularly to discuss issues of common concern. While 
citizens advisory committees (CACs) have been used for many years 
and the technique itself is riot innovative, it can be used very creatively.

A collaborative task force is assigned a specific task with a time limit 
to come to a conclusion and resolve a difficult issue, subject to ratifica­
tion by official decision-makers. It can be used on a project level or for 
resolving issues within a project. Its discussion can help agencies 
understand participants' qualitative values and reactions to proposals. It
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can aid in development of policies, programs, and services and in 
allocation of resources.

Focus groups are tools used to gauge public opinion. Borrowed from 
the marketing and advertising industry, they define transportation as a 
product with the public as customers. Focus groups are a way to 
identrfy customer concerns, needs, wants and expectations. They can 
inform sponsors of the attitudes and values that customers hold and 
why. Each focus group involves a meeting of a carefully selected group 
of individuals convened to discuss and give opinions on a single topic.

Media strategies inform the public about projects and programs 
through newspapers, radio, television and videos, billboards, posters 
and displays, mass mailings of brochures or newsletters and distribu­
tion of flyers. Better information enhances public understanding of a 
project or program and is the basis of meaningful public involvement 
efforts.

A period for written and oral comments provides an opportunity for 
indepth and more lengthy consideration and response by the public to 
draft recommendations. A comment period allows interested parties 
an opportunity to present their opinion on a particular project without 
the need for attending meetings or hearings.

Public meetings and hearings provide opportunities for information 
exchange. Public meetings present information to the public in any 
number of ways and obtain informal input from citizens. Held through­
out the planning process, they can be tailored to specific issues or 
citizen groups and can be informal or formal. Public hearings are more 
fonmal events than public meetings and generally focus on a specifip 
proposal or action. Held prior to a decision point, a public hearing 
gathers citizen comments and positions from all interested parties for 
public record and input into decisions. Facilitators can be used to 
effectively guide the discussions at meetings.

Telephone techniques make use of the telephone for two-way com­
munication with the public. The telephone can be used to obtain 
information and to give opinions. Its use has entered a new era of 
potential applications to community participation, going beyond ques- 
tion-and-answer techniques toward the evolving new multi-media 
connections with television and computers.

A transportation fair is an event used to interest citizens iri transpor­
tation and in specific projects or programs. It is typically a one-day 
event, heavily promoted to encourage people to attend. Attractions 
such as futuristic vehicles can be. used to bring people to the fair. 
Noted personalities can also draw participants.

Video techniques use recorded visual and oral messages to present 
information to the public, primarily via videotapes or laser disks. Video 
information can be presented at meetings or hearings. Many house­
holds own a videotape player, which provides an additional opportunity 
for information dissemination.

27
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Appendix F

ISTEA Public
Involvement
Provisions
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Visioning leads to a goals statement. Typically it consists of a series of 
meetings focused on long-range issues. Visioning results in a long-range 
plan. With a 20- or 30-year horizon, visioning also sets a strategy for 
achieving the goals.

ISTEA Public Involvement Provisions excerpted from the Metropolitan 
Area Planning regulations (23 CFR Part 450 Sub-part C)

SECTION 450.316 (b): Elements of the Planning Process

In addition, the metropolitan transportation planning 
process shall:

(1) Include a proactive involvement process that provides complete 
information, timely public notice, full public access to key'ilecisions, 
and supports early and continuing involvement of the public in 
developing plans and TIPs and meets the requirements and criteria 
specified as follows:

(i) Require a minimum public comment period of 45 days before the 
public involvement process is initially adopted or revised;

(ii) Provide timely information about transportation issues and pro­
cesses to citizens, affected public agencies, representatives of transpor­
tation agency employees, private providers of transportation, other 
interested parties and segments of the community affected by transpor­
tation plans and projects (including, but not limited to, central city and 
other local jurisdiction concerns);

(iii) Provide reasonable public access to technical and policy Information 
used in the development of plans and TIPs and open public meetings 
where matters related to the Federal Aid highway and transit programs 
are being considered;

(iv) Require adequate public notice of public involvement activities and 
time for public review and comment at key decision points, including, 
but not limited to, approval of plans and TIPs (in nonattainment areas, 
classified as serious and above, the comment period shall bo at least 30 
days for the plan, TIP and major amendment(s));

(v) Demonstrate explicit consideration and response to public input 
received during the planning and program development processes;

(vi) Seek out and consider the needs of those traditionally under-served 
by existing transportation systems, including, but not limited to, low 
income and minority households;
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. (vii) When significant written and oral comments are received on the 
draft transportation plan or TIP (including the financial plan) as a result of 
the public involvement process or the interagency consultation process 
under the US EPA's conformity regulations, a summary, analysis, and 
report on the disposition of comments shall be made part of the final 
plan and TIP;

(viii) If the final transportation plan or TIP differs significantly from the 
one which was made available for public comment by the MPO and 
raises new rriaterial issues which interested parties could not reason­
ably have foreseen from the public involvement efforts, an additional 
opportunity for public comment on the revised plan or TIP shall be 
made available;

fix) Public involvement processes shall be periodically reviewed by the 
MPO in terms of their effectiveness in assuring that the process pro­
vides full and open access to all;

(x) These procedures will be reviewed by FHWA and FTA during certifi­
cation reviews forTMAs, and as otherwise necessary for all MPOs, to 
assure that full and open access is provided to MPO decision-making 
processes; and

(xi) Metropolitan public involvement processes shall be coordinated 
with statewide public involvement processes wherever possible to 
enhance public consideration of the issues, plan's, and programs and 
reduce redundancies and costs.

(2) Be consistent with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the 
Title VI assurance executed by each state under 23 U.S.C. 324 and 29 
U.S.C. 794, which ensure that no person shall, on the grounds of race, 
color, sex, national origin, or physical handicap, be excluded from 
participation In, be denied benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to 
discrimination under any program receiving federal assistance from the 
United States Department of Transportation;

(3) Identify actions necessary to comply with the Americans With 
Disabilities Act of 1990 (Pub. L101/336,104 Stat. 327, as amended) 
and U.S. DOT regulations "Transportation for Individuals With Disabili­
ties" (49 CFR parts 27,37, and 38);

(4) Provide for the involvement of traffic, ridesharing, transportation 
safety and enforcement agencies; commuter rail operators; airport and 
port authorities; toll authorities; appropriate private transportation 
providers and, where appropriate, city officials; and

(5) Provide for the involvement of local, state, and federal environmen­
tal, resource and permit agencies as appropriate.

29
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SECTION 450.322 (c):
Metropolitan Transportation Plan

There must be adequate opportunity for public official (including elected 
officials) and citizen involvement in the development of the transporta­
tion plan before it is approved by the MPO, in accordance with the 
requirements of 450.316(b){l). Such procedures shall include opportu­
nities for interested parties (including citizens, affected public agencies, 
representatives of transportation agency employees, and private provid­
ers of transportation) to be involved in the early stages of the plan 
development/update process. The procedures shall include publication 
of the proposed plan or other methods to make it readily available for 
public review and comment and, in nonattainment (transportation 
management areas], an opportunity for at least one formal public meet­
ing annually to review planning assumptions and the plan development 
process with interested parties and the general public. The procedures 
also shall include publication of the approved plan or other methods to 
make it readily available for information purposes. :

SECTION 450.324 (c):
Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)

There must be reasonable opportunity for public comment in accor­
dance with the requirements of 450.316(b)(1) and, in nonattainment 
(transportation management areas], an opportunity for at least one 
formal public meeting during the TIP development process. This public 
meeting may be combined with the public meeting required under 
450.322(c). The proposed TIP shall be published of otherwise make 
readily available for review and comment. Similarly, the approved TIP 
shall be published or otherwise made readily available for information 
purposes.

SECTION 450.326:
TIP: Modification

Public involvement procedures consistent with 450.316(b)(1) shall be 
utilized in amending the TIP, except that these procedures are not 
required for TIP amendments that only involve projects of the type 
covered in 450.324(1). (Note: 450.324(1) refers to smaller-scale projects 
that may be grouped in the TIP rather than.
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This draft public involvement policy was developed by the Metro 
Committee for Citizen Involvement (MCCI) and the Transportation Policy 
Alternatives Committee (TRAC). This policy incorporates input from 
public involvement and planning professionals and citizens in the region. 
Following a 45-day public review and comment period, the policy will be 
revised as appropriate and submitted to the Metro Council for adoption 
into the RTP.

The MCCI was established by the Regional Urban Growth Goals and 
Objectives (RUGGO) process and re-affirmed by the 1992 Metro Charter 
and is assisting the Metro Council in developing and reviewing public 

, involvement procedures for all Metro activities, including planning. ‘

TRAC includes staff from the region's governments and transportation 
agencies and has six citizen members. This committee provides techni­
cal advice on regional transportation issues to Metro's policy-makers. 
Metro staff are also assisting in development of the procedures and 
guidelines.

Adoption of the public involvement procedures will occur through 
review and action by Metro's policy-makers, including the Joint Policy 
Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) and the Metro Council. 
JPACT provides a forum for elected officials and representatives of 
agencies involved in transportation to evaluate needs in the region and 
to make recommendations to the Metro Council. The Metro Council is 
composed of seven members elected from districts throughout the 

. metropolitan region. The council approves Metro policies, including 
transportation.

The draft public involvement procedures will be published for 
a 45-day public comment period. JPACT and the Metro Council will 
consider public comment in their review.
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About Metro

Metro is the directly elected regional government that serves more 
than 1.2 million residents in Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington 
counties and the 24 cities in the Portland metropolitan area.

Metro is responsible for growth management, transportation and 
land-use planning; solid waste management; operation of the Metro 
Washington Park Zoo; regional parks and greenspaces programs; and 
technical services to local governments. Through the Metropolitan 
Exposition-Recreation Commission, Metro manages the Oregon 
Convention Center, Civic Stadium, the Portland Center for the 
Performing Arts and the Expo Center.

Metro is governed by an executive officer and a seven-member 
council. The executive officer is elected regionwide; councilors are 
elected by district.

For more information about Metro or to schedule a speaker for 
a community group, call 797-1510.
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Executive
Summary

Public Involvement in Transportation Planning and Funding

Metro's public involvement policy for regional transportation planning 
and funding activities is intended to support and encourage broad-based 
public participation in development and review of Metro's transportation 
plans, programs and projects. The policy was developed in response to 
citizen interest and recent state and federal mandates.

This document describes Metro's public involvement policy for local 
jurisdictions submitting projects for regional funding or other action.
This policy seeks to ensure the integrity of local decisions regarding 
projects (from local plan's and programs) submitted for regional funding 
or other action.

Discussion and review of local projects for possible inclusion in Metro's 
plans and programs will focus on regional issues only. Metro expects 
that local jurisdictions will resolve local issues during local planning and 
programming prior to the time projects are forwarded to Metro.

Also included is a set of procedures for public involvement activities 
conducted at the local level. These procedures require that local 
transportation plans and programs meet minimum standards for public 
Involvement at the local level prior to subsequent action on local 
transportation actions by the Metro Council.

Public Involvement Goals

Involve local citizens, public officials and other local interests in the 
transportation planning and programming process, and in forwarding 
projects for consideration for regional transportation plans and 
programs.

Policy Objectives

1. Provide Metro with assurance that development of local 
transportation plans and programs is conducted according to 
Metro's guidelines for local public involvement, as outlined in 
this section.

2. Provide a local role in the establishment of regional citizen 
advisory committees formed as part of Metro's transportation 
planning, programming and project development process.

3. Allow for local governing body input and recommendations into 
the regional transportation planning process.

4. Provide an avenue for participants in the local transportation 
planning process to become involved in regional transportation 
planning, programming and project development efforts.
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Public Involvement Guidelines

A set of public involvement guidelines have been developed to ensure 
the objectives of this policy are met. Metro's purpose in establishing 
these guidelines is to ensure that all local transportation plans and 
programs from which projects are drawn and submitted to Metro for 
funding or other action meet minimum standards of public involvement 
prior to action by the Metro Council. These guidelines will also help 
ensure that the goals and objectives for Metro and local public 
involvement will be achieved.

Compliance and Dispute Resolution

The public involvement procedures establish minimum standards for 
public involvement opportunities that agencies producing transportation 
plans and programs are expected to follow. However, failure to exactly 
comply with the procedures contained in the policy shall not, in and of 
itself, render any decisions or actions invalid.

The dispute resolution process will focus on determining the degree of 
compliance with the guidelines contained in this policy and the extent 
to which the agency's actions met the intent of the policy by achieving 
the goals and objectives of the procedures. If it is determined that the 
local jurisdiction has not met the spirit of the guidelines contained in 
this policy, the local jurisdiction may be required to conduct additional 
public involvement activities to ensure there has been adequate public 
review at the local level.

Effective Date of Policy

This policy will become effective when it is adopted into the Regional 
Transportation Plan. From that point forward, conformance will be 
required for public involvement activities pertaining to Metro's 
transportation plans, programs and project development activities. 
Metro will periodically, or at least every three years, review and 
evaluate this public involvement policy. Amendments to the policy will 
require a 45-day public comment period prior to adoption.
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Section 1

Introduction

Section 2

Scope of 

Policy

This document describes Metro's public involvement policy for local 
jurisdictions submitting projects for regional funding or other action.
The policy provides local jurisdictions with flexibility in designing their 
public involvement programs and in selecting techniques for soliciting 
and considering public comment.

Metro understands that local jurisdictions have adopted public 
involvement programs, in accordance with State Planning Goal 1: 
Citizen Involvement. Metro encourages and expects local jurisdictions 
to use their adopted programs to develop and adopt transportation 
plans and programs, but the public involvement efforts for these 
decisions must also meet the minimum standards outlined in this 
policy. In some cases, it may be desirable for local jurisdictions to 
amend their public involvement programs so that these policies are 
consistent with Metro's requirements for local public involvement In 
transportation planning and programming.

The policy seeks to ensure the integrity of local decisions regarding 
projects (from local plans and programs). Discussion and review of local 
projects for possible inclusion in Metro's plans and programs will focus 
on regional issues only. Metro expects that local jurisdictions will 
resolve local issues during local planning and programming, prior to the 
time projects are fon^/arded to fvletro.

Also included is a set of procedures for public involvement activities 
conducted at the local level. These procedures apply to locally adopted 
transportation plans and programs from which transportation projects 
are drawn and submitted to Metro. These procedures require that local 
transportation plans and programs meet minimum standards for public 
involvement at the local level prior to subsequent action on local 
transportation actions by the Metro Council.

The procedures in this policy shall apply to locally-adopted 
transportation plans and programs (i.e. funding) where local 
jurisdictions have lead agency authority, from which transportation 
projects are drawn and submitted to Metro for regional funding or other 
action (see Appendix A for a depiction of the transportation planning 
and programming process). These procedures do not apply to local 
transportation projects on an individual basis or to local project 
development actions (e.g. decisions about design, alignment, etc.), 
but rather focus on the local system plans and programs that 
prioritize those projects.

However, if a local jurisdiction forwards a project to Metro that is not in 
its locally adopted plan and program, the local jurisdiction must, at a 
minimum, hold a public hearing prior to making the decision to forward 
the project. Projects adopted in both the local plan and program
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(provided that the public involvement process for the plan and program 
was adequate) will be deemed to be top local priorities and will not 
require a supplementary public hearing. Metro is required to meet 
similar standards for public involvement during regional review of its 
proposed transportation plans, programs and projects.

Local jurisdictions must demonstrate that they have provided for public 
involvement during local transportation planning activities for regional 
projects and programs. Local jurisdictions must certify to Metro that 
they have followed a public involvement process consistent with the 
following goals, objectives and guidelines in developing and adopting 
transportation programs from which projects are drawn and submitted 
to Metro for funding or other action, Metro is required to meet similar 
standards for public involvement during regional review of proposed 
transportation plans, programs and projects,

3.A Goal

Involve local citizens, public officials and other local interests in the 
transportation planning and programming process, and in forwarding 
projects for consideration for regional transportation plans and 
programs.

3.B Objectives

1. Provide Metro with assurance that development of local 
transportation plans and programs is conducted according to 
Metro's guidelines for local public involvement, as outlined in 
this section.

2. Provide a local role in the establishment of regional citizen 
advisory committees formed as part of Metro's transportation 
planriing, programming and project development process.

3. Allow for local governing body input and recommendations into 
the regional transportation planning process.

4. • Provide an avenue for participants in the local transportation
planning process to become involved in regional transportation 
planning, programming and project development efforts.

3.C Guidelines

Metro's purpose in establishing these guidelines is to ensure that all 
local transportation plans and programs from which projects are drawn 
and submitted to Metro for funding or other action meet minimum 
standards of public involvement prior to action by the Metro Council. 
These guidelines will also help to ensure that the goals and objectives 
for Metro and local public involvement will be achieved.

Section 3

Public
Involvement
Procedures
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Section 2

Scope of 

Policy

8

It is recognized that local transportation plans and programs vary 
significantly and that there are any number of methods that could be 
employed to meet the overall Intent of providing adequate, accessible 
public involvement during the local transportation planning process. 
Local transportation plans and programs from which projects are 
drawn and submitted to Metro for review should meet the following 
guidelines for local public review:

Local Public Involvement Guidelines

The guidelines are listed in sequential order. Examples are in italics and 
are included for informational purposes only. Other examples can be 
found in the appendices.

1. At the beginning of the transportation plan or program, develop 
and apply a public involvement program that meets the breadth 
and scope of the plan or program. Public participation should be 
broad-based, with early and continuing opportunities throughout 
the plan or program's lifetime, work program, schedule, budget, 
staffing needs

2. Identify appropriate interested and affected groups. Update as 
needed, neighborhood associations; property owners; business 
groups; users of the facility or corridor; persons who have 
previously expressed interest in similar projects; those potentially 
under-served (e.g. minority, low income households, youth and 
the elderly)

3. Announce the initiation of the plan or program and solicit initial 
input. If the plan or program schedule allows, the local 
jurisdiction should notify neighborhood associations, citizen 
participation organizations and other interest groups 45 calendar 
days prior to (1) the public meeting or other activity (examples 
follow) used to kick off public involvement for the plan or 
program: and (2) the initial decision on the scope and alternatives 
to be studied, transportation fair, neighborhood meetings, public 
workshop

4. Provide reasonable notification of key decision points and public 
involvement opportunities in the planning and programming 
process. Examples of key decision points beyond the initial policy 
decision on work scope and alternatives to be studied include the 
availability of a draft or preliminary recommendation, and final 
adoption of the plan or program. Opportunities for public 
involvement include, but are not limited to workshops, public 
hearings, public meetings, open houses, written and oral 
comment periods, and citizen advisory committees (if used). 
Where possible, neighborhood associations, citizen participation 
organizations and other interest groups should be notified 45 
calendar days iri advance, news releases, newsletters, public 
notices, advertisements, mailings to list



5. Provide a forum for timely, accessible input throughout the 
lifetime of the plan or program, task force or citizen advisory 
committee meetings, workshops

6. Provide opportunity for input in reviewing screening and 
prioritizing criteria, workshops, surveys, public hearings '

1. Provide opportunity for review/comment on staff
recommendations, workshops, surveys, public hearings, 
comment period following release of staff recommendations

8. Consider and respond to public comments and questions. As 
appropriate, revise draft documents and/or recommendations 
based on public input maintain record (copies or transcripts) 
of comments received, provide policy-makers with summaries 
of public comments and agency response

9. Provide adequate notification of final adoption of the plan or 
program. If the plan or program schedule allov^rs, the local 
jurisdiction should notify neighborhood associations, citizen 
participation organizations and other interest groups 45 calendar 
days prior to the adoption date. A follow-up notice should be 
distributed prior to the event to provide more detailed information. 
news releases, newsletters, public notices, advertisements, 
mailings to list

3.D Certification of Local Public Process

In order to certify that it has satisfied the requirements for local public
involvement outlined in this section, the sponsoring local jurisdiction
should complete the following steps for each plan or program from
which projects are drawn and submitted to Metro.

1. Follow a local public irivolvement process which is consistent with 
the goal, objectives and guidelines described in this section.

2. Complete the checklist in Appendix A. Submit the checklist and 
any supporting documentation (e.g. locally adopted public 
involvement procedures) to Metro.

3. Make available, if needed, mailing lists for use by Metro during its 
review of the local plan, program or project.

4. At appropriate times (e.g. beginning of MTIP programming 
process), inform persons and groups on the mailing list that 
projects from the local transportation plan and/or program have 
been submitted to Metro. Advise those interested in the regional 
transportation planning and programming process to contact 
Metro for further information.

Section 3

Public
Involvement
Procedures
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Section 4

Compliance

10

If a project is submitted to Metro that is not in the local transportation 
plan and/or program, the agency should describe the public 
involvement process for selecting that project as a top local priority for 
funding or other Metro action. At a minimum, the local jurisdiction must 
hold a public hearing prior to making the decision to forward the 
project. The public hearing should be held by whatever council, 
commission or committee is making the decision. In some cases, the 
decision-making body or committee will not be elected, but may be 
one of the county coordinating committees that were established to 
frame countywide policies and recommendations.

Local jurisdictions submitting projects or programs to Metro for 
regional funding or other action will be expected to comply with this 
policy. However, failure to exactly comply with the procedures 
contained in this policy shall not, in and of itself, render a'hy decisions 
or actions invalid. If there is question of whether the policy's goals and 
objectives have been met by an agency's public involvement efforts, 
the dispute resolution process described later in this section shall 
apply. The dispute resolution process shall focus on whether the 
agency in question made a reasonable attempt to achieve the intent 
of the policy.

4. A How the Policy and its Procedures will be Applied

This policy establishes minimum standards for public involvement 
opportunities that agencies producing transportation plans and 
programs are expected to follow. It is recognized, however, that each 
planning activity is unique and that there may be special circurfistances 
(e.g. extremely short time frame) where strict adherence to the 
guidelines may not be possible or desirable. Agencies can employ a 
very visible or targeted public information effort-to compensate 
somewhat in the event of an extremely short time frame for a 
particular activity.

4. B Dispute Resolution Process

The dispute resolution process will focus on determining the degree 
of compliance with the guidelines contained in this policy. The extent 
to which the agency's actions met the intent of the policy by achieving 
the goals and objectives of the procedures will be considered. If it is 
determined that the local jurisdiction has not met the spirit of the 
guidelines contained in this policy, the local jurisdiction may be required 
to conduct additional public involvement activities to ensure there 
has been adequate public review at the local level.

Questions of adequacy of compliance with this policy should first 
be addressed to Metro's planning director. If the dispute can not be 
resolved by the planning director, it will be forwarded to Metro's
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executive officer for consideration. If the dispute cannot be resolved by 
the executive officer, it will be forwarded to the Metro Council.

4. C Effective Date of Policy

This policy will become effective when it is adopted into the 1995 
update of the Regional Transportation Plan. From that point forward, 
conformance with this policy will be required for public involvement 
activities and adoption decisions pertaining to Metro's transportation 
plans, programs and project development activities.

■ c.

4. D Amendments Policy

Metro will periodically, or at least every three years (consistent with 
ISTEA), review and evaluate this public involvement policy. Amendments 
to the policy will require a 45-day public comment period prior to 
adoption.

11
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Appendix A

Local Public 

Involvement 

Checklist
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Local jurisdictions/project sponsors must complete this checklist for local 
transportation plans and programs from which projects are drawn that are 
submitted to Metro for regional funding or other action. Section 3.D of 
Metro's local public involvement policy for transportation describes the 
certification process, including completion of this checklist. See Section 3.D 
for information about the other certification steps.

If projects are from the same local transportation plan and/or program, only 
one checklist need be submitted for those projects. For projects not in the 
local plan and/or program, the local jurisdiction should complete a checklist for 
each project.

The procedures for local public involvement (Section 3) and this checklist are 
intended to ensure that the local planning and programming process has 
provided adequate opportunity for public involvement prior to action by Metro. 
To aid in its review of local plans, programs and projects, Metro is requesting 
information on applicable local public involvement activities. Project sponsors 
should keep information (such as that identified in italics) on their public 
involvement program on file in case of a dispute.

Checklist

□ At the beginning of the transportation plan or program, a public 
involvement program was developed and applied that met the 
breadth and scope of the plan/program. Public partidpation was 
broad-based, with early and continuing opportunities throughout 
the plan/program's lifetime. {Keep copy of applicable public 
involvement plan and/or procedures.)

□
□

Appropriate interested and affected groups were identified and 
the list was updated as needed. (Maintain list of interested and 
affected parties.)

Announced the initiation of the plan/program and solicited initial 
input. If the plan/program schedule allowed, neighborhood 
associations, citizen planning organizations and other interest 
groups were notified 45 calendar days prior to (1) the public 
meeting or other activity used to kick off public involvement for 
the plan/program; and (2) the initial decision on the scope and 
alternatives to be studied.

Keep descriptions of initial opportunities to involve the public and 
to announce the project’s initiation. Keep descriptions of the tools 
or strategies used to attract interest and obtain initial input.

□ Provided reasonable notification of key decision points’ and 
opportunities for public involvement in the planning and 
programming process. Neighborhood associations, citizen 
planning organizations and other interest groups were notified as 
early as possible. .

Keep examples of how the public was notified of key decision 
points and public involvement opportunities, including notices 
and dated examples. For announcements sent by mail, document 
number of persons/groups on mailing list.
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□

□

□

Provided a forum for timely, accessible input throughout the 
lifetime of the plan/program.

Keep descriptions of opportunities for ongoing public involvement 
in the plan/program, including citizen advisory committees. For key 
public meetings, this includes the date, location and attendance.

Provided opportunity for input in reviewing screening and 
prioritizing criteria.

Keep descriptions of opportunities for public involvement in 
revieuHng screening and prioritizing criteria. For key public 
meetings, this includes the date, location and attendance.
For surveys, this includes the number received.

Provided opportunity for review/comment on staff 
recommendations.

Keep descriptions of opportunities for public review of staff 
recommendations. For key public meetings, this includes the date, 
location and attendance. For surveys, this includes the number 
received.

Considered and responded to public comments and questions.
As appropriate, the draft documents and/or recommendations 
were revised based on public input.

Keep record of comments received and response provided.

Provided adequate notification of final adoption of the plan or 
program. If the plan or program's schedule allows, the local 
jurisdiction should notify neighborhood associations, citizen 
participation organizations and other interest groups 45 calendar 
days prior to the adoption date. A follow-up notice should be 
distributed prior to the event to provide more detailed information.

Keep descriptions of the notifications, including dated examples. 
For announcements sent by mail, keep descriptions and include 
number of persons/groups cm mailing list.

B. Certification Statement

□

□

Project sponsor

Certifies adherence to the local public involvement procedures 
developed to enhance public participation.

Signed

Date

C. Summary of Local 
Public Involvement 
Process

Please attach a summary 
(maximum two pages) of the 
key elements of the public 
involvement process for this 
plan, program or group 
of projects.

13
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Appendix C
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Methods/
Strategies
(examples)
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The mailing list of interested and affected parties for any plan, program 
or project study may include, but is not limited to, the following. 
Notification lists should be appropriate to the project, its scope, 
timeline and budget.

Elected officials

Neighborhood associations

Property owners ■

Business groups

Users of the facility or corridor

Persons who have previously expressed interest 
in similar projects or related studies

Persons potentially under-served by the transportation system

Methods of notifying the public of opportunities for involvement may 
include but are not limited to:

News releases

Newsletters

Public notices

Distribution of flyers

Public service announcements

Electronic bulletin board

Billboards

Posters

News stories

Advertisements

Mailings to interested/affected parties list



The following are examples and ideas for strategies to provide for 
public involvement in transportation planning. Many of these ideas and 
descriptions are taken from "Innovations in Public Involvement for 
Transportation Planning" distributed jointly by the Federal Highway 
Administration and the Federal Transit Administration (January 1994).
A copy of this document may be obtained from Metro.

The following list is meant to provide ideas for consideration. Metro 
does not intend to prescribe specific strategies for use for any particular 
project Jurisdictions are free to choose one or more of tha following or 
to use any other appropriate strategies for their public involvement 
activities.

Brainstorming is a simple technique used in a meeting where 
participants come together in a freethinking forum to generate ideas. 
Used properly - either alone or in conjunction with other.techniques - 
brainstorming can be a highly effective method of moving participants 
out of conflict and toward consensus.

A charrette is a meeting to resolve a problem or issue. Within a 
specified time limit, participants work together intensely to reach a 
resolution.

Citizen surveys assess widespread public opinion. A survey is 
administered to a sample group of citizens via a written questionnaire 
or through interviews in person, by phone, or by electronic media.
The limited sample of citizens is considered representative of a larger 
group. Surveys can be formal (scientifically assembled and 
administered) or informal.

A citizens advisory committee is a representative group of 
stakeholders that meets regularly to discuss issues of common 
concern. While Citizens Advisory Committees (CACs) have been used 
for many years and the technique itself is not innovative, it can be used 
very creatively.

A collaborative task force is assigned a specific task with a time limit 
to come to a conclusion and resolve a difficult issue, subject to 
ratification by official decision-makers. It can be used on a project level 
or for resolving issues within a project. Its discussion can help agencies 
understand participants' qualitative values and reactions to proposals. It 
can aid in development of policies, programs, and services and in 
allocation of resources.

Focus groups are tools used to gauge public opinion. Borrowed from 
the marketing and advertising industry, they define transportation as a 
product with the public as customers. Focus groups are a way to 
identify customer concerns, needs, wants, and expectations. They can 
inform sponsors of the attitudes and values that customers hold and 
why. Each focus group involves a meeting of a carefully selected group 
of individuals convened to discuss and give opinions on a single topic.

Appendix P

Opportunities 

for Public 

Involvement 

(examples)
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Media strategies inform the public about projects and programs 
through newspapers, radio, television and videos, billboards, posters 
and displays, mass mailings of brochures or newsletters, and 
distribution of flyers. Better information enhances public understanding 
of a project or program and is the basis of meaningful public 
involvement efforts.

A period for written and oral comments provides an opportunity for 
inAdepth and more lengthy consideration and response by the public to 
draft recommendations. A comment period allows interested parties an 
opportunity to present their opinion on a particular project without the 
need for attending meetings or hearings.

Public meetings and hearings provide opportunities for information 
exchange. Public meetings present information to the public in any 
number of ways and obtain informal input from citizens. Held 
throughout the planning process, they can be tailored to specific issues 
or citizen groups and can be informal or formal. Public hearings are 
more formal events than public meetings and generally focus on a 
specific proposal or action. Held prior to a decision point, a public 
hearing gathers citizen comments and positions from all interested 
parties for public record and input into decisions. Facilitators can be 
used to effectively guide the discussions at meetings.

Telephone techniques make use of the telephone for two-way 
communication with the public. The telephone can be used to obtain 
information and to give opinions. Its use has entered a new era of 
potential applications to community participation, going beyond 
question-and-answer techniques toward the evolving new multi-media 
connections with television and computers.

A transportation fair is an event used to interest citizens in 
transportation and in specific projects or programs. It is typically a 
one-day event, heavily promoted to encourage people to attend. 
Attractions such as futuristic vehicles can be used to bring people 
to the fair. Noted personalities can also draw participants.

Video techniques use recorded visual and oral messages to present 
information to the public, primarily via videotapes or laser disks. Video 
information can be presented at meetings or hearings. Many 
households own a videotape player, which provides an additional 
opportunity for Information dissemination.

Visioning leads to a goals statement. Typically it consists of a series of 
meetings focused on long-range issues. Visioning results In a long- 
range plan. With a 20- or 30-year horizon, visioning also sets a strategy 
for achieving the goals.



This draft public involvement policy was developed by the Metro 
Committee for Citizen Involvement (MCCI) and the Transportation 
Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC). This policy incorporates input 
from public involvement and planning professionals and citizens in the 
region. Following a 45-day public review and comment period, the 
policy will be revised as appropriate and submitted to the Metro Council 
for adoption into the RTR

The MCCI was established by the Regional Urban Growth Goals and 
Objectives (RUGGO) process and reaffirmed by the 1992 Metro Charter 
and is assisting the Metro Council in developing and reviewing public 
involvement procedures for all Metro activities, including planning.

TPAC includes staff from the region's governments and transportation 
agencies and has six citizen members. This committee provides 
technical advice on regional transportation issues to Metro's policy­
makers. Metro staff are also assisting in development of the 
procedures and guidelines.

Adoption of the public involvement procedures will occur through 
review and action by Metro's policy-makers, including the Joint Policy 
Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) and the Metro Council. 
JPACT provides a forum for elected officials and representatives of 
agencies involved in transportation to evaluate needs in the region and 
to make recommendations to the Metro Council. The council is 
composed of seven members elected from districts throughout the 
metropolitan region. The council approves Metro policies, including 
transportation.

The draft public involvement procedures will be published for a 45-day 
public comment period. JPACT and the Metro Council will consider 
public comment in their review.

Appendix E

Development 

of Policy

Metro Comrttee for 
Citizen Involvement

Bob Bothmen

Gail Cerveny

Geoffrey W. Hyde

James B. Langston

Transportation Policy 
Alternatives Committee

Mark Brown 
Washington County

Kathy Busse 
Multnomah County

Maggie Collins 
City of Milwaukie

Steve Dotterrer 
City of Portland

Molly O'Reilly 
Citizen

Rod Sandoz 
Clackamas County

17



18

J93 2oe»



Appendix F

Figures

19

^2D\



20

-W5‘'2£?2



Transportation
Planning and Programming Process
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1. Notify public that project has started - Metro staff

First opportunity to be added to mailing list - public

2. Develop work program - Metro staff

Draft public involvement planMetro staff, 
review by Metro Committee for Citizen Involvement

3. Initiate public involvement opportunities - •
Metro staff

4. Sponsor scoping sessions to get initial public input - 
CAC and Metro staff

5. Refine work program - Metro staff 

Refine public involvement plan - Metro staff

6. Complete technical research and analysis according 
to work program - Metro staff

7. Provide ongoing opportunities for public input 
and comment - Metro staff

8. Prepare and publish draft recommendations - Metro staff

9. Provide formal opportunities for public input 
and comment - Metro staff

Respohd to public comments - Metro staff

10. Present draft recommendations and record of public 
comment and staff response to the Technical Policy

. Advisory Committee (TRAC)

11. Review and publish revised draft

12. Provide on-going opportunities for public input 
and comment. Multiple meetings and revisions 
possible at this stage.

13. Present revised recommendations and record of public 
comment and staff response to the Joint Policy Advisory 
Committee on Transportation (JPACT) and the Metro Council

14. Update drafts based on JPACT and Metro Council review

15. Hold public hearing. Provide 45-day notice for final 
Metro Council approval and adoption.

Figure 2

Metro Public
Involvement
Process

Transportation 
Planning, 
Programming 
and Project 
Development

Opportunity for public 
involvement is built 
into the project work 
program. (Public actions 
indicated in bold.)
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Exhibit “C”

Comment Summary and Response 
Draft Public Involvement Policies for Transportation Planning

General Comments

1. Comment: The policies should address the length of product review periods and the linkage 
between length of notice, the review period and the nature of the decision (Washington Co.).

ffACT recommendation on Comment 1: Agree: an additional guideline to address product review 
issues should be added to the Metro Policy Section 3. D. Guidelines and the existing Guidelines 
number 7, 8, and 9 should be renumbered accordingly,

‘7. Comment and Review Periods-Metro will provide adequate time for public review of draft
documents or staff recommendations prior to opportunities for comment or testimony, such as public
hearings. The length of comment and review periods will vary based on the nature of the plan or
program and total amount of time available to complete the planning or programming process.”

2. Conunent: Local jurisdictions should be able to use locally adopted public involvement guidelines 
rather than developing new guidelines (Washington Co., ODOT, and City of Hillsboro).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 2: Disagree; Section 1 of the Local Public Involvement Policy 
recognizes that local jurisdictions have adopted public involvement procedures, in accordance with 
State Planning Goal 1: Citizen Involvement. However, the State Planning Go^ is focused on the land 
use planning process, which includes local comprehensive plans and transportation system plans, but 
the prioritization and funding processes are not covered explicitly. Local public involvement processes 
may need to be modified to ensure that there are opportunities for public input throughout the planning 
and programming process.

Comments on the Public Involvement Policy for Metro Transportation Planning 

Scope of Policy

3. Comment: Appendix G does not contain the reference to exempt MTTP modifications as noted on 
page 8, 2nd paragraph (Washington Co.).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 3: Agree, the reference should be in Appendix F, but was 
inadvertently omitted, the last sentence on page 30 should be revised to read,

“[Note: 450.324(1) refers to smaller-scale projects that may be grouped in the TIP rather than identified 
individually.!”

4. Comment: Policy should include reference to 30 day public review period required by Oregon air 
quality conformity rule (DEQ).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 4: Agree; references to the public participation requirements of 
the Oregon air quality conformity rule should be added in the following places: ‘ ’

Section 2: Scope of Policy - The last sentence of the first paragraph should be amended to read, “This 
public involvement policy applies to all of Metro’s transportation plans and programs and the air 
quality conformity detenmnations for those pl°ns and programs.”

Exhibit “C" — Comment Summary and Response 
Metro Public Involvement Policies for Transportatio 
7113195-page J
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Section 3. D, Guideline 7. Comment and Review Periods - An additional paragraph should be added 
to the end of this Guideline, “When making air quality conformity determinations for transportation 
plans and programs Metro will follow the public participation requirements in the State Conformity
Rule 340-20-760 (4), Metro will make available to the public the draft conformity determination and
all supporting documents 30 days prior to a final decision. Notification of the availability of the draft
determination and all supporting documentation shall be given bv prominent advertisement in the area
affected.JWritten notification of the availability of the draft determination and all supporting
documentation shall also be provided to any party requesting such notification. Comments submitted
to Metro during the review period shall be made a part of the record of any final decision.”

Guidelines

5. Comment: Suggest identifying cases in which community groups or public agencies are expected 
to perform a coordinating function for Unified Work Program activities (i) or (ii) in addition to 
providing their own input (Washington County).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 5: Agree; the need for coordinating activities by local 
jurisdictions, public agencies, or community groups should be specified in the public involvement 
structiu'e/work program for each Metro plan, program, or project. The second sentence of the first 
paragraph in Section 3.C StructureAVork Program should be amended to read,

“The structure will specify the opportunities for public involvement, including the structure for 
participation by the general public (workshops, hearings), the need for local imsdictions. public 
agencies, or community groups to provide a coordinating function (host meetings, provide
information), and if appropriate the structure for participation bv citizen advisory committees.”
In addition, if any coordinating functions are needed they should be mentioned in the notice of initial 
public involvement activities. An additional sentence should be added to Section 3.D Guidelines, 
number 3. Content of Notifications as follows,

“The need for any coordinating functions bv local jurisdictions, public agencies, or community
groups, such as hosting meetings, or providing information.”

6. Comment: Suggest adding a timeline of Metro transportation decision making process to aid local 
jurisdictions in planning the necessary local public involvement activities (City of Oregon City).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 6: Disagree; this information is incorporated into Figure 1 in 
Appendix A. In addition, the Content of Notifications and Timeliness of Notifications guidelines in 
Section 3 both indicate that a schedule of major points in the decision making process should be 
included in notifications of initial public involvement activities and any subsequent notices.

Review periods

7. Comment: There are no specific requirements for how much time is allowed for review or 
consideration of draft documents, to provide adequate time for local government coordination (through 
the County Coordinating Committee process which meets monthly) and review at the local level, a 45- 
day review period should be included in the policies (Washington Co.).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 7: Disagree; the length of product review time will vary based 
on the specific plan, program, or project being reviewed. An additional guideline has been added to 
address product review issues (see Comment 1).

Notification Methods

Exhibit “C" - Comment Summary and Response 
Metro Public involvement Policies for Transportation r> 
7113195 - page 2
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8. Comment: Add reference to "availability of products to review" to first sentence in Section 2 
(Washington Co.).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 8: Agree; revise as proposed.

Content of notification

9. Comment: Change third item on page 15 from "Location(s) where information is available" to 
"What information will be considered or reviewed and how copies of it can be obtained."

10. Comment: Notifications of public involvement opportunities should include information about the 
nature of input opportunities (ODOT).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 10: Agree; the fourth sentence on page 15 should be amended 
to read,

“The comment period for written/oral comments and the nature of the comments ('formal testimony or 
informal comments).”

Form and Use of Comments

11. Comment: Language should be added that indicates whether Metro will treat individual input 
differently from comments received from representatives of interest groups, neighborhood 
associations, signed petitions, etc.

JPACT recommendation on Comment 11: Disagree; Guideline number 7 in Section 3.D indicates that 
Metro will seek out and consider input from a broad range of sources. Summaries of these comments 
will be forwarded to advisory committees and policy-m^cers considering the plans, programs and 
projects. The decision making bodies should to determine how to treat individual comments in relation 
to comments from groups, based on the nature of the comments and the issues being considered.

Relation of this Policy to Local Public Involvement Processes

12. Comment: Many "local project issues" will not have been identified or dealt with at the local level 
with before projects are forwarded to Metro for funding or other action because they, are associated 
with project development rather than programming or planning. The requirement in Section 4 for local 
jurisdictions to resolve local issues during the locd planning and programming process, prior to the 
time projects are forwarded to Metro should be omitted (Washin^on Co,).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 12: Agree; the last sentence in the first paragraph of section 4 
on page 16 should be amended as follows:

“Metro expects that local jurisdictions will resolve local planning and programming issues during local 
planning and programming processes, prior to the time projects are forwarded to Metro. Project 
development decisions, from the preliminary engineering (including the evaluation of alignment
alternatives) through construction, are local project issues and are not covered bv this policy.”

Compliance and dispute resolution

13. Comment Compliance and dispute resolution, change last sentence on page 4, third paragraph, 
so it does not infer that Metro may directly undertake additional pi activities for local plans, programs 
and projects (Washington Co.)

JPACT recommendation on Comment 13: Agree; revise text as follows.

Exhibit “C” - Comment Summary and Response
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"If the spirit of the guidelines contained in this policy have not been met, an agency may be required 
to conduct addition^ public involvement activities to ensure there has been adequate public review;”

Effective Date

14. Comment: The document should clarify when the new procedures will be applicable and whether 
they will be applicable to projects, plans, or programs that are already underway, such as projects in 
the “Construction Section” or “Development Section” of the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement 
Program (ODOT)?

JPACT recommendation on Comment 14: Disagree; the policy will become effective upon adoption 
and will relate to any future actions on plans or programs. As projects move from the Development 
Section to the Construction Section of ^e Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (M'l’IP) 
a new MTIP action is required and the policy will apply. Section 5. C. Effective Date of Policy 
specifies that the current and upcoming plans and programs that will be required to comply with the 
policy.

Corrections

15. Comment: The second paragraph of Section 4. Relation of this Policy to Local Public 
Involvement Processes should be the first paragraph of Section 5. Compliance (Metro).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 15: Agree; revise as proposed.

16. Comment: Page 9 makes reference to Figure 2, but Figure 2 is not labeled in the regional policy 
(Washington Co.).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 16: Agree; the second figure in Appendbc A should be revised 
to include the label Figure 2.

Comments on Local Public Involvement Policy

17. Comment: Clarify the local jurisdictions that are covered by the Local Policy, are Tri-Met and the 
Port of Portland expected to comply with policy (City of Portland)?

JPACT recommendation on Comment 17: Agree; the first paragraph of Section 1. Introduction should 
revised to read,

“This document describes Metro’s public involvement policy for local jurisdictions or other public 
agencies submitting projects to Metro for regional funding or other action. Public agencies expected to 
comply, with the policy include but are not limited to state, regional, countv. and city government
agencies, as well as Tri-Met. and the Port of Portland. This policy provides local jurisdictions with 
flexibility in designing their public involvement programs and in selecting techniques for soliciting and 
considering public comment.”

Certification of Local Public Process

18. Consent: Clmfy the mailing lists being referred to in Section 3.D. number 3 and the rationale
for singling out mailing lists from the other types of documentation suggested by the Local Public 
Involvement Checklist in Appendbc A (Washington Co.). ' - >

JPACT recommendation on Comment 18: Agree, revise Section 3.D. number 3 to read.

Exhibit “C" - Comment Summary and Response 
Metro Public Involvement Policies for Transportati-" 
7113195-page 4
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"Make available, if needed, mailing lists, used for local plan or program development, for use by 
Metro during its review of the local plan, program or project.

19. Comment: Clarify the rationale for singling out mailing lists in Section 3.D. number 3 from the 
other types of documentation suggested by the Local Public Involvement Checklist in Appendbc A 
(Washington Co.).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 19: Local jurisdictions may be required, as a part of the 
certification of local process, to provide Metro with mailing lists used during local plan or program 
development. The mailing lists may be needed to resolve disputes related to agency compliance with 
Public Involvement Policy or for regional public involvement activities related to projects in local plans 
or programs.

20. Comment: Clarify the function of County Coordinating Committees in the public involvement 
process, can they be used to define the best mix of projects from local plans and programs that are 
submitted to Metro for regional funding or other action (Washington Co.).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 20: Agree; the County Coordinating Policy Committees can 
provide a good clearinghouse for prioritizing local projects, however the decision to forward a package 
of projects to Metro for regional funding or other action is a major decision point that requires 
involvement of the public. Staff suggests working with the counties to develop a process for this.

21. Comment: The public hearing requirement for projects forwarded to Metro that are not in a local 
plan or program should allow a member of the decision making body to convene a public hearing 
rather than requiring the entire decision making body to hold the hearing (City of Portland).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 21: Agree; the third sentence in the last paragraph related of 
Sectipn 3. D. should be amended to read,

"The public hearing should be held by whatever council, commission or committee is making the 
decision or memberfsl of the decision making body."

Dispute Resolution

22. Comment: Clarify when disputes are expected to arise. Once plan or program has been certified • 
by Metro as conforming with this policy it should not be continually exposed to disputes or challenges 
(Washington Co.).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 22: Agree; the appropriate time for disputes to arise would be 
in the public comment and review period leading up to a decision point The &st sentence of the 
second paragraph in Section 4. B. Dispute Resolution Process should be amended as follows,

“(Questions of adequacy of compliance with this policy should be raised during the initial public review 
and comment period which occurs prior to public meetings, hearings, or major decision points and
should first be addressed to Metro’s planning director.”

Effective Date of Policy

23. Comment What is the effect of the policy on projects submitted to Metro from current plans and 
programs that have not been develoj^ under this policy? Can local plans/programs be retroactively 
demonstrated to be in compliance with these policies dr grandfathered in? Suggest that local plans and 
programs be subject to the policy during their next update cycle (Washington Co.).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 23: Generally agree; the policy does not require that all plans 
and programs be immediately brought into compliance. Local plans/programs can be retroactively

Exhibit “C" - Comment Summary and Response
Metro Public Involvement Policies for Transportation Plannine
7!13195 - page 5

20



demonstrated to be in compliance with the policy by using the Local Public Involvement Checklist in 
Appendix A and requesting certification of compliance by Metro. However, additional public 
involvement activities may be necessary to reaffirm the choices that were made when the plan or 
program was initially developed. Plans and programs that are being developed at the time the policy is 
adopted must comply with the policy. The following should be added to the end of Section 4. C. 
Effective Date of Policy,

“Local Transportation System Plans currently being developed regionwide will be subject to these
policies, as will projects submitted to Metro in the next funding cycle. Existing plans, programs, and
projects can be demonstrated to be compliance bv requesting certification of compliance bv Metro.
However, additional public involvement activities mav be necessary based on the amount of time that
has lapsed since public involvement was conducted for the plan, program or project”

Corrections

24. Comment: Section headings and some text on pages 6,7, 8 and 9 appear to be out of order 
(Washington Co.)

JPACT recommendation on Comment 24; Agree; the first paragraph of Section 3. Public 
Involvement Procedures should be moved to the end of Section 2. Scope of Policy. The headings for 
Section 2 and Section 3 on pages 8 and 9 respectively should be deleted.

Exhibit “C" - Comment Summary and Response
Metro Public Involvement Policies for Transportation Planning
7113195 - page 6
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STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO; 95-2174A FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
ADOPTING PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT POLICIES FOR REGIONAL TRANS­
PORTATION PLANNING AND FOR LOCAL JURISDICTIONS SUBMITTING 
PROJECTS TO METRO FOR RTP AND MTIP CONSIDERATION

Date: June 19, 1995 Presented by: Andrew Cotugno

PROPOSED ACTION

Adoption of this resolution would adopt the Public Involvement 
Policy for Regional Transportation Planning and the Local Public 
Involvement Policy for local jurisdictions submitting projects to 
Metro for inclusion in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) or 
the Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP). The 
policies are intended to support and encourage broad-based public 
participation in the development and review of Metro's transpor­
tation plans, programs and projects. The goal of Metro's public 
involvement policies is to seek out and provide for early and 
continuing public participation throughout the transportation 
planning and programming process in the Metro region. The 
policies establish consistent minimxim procedures to accomplish 
this goal; procedures beyond these minimums may be applied as 
warranted and are encouraged.

TPAC RECOMMENDATION

TPAC reviewed the Staff Report/Resolution and comment siimmary and 
response with the following comments:

. The Metro policy should include a specific reference to State 
of Oregon Conformity Rule public participation requirements. 
New language is recommended in Exhibit C — Comment Summary 
and Response, Comment No. 4.

. A cover memo which indicates clearly, using examples, what 
local government activities the policy applies to should be 
developed.

. Language should be developed and added to the Effective Date 
of Policy which indicates that the period ,of time between 
adopting the public involvement policies and the adoption of 
the RTP update should be used as a trial period to test the 
policies for workability. Any needed amendments or changes 
should be made when the RTP update is adopted in 1996.

JPACT RECOMMENDATION

JPACT adopted the Resolution at their July 13 meeting with the 
following change to Exhibit C:

"Metro expects that local jurisdictions will resolve local 
planning and programming issues during local planning and 
programming processes, prior to the time projects are
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forwarded to Metro. Project development decisions, from 
preliminary engineering (including the evaluation of alignment
alternatives^ through construction, are local project issues
and not covered bv this policy.11

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Development of Policies

Metro's public involvement policies for regional transportation 
planning, programming and project development activities were 
developed in response to strong interest in the region and to 
comply with the federal Intermodal Surface Transportation 
Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA) and recent state mandates. The 
policies were developed by the Metro Public Involvement Subcom­
mittee, a special ad hoc working group consisting of members of 
the Metro Committee for Citizen Involvement (MCCI), the Trans­
portation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC) and Metro staff. , 
The subcommittee began meeting in December of 1993 and inc«pr- 
porated input from public involvement and planning professionals 
and citizens in the region into the development of the policies.

Federal Requirements

ISTEA requires urban areas, through a Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO), to develop and implement a continuing, 
cooperative and comprehensive transportation planning process.
As the designated MPO for the Portland metropolitan area, Metro 
is responsible for the transportation planning process, including 
the development of metropolitan plans and programs, studies of 
major transportation investments, and management systems, among 
others. ISTEA also requires MPOs to develop a public involvement 
process and to incorporate this process into the overall trans­
portation planning process. The public involvement process 
should be proactive and should provide "complete information, 
timely public notice, full access to key decisions and support 
early and continuing involvement of the public in developing 
plans and programs."

In developing the new procedures, the ad hoc group identified a 
need to create distinct procedures for Metro planning activities 
and for local activities which result in regional action by JPACT 
and/or Metro Council. Exhibits A and B are the two procedure 
docviments and are attached as part of the resolution. The 
following outlines the two procedures:

Public Involvement Policy for Metro's Transportation Planning and 
Progreunming

Scope of Policy

The Public Involvement Policy for Transportation Planning is 
intended to focus on Metro's major actions and decisions. Metro 
develops and adopts the RTP, the MTIP, and other regional 
transportation plans and programs. If a proposed action or 
decision is clearly a normal course-of-business activity that
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does not significantly affect the public or alter public policy, 
it may not be necessary to apply these procedures.

The public involvement policy details the public participation 
procedures and guidelines that Metro is expected to follow.
These procedures ensure that public involvement efforts are 
proactive and provide for active participation by the region's 
citizens and interest groups in the development of regional 
transportation plans, programs and major projects.

A detailed public involvement work plan consistent with Metro's 
public involvement goals and objectives will be developed for 
each plan, program or project. These specific work plans will 
specify the opportunities for involvement, key decision points, 
and what measures will be used to seek out and consider the 
participation of groups that have been historically underserved 
by the transportation system, such as low income, minority and 
senior citizens.

Policy Objectives

1. Establish a general public involvement plan and clear 
timeline of decision points early in the transportation 
planning and funding process.

2. Involve those traditionally underserved by the existing 
system and consider their transportation needs. The 
traditionally underserved population includes, but is not 
limited to, minority and low-income households. Persons who 
are unable to own and/or operate a private automobile, such 
as youth, the elderly, and the disabled, may also be included 
in this category.

3. Remove barriers to public participation by those tradi­
tionally underrepresented in the transportation planning 
process.

4. Provide information on regional transportation planning and 
funding activities in a timely manner to interested parties.

5. Periodically review and update the public involvement 
process to reflect feedback from participants.

6. Provide opportunities for the public to supply input.
Create a record of public comment received and agency 
response regarding draft transportation plans and programs 
at the regional level.

7. Provide additional opportunities for public comment if there 
are significant differences between the draft and final 
plans.

8. Provide updated summaries of public comment at key decision 
points.

9. Allow for local governing body input and recommendations 
into the regional transportation planning process.
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10. Ensure that development of local transportation plans and 
programs was conducted according to Metro guidelines for 
local public involvement.

Local Public Involvement Policy for Transportation Planning 

Scope of Policy

The Local Public Involvement Policy applies to locally adopted 
transportation plans and programs where local jurisdictions have 
lead agency authority, from which transportation projects are 
drawn and submitted to Metro for regional funding or other 
action. The policy seeks to ensure the integrity of local 
decisions regarding projects (from local plans and programs). 
Discussion and review of local projects for possible inclusion in 
Metro's plans and programs will focus on regional issues only. 
Metro expects that local jurisdictions will resolve local issues 
during local planning and programming prior to the time projects 
are forwarded to Metro.

This policy does not apply to local transportation projects on an 
individual basis or to local project development actions, but 
rather focuses on the local plans and programs that prioritize 
projects which are defined as regionally significant for planning 
and programming purposes. However, if a local jurisdiction 
forwards a project to Metro that is not in its locally adopted 
plan and program, the local jurisdiction must, at a minimxun, hold 
a public hearing prior to making the decision to forward the 
project.

Metro understands that local jurisdictions have adopted public 
involvement programs in accordance with State Planning Goal 1: 
Citizen Involvement. Metro encourages and expects local juris­
dictions to use their adopted programs to develop and adopt 
transportation plans and programs, but the public involvement 
efforts for these decisions must also meet the minimum standards 
outlined in this policy which are intended to comply with federal 
requirements.

Policy Goals

Involve local citizens, public officials and other local inter­
ests in the transportation planning and programming process and 
in forwarding projects for consideration for regional transpor­
tation plans and programs.

Policy Objectives

1. Provide Metro with assurance that development of local 
transportation plans and programs is conducted according to 
Metro's guidelines for local public involvement.

2. Provide a local role in the establishment of regional citizen 
advisory committees formed as a part of Metro's transporta­
tion planning, programming and project development process.
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3. Allow for local governing body input and recommendations into 
the regional transportation planning process.

4. Provide an avenue for participants in the local transporta­
tion planning process to become involved in regional trans­
portation planning, programming and project development 
efforts.

Public Participation

The policies were developed with input from Metro's regional 
partners and citizens in the region. Initial drafts of the 
policies were distributed for review to local jurisdictions. The 
County Coordinating Committees were briefed on the policies in 
July of 1994 and were provided with an opportunity to comment on 
the draft policies. A fact sheet summarizing the policies and 
noticing the opportunity for review of and comment on the draft 
policies was distributed at the Metro Transportation Fair in 
January of 1995 and at Priorities '95 public meetings held in 
April. Final drafts of the policies were released for a 45-day 
public review and comment period in April. A notice of the 
availability of the draft policies and the 45-day comment period 
was widely distributed through mailings and a notice in MCCI's 
Community News Release.

t
EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Resolution No. 95- 
2174A.

PPrhnk
95-2174A.RES
7-19-95
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AGENDA ITEM 7.5 
Meeting Date: July 27,1995

Resolution No. 95-2176A

Resolution No. 95-2176A, For the Purpose of Amending the FY 95
Transportation Improvement Program to Allocate $27 Million of Region 2040 
Implementation Funds.

Note: Documents too lengthy to reproduce, but included in the permanent record are on file in the office 
of the Assistant to the Presiding Officer at this time. These documents cover public testimony and short list 
technical rankings and assessment of administrative criteria dated June 28,1995. Anyone interested in 
seeing the above mentioned material my do so by contacting Cathy Ross, Assistant to the Presiding Officer 
at 503-797-1542.
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING COMMITTEE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 95-2176A, AMENDING THE FY 95 TRANSPORTATION 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM TO ALLOCATE $27 MILLION OF REGION 2040 
IMPLEMENTATION FUNDS

Date: July 19, 1995 Presented by: Councilor Kvistad

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: At its July 18, 1995 meeting the 
Transportation Planning Committee voted 2-1 to recommend Council 
return Resolution No. 95-2176A to JPACT, to amend JPACT's 
recommendations on expenditure of the $27 million regional reserve 
by adding $4 million to the TOD Revolving Fund. Councilors Kvistad 
and Washington voted in favor; Councilor Monroe voted in opposition 
and served notice of his intention to file a minority report.

COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/ISSUES; Transportation Planning Department 
Director Andy Cotugno presented the staff report and JPACT 
recommendation. He summarized activities undertaken to get to a 
recommendation on how to spend the $27 million regional reserve. 
Mr. Cotugno said JPACT authorized the City of Gresham and the Port 
of Portland to request that allocations for the Springwater 
Corridor and Columbia Blvd. improvements, respectively, be 
transferred to other projects (Civic Neighborhood LRT Station in 
Gresham, and Lombard Street overcrossing). Council Analyst Casey 
Short said the City of Gresham had sent a letter saying they did 
not choose to change the allocation, and the Port had given an oral 
message to Council staff that they did wish to change the 
allocation. Chair Monroe said that change for the Port should only 
be made upon receipt of a written communication, and directed Mr. 
Short to request such written communication from the Port. (Note: 
Such a letter has been received, on July 19, and will be included 
in the Council's agenda packet.)

Mr. Cotugno said JPACT added an item under "Be It Resolved," that 
Metro and JPACT support Light Rail Station projects in Gresham and 
Hillsboro, and encourage that funding be found for these projects. 
Mr. Short pointed out that the resolution referred to the Beaverton 
Creek Transit Oriented Development (TOD) project rather than the 
Hillsboro project, and the committee agreed to amend the resolution 
to correct this error.

Councilor Kvistad said he has discussed this resolution with 
representatives of 1000 Friends and the Bike & Pedestrian 
Coalition, who agreed with him that $3 million is not enough to 
fund Metro's TOD Revolving Fund. He said he could not support the 
resolution without additional money for this Fund. He proposed 
deleting the $5 million allocation for Sunnyside Road widening and 
move two projects in its place: Johnson Creek Blvd. project 
($568,000 for Clackamas County's share); and Kruse Way 
reconstruction ($1.2 million). This would produce a net savings of 
$3,232,000. He said he understood the need for Sunnyside Road 
improvements, but felt it is more important to fully fund the TOD
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program now rather than do a road project. Councilor Kvistad then 
proposed deleting the $2,369,000 Front Avenue Reconstruction/Bike 
Lane project in the City of Portland, and add in its place the 
$1.56 million Hawthorne Bridge Bike Lanes project. This would 
produce a savings of $809,000. The grand total of savings would 
come to $4,041,000, which he proposed be dedicated to the TOD Fund. 
Councilor Kvistad moved the above changes, adding that it would be 
his intention to support funding the Sunnyside Road and Front 
Avenue projects in the next round of the Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP).

Mr. Cotugno said there was another piece of the Johnson Creek Blyd. 
project listed under the City of Portland, for $265,000, which 
should be included with the Clackamas*County part of that project. 
Councilor Kvistad amended his motion to include that $265,000 for 
Johnson Creek Blvd., reducing the additional amount for the TOD 
Fund to $3,776,000.

Councilor Washington asked what would happen if this amendment were 
approved. Following some discussion, it was concluded that the 
resolution would be forwarded to Council, either with amendments or 
as recommended by JPACT. Council would then decide whether to 
accept the resolution as recommended by JPACT or return the 
resolution to JPACT with Council's recommended changes.

Councilor Kvistad spoke in favor of his motion. He said this is a 
critical time to put money into Transit Oriented Development; land 
around transit stations is going away fast. He said this is the 
only opportunity to put money into TOD's, and $3^ million is not 
enough for the revolving fund. He said fully funding the TOD fund 
would require six to seven million dollars. He said that he 
identified the Sunnyside Road project for reduction because others 
funds are being earmarked for transportation projects in Clackamas 
County, citing funds committed to Highway 43 improvements and the 
Johnson Creek Blvd. and Kruse Way projects. Regarding Front 
Avenue, he said it's a repaving project more than a bike project. 
He noted the Hawthorne bike lanes ranked higher and could be done 
in conjunction with the Hawthorne Bridge reconstruction.

Councilor Monroe spoke in opposition to the motion. While he 
agreed that $3 million is not enough for the TOD fund, he said that 
there was consensus among Clackamas County elected officials that 
the Sunnyside Road project was critical and is their highest 
priority.. He added that this stance was supported by public 
testimony. He discussed the process that had been followed to 
reach the recommendation from JPACT, and noted that three Metro 
Councilors had voted in favor of the recommendation at the^ July 13 
JPACT meeting. He said this decision has to be a balancing act, 
and that he was reluctant to substitute his individual wisdom for 
the collective wisdom of the Planning staff, TPAC, and JPACT.

Councilor Washington asked if there was a way to get the issues 
before Council without approving the amendments. Councilor Monroe 
said yes, that Councilor Kvistad could introduce the amendments to
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the full Council. The Committee discussed whether to send the 
resolution to the Council with no recommendation. Councilor 
Kvistad said it is important to send a message that the TOD program 
is important, and that recommending the additional funds would 
clearly send that message to the Council; he added that he wants to 
have a full discussion of the issues before the full Council. 
Councilor Monroe said he expects the issues will be discussed at 
Council regardless of what the committee decides. Councilor 
Washington said he wants to make sure the issues are discussed at 
Council, and that there be concurrence, among a majority of 
Councilors on the issues. He said he didn't know why there had to 
be an amendment in committee if the issues would be discussed at 
Council. He asked Councilor Kvistad if he could support sending 
the resolution to Council with a recommendation that the TOD 
funding be increased to $7 million, but without identifying 
specific cuts in other projects. Councilor Kvistad said he didn't 
want to re-open the whole list, preferring to identify specific 
cuts. Councilor Washington said he didn't want the committee to 
send a message that it was cutting funding to specific 
jurisdictions.

The committee voted 2-1 against the motion, with Councilors Monroe 
and Washington in opposition, and Councilor Kvistad in favor.

Councilor Kvistad moved to increase the funding for the Metro TOD 
Revolving Fund from $3 million to $7 million. Upon request from 
Councilor Washington, the motion was amended to add that the 
necessary $4 million in cuts would be identified by the Council. 
Councilor Kvistad said he would provide a list of recommended cuts 
to the Council.

Executive Officer Mike Burton discussed the- role of JPACT, 
clarifying that JPACT and the Council must concur in this matter. 
He said there has been much work on this resolution among the 
jurisdictions, with a balance being reached on the . regional 
distribution of these funds.

Councilor Washington asked how he could be assured that Councilors 
would have the opportunity to propose changes to the package when 
the resolution comes to Council. Councilor McFarland said that any 
Coxincilor may propose amendments at the Council meeting. Councilor 
Washington said he would support the motion, so any Councilor can 
give any input he or she wishes. He said his purpose is to get the 
issue to Council to see if there's discussion from members of the 
Council.

Councilor Kvistad closed by saying that $27 million is the least 
money available for the TIP since he's been on the Council, and he 
wants to use that small amount of money to its maximum advantage. 
He said supporting the innovative TOD program was the best way to 
do that.

The committee voted 2-1 for the motion, with Councilors Kvistad and 
Washington in favor, and Councilor Monroe in opposition.
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chair Monroe opened a public hearing, -and one person testified. 
Mr. Jim Worthington, 3232 SE 153rd, Portland, 97236, asked for 
clarification on the TOD program and individual TOD projects. He 
also asked for clarification on projects proposed as studies. Mr. 
Cotugno explained those projects.

Following the vote. Councilor Monroe stated his intention to file 
a minority report, which will propose Council approval of the 
resolution as recommended by JPACT.
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING 
THE FY 95 TRANSPORTATION ^ )
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM TO ALLOCATE) 
$27 MILLION OF REGION 2040 )
IMPLEMENTATION FUNDS )

) RESOLUTION NO. 95-2176A

Introduced by 
Rod Monroe, Chair 
JPACT

WHEREAS, Metro and ODOT jointly agreed to creation of a 

$27.19 million Region 2040 and Alternative Mode Reserve account 

during the last update of the Metro and ODOT Transportation 

Improvement Programs (MTIP and STIP) funded with both regional 

and state STP reserve funds; and

WHEREAS, Metro and ODOT have identified $4.2 million of 

miscellaneous additional transportation funds, including some 

program funds never allocated to specific projects and some 

project funds never obligated; and

WHEREAS, Metro solicited its regional partners for bicycle, 

pedestrian, freight, transit, road expansion and preseirvation, 

transportation demand management, and transit—oriented develop­

ment project nominations selected from previously approved local 

plans and programs that reflect support of the Region 2040 land 

use goals and objectives approved by Metro Council in December 

1994; and

WHEREAS, Approximately $150 million of such project nomina­

tions were received; and

WHEREAS, Metro staff applied technical and administrative 

multi-modal ranking criteria to prioritize these nominated 

projects; and

WHEREAS, Metro sponsored a Transportation Fair in January, 

four public meetings held throughout the region in April, and 

public hearings in May and June; and has held numerous advertised
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meetings of TPAC, JPACT and the Metro Council in between during 

which these funds, the project nominations and the ranking 

process have been discussed and been the subject of public 

testimony;

WHEREAS, The Metro Council and JPACT previously allocated 

$1,026 million to various planning activities, $3.2 million for 

Highway 43 ,,MACS,, projects, and identified a $53 million "short 

list" of projects for further consideration; and

WHEREAS, An approximate $27 million list was developed from 

the short list based on technical and administrative 

considerations and on JPACT/Metro Council direction to provide 

modal and geographic balance to the degree possible; now, 

therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED:

1. That the FY 1995 Metro TIP adopted by Resolution No. 

94-1964 be amended to allocate $27,224 million to the list of 

projects identified as "recommended" in Exhibit A.

2. That this and other amendments to the FY 95 MTIP be 

consolidated into an FY 96 MTIP.

3. That final approval of the recommended projects is 

contingent upon a determination of conformity consistent with 

federal and state air quality regulations.

4. That Metro Council and JPACT endorse the Civic Neighbor­

hood LRT Station and the Hillsboro Ground Level Retail project 

Beaverton Crook-TOD as important projects and agree that efforts 

to identify future funding sources should be made.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this _ _ _  day of _ _ _ _ _ ,

1995.

J. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer
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STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 95-2176A FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
AMENDING THE FY 95 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM TO 
ALLOCATE $27 MILLION OF REGION 2040 IMPLEMENTATION FUNDS

Date: June 22r 1995 Presented by: Andrew Cotugno

PROPOSED ACTION

Adoption of the Metro/ODOT staff recommendation shown in Exhibit A 
of the resolution would result in amendment of the FY 1995 Metro 
TIP to allocate $27,201,000 of State and Regional STP funds to 
fund projects selected from the 2040 Implementation Program 
process. This would allocate all currently projected federal 
funding to specific projects and programs. Funding for addi­
tional projects would not be available until.the region makes a 
determination of new federal funding that may be considered 
reasonably available in FY 98 and beyond. This amendment and 
other recent TIP actions will be consolidated into an updated FY 
96 MTIP later this year.

Alternatives to the TPAC recommendation that JPACT reviewed 
included the following:

1. If alternative projects are considered for funding, it is 
recommended that those identified as "Next Priority" be the 
focus of attention.

2. Fvuiding could be traded from two fully-funded recommended 
projects for partial funding of two "Next Priority" projects:

a.

b.

$250,000 NE Columbia Boulevard Improvements to N. Lombard 
Railroad overcrossing (PE); and

$205,000 from Springwater Corridor Access to Gresham Civic 
Neighborhood LRT Station (PE) because funding of the LRT 
station would secure the dual regional objective of Tri- 
Met funding for the Millikan Way station area project in 
Washington County.

3. Establish the key objective of the TOD Revolving Fund to be 
the revolving character of potential projects. Thus loans 
could be provided for capital improvements or land acquisition 
and subsequent resale and development.

JPACT approved the Resolution with a provision that allowed the 
Port of Portland the opportunity to make the NE Columbia Boulevard 
to N. Lombard trade (as described in 2a above) and allowed Gresham 
to make the Springwater to Civic Neighborhood LRT Station trade 
(as described in 2b above). Any such trades must be recommended 
for consideration before the July 18 Metro Transportation Planning 
Committee.
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FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

In January of 'this year, Metro initiated the $27.19 million Region 
2040 Implementation program project selection process. The high­
lights of the selection process to date are s'ummanzed in Attach­
ment 1. Briefly, Metro spent several months developing and 
adopting a set of multi-modal technical and administrative proj­
ect selection criteria. The intent of the criteria was to select 
transportation projects which would support implementation of the 
2040 Growth Concept approved by the Metro Council last December. 
Metro then solicited project nominations from its regional part­
ners and also directly nominated a nximber of projects. This 
solicitation resulted in an initial project list of approximately 
$150 million.

J
In May, the Metro Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transporta­
tion (JPACT) and Metro Council approved allocation of $1,029 
million of the funds to support Metro's FY 95-96 planning needs 
(Metro Resolution No. 95-2139A). This resolution also agreed upon 
a "short list" of approximately $52 million of projects and 
directed staff to further evaluate this list to develop a recom­
mendation within the available funds. The residual STP funds 
($26.17 million) and approximately $1.12 million of old FAU and 
CMAQ funds left a balance of $27,201 million available for 
projects.

The Metro Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC) met 
throughout June to comply with JPACT's direction. On June 16,
TPAC approved a staff-recommended formula for determining both 
jurisdictional funding targets — which assure geographic equity 
of funding allocations — and a regional funding target -- which 
assures implementation of projects of high regional benefit 
despite geographic considerations. These targets were approved by 
TPAC as a guide to staff and are not intended to limit the 
discretion of JPACT or the Metro Council. The recommended targets 
are as follows:

Jxirisdiction Range considered (millions)

Clackamas County ......... $4,057 - $ 5.569
City of Portland ......... $4,375 - $ 5.489
E. Multnomah County. . . . . . . . $2,307 - $ 2.625 
Washington County. ........ $3,739 - $ 4.296
Regional . . . . . . . . . . . .$11,000 - $11,600

In essence, the formula recognizes that the total cimount of 
currently available funds is composed of four different types of 
funds. Approximately $10 million is Regional STP funds. These 
funds have in the past been allocated on a 75/25 percent local/ 
regional basis. Approximately $16 million of the funds are State 
STP dollars for which there has never been an agreed distribution 
formula. TPAC approved allocation of "these funds on a 50/50 
basis. Approximately $207,000 of residual CMAQ funds are 
included. These funds have historically been allocated on a 100
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percent regional basis. Finally, a previous allocation of 
$833,000 of old FAU funds has never been obligated. They were 
originally allocated as a regional priority. The regional target 
range of $11.0-11.6 million is reflective of this resource being 
treated as either a 100 percent regional fund or on a 75/25 basis.

The approved formula splits the available funds along the per­
centages described above. Incorporation of the $833,000 of old 
FAU funds creates two outcomes depending on whether the funds are 
treated as 100 percent or only 25 percent regional. This differ­
ence creates a range of $11.0-11.6 million available for regional 
priority projects and a range of $15.6-16.2 million available for 
allocation to the jurisdictions.

The split of the regional share between jurisdictions is 
determined by allocation of 50 percent of the funds according to 
each jurisdiction's proportion of population and employment and 50 
percent according to the proportion of regional lane miles of 
collectors and arterials occurring within each jurisdiction. To 
provide a range.within otherwise hard funding targets, the 
demographic and road data were calculated for 1990 and 2040. 
Finally, the difference between the presence and absence of the 
old FAU funds is averaged to produce the single set of recom­
mended targets. The ranges thus represent a floor and a ceiling 
for each jurisdiction. At the same time though, not all j\iris- 
dictions can receive their "ceiling" since this would exceed the 
total funds available.

TPAC also provided guidance to staff regarding modal targets.
(See Attachment 2 for a modally-based brecdcdown of the :'staff 
recommendation.) Per the direction contained in prior resolutions 
creating the 2040 Implementation Reserve, alternative modes are to 
receive no less than $7.19 million of the full account. 
Additionally, only alternative modes are eligible to receive the 
$207,000 of residual CMAQ funds. Eligible projects include 
bicycle and pedestrian construction projects, transit-oriented 
development projects and programs, up to $1 million of intermodal 
projects (excluding CMAQ funds) and transportation system 
management projects. Additionally, TPAC directed that transit 
projects are eligible to compete for the balance of the $27 
million allocation (including the CMAQ funds). Finally, all modes 
must receive some funding. (See Attachment 3 for an analysis of 
past funding allocations by fund type, mode and jurisdiction.)

Upon approval of these regional and geographic targets, Metro and 
ODOT staff met with representatives of each jurisdiction to 
ascertain project priorities. Metro and ODOT staff then de­
veloped this final recommendation within the total of funds 
available.

TPAC ACTION ^

As described above, TPAC approved a set of alternatives to the 
staff recommendation for JPACT consideration. Additionally, TPAC 
considered and defeated a miotion (5-6) to transfer the Gresham
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Civic Neighborhood LRT Station project to the Regional project 
list.

JPACT ACTION

JPACT approved the Resolution with the provision allowing the 
Port of Portland and Gresham to "trade" project allocations by the 
Metro Council Transportation Planning Committee meeting of July 18. 
JPACT also endorsed pursuing other funds for the Hillsboro Ground 
Level Retail and Gresham LRT Station projects.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER*S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Resolution No. 95- 
2176A. .

ACC:TW:lmk
95-2176
7-14-95
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<Si Port of Portland
Box 3529, Portland. Oregon 97208 
503/231-5000

My 19,1995

Rod Monroe 
Metro Council 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232-2736

REGION 2040 IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM $27 MnXION ALLOCATION

Dear Goufte^rMonroer

As you know, the Port requested at JPACT last week that the City of Portland and the 
Port be allowed to review the relative merits of two projects on the $27 million allocation 
list, and possibly request a realignment of funds between the two. The City and the Port 
have derided to request that the Northeast Columbia Boulevard Improvements project be 
replaced on the Recommended Projects list by the North Lombard Railroad Overcrossing 
project.

This was a very difficult derision because both projects are very importanbto regional 
freight mobility. It is unfortunate that both could not be funded. Since that does not seem 
to be possible, we believe that initiating the overpass project will have the greatest long 
term benefit for the re^on. This change wiU enrijle us to begin this important project in 
conjunction vrith the Columbia/Burgard Intersection project The two projects are closely 
linked, and it is important to do the environmental and initial design work on the overpass 
at the same time as the intersection, even though it will not be possible to do full 
preliminary engineering as Originally envisioned. From a tirmng standpoint, it is also 
critical to initiate the design work on this project now so that the construction project may 
be more readily funded from some tiiture source, such as the proposed Arterial Program. 
This overpass will be needed soon, and at that time it will need to proceed in a very 
expeditious marmer.

Thank you for considering this request. If you or any of the Metro councilors have 
questions about this or other projects, please give me a call.

Sincerely,

)avid Lohman
Director, Policy and Planning
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CITY OF GRESHAM

Community Davclopment Department 
1333 N.W. Eastman Parkway 
Gresham. OR 97030-3813 
(503) 661*3000 
FAX (503) 669*7446

Date: July 18/ 1995

To: Casey short, METRO Council Analyst

From: Richard Ross, Transportation Planning Manager

RE; Potential Switch of 2040 Implementation Funds 
Resolution 95-2176

In response to the JPACT recommendation on Resolution 
95-2176, the City of Gresham wants to move forward with the 
S.W. 190th Springwater Access project. This project will 
provide needed bilce lanes and sidewaDcs on 190th ( Highland 
Dr. to Powell) , the primary access to the trail for cyclists 
and pedestrians in most of S.W. Gresham.

Tri-Met's concurrent amendment to the FY 95 METRO TIP 
( Resolution 95-2183) indicates that Tri-Met is budgeting 
preliminary engineering work: for the Civic Neighborhood 
Station. This will assure that station plans are ready to go 
as construction funding is committed.

We appreciate the region's intent to provide funds for the 
Civic Neighborhood LRT Station by additional efforts, and we 
intend to pursue those efforts with the region in the 
immediate future.

CC; Mayor Gussie Me Robert
Councilor claudiette LaVert
Max Talbot, Comraunioty Development Director
Jane Leeson. Community Involvement Coordinator

TOTAL P.02



ATTACHMENT 1 
PAGE 1

FY 1996 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program 
$27 Million Regional Reserve - Region 2040 Implementation Fund

Process Chronology

November of 1994

• local jurisdictions informed of spring allocation of $27 million MTIP regional reserve for 2040 
implementation

January of 1995

• January 28-Transportation Fair held

• public informed about the FY ‘96 MTIP and asked to comment on proposed ranking 
criteria and to provide ideas for projects

• projects ideas provided by the public are passed on to local jurisdictions 

February of 1995

• February 17 - formal solicitation notice sent to local jurisdictions, with projects due March 16 

March of 1995

• March 9 - JPACT approves technical and administrative criteria and extends local jurisdiction 
project submittal deadline to March 20

• March 20 - projects due, projects totaling more than $ 146 million are submitted to Metro 

April of 1995

• April 13 - JPACT briefed on solicitation results and preliminary results of technical analysis
• APrij17’ .an<^ ^9 — Priorities ‘95 meetings are held throughout region to receive comment 

on MTIP projects and their initial ranking
• April 28—TPAC recommends short list of projects totaling $ 53 million 

May of 1995

• May 4-Public Hearing before Metro Council
• May 18 — JPACT adopts short list of projects
• May 25 — Metro Council adopts short list of projects •
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ATTACHMENT 2

REGION 2040 IMPLEMENTATION PROGRAM
Recommended/'illocationBy M ode

Category fe^nicai

Mode

^mM35, .
Recommended Projects

Request

.■.VSW.\NNV>VSV.SS,.%-.W.

Recommended Jurisdiction

SS%%SV.‘S*A%*.V."bftv.*.V.N*.\V.%,AN%V.

Rank
a av% a %
VA4XvA.VA.akWkiaV%a.VA. wSLas.

Metro Planninq 0525 0.525 Metro n/a n/a
Commodity Flow Analysis 0^25 0225 Matro/Pon n/a n/a
Technical Assistance 0075 0075 Metro n/a n/a
1-5/217/Kruso Way Study 0.06 002 ODOT n/a n/a
Total 0J8S 0.S4S
Not Recommended
Westside Station Area Planning 0.209 0000 Metro NA NA
Ctackamoite Cove Study 0060 0000 Clack. Co. NA NA
Cornelius/rv Hwy. Study 0060 0.000 Wash Co. NA NA
TetM

Recommended Projects

0J29 0.000
vw.v.ywAvAXWAJ^.W.-.-.y.-.;.

dv f A.
aaX‘S:vXX-a:-^>%aX-a:

Metro TOD Revolving Fund 4500 3.000 Metro 1/7 68
Lovejoy Ramp Replacement (PE) 1.054 1.054 Portland 2/7 65
Civic Neighborhood North/South Collector 1.844 1.844 Gresham 3/7 68
Mill Streel/Henry Avenue Improvements (PE & ROW 1.741 0.610 Beaverton 4/7 68
Total
Next Priority

0.139 6.708

BroacJway/WokJter Transrt Oriented Devetopmeni 2.500 0.000 Portland 6/7 56
Hillsboro Garage Ground Floor Retail 1.000 0.000 Wash. Co. 7/7 43
Total 3500 0.000
Other Short List. Not Recc.
Beaverton Creek TOO 2221 0.000 Wash Co. 5/7 63
Total

Recommended Projects

2221 0.000

^ A ^ .A s

Tri-Mel Transit Task Force 0.320 0.320 Tri-Met NA ■ NA
Total OJ320 0220
Next Priority '
Civic Neighborhood LRT Station 1250 0.000 Tri-Met 1/1 100
Total

-r Mvv v-s. %v %

Recommended Projects

1:350 0.000
M«0«r^lAi^<*6r.!lA*JWWW1>SNrVW

Frort Avenue Reconstruct ion® ike Lane 2269 2.369 Portland 1/3 85
Hawthorne Bridge Deck 5.159 3.125 Portland 2/3 75
Total 7528 SA94
Other Short List Not Recc.
Kruze Way Reconstruction
Toti' ...................................... ....

1200 0.000
0500

____Clat^Co. 3/3 61
1200

Recommended Projects
Sunnyside Road Widening (Sunnybrook/122nd) 5.000 5.000 Clack. Co 1/17 92
Grsenburg Road at Hwy. 217 Harsaclion Improvemc 0259 0259 Wash. Co. 2n7 90
Ramp Mater InfUl; I-SA-S4 (6 locations) 0.449 0.449 ODOT 3/17 90
99W/TualaUn Rd Intarsadion RaaKonmart (Ph 1) 4.486 3.000 Wash. Co. 5/17 68
Ramp Meter IntB: Froot/SB 1-5 0090 0.090 ODOT 6/17 90
238th 5 Halsey Intersect ion Improvement 0277 0277 Mull. Co. 8/17 83
Murray S. Signal Intarcorviection/Optimizalion 0031 0.031 Wash. Co. 8/17 78
Total 10.792 0206
Next Priority
Johnson Crook Btvd. Ph. 2 - Clack. Co. Share 0568 0.000 Clack. Co 1in7 78
Johnson Crook Btvd. Ph. 2 (Cky of Poillwd Share) 0265 o.oa Portland ■ 11/17 78
Water Avenue Eziension 1.600 O.OOC Portland 13/17 71
Foster Road Irnprovemom (at Jenna and 162nd) 0.600 o.oa Mutt. Co. 17/17 63
Total 3033 050<
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ATTACHMENT 3: ANALYSIS OF PAST FUNDING ALLOCATIONS

RECON- LRT OTHER % of. % of Geo-
BIKE PED STRUCT ROAD EX FREIGHT TOD TDM TRANSIT TRANSIT STUDY TOTAL Total Graphic

• ■'X* <• :$;vS5::;vx^:vS;i;:v:

REGIONAL STP iim iliiillilii liiiliii liijipii
COP 2.67 1.70 0.23 4.60 10% 37%

E. MULT ^ 4.36 • 4.36 9% 35%
CLACK CO 0.69 0.72 1.41 3% 11%
WASH CO 2.12 2.12 4% 17%
REGIONAL 0.25 22.00 9.00 3.62 34.87 74%

SUBTOTAL o.bo 0.25 2.67 8.86 0.00 0.00 0.00 22.00 9.00 4.57 47.35 100% 100%

CONGESTION MITIGATION/AIR QUAUty iiiiiiill Iliiiiiii
COP 0.86 3.60 0.10 3.48 0.07 8.12 32% 71%

E. MULT 0.06 1.06 0.30 1.43 6% 12%
CLACK CO 0.48 0.52 1.00 4% 9%
WASH CO 0.69 0.20 0.89 3% 8%
REGIONAL 0.32 0.47 1.00. 2.89 9.62 14.30 56%

oi
-O SUBTOTAL 2.42 5.33 0.00 0.40 1.00 - 3.48 2.96 0.00 10.14 0.00 25.74 100% 100%

transportation ENHANCEMENT
COP 3.75 3.75 64% 64%

E. MULT 0.08 0.08 1% 1%
CLACK CO 0.12 0.80 0.92 16% 16%
WASH CO 0.78 0.31 1.09 19% 19%
REGIONAL 0.05 0.05 1%

SUBTOTAL 4.73 0.31
^ 's ‘s s if

0.05. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.80 0.00 5.89 100% 100%

STATE PROGRAM
COP 1.50 1.80 4.41 0.44 0.96 9.11 4% 10%

E. MULT 22.00 22.00 9% 23%
CLACK CO 0.44 29.41 29.85 13% 32%
WASH CO 0.63 33.06 33.69 14% 36%
REGIONAL 78.23 14.00 22.00 27.00 141.23 60%

SUBTOTAL 2.67 1.80 0.00 167.11 14.44 0.00 0.00 22.00 27.96 0.00 236.88 100% 100%

TOTAL 9.72 7.69 2.72 176.37 15.44 3.48 2.96 44.00 47.90 4.67 314.86
Pecernt of Total 3% 2% 1% 56% 4.9% 1% 1% 14% 15% 1% 100%
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AGENDA ITEM 7.6 
Meeting Date: July 27, 1995

Resolution No. 95-2177

Resolution No. 95-2177, Adopting Amendments to the Federal RTF Proposed by 
the Cities of East Mulmomah County.
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING COMMITTEE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 95-2177, ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL RTP 
PROPOSED BY THE CITIES OF EAST MULTNOMAH COUNTY

Date: July 19, 1995 Presented by: Councilor Washington

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: At its July 18, 1995 meeting the 
Transportation Planning Committee voted 3-0 to recommend Council 
adoption of Resolution No. 95-2177. All committee members were 
present and voted in favor.

COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/ISSUES: Transportation Planning Manager Mike 
Hoglund presented the staff report, summarizing the issues included 
in the written staff report. There was. no committee discussion.
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING ) 
AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL ) 
RTP PROPOSED BY THE CITIES ) 
OF EAST MULTNOMAH COUNTY )

RESOLUTION NO. 95-2177 

Introduced by
Councilor Rod Monroe, Chair 
JPACT

WHEREAS, Pursuant to Title 23, Code of Federal Regulations 

(CFR) Part 450 and Title 49 CFR part 613, Metropolitan Planning 

Rules, the federal Intennodal Surface Transportation Efficiency 

Act (ISTEA) regulations require metropolitan planning organiza­

tions to update transportation plans every three years; and

WHEREAS, The federal ISTEA requires financially constrained 

plans; the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 (CAAA) requires that 

metropolitan transportation plans do not result in worsened air 

quality; and the American with Disabilities Act (ADA) requires 

that metropolitan transportation plans address the needs of the 

disabled; and

WHEREAS, The interim federal Regional Transportation Plan 

(RTP) establishes the policy framework for the region's trans­

portation system and satisfies federal ISTEA regulations and was • 

adopted through Metro Resolution No. 95-2138A in May 1995; and 

WHEREAS, This interim federal RTP provides the scope for 

transportation improvements eligible for funding through the 

Metro Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP); and

WHEREAS, JPACT and Metro Council directed staff and TPAC to 

consider East Multnomah County comments for incorporation into 

the interim federal RTP; and

WHEREAS, East Multnomah County comments have been considered

ZM 5



by staff, TPAC and JPACT; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED, ;

That the Metro Council hereby declares:

1. That the East Multnomah County comments and JPACT recom­

mendations as attached in Exhibit A are approved.

2. That staff is directed to make approved changeis to the 

maps and text of the federal RTP as identified in Exhibit A.

3. That staff is instructed to proceed with Phase II RTP 

update activities to fully address East Multnomah County comments 

deferred to the Phase II effort.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of , 1995,

J. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer

ACC:TK:Imk
95-2177.RES
7-13-95
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Metro
EXHIBIT ‘A’

East Multnomah Comments on the Federal RTF
& JPACT Recommendations

The following is a summary of East Multnomah County comments on the Federal RTF 
and corresponding JPACT recommendations. The original East Multnomah County 
comments are shown on the attached memorandum.

1. Comment: Amend NHS map (Figure 4-2) to show Hogan Road corridor instead of 
181st/Bumside as the single route between 1-84 and US 26 (Gresham).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 1: agree; this amendment was included 
the package of amendments approved by Metro Council on May 25,1995.

2. Comment: Amend the Freight System Map (Figure 4-3) to state that the 
proposed Mount Hood Parkway would replace 181st/Bumside as the “main 
roadway route,” or delete the 181st/Bumside route in the absence of such language 
(Gresham).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 2: Agree; revise as proposed.

3. Comment: Revise the Transit System Map (Figure 4-4) to include intermodal 
passenger facilities and lines (Gresham).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 3: Disagree; Union Station and 
Portland International Airport were mcluded in the federal RTF because of their 
obvious significance. However, other intermodal passenger information will be 
detailed as part of the Phase II process, as the IMS effort is completed.

4. Comment: Revise the Transit System Map (Figure 4-4) to reflect Region 2040 
“corridors” as primary transit routes (Gresham).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 4: Disagree; the Region 2040 growth 
concept will be addressed as part of the Phase II effort. Further, because the RTP 
is a 20-year plan, the Region 2040 is a 50-year growth concept, there will likely be 
areas where transportation improvements needed to support the growth concept 
will be phased in, with major improvements occurring beyond the 20-year RTP 
horizon.
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7.

Comment: Revise the Bicycle System Map (Figure 4-5) to include SW 190th 
(Butler to Powell) and SE Roberts/Regner (Butler to Powell) as proposed 
bikeways (Gresham)

JPACT recommendation on Comment 5: Agree, in part; recommend including 
190th as a proposed route, since it connects to an existing north/south route and 
to points outside the urban area. However, most bicycle routes on Collector and 
Local streets were not fully considered in the Phase I process, and therefore SE 
Roberts/Regner would best be considered as elements of a secondary level of 
regionally-significant bicycle routes during Phase II.

Comment: Revise the Bicycle System Map (Figure 4-5) to include SW Highland 
Drive (190th to Powell) and Columbia River Highway (from 257th eastward) as 
existing bicycle routes (Gresham)

JPACT recommendation on Comment 6; Agree; both routes connect to other 
existing or proposed routes already in the region, and represent important 
connections to points outside the region. Recommend amending Figure 4-5 to 
include these routes.

Comment: Revise the Bicycle System Map (Figure 4-5) to include the West 
Gresham/Fairview Trail (from the Springwater Trail at 190th to Marine Drive at 
Blue Lake) as a proposed multi-use trail. This route would parallel 
Birdsdale/201 st, following a former rail corridor (Gresham).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 7: Agree; reyise as proposed.

Comment: Add a number of new projects (see attached memo) to the Chapter 5 
Preferred System matrix (Gresham).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 8: Agree; revise as proposed.

Comment: Add a number of new projects (see attached memo) to the Chapter 7 
Financially Constrained System matrix (Gresham).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 9: Agree; project no. 1 is currently 
included in the TIP, and the remaining projects (2,3,4,5 and 8) are funded with 
local revenue that was not included in the adopted revenue forecast. 
Recommended revisions as proposed.

Exhibit ‘A’ 
July 13,1995 
Page 2



10. Comment: The proposed regional arterial fund should be described in the funding 
section of Chapter 8, with a discussion of funding strategies for both arterials and 
regional through-routes (Gresham).

■ JPACT recommendation on Comment 10: Agree; however, the arterial fund is 
already described elsewhere in Chapter 8 of the RTF, and additional references in 
this chapter would be redundant.

11. Comment: Do not delete former outstanding issue language from Chapter 8, 
regarding future studies of an LRT extension in East Multnomah County 
(Gresham).

JPACT recommendation on Comment 11: Agree; replace the language as 
quoted on page 6 of the East Multnomah County memorandum.

Exhibit ‘A’ 
July 13,1995 
Page 3
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Date:

To:

May IS, 199S

Andy Cotugno. METRO Planning Director

Fr0m:(pS^hard N- ROSS' GreSham ^ransP°rtation Planning Manager

INTERIM federal regional transportation plan 
(Document Received from METRO 4-17-95)

1’. 1335. and aubaai^enrfdS. tn tra"s"it“'1 by METRO April
30, and May <, n ^heL ™ , “aptars s and 7 dated.April
E.T.P. procesE a“d mJs LaS::::i:iSUPPle"enC S-12-55 - OMa

Figure 4-2
national highway system map. East Multnomah rpA.......

;=:d2si^if“i;:rjdsN%tf "jLh”r rstc"routa b“““" -oe„tate 8t
Parkway (or- 184/OS 36 Connaction-I CorSSh*"'TKhOUld b' ChC Mt- Hood 
approved in JPACT Resolution 93-1791 I hlS desi5nation was
Multnomah County TransDor^a^•i 1- ■ nd reafflrmed by the East
designation snppyo::rSr2to:rSr“^t

Figure 4-3 FREIGHT ELEMENT Mtp

LhLFp:£?::yEi::'rr:;L:aho;sLt;fcatedi"a n°“that tha p~p=«d «p.
between I-e; .„d OS 36 Th“citv ^f"r \aS P ■Main POadWa'' Rout<!- 
designation Of i8lst/Burn.;i-rf Y f Gresham woul<i object to an RTP 
without this caiear GrowS „eS-a- Main EOad“aI' Eoute" for aTuoks

bhese

pedestrian iriendl^ “L-Srs;ra:^:.2^rtL~c“i^yC:rS:=S^,aS ‘

Figure 4-4 PRIMARY Tpansit Niptwodv

(Comments on 2015 Pref»»-»-asri „ -
Primary TT-ansit Network map>

dated 4-20-9S)

1} ^gtggcity Primar-y Transit

SjLould inrlnde all Intercity Passencer Corridors and

(forUbus. air Crlnnt a|Jd FutUre PaB8enger Terminals and Routes 
rail, and airport limousine).

East Multnomah County Commente
PAGE 1
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The Network should include:

a) Portland/GreehWSimdy to Bond buo route.

b) All existing and proposed AHTRAK routes, stations.

rc:ifLu^\\tt^:::grL°rcd0r
the Oregon Transportation Plan. ' Bet^ice fibown xn

EdgefieldSStation^aTroutdale?^interin0dal tranofer facility at

includri^irrtrf6 ®UPPOrtS this facility and intends to
progress. The atLchef iTranSPOrtati°n.SySCem Plan' now In
submitted to METRO on Maytloth°nbut9efleld Stati°n WaS 
comment record. Y h' b ' • n0t lncluded in the

2) Regional Primary Transit

U"ty “an“ a Re3io"al Transportation Plan that 
PollowiL thr^Mo'^6 2040 Gr°W,:h ConceP': and local plans.

s: ?ht!rrpp[rryryBS“:i«rc““rk in Eascof LRT feeder service inadequa;iesrPetUatXn9.the PaSt deCade

land°usetchangesfontthe llTo1 ^Uririct-nS. have already .^ade 
East County Cities do not .corridors' but East County has. 
designation of ob3ect to the RTP proposed
on the 2040 GrowtheConLPtlmary BUS Lines that are not found 
region) . h C°nCept co"idors ( in other parts of the

Transit Streer^rrt16" 10 " maj°r cha^^-ge'to its 
Gresham designated thel^i Standards ordinance at LUBA, 
from Tri-Met Strateoio ni ran®lt Streets with assurances
<laai3n.tiormL”t2 Lf^ture tSR° t':h‘t 20‘“’ -“"idnr-
supported thocp. .4-D- Cer.£uture transit service, if we
just broken grLnri9natl0nS in l0Cal plans’ Fai^viaw has
Fairview VilLge TrLtdrii°r neo-traditional center,
project which supports the Edgefield Station
Portland I eXt6nd inter^tban transit from the

rtland region through the Columbia Gorge.

250East Multnomah County Comments: Interim RTP
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It's difficult, however for o
require herror r j £° E3St Councy governments to

S5:BSilP? E;e;1
shouldCinclude?ah COUnty the Begional Primary Tr,»elt Nst.wnr.v

a) All Transit Corridors designated in 2040 Growth Concept

b) SS!ndfin^1ily' add theSe "Priniary Bus Routes-:

-181st/182nd PoawernrW' W°0d Villa9e‘ T—
-Powell (1-205 to Burnside)
-223rd (Powell to Blue La)ce Par)«)
-Burnside (197th to Powell)

Figure 4-5 PROPOSED REGIONAL BTrvCLE Ky.runvv 

Add following to networ)<:

1) Add -Proposed Bikeways-

SPti"g““" Regional center Acoeee Keetee

a) s.H. 190th (Butler to Powell)
) SE Roberts/Regner (Butler to Powell)

2) ^dd to -Existing Pogional

s.«. Highland Drive (eiieting lanes, isoeh to Power) 

b, Historic golnnm. Rlv.r Hlghwa, ,2sith to The Dalles, .

Inht:rcbc»=”n: benLefrSoo:rje BTy "• Pla""'d -V 0«T Vor 
-tb the national Sc:“cTir

31 434 I£s,p°e,d -•'■■i-nre Tr.n- („.st Creehaia-Palrvlew,

pL":s‘^r:::tiL:-:a:/”tGvi::n;pr:'r ra;dr G"f-parksmulti-use trail In rh.. „ I 1 Bhould be a-^cluded as a
Gresham and Fai;view wUl coLtWr Multnomah County'
trail needs in the BirdsdaU Srridor *“lySiS °£ r°id *n<J

The Heat Greahan-Fairview Trail corridor should extend between,

251 'East Multnomah Countv n .ry Comments: Interim RTP
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Springv/ater Tp.il „ 1SOth „.rine 0rlve> He(it o£ alue Ltk<s

nrn 11^1 t0 Birdsdale/2°lst/202nd Corridor generallv 
utilxzmg the former Linnemann Jet (Rubrjerrp y. 
interurban corridor ' y ’Jct•, Fairview

Add to s^m’t 5 —-- 

County Lfi.st:

1. Heat county Signal Optimisation Program TSM $2.000 M

2. Powell Signal Upgradea/Greeham (SO/SO share) TSM .336 M

3. Re^er Regional Collector (Roberts to Butler) 2 40-; m
2 lanes wrth sidewalks, bike lanes 485 M

Includes Springwater Access project Butler to Powell)

4. SB 190th Regional Collector ( Powell to Hiohl
2 lan.s With sidewalks, bike la^ef Hl5hland) .6„o M
( Includes Springwater Aedess project)

5. Gresham Resion.l Center Multi-Modal street Project.

b. ' Dr::!sLr^mirs::::t°oferrd ,e*"—/"°9=n>c. KG Hood < Pow^lfn'LvKrir" 3-° «
d. NE Sth (Main to Cleveland)

•6. Gresham Regional Center Public Parking Garages

7- “dra-d^nL-fjsr- --di-'
8’ rSre^ M1ring IlinkS Sidewalk Program

regional Center' R0Ckw0od T°-n Center,
egional collectors and LRT station areas)

9. Edgefield Station/Gorge Interurban Passenger Station

10. Sandy Blvd 1-84 Overcrossing

a Id Station and Downtown Troutdale)
11. SMdy Blvd. ( 162nd to Troutdale)

(3 lanes with bike lanes.sidewalks)

12. Other East County -Main Street- Projects
Fairview Village Town center area

ge leld Station/ Downtown Troutdale areas

P ■ 25 Z
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.606 M
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3.0 M

1.0 M

2.0 M 

3.0 M

20.0 M
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13. West Greshajn/ Fairview Trail
( Multi-Use Trail: Springwater Trail to Marine Dr.)

Add t0 gK^PTER 7 PROJECT HATRTy Constrained Network 

Tri-Met

PON*T DELETP.

7.- Division Fast Link (Portland to Gresham)

Multnomah Connry

REVISE;

4.0 M

€.95 M

5.0 M#44. Edgefield Station TOD
Includes projects 9,10 above;
Gorge Interurban Passenger Station, Sandy/I-84 Overcrossing

ADD

1. East County Signal Optimization Program tSM $2^000 M

2. Powell Signal Dpgrades/Gresham (SO/SO share) TSM .336 M

3. Re^er Regional Collector (Roberts to Cleveland) .215 M
2 lanes with sidewalks, bike lanes

( Includes Springwater Access project Cleveland to Powell)

4. SE 190th Regional Collector ( Powell to Highland) .600 M
2 lanes with sidewalks, bike lanes
( Includes Springwater Access project)

S. Gresham Regional Center Multi-Modal Street Projects

c. HE Hood ( Powell to Division)
d. - NE Sth (Main to Cleveland)

8. Gresham Missing Links Sidewalk Program
( Gresham Regional Center, Rockwood Town Center,

.893 M 

.606 M

.500 M

253
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Chapter 8-11 STATE AND LOCAL PONDING

Regional Arterlala, Regional Through Routee
(Freeways) .

Arterial Fund. °UAt thrjp^rFinrnce cff0rtS t0 Create a Regi°nal 
Monroe and Morisette indicaSd th&TlhTT3'ttee °n M3y 8th< Councilors 
new funding strategies for the Rem- i e^lon needs to develop
endorsed by the 20<0 Orowth Concept a":^ des^rfLro^^‘f:!rWayS,

atatenf^drnrstrategLrfor^etjrRrlB ±Tent t0 PUrBUe l0Cal and
Regional Through Routes (freeways) from th°n5n4^terial FUnd “eJor 
next two years. (prior to the YJxt <^rowth Concept in the

ChaPter 8‘25 g5Zg-TAKDING P.TT ..................................T-

Should not delete this current wot-H<r,^.

appropriate corriL^orrievel of deLfrUri t0 deternline if an 
extension of the MAX LRT line i _ d e3ciBto to provide a loop 
corridor is foundT^u^^eient Kultnoaah if euc^ a

the feasibility of such extension0 B ^lld bG Undertaken to determine
n an extension or alternative transit strategies"

bight Rail exteng'i i-«n f-fM 1 .
This issue -ic r gtanding RTF issue for East County.
glides and 2020 Action Plan a Upy ln Gresham'E Comprehensive Plan 
is underlay now to examine nrelim- ast County Long Range Transit Study 
It is nrematu^ to Srorthir!ssl fry feribility °f LRt extensions.

Sir “;s.“ss I” r-
Jim Galloway. TPAC Alternate 
John Pettis. City, of Fairview
Jr?" J011?”011' City of Wood Village

ic ering. Multnomah County Transportation Division

Attachmenh . Edgefielda tieid Station letter of 5.9.95

■ 25W
Eoet Multnonah Comity Cotoonto:

PAGE 6
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Don Llojxt

OtCAaormA.
Km

CtftAddM.
Thniwir^

fKul W«rt40ac.

TtrnrCook.

rimDU«,
V«c<

AAlUC«iv«ao.

Edgefield Slation, Inc.
A IduM-Mod*! TourUa C«ot«r

May 9. 1995

Mr. Tom Kloster 
Metro Planning Department 
600 W. E. Grand.
Portland OR 07232

Dear Tom:

Edgefieid Station. Inc. requests inclusion in the 
Interim Federal REgional Transportation Plan as a
=o^nS-iu°riented/ multl modal Site in Multnomah County 
and within the boundaries of the City of Troutdale. ’

ESI has received support from the Bl-State Policy 
Advisory Committee as well as a large contingentYof
member-;h?d prtvate stakeholders as evidenced by the 
membership on our Advisory Board. These individual c j»nri

Iir:vP!„bbitr?HErflSld "tatl0n ^ ana
Reoroi^iboJh the °re9°n Transportation Plan and the 
site off Pla2i!!. offerin9 a unique capability. No other
With alf the othrmbi!?ati0^ 0f a Passen9er rail station 
and nedLJ a 11,0(165 °f transit. including bicycles
oJfnnfn t lan:WayS- In fact' the transportation 
proposal.“aPS the IntGrlra RTP support the development

aretitemr?eC5f recommended for the preferred network
25 and 35 under Multnomah County as 

ParkwJv Mt* HO?d Parkway* Item. 77 under ODOT. The 
of t-hio* however, is not a requirement for the success 

^ is only mentioned as it relates to
the reconnPo^bG Foar Cities area. A key component is

onnection of Sandy Blvd across the 1-84 Freeway.

miMio^1^niG?wCO|t 50r the Passen9er rail station is $2 
million T thG Sandl, Blvd. reconnect is estimated at S3 
SUeioSino f?Ut?ale,i| currently in the process of 
these tio projects! Transportaton Plan a"d W1H include

We are happy to provide further information required. 

Sincerely,

^GEFIEU). station. INC.

-Secretary G Vice President
’ ■ VK ■ ■

p.o. e«TU«
TmtiltU. OR (70t0 
P<MJT7I<U< 265
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STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 95-2177 FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
ADOPTING AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL RTP PROPOSED BY THE 
CITIES OF EAST MULTNOMAH COUNTY

Date: June 22, 1995 Presented by: Andrew C. Cotugno

PROPOSED ACTION

This ordinance would adopt amendments to the federal RTP proposed 
by the Cities of East Multnomah County. Upon adoption of the 
federal RTP in May 1995, JPACT and the Metro Council approved a 
special resolution allowing the East Multnomah County cities to 
submit comments for JPACT and Council consideration no later than 
July 1995.

The staff analysis and recommendations were reviewed and approved 
with some modification by TPAC on June 30. JPACT reviewed and 
approved the proposed amendments on July 13, 1995.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Of the comments submitted by the East Multnomah County cities, 
several warrant amendments to the federal RTP at this time.
Others would be more appropriately considered as part of the 
Phase II portion of the RTP update and considered for adoption as 
part of the Phase II amendments in 1996. A detailed staff 
analysis of the proposed amendments is shown in Exhibit A.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER*S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution No. 
95-2177.

ACCTKiImk 
95-2177.RES 
7-13-95
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AGENDA ITEM 7.7 
Meeting Date: July 27,1995

Resolution No. 95-2183

Resolution No. 95-2183, Amending the FY 1995 Metro Transportation 
Improvement Program to Update the Regional Transit Program

269
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TRANSPORTATION PLANNING COMMITTEE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 95-2183, AMENDING THE FY 1995 METRO TRANSPORTATION 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM TO UPDATE THE REGIONAL TRANSIT PROGRAM

Date: July 19, 1995 Presented by: Councilor Kvistad

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: At its ' July 18, 1995 meeting the 
Transportation Planning Committee voted 3-0 to recommend Council 
adoption of Resolution No. 95-2183. All committee members were 
present and voted in favor.

COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/ISSUES: Transportation Planning Department 
Director Andy Cotugno presented the staff report. He explained 
that Metro, as the region's Metropolitan Planning Organization, 
must approve changes to the regional transit program. This 
includes changes from Tri-Met on its planned expenditures using 
federal funds, and which is the substance of the resolution. Mr. 
Cotugnon said this change reflects a reduction in funds from those 
anticipated when the regional transit program was adopted. He 
summarized the changes, as shown in Exhibit A.

Zb I
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING THE ) 
FY 1995 METRO TRANSPORTATION ) 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM TO UPDATE ) 
THE REGIONAL TRANSIT PROGRAM )

RESOLUTION NO. 95-2183 

Introduced by
Councilor Rod Monroe, Chair 
JPACT

WHEREAS, Tri-Met is the region's designated transit 

provider; and

WHEREAS, the Tri-Met Board has previously approved a five- 

yeair program of transit project priorities in cooperation with 

Metro and the region's other local jurisdictions; and

WHEREAS, implementation of these priorities relies in part 

on federal revenue sources; and

WHEREAS, Metro must apprpve programming of federal funds 

that support transit projects in the urban portion of the 

Portland area in the Metro Transportation Improvement Program 

(TIP); and

WHEREAS, Tri-Met has updated its previous programming 

assumptions to reflect revised federal assistance and to begin 

implementation of future year priorities;

WHEREAS, Each of the amendments requested, except for 

programming of South/North LRT construction funds, are 

insignificant with respect to regional air quality emissions 

and/or have been modeled in the federally approved FY 1994 Air 

Quality Conformity Determination; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED;

1. That the FY 1995 Metro TIP be amended to reflect the 

projects and authorized federal sums shown in Exhibit A except



// ^
.%

for the South/North LRT construction funds.

2. That the South/North construction funds are approved 

contingent upon inclusion of the project in a federally approved 

FY. 1996 Conformity Determination.

3. That other miscellaneous administrative amendments 

within the scope of those encompassed by Metro Resolution No. 85- 

592 are authorized to reflect schedule and cost changes to 

previously approved projects.

4. That these various amendments shall be incorporated into 

an FY 1996 Metro Transportation Improvement Program which shall 

be incorporated without change into the 1996 State Transportation 

Improvement Program.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this day of

1995.

J. Ruth McFarland, Presiding Officer

95-2183.RES
7-12-95
TW:hnk
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EXHIBIT A: Proposed Transit Program Amendments Requiring Adoption by Resolution

Section 5307 (Former Section 9)

o\

FY 96 FY 97 FY98
Federal

Authorized

Operating Assistance 2.785 2.785 2.785 8.355
Westside/Hills LRT 8.000 30.000
Gresham Civic LRT Station PE 0.080 ' 0.080
Banfield Info Pylons 1.190 1.190
Passenger Shelters 1.081 1.081
Bus Purchase 0.000 7.138 7.069 14.207
SNT Facility 2.000 2.000
SNT Minibuses 0.699 1.635 1.462 3.796
SNT Vehicle Hydraulic Lift 0.014 0.014
Paratransit Info System 0.064 0.064
Computer/Telecomm Equip 0.906 0.906
Bus Signal Priority Equip 0.072 0.072
Registering Fare Boxes 0.072 0.072
Accessible Stops 0.058 0.058
Non-Revenue Vehicles 0.386 0.386
Shop Equipment 0.122 0.122
LR Maint. EquipA/ehicles 0.859 0.859
Tires 0.863 0.863
Engine/Tmsms'n Rebuild Kits 0.321 0.321
LRT Air Conditioning Retrofit 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Program Total 19.572 11.558 11.316 64.446

on 3 New Start

Westside/Hills LRT 110.000 141.331 74.065 590.060
South/North LRT 10.000 n.a.

Program Total 110.000 141.331 84.065 590.060'

on 3 Light Rail System Completion

Gresham Park & Ride 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
LRT Low Floor Vehicle Premium 9.530 0.000 17.180

Program Total 0 9.53 0 17.18

Reduced from $3,510 M annually 
$22 M Previously obligated

FY 98 funds deferred from FY 96 & 97; reduced by .45 M

$3,992 M project indefinitely postponed

Increase from $120 M caused by FY 95 deferral 
Rises to $50 M in FY 99 and $100 M annuaily thereafter

$3,360 M now from Tri-Met resources 
$7.65 balance obligated 4/19/95

$13,409 M of Banfleld Compietion/Project Breakeven funds obligated
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STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 95-2183 FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
AMENDING THE FY 1995 METRO TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT 
PROGRAM TO UPDATE THE REGIONAL TRANSIT PROGRAM

Date: July 12, 1995 Introduced by: Andrew C. Cotugno

PROPOSED ACTION

Approval of this resolution would amend the FY 1995 Metro TIP to 
incorporate revisions to the regional transit program identified 
in Exhibit A of the Resolution. In summary, Tri-Met has proposed 
allocation of $7.16 million of Section 5307 (formerly Section 9) 
carryover funds and the anticipated FY 96 appropriation of $15.17 
million ($19.44 million total) to a variety of new projects. ' 
Other miscellaneous amendments are also proposed affecting com­
ponents of the Section 3 Discretionary program. The Resolution 
authorizes incorporation of these amendments into an FY 1996 
Metro TIP and the 1996 State TIP. It authorizes $10 million of 
Section 3 New Start construction funding for the South/North LRT 
in FY 98 contingent on inclusion of the project in a federally 
approved Air Quality Conformity Determination (expected in mid- 
July) . It would leave Tri-Met a $2.53 million carryover of 
unallocated Section 5307 funds in FY 97.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Tri-Met is the region's designated transit provider. The Tri-Met 
Board annually updates and has approved a five-year capital 
improvement program. This program was prepared in close coordi­
nation with Metro and with the region's other local jurisdic­
tions and has been the subject of extensive public participation. 
Drawing from this program, Tri-Met has proposed a series of 
updates to the next three years of regional transit programming.

Metro is the federally designated MPO. Where federal funds are 
relied upon by Tri-Met to execute its transit program, Metro must 
include and approve the use of the federal funds in the Metro 
TIP. This programming must also be reflected, without change, in 
the State TIP. Some of Tri-Met's proposals require resolution 
approval for TIP inclusion. These are fully reflected in Exhibit 
A of the Resolution. The key amendments are highlighted below.

1. Proposed FY 98 programming of $10 million Section 3 funds on 
South/North LRT.

2. Deletion of Gresham Park-and-Ride from federal program 
(commitment of local funds to complete).

3. Reduction from $7.56 million to $7.1 million of bus purchase 
funds programmed in FY 96 and 97 and deferral of the purchase 
to FY 98.

Zbl
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4. Reduction of Section 5307 (Section 9) Operating Assistance 
from $3.51 to $2.79 million in FY 96 through FY 98.

5. Seed funding of $80,000 for PE on the Gresham Civic Neighbor­
hood LRT Station in FY 96 using Section 5307 (Section 9) 
funds.

6. Construction of a $2 million Special Needs Transit facility 
with Section 5307 funds.

Host of the amendments are minor updates to the schedule and cost 
of previously approved projects. This class of amendments can'be 
administratively processed within the guidance of Metro Resolu­
tion No. 85-592.

All but one of the proposed amendments are either exempt from 
regional air quality conformity analysis or else represent a 
minor adjustment to projects modeled for conformity in the 
federally approved FY 1994 Conformity Determination. The 
South/North project will be captured in the 1996 Conformity 
Determination currently in preparation. (This Determination will 
also capture all of the projects proposed in the $27 million 
Region 2040 Implementation Program).

Upon approval of this Resolution (and the companion Region 2040 
programming), a 1996 Metro TIP will be prepared reflecting 
updated schedule and cost information for all previously approved 
projects and these newly approved projects. The revised compre­
hensive document will then be subject to independent public 
review and comment. Assuming approval of this program, Tri-Met 
will retain a $2.53 million carryover of Section 5307 funds 
available for programming to new projects in FY 97 and later 
years.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Resolution No. 95- 
2183.

TW:hnk 
95-2183.RES 
7-13-95
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Date:
To;

From:

RE:

Stuart,

.ilJI
July, 14, 1995 
Stuart Todd 
Metro Planning Dept.
Property owners: UGB Contested Case 95-1
Ed Jannsen, Ed Harvey and Bruce Anderson
Support of Hearings Officer proposed order and findings for approval

As you discussed with Steve Larrance it is our understanding that it is not necessary 
for us to comment on or respond with an exception to the proposed order and findings 
of the Hearings Officer, Larry Epstein, to maintain our status as parties of record in this 
case. Our previous written comments and oral testimony maintain our status 
throughout the duration of this case.

We offer our support for Mr. Epstein’s recommendation to approve the inciusion of our 
properties on the south side the Tualatin Valiey Highway and north of the Southern 
Pacific rail line within the adopted Urban Growth Boundary. As you know, it is our 
beiief that these long time urban deveioped properties were at the time of the initiai 
drawing of the boundary intended to be inside and in fact were included within the 
UGB on all adopted planning maps. Oniy very recently have maps shown these 
properties outside the boundary.

Mr. Epstein’s findings correctiy address the required METRO criteria in buiiding a 
lawful case that the urban area is best served and the rurai area is not impacted by 
including these properties within the UGB.

For over 100 years our urban deveioped properties have serviced the urban and rural 
population of Washington County by specifically serving as the downtown for the town 
of Reedvilie. During that time many commercial and public utility uses central to the 
survival of local and indeed regional business and transportation needs have been 
served from this site as the written record of this case supports.

We will attend the METRO Council hearing tentatively scheduled for either July 27 at 7 
P.M. or August 10,1995 in the afternoon and would like to testify before the Council.

We appreciate your assistance in this difficult situation and iook forward to correcting 
what we believe to be a recent mapping error which excluded our properties from 
within the UGB.

Respectfuily submitted.



July 27, 1995

To:

From:

RE:

METRO Council 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, Or. 97232

Property owners: UGB Contested Case 95-1 
Ed Jannsen, Ed Harvey and Bruce Anderson

Copies of our correspondence with Washington County 
Board of Commissioners and Department of Land Use 
and Transportation staff, Metro staff, and the Metro 
Hearings Officer which have not been included in your 
Council packets

Presiding Officer McFarland and Council Members,

As you know, since we did not disagree with the Hearings Officer’s recommendation 
on UGB Contested Case 95-1 and therefore did not file an exception, we are not 
normally afforded an opportunity to testify before your council in this matter even 
though we are parties of record. We do hope you will read the attached written 
correspondence with our elected and appointed officials to understand our thoughts 
and position concerning the important decision you will make regarding our 
properties. We are in attendance tonight and will respond to any questions you might 
have and we will also attend your August 3, 1995 2PM Council Hearing.

Thanks for listening.



Date:
To:

From:

RE:

Stuart,

July, 14, 1995 
Stuart Todd 
Metro Planning Dept.
Property owners: UGB Contested Case 95-1
Ed Jannsen, Ed Harvey and Bruce Anderson
Support of Hearings Officer proposed order and findings for approval

As you discussed with Steve Larrance it is our understanding that it is not necessary 
for us to comment on or respond with an exception to the proposed order and findings 
of the Hearings Officer, Larry Epstein, to maintain our status as parties of record in this 
case. Our previous written comments and oral testimony maintain our status 
throughout the duration of this case.

We offer our support for Mr. Epstein’s recommendation to approve the inclusion of our 
properties on the south side the Tualatin Valley Highway and north of the Southern 
Pacific rail line within the adopted Urban Growth Boundary. As you know, it is our 
belief that these long time urban developed properties were at the time of the initial 
drawing of the boundary intended to be inside and in fact were included within the 
UGB on all adopted planning maps. Only very recently have maps shown these 
properties outside the boundary.

Mr. Epstein’s findings correctly address the required METRO criteria in building a 
lawful case that the urban area is best served and the rural area is not impacted by 
including these properties within the UGB.

For over 100 years our urban developed properties have serviced the urban and rural 
population of Washington County by specifically serving as the downtown for the town 
of Reedville. During that time many commercial and public utility uses central to the 
survival of local and indeed regional business and transportation needs have been 
served from this site as the written record of this case supports.

We will attend the METRO Council hearing tentatively scheduled for either July 27 at 7 
P.M. or August 10, 1995 in the afternoon and would like to testify before the Council.

We appreciate your assistance in this difficult situation and look forward to correcting 
what we believe to be a recent mapping error which excluded our properties from 
within the UGB.

Respectfully submitted.
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Bonnia Hays
Chair, Washington County 
Board of Commissioners

Ms. Hays,
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Recently the Department Land Use and Transportation informed me that 
they now consider those properties south of T.V. Highway and north of the 
railroad tracks and between 209th and 216th to be outside the adopted 
Urban Growth Boundry. I have participated in the community planning 
process from the beginning in the 1970s through the adoption of the 
Aloha Reedville Cooper Mt. Community Plan in June of 1983 and on 
the next couple of years through the adoption of the T.V. Highway Access 
Management Plan. Never in any of these processes or adopted plans 
were the previously described properties represented to be outside the 
UGB by members of your staff, Metro staff or LCDC staff. On the contrary, 
the properties were and are shown inside the boundry on the CPO#6 map, 
have urban land use designations, have been serviced by urban services 
and have been required to follow urban standards. In fact those properties 
would not have been planned for or given the designation of General 
Commercial In the CPO#6 Community Plan (an urban only plan) had they not 
not been acknowledged to be inside the adopted UGB in 1983.
My business, Harvey Marine Supply, has been at our present location 
for over thirty years. The buildings we occupy are more than 100 years 
old and have been included on the list of Historical Resources within the 
text of the CPO#6 Community Plan. My business property has been 
acknowledged urban since the UGB was established. Now after m^y years, 
public processes and adopted plans a METRO map appears disputing that 
fact. The LUT staff at Washington County apparently feels no responsibility 
to initiate discussions with METRO staff to correct this mapping error. I did 
nothing to cause the error. I have participated in and followed the rules of 
land use planning in our county. Why should I pay in my time and money to 
chase after METRO to correct a minor map error when your staff deals 
regularly with them on such matters? The marketing line used to sell state­
wide land use planning in the beginning was “surety in process-. Let's 
hope that this mapping error is the exception and not the rule.

Respectfully. / /
Harve^Marino (^04-^

21250 S.W. T.V. Highway - /
Aloha. Or. 97007 /
649-5551

T0 *d S690 I»»9 £0S



WASHINGTON
COUNTY,
OREGON

October 18,1994

Andy Cotugno 
Planning Director 
METRO
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Dear Andy:

RE: MINOR ADJUSTMENT TO THE Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)

We have received a request from a property owner asking Washington County to initiate 
discussions with METRO concerning an apparent mapping error in the UGB. The land 
in question involves several parcels which are inside MCTRO’s boundary and outside the 
UGB (see attachment). These properties have been designated as either industrial or 
commercial since the early 1960’s; are defined as urban in Washington County’s 
Comprehensive Plan (acknowledged by LCDC in 1983); and are currently developed and 
designated General Commercial.

Based on our research of the facts, this appears to be an obvious mapping error. Rather 
than forcing the property owners to initiate the minor adjustment application and go 
through that process, I am requesting that METRO administratively, or by "interpretation," 
correct the situation.

If you have questions or concerns, please call Brent Curtis or Mark Brown at 640-3519. 

Sincerely,

E. Rosenberger 
Director

Attachment 

c: Ed Harvey

J\: METRO.WPS

155 North First Avenue 
Room 350-16

Department of Land Use and Transportation • 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124-3072

Administration Phone: (503) 693-4530 
FAX #: (503) 693-4412



May 15, 1995

To:

From:

Stuart Todd 
METRO Planning 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, Or 97232-2736

Steve Larrance 
20660 SW Kinnaman Rd. 
Aloha, Or.. 97007 
649-3482

RE:

Stuart,

UGB Amendment Petition case 95-1 HarveyA/Va. Co. 
Supplement Record of 5-10-95 Hearing

As you know, the Hearings Officer, Larry Epstein held the record open through 5-17-95 
so that additional pertinent information could be added to the record of this case. I was 
a party to the hearing of 5-10-95 and wish to take this opportunity to supplement the 
case record.

The inclusion in the UGB of this approximately 2.8 acres of privately held land (the 
other 2.55 acres are state R-O-W) will meet all the listed criteria for locational 
adjustments to the UGB listed in the METRO code as both METRO and Washington 
County Planning staffs have indicated in their staff reports.

The Hearings Officer stated on 5-10-95 that he felt addition supporting information for 
my contention that this UGB inclusion would be superior to the UGB as presently 
located would strengthen our case. I have considered several methodologies to 
organize this discussion, all of which start with the fact that these three small 
commercially developed parcels have been commercial for over one hundred years. 
This land, the southern half of old downtown Reedville, probably never has been 
farmed. The original Tualatin Valley Highway R-O-W, just south of these properties 
provided access to this already viable commercial (grain storage and sales, feed and 
hardware sales, lumber manufacture and sales) property prior to the railroad being 
built towards the end of the last century. The tracks were installed to the south 
between the old highway and these properties and a passenger terminal was built on 
this same land. The Tualatin Valley Highway was moved to the north of these 
properties after the turn of the century. The successful electric passenger train, the 
interurban streetcars as it was known, of the early 1900’s was later replaced by the 
bus line. There are three stops adjacent to these properties for today’s bus service.
I’ve been told by TRI-MET that the 57 Bus Line, the Tualatin Valley Highway line 
through Reedville, is the most successful of all regional buses. In fact it is said that this 
line almost pays its operational expenses from receipts, the only line to do so. In other



May 15, 1995

To:

From:

RE:

Stuart Todd 
METRO Planning 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, Or 97232-2736

Steve Larrance 
20660 SW Kinnaman Rd.
Aloha, Or.. 97007 
649-3482

UGB Amendment Petition case 95-1 HarveyA/Va. Co. 
Supplement Record of 5-10-95 Hearing

Stuart,

As you know, the Hearings Officer, Larry Epstein held the record open through 5-17-95 
so that additional pertinent information could be added to the record of this case. I was 
a party to the hearing of 5-10-95 and wish to take this opportunity to supplement the 

case record.

The inclusion in the UGB of this approximately 2.8 acres of privately held land (the 
other 2.55 acres are state R-O-W) will meet all the listed criteria for locational 
adjustments to the UGB listed in the METRO code as both METRO and Washington 
County Planning staffs have indicated in their staff reports.

The Hearings Officer stated on 5-10-95 that he felt addition supporting information for 
my contention that this UGB inclusion would be superior to the UGB as presently 
located would strengthen our case. I have considered several methodologies to 
organize this discussion, all of which start with the fact that these three small 
commercially developed parcels have been commercial for over one hundred years. 
This land, the southern half of old downtown Reedville, probably never has been 
farmed. The original Tualatin Valley Highway R-O-W, just south of these properties 
provided access to this already viable commercial (grain storage and sales, feed and 
hardware sales, lumber manufacture and sales) property prior to the railroad being 
built towards the end of the last century. The tracks were installed to the south 
between the old highway and these properties and a passenger terminal was built on 
this same land. The Tualatin Valley Highway was moved to the north of these 
properties after the turn of the century. The successful electric passenger train, the 
interurban streetcars as it was known, of the early 1900's was later replaced by the 
bus line. There are three stops adjacent to these properties for today’s bus service.
I’ve been told by TRI-MET that the 57 Bus Line, the Tualatin Valley Highway line 
through Reedville, is the most successful of all regional buses. In fact it is said that this 
line almost pays its operational expenses from receipts, the only line to do so. In other



words the wise regional public transportation facilities planning from the beginning, 
over 125 years ago, relied on these urbanized properties as a public destination to be 
utilized to best serve the commercial and residential public. Enough said about the 
factual history of the role these properties have played and continued to play in 
transportation planning in urban Washington County and the region.

The symbiotic relationships between successful regional urban public utilities and 
these properties does not stop with transportation. As might be expected, once you 
know the history of this long urbanized parcel, this property is flanked and crisscrossed 
with major public utility service lines and interconnects. The following is a partial list: 
the main water tunnel connecting Washington County to the Bull Run System, two 
large Unified Sewerage Agency pump lines serving the whole urban area of the 
Butternut Creek drainage area connecting directly to the Rock Creek Treatment Plant, 
a very large water interconnect linking the Hillsboro and Beaverton water systems and 
the North/South BPA high voltage transmission line towers over this parcel. So not 
only are these properties able to obtain individual access to urban services, these 
properties also have enabled the whole urbanized area to be served without 
extending those urban services outside the then existing UGB.

One could also argue this case from the point of view that Land Use Planning, as we 
have known it since the adoption of the UGB and the adoption of the Community Plans 
and Comprehensive Plan in Washington County in 1983, is a public service and a 
very large and successful public investment. I say investment meaning both 
monetarily and also societally in time spent to first devise a plan that recognized 
longstanding uses and future potentials and equally important the public’s time was 
spent to gain consensus locally that eventually added up to county-wide then state­
wide acceptance. I can guarantee, because I chaired CPO#6 at the time, that the 
adopted urban Aloha, Reedville, Cooper Mt. Community Plan that does contain these 
urban designated properties within the UGB would not have gained local acceptance 
had these properties been omitted. The omission of old downtown Reedville would 
have been the only such omission of an historic urban downtown in the county, region 
and probably state. So, as stated in the METRO code, 3.01.35 (c) (1) public facilities 
and services, include but are not limited to “water, sewerage, storm drainage, 
transportation, parks and open space”. Land Use Planning is a public service. It may 
be the most important public service since the public had the most involvement in the 
initial adopted plans and still today holds a great deal of power regarding 
implementation of public policy. And well they should, as Land Use Planning is our 
road to the future and with it the inherent necessity for public acceptance. How much 
is a completed Community Planning process worth in dollars and in the partnerships 
evolved? For those of us who daily walked that path for years it was a gratifying but 
grueling experience, not one that many people volunteered for then when we could 
not see the many uphill grades ahead, and most certainly not a path that today many 
would choose. We do not want to rewrite our Community Plan and it wiil be 
incomplete without this 2.8 acres. We can’t rewrite history. We can’t say this parcel 
has not been important to the urbanization of our community before and after the 
adoption of the UGB and into the future. Our Community Planning effort should not



be wasted. The inclusion inside the UGB of these parcels is better use of the public 
service, Land Use Planning, past present and future.

I’m wondering when and with reference to which criteria these parcels were removed 
from the UGB? We were not notified.

I’m wondering what the public thinks about how much public money and time has 
been spent on regaining urban status for these long urbanized 2.8 acres? Even the 
public agencies involved think this process has been wasteful.

I’m thinking back to the 1970’s promise of state-wide Land Use Planning and of those 
same words used again in an Oregonian editorial just the other day, “surety in 
process”, for surely there has been no surety for these parcels since sometime in 1993 
when the mapping error excluding them from our UGB occurred.

Sincerely,

UidL
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DATE: July 24, 1995

TO: All interested parties

FROM: Cathy Ross, Assistant to the Presiding Officer

RE: Exhibit A for Resolution No. 95-2176
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The attached exhibit A to Resolution No. 95-2176 was inadvertently omitted from the agenda 
packet for the Metro Council meeting dated July 27, 1995.

Thank you.

Recyded Paper



Exhibit A
SUMMARY OF 2040 IMPLEMENTATION FUND RECOMMENDATION

Funds Available Metro/ODOT Staff Recommendation

State & Reg. STP $27,190,000 Recom’nd Range Considered
Old FAU Funds $833,000 Jurisdiction Amount (millions)

Residual CMAQ $207,000
Clackamas Co. 5.000 $4,057 - $5,569

Subtotal $28,230,000 City of Portland 4.743 $4,375 - $5,489
Allocated ($1,029,000) E. Multnomah Co. 2.426 $2,307 - $2,625
Res. No. 95-2139A Washington Co. 4.290 $3,739 - $4,296

BALANCE $27,201,000 Regional 10.765 $11.000-$11,600

TOTAL 27.224

MODAL ALLOCATIONS

Bike Fed TOD TDM
Road Re-

Construct Road Exp Freight Transit Study TOTAL

Recommended
Next Priority
Not Recommended

1.440
0.296
2.060

1.015
0.000
1.687

6.708
5.000
3.157

0.359
0.433
1.006

5.494 
2.034 • 
1.200

9.306
3.033
2.893

1.737
0.000
0.897

0.320 
1.350 ■ 
0.000

0.845
0.060
0.209

27.224
12.206
13.109

TOTAL 3.796 2.702 14.865 1.798 8.728 15.232 2.634 1.67 1.114 52.539

KEY TO FOLLOWING TABLES:
Project Category:

Road Exp = Road Expansion
Reconstuct = Roadway Reconstruction
Bike = Bicycie Project
Fed = Pedestrian Project
Transit = Transit projects (only one transit
project was included on the short iist)

Category Rank -

The technical rank a project recieved relative to 
other projects in the same category (e.g., 1/16 = 
1st ranked of 16 Road Expansion projects)

TDM = Transportation Demand Management (including
Transportation Management Associations, or TMAs) 

TOD = Transit Oriented Development Projects and Programs 
Freight = Freight and Intermodal (e.g. truck to rail) Projects 
Study = Miscellaheous, unranked planning projects

Category Technical Score =

The technical score received by a project according 
to its specific mode criteria (e.g., a bike project score of 
78" is only very roughly equivalent to a Road 
Expansion project score of "78".)
"Supplemental technical data, beyond technical score, 
available from Metro upon request. Page 1



Exhibit A
REGION 2040 IMPLEMENTAITON PROGRAM 

REGIONAL ALLOCATION 
Regional Share Target:

$11,000,000 -$11,600,000

Metro Planning 
Commodity Flow Analysis 
Technical Assistance 
1-5/217/Kruse Way Study 
Tri-Met Transit Task Force 
Metro TOD Revolving Fund 
Tri-Met Regional TDM Program 
Columbia/Burgard Intersection 
NE Columbia Blvd Improvements 
Hawthorne Bridge Deck 
Barbur Bike Lanes
Ramp Meter Infill: I-5/I-84 (6 locations) 
Ramp Meter Infill: Front/SB I-5

0.525
0.225
0.075
0.060
0.320
4.500
0.718
0.887
0.250
5.159
1.440
0.449
0.090

Not Recommended for 2040 Funding

Hawthorne Bike Lanes 
N. Lombard Railroad Overcrossing (PE) 
ODOT ATMS Arterial Signal Optimization: 

Sandy Blvd (11th-82nd)
Powell Blvd (7th - 92nd)
TV Hwy (Beaverton - Hillsboro) 
Division Street (60th - 257th)

Westside Station Area Planning
Subtotal 

Grand Total

0.525
0.225
0.075
0.020
0.320
3.000
0.359
0.887
0.250
3.125
1.440

.0.449
0.090

Project 
Catec

Study
Study
Study.
Study

Transit
TOD
TDM

Freight
Freight

Reconstmct
Bike

Road Exp 
Road Exp

Category 
Category Technical

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
1/7
1/7
1/4
4/4
2/3
3/4

2/16
2/16

NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
88
88
85
75
75
88
90
90

FY 97 funding

Regional share of Study cost increase

FY 98 funding
PE may already be funded (net requirement of $747,000)

Phase 1: outer lanes only
#1 Hawthorne bike lanes need redeck first; #2 Walker Rd Is local project

Subtotal 14.698 10.765

1.560 0.000 Bike 1/4 100 Requires coord, with Redeck PE

0.897 0.000 Freight 3/4 78
1. Road Exp

0.167 0.000 13/16 69
0.050 0.000 15/16 63
0.250 0.000 6/16 84
0.186 0.000 5/16 84
0.209 0.000 Study NA NA Pursue TGM grant funding.

3.319
18.017

0.000
10.765

Page 2



Exhibit A

CLACKAMAS COUNTY 
Target Range: 

$4,057,000 - $5,569,000

Request'd Recm nd
Amount AmountRecommneded Projects 

Sunnyside Road Widening (Sunnybrook/122nd)

Subtotal
Next Priority _____ _________ ___________ _______
Johnson Creek Blvd Ph. 2 - Clack. Co. Share

Subtotal
Other Short List Projects Not Recommended______

Kruze Way Reconstruction
Oregon City Transportation Management Asso.
Milwaukie Transportation Management Asso.
A Avenue Pedestrian Path (Lake Oswego)
Clackamette Cove Study

Subtotal 
Grand Total

Project 
Categor

Category 
Category Technical

5.000

0.568

0.568

1.200
0.140
0.283
0.007
0.060

1.690
7.258

5.000

5.000

Road Exp

0.000 Road Exp 9/16 78

0.000

0.000 Reconst r'ct 3/3 61
0.000 TDM 3/7 70
0.000 TDM 7/7 58
0.000 Ped 5/6 73
0.000 No rank; pursue TGM funding

0.000
5.000

CITY OF PORTLAND 
Target Range: 

$4,375,000 - $5,489,000

Recommended Projects

Lovejoy Ramp Replacement (PE)
Hillsdale Pedestrian Improvements (Ph. 1) 
Front Avenue Reconstmction/Bike Lane 
Woodstock Pedestrian Improvement 
Albina Railroad Overcrossing (PE)

Subtotal
Next Priority
Johnson Creek Blvd Ph. 2 (City of Portland Share) 
Water Avenue Extension 
Swan Island Transportation Management Asso. 
Broadway/Weidler Transit Oriented Development

Subtotal

Other Short List Projects Not Recommended

Central City Transportation Management Asso. 
Gateway Bike Access Improvements 
Hollywood Bike Access Improvements 
Cully Blvd Pedestrian Improvements

Subtotal 
Grand Total

1.054 1.054 TOD 2/7 85
0.520 0.520 Ped 2/6 85
2.369 2.369 Reconstruct 1/3 85 ,
0.200 0.200 Ped 1/6 90
0.600 0.600 Freight 2/4 81

4.743 4.743

0.265 0.000 Road Exp 9/16 78
1.600 0.000 Road Exp 12/16 71
0.150 0.000 TDM 4/7 70
2.500 0.000 TOD 6/7 56

4.515 0.000

0.300 0.000 TDM 2/7 85
0.132 0.000 Bike 4/4 83
0.368 0.000 Bike 4/4 83
1.680 0.000 Ped 4/6 73

2.480 0.000
11.738 4.743

Page 3



Exhibit A

E. MULTNOMAH COUNTY/GRESHAM 
Target Range:

$2,307,000 - $2,625,000

Recommneded Projects
Request'd Recm'nd 
Amount Amount

Category
Project Category Technical 

Category Rank Score

Civic Neighborhood North/South Collector 1.844 1.844 TOD 3/7 68
238th & Halsey Intersection Improvement 0.377 0.377 Road Exp 6/16 83
Springwater Corridor Access (at 190th) 0.205 0.205 Ped 6/6 70

Subtotal 2.426 2.426
Next Priority .

Civic Neighborhood LRT Station 1.350 0.000 Transit 1/1 100
Gresham Transportation Management Asso. 0.283 0.000 TDM 5/7 58
Foster Road improvement (at Jenne and 162nd) 0.600 0.000 Road Exp 16/16 63

Subtotal 2.233 0.000
Grand Total 4.659 2.426

WASHINGTON COUNTY
Target Range: 

$3,739,000 - $4,296,000

Recommneded Projects

Greenburg Road at Hwy 217 Intersection Improvement 
99W/Tualatin Rd Intersection Realignment (Ph 1)
Pacific Avenue Pedestrian Improvement (Forest Grove) 
Murray S. Signal Interconnection/Optimization
Mill Street/Henry Avenue Improvements (PE & ROW)

Subtotal
Next Priority

0.359
4.486
0.090
0.031
1.741

6.707

0.359
3.000
0.090
0.031
0.810

4.290

Road Exp 
Road Exp

Ped
Road Exp 

TOD

2/16
5/16
3/6

7/16
4/7

90
88
83
78
68 -

Hillsboro Garage Ground Floor Retail 1.000 0.000 TOD 7/7 43
Walker Road Bike Lane 0.296 0.000 Bike 2/4 83
Comelius/TV Hwy Study 0.060 0.000 Study; no rank; pursue TGM funding

Subtotal 1.356 0.000 ■ '

Other Short List Projects Not Recommended

Scholls Ferry Rd Signal Interconnect/Optimization 0.031 • 0.000 Road Exp 11/16 71
Murray Blvd N. Signal Interconnect/Optimization 0.009 0.000 Road Exp 8/16 78
Beaverton Creek TOD 2.221 0.000 TOD 5/7 63

Subtotal 2.261 0.000
Grand Total 10.324 4.290

Page 4



MINORITY REPORT
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING COMMITTEE

RESOLUTION NO. 95-2176A, AMENDING THE . FY 95 TRANSPORTATION 
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM TO ALLOCATE $27 MILLION OF REGION 2040 
IMPLEMENTATION'FUNDS

Date: July 24, 1995 Presented by: Councilor Monroe

MINORITY REPORT RECOMMENDATION: Adopt Resolution 95-2176A as it 
was approved by JPACT. This would include changing an allocation 
for freight projects at the request of the Port of Portland, to use 
$250,000 for the North Lombard Railroad Overcrossing project 
instead of the NE Columbia Blvd. Improvements project.

DISCUSSION: Resolution 95-2176 allocates $27 million of state and 
federal transportation dollars for transportation projects 
throughout the region. The majority report from the Transportation 
Planning Committee recommends adding $4 million to the $3 million 
recommended for Metro's Transit-Oriented Development Revolving Fund 
(TOb Fund) , with cuts to be made elsewhere to make up the 
difference. The recommendation of this minority report is to 
uphold the compromise funding package established through a long 
and thorough process.

The process for settling on an allocation 
been ongoing since last November. This 
meetings of the Transportation Policy 
(TPAC),. discussions at the Joint Policy 
Transportation (JPACT), briefings with 
Councilors for transportation, and 
Transportation’Planning Committee.

for the $27 million has 
has included numerous 
Alternatives Committee 
Advisory Committee on 
the lead and support 
discussions at the

Throughout this process, there has been opportunity for input from 
all local jurisdictions, from Metro representatives, and from the 
public. Public hearings were held to let the Metro Council and 
JPACT members hear which projects were of greatest concern to the 
public, and this testimony was considered in developing the final 
recommendation.

There has been ample opportunity to request an increase in the TOD 
Fund allocation since that project was reported in-the spring to be 
eligible for funding. A change of the magnitude proposed in the 
majority report could have been considered on its merits with the 
rest of the funding requests under review.

Approval of the majority report would cause significant equity 
problems. There would either have to be a drastic reduction in 
regional projects to be funded, or else the goal of achieving 
geographic equity would not be met. The recommendations from our 
regional partners represent consensus and compromise: nobody got 
everything they wanted, and all jurisdictions with a stake in 
transportation funding had to accommodate the cuts'.



The minority report recommendation is to uphold the process that 
was established by Metro for deciding the allocation of the 
reigon's transportation dollars. The Transportation Planning 
Committee participated in that process, giving guidance to Metro 
staff and TPAC in their deliberations. Metro should not now be the 
agency that overrides that process, which would be the result of 
approval of the majority report on this resolution. I urge the 
Council to reject the majority report, and approve Resolution 95- 
2176 as it was recommended to us by JPACT.



600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE
i
: TEL S 0 3 797 1700

PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2736 
FAX SOS 797 1797

Metro

Daniel B, Cooper 
Tele: (503) 797-1528 
FAX (503) 797-1792

July 21, 1995

The Honorable Ruth McFarland 
Metro Presiding Officer 
600 N.E. Grand Avenue ;
Portland, OR 97232

Re: Resolution No. 95-2176A/JPACT By-Laws

Dear Ruth:

Resolution No. 95-2176A is an amendment to the fiscal year 1995 Transportation 
Improvement Program (TIP) to allocate approximately $27 million of Region 2040 
Implementation funds to various local and regional projects. The resolution comes to the 
Metro Council after being approved by IP ACT. Upon filing with the Council the resolution 
was referred to the Council Transportation Planning Committee which considered it at its 
meeting on July 18, 1995.

At the July 18 meeting the Transportation Planning Committee adopted a motion to 
recommend that the Council change the allocations to increase the amount allocated to the 
"Metro TOD revolving fund" by an additional $4 million and fo make reductions in other 
projects so that the total allocation of $27,224 million shall not be exceeded.

The JPACT By-Laws adopted by the Metro Council and JPACT pursuant to Council 
Resolution No. 90-1189A require that the Metro Council either adopt the recommended 
action or refer it back to JPACT with a recommendation for amendment. (JPACT By-Laws, 
Article 3 Section 2(d)). This provision reflects the sharing of power between the Metro 
Council and JPACT which was a key basis for the designation of Metro as the Metropolitan 
Planning Organization (MPO) pursuant to federal law.

The procedure the Council should follow if it wishes to adopt the Transportation Planning . 
Committee recommendation would be to adopt a motion returning Resolution No. 95-2176A 
to JPACT with the Council’s recommendation that Exhibit "A" be amended to reflect the 
change in priorities that the Council desires to adopt.

Recycled Pj p e r



The Honorable Ruth McFarland 
July 20, 1995 
Page 2

The Council may not actually adopt Resolution No. 95-2176A with amendments, if the 
Council desires amendments be made it must refer the resolution back to IP ACT for its 
action. Thereafter the resolution would be returned to the Metro Council for concurrence 
with the subsequent JPACT action.

In the alternative the Council may by approval of the Transportation Planning Committee 
nunority report adopt Resolution No. 95-2176A as recommended by JPACT.

Yours very truly.

Daniel B. Cooper, 
General Counsel

gi
1995

cc: Metro Council 
Mike Burton 
Andy Cotugncy 
Casey Short y



CITY of BEAVERTON
4755 S.W. Griffith Drive. P.O. Box 4755, Beaverton, OR 97076 TEL: (503) 526-2481 V/TDD FAX: (503) 526-2571

ROB DRAKE 
MAYOR

MEMORANDUM 

Date: My 27, 1995 

To: METRO Council

From: Rob Drake
Mayor of Be^^rton

Re: The Mhl/Henry Street Connection Project recommended to METRO
Council by JPACT for funding from the 2040 Implementation Program

I regret I cannot be with you tonight to speak on behalf of the MiU/Henry Street 
Connection Project. The Project ranked third among the TOD projects considered for 
funding from the 2040 Implementation Program A regional partnership will enable this 
Project to move forward. I recommend it to you wholeheartedly, as a member of JPACT 
and as Mayor of Beaverton.

I would like to share with you my thoughts about the Project. The MiU Avenue/Henry 
Street Connection will provide access to the Beaverton Central Light Rail Transit Station, 
access not now available. The City owns a nine acre site surrounding the Station and it is 
our intent to develop the site in phase with the opening of Light Rail Transit through 
Beaverton. We expect to lead Transit Oriented Development throughout the Beaverton 
Regional Center. The MiU/Henry Connection is a critical link in that process.

The Beaverton Regional Center is identified in the 2040 Transportation Criteria as a high 
priority location for transportation investments. The MiU/Henry Connection meets five of 
the six types of investments described in the Criteria as priority transportation investments.

I beheve that this Project is an important regional commitment to building lidership and 
transit oriented development in the Beaverton Regional Center and wUl make a significant 
contribution to the success of Westside Light Rail.



PLANNING COMMISSION COMMENTS ABOUT 2040

While the Tigard Planning Commission acknowledges the need for a regional plan to deal with 
growth, it strongly opposes portions of the existing 2040 plan. This plan will dramatically shift 
planning responsibility away from local government without either aHpguatff analysis of its 
impacts on governance or adequate input from local government.

f f /

1. Governance and Local^ Control - The 20^ plan wil^require local jurisdictions to adopt 
elements of the 2040 plan into their comprehensive planV This moves decision making 
further away from the people - citizens and property owners of a municipality - who will 
be affected by these decisions regarding land use anrl growth. It fundamentally changes 
the existing structure of how communities plan, for their future;. We are very concerned 
about the impact of this change. As fst as we are aware, little if any study been done
about these impacts. How will city councils Hpaj with angry citizens dnring aland use 
hearing? If a city is challenged in LUBA, who will pay for legal expenses for the- 
municipality? Is the 2040 plan an unfunded mandate?

We believe that most citizens did not understand the effects of the metro chartervote and 
will view Metro’s mterference- in the local planning process as just that.

Further, whild Metro maintains municipalities have input through MPAC, having only 
one representative from one of the cities in Washington County is not adequate 
representation in making policies- with which local governments will have to- comply; 
Working with the cities, Metro must develop better ways for the cities to have meanfngfhL 
input

2l. Infrastructure and Transportation - We are concerned about both the potential cost of 
infiasttucture and its availability under this plan. While not always the case, retrofitting 
existing infrastructure enn be more expensive than building new mfrastructure:. Have the 

r . infrastructure assumptions been, test^ to assure efficient use of public and private 
S^jiesources?- - v-J. ■; "

. jj,____________^

2040 plan relies heavily on: transit;, bikes;, and walking to» meet ther regfon.’s;
- " ^ ^ ' ^ transportatioir needs- We do notbelieve these wiE adcquatdy-address oimtransportatibm

problems. 2040 mustaddresstransportation capacity issues in a costeffidentmarmerthat 
does not leave the Washington County area hopele^y congested Washmgton- County 
area is still developing and may need to add arterial street capacity as is appropriate^ 
2040 should not prevent the construction of a complete regional street network. In fact, 

. , 2040 should not" be implemented unless it can determine a way to mitigate traffic

..'X.'-' W • ■-

J - congestioiL-

^t%?gowth Management and the Urban; Growth: Boundary- - WebeheveiticfinportanttcP' 
' 1 ‘ : ‘ ‘protect agricultural land from development;, but much- of filer Bni right outside the

v boundary is not really-femi land- It is mini estates. Evert if Metro doubledthelaud



within Ae urban growth boundary, it would extend the Metro region to less than 1% of 
Oregon s land mass, hardly using up all the state resource land.

Lumted land supply mside the urban growth boundary will increase the cost of land, thus 
making housing less affordable, and severely limithig the hnngrig of our children.

The plan calls for each jurisdiction to bear its feir share of affordable housing- We are 
unclear what that-mean*;, "nKii *i— . , . , . .
housing..

/
.n

1r

Will the City of Tigard be required to subsidize affordable

>■

-ri ,9

•7. 'V:-..

-3S'5-’ ;■
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Morgan, Cox & Slater, ltd.
■\ RE.U EST.ATt <rKViCES COMi’W^

o:^I™CotT^KZEZ2Z2ST:
Action:
READ.

Mr. Don Morissette 
Metro Councilor 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR 97232-2736

READ & RETURN TO .
fyK ^________
approve-------
SIGN------------ --

TiON

Dear Mr. Morissette:

I am writing to you on behalf of the Commercial Council. The Commercial Council is 
currently made up of ten commercial real estate organizations, which coll^hvely 
represent in excess of 2,508 commercial real estate professionals and firms. The Council 
was formed to coordinate the collective efforts of each of the mdmdual commercial 
organizations to have a single voice to government, in order to make our voice hear 
and to demonstrate that there is a consensus in the commercial real estate commumty. 
Attached hereto, as a separate sheet, is a listing of the ten organizations that comprise 
the Commercial Coimcil and their current and incoming leaders.

It has come to our attention that Metro has engaged in a study to quantify and quaHfy 
the residential land available for development within the current urba;' 8r°'r h 
boundaries and the land that would be available based upon the new 2040 Plan^ It has 
been represented to us that, as of this date, Metro has ^ employ^ such a study to 
deal wift commercial and industrial land, which is therefore, the purpose of this

letter.
We are extremely curious why Metro has chosen not to address the issue of 
developable commercial and industrial land; whether it be land fm mdustnal, office 
retail, or other commercial uses. Obviously, we beUeve it is unpo^t to 
the supply of developable land available for commercial uses and ffieir assigned types

STstar^d U.eOC^^ffi Se metro area. It is apparent that Metro's focus has b^n on 
hoS“ evidLed by their current study of developable tod or residential uses. 
Wetote exception to the fact that the commeicial segment of the pla^g process has 
either been overlooked or ignored, as commeicial mdustnal uses and their balance with
housing is an equally important topic for study.
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Our group is available to meet with you and each of the other council members as 
appropriate, and further, will be available to act as a reviewing body to review a report 
on commercial and industrial developable land, when such a report is commissioned 
by Metro. We think this is a very important issue; one that needs to be put at the top of 
the agenda and dealt with.

We look forward to your comments and being able to interact with Metro on this issue 
in the very near future. Please feel free to contact any of the Commercial Council 
members on the attached listing directly, or you may contact the imdersigned. Thank 
you for your response.

Sincerely,

MORGAN,
on behalf

& SLATER, LTD. 
f Commercial Council

Harold N. Cox 
Council Member

HNCjeh

cc Commercial Coxmcil Members (per attadied)


