
ANNOTATED MINUTES 

Tuesday, October 22, 1991 -9:30AM 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

Chair Gladys McCoy convened the meeting at 9:32 a.m., with Vice-Chair Rick 
Bauman, Commissioners Pauline Anderson, Sharron Kelley and Gary Hansen present. 

CU 15-91 DE NOVO HEARING, 10 MINUTES PER SIDE in the Matter ofthe 
September 1991 Planning Commission Decision DENYING a Conditional Use 
Request for a Non-Resource Related Single Family Residence in the MUF-19 
(Multiple Use Forest) District for Property Located at 16745 NW McNAMEE ROAD. 
(From September 24, 1991 Board Meeting) 

BOB HALL OUTLINED THE RULES, PROCEDURES AND 
SPECIFIC CRITERIA AND PRESENTED STAFF REPORT. IN 
RESPONSE TO A QUESTION OF COMMISSIONER KELLEY, 
MR. HALL EXPLAINED THE PROPERTY IS OUTSIDE THE 
BIG GAME WINTER HABITAT AREA, BUT IT IS UNKNOWN 
WHETHER THE PROPERTY IS WITHIN THE WILDLIFE 
CORRIDOR AS THE STUDY IS NOT YET COMPLETE. 

IN RESPONSE TO A REQUEST OF MR. HALL AND AFTER 
A RULING FROM JOHN DuBAY AND UPON MOTION OF 
COMMISSIONER BAUMAN, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER 
ANDERSON, IT WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED THAT A 
LETTER FROM DONNA GREEN OF HILLSBORO, OREGON 
NOT BE SUBMITTED INTO EVIDENCE. 

JAMES HUTCHINSON, ATTORNEY FOR APPLICANT DON 
JOYCE, TESTIFIED IN SUPPORT OF REVERSAL OF 
PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION AND SUBMITTED 
DOCUMENTATION ADVISING THAT FIRE AND POLICE 
SERVICE IS PROVIDED TO THE AREA. 

ANDEE CARLSTROM TESTIFIED IN SUPPORT OF 
PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION AND RESPONDED TO 
BOARD QUESTIONS REGARDING LOGGING IN AND NEAR 
JOYCE PROPERTY. MR. HALL RESPONDED TO A 
QUESTION OF COMMISSIONER ANDERSON. 

ARNOLD ROCHLIN REQUESTED PROCEDURAL 
CLARIFICATION REGARDING FINDINGS PRESENTED AT 
THIS HEARING. IN RESPONSE TO A QUESTION OF CHAIR 
McCOY, MR. DuBAY EXPLAINED MR. ROCHLIN HAS 
STANDING IN THIS MATTER. MR. ROCHLIN TESTIFIED 
IN SUPPORT OF PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION AND 
RESPONDED TO BOARD QUESTIONS. 
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MR. HUTCHINSON PRESENTED REBUTTAL TESTIMONY. 

MR. HALL AND MR. DuBAY RESPONSE TO BOARD 
QUESTIONS. COMMISSIONER ANDERSON MOVED AND 
COMMISSIONER BAUMAN SECONDED, TO AFFIRM THE 
PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION. COMMISSIONER 
KELLEY COMMENTS IN OPPOSITION TO THE MOTION. 
PLANNING COMMISSION DECISION DENYING 
CONDITIONAL USE REQUEST WAS AFFIRMED, WITH 
COMMISSIONERS ANDERSON, BAUMAN AND McCOY 
VOTING AYE, AND COMMISSIONERS KELLEY AND 
HANSEN VOTING NO. 

IN RESPONSE TO MR. DuBAY, VICE-CHAIR BAUMAN 
EXPLAINED THE UNDERLYING FINDING FOR HIS 
DECISION WAS BASED ON INCOMPATIBLE USAGE WITH 
THE PRIMARY USE OF THE LAND IN THAT AREA. 

IN RESPONSE TO A CONCERN OF CHAIR McCOY, MR. 
DuBAY ADVISED THIS IS NOT APPROPRIATE FORUM IN 
WHICH TO DISCUSS TAKING ISSUE RAISED BY 
APPLICANT'S ATTORNEY. MR. DuBAY EXPLAINED THAT 
IF BY THE BOARD'S ACTION, MR. JOYCE IS DEPRIVED OF 
ANY ECONOMIC USE OF HIS PROPERTY, IT WOULD BE A 
TAKING ISSUE, BUT ALL OPTIONS MUST BE EXPLORED 
AND DENIED FIRST AND THE NEXT STEP MUST BE MADE 
BY APPLICANT. 

MR. HALL ADVISED THAT STAFF WILL PREPARE 
FINDINGS FOR BOARD REVIEW AND ADOPTION NEXT 
WEEK. 

being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 10:25 a.m. 

OF BOARD 
for MULTNOMAH COUNTY, 

October 1991 - AM 
County Courthouse, Room 602 

BOARD BRIEFING 

LJLLULL., of a Proposal by State Senior and Disabled that Area 
Agencies on Aging Begin Serving the Disabled for Public Assistance and Long Term 

Presented by Multnomah County Aging Services Director, Jim McConnell; 
and State Senior and Disabled Services Administrator, Dick Ladd. 
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JIM McCONNELL AND DICK LADD PRESENTATION AND 
RESPONSE TO BOARD QUESTIONS. RECOMMENDATIONS 
TO COME BEFORE TJIE BOARD WITHIN A MONTH. 

Tuesday, October 22, 1991 - 10:45 AM 
Multnomah Courthouse, 602 

AGENDA REVIEW 

Review of Agenda for Regular Meeting of October 24. 1991. 

Wednesday, October 23, 1991 9:30AM- ·OO PM 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

WORK SESSION 

Informational Session, Including a Historical Overview of the Mentally and 
Emotionally Disturbed System, State Perspectives, and Testimony Presented by 

Participants. 

DIANE LUTHER, JERRY FRYE, BARRY KAST, GEORGE 
BACJIIK, SUSAN CLARK, GARY SMITH, JOE DEAN, JOliN 
PARKER, NELLIE FOX-EDWARDS, ED WASHINGTON, 
DOUG MONTGOMERY, JOE BLOOM, DAVID GREEN, 
GARRETT SMITH AND MARGE GALLAHAN 
PRESENTATION, TESTIMONY AND DISCUSSION. BOARD 
COMMENTS. 

Wednesday, October 23, 1991 - 1:30PM- 3:00PM 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

WORK SESSION 

B-2 Board Discussion and Policy Direction Regarding Methods for Re-Examining the 
Mentally and Emotionally Disturbed System. 

DIANE LUTHER, JERRY FRYE, DAVID GREEN, NORMAN 
MILLER, GARY SMITH, LIAM CALLEN AND JIM 
EDMONDSON DISCUSSION. BOARD COMMENTS AND 
DISCUSSION. 

Wednesday, October 23, 1991 - 3:00- 4:00PM 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

WORK SESSION 
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B-3 Work to 's Joint 

PAULINE ANDERSON, RICK BAUMAN, GLADYS McCOY, 
SHARRON KELLEY, GARY HANSEN, LARRY NICHOLAS 
AND PAUL YARBOROUGH DISCUSSION REGARDING 
MERITS OF PROPOSED CONSOLIDATION OPTIONS. 

Thursday, October 
Multnomah 

Chair at a.m., with 
Sharron Kelley and 

UPON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER ANDERSON, 
SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KEUEY, CONSENT 
CALENDAR ITEMS C-1 THROUGH C-8 AND C-10 THROUGH 
C-12 WERE UNANI~tOUSLY APPROVED. 

Ratification of an Intergovernmental Between Oregon State Marine Board 
and Multnomah County to Provide Funding for Sheriff's River Patrol Marine Law 
Enforcement for Fiscal Year July 1, 1991 through June 30, 1992 

with Recommendation for Approval as Follows: 
~=~~~ for QUICK SHOP M/NIT 
Portland. 

Street, 

Office with 
Recommendation for Approval as Follows: 
==='---!::;=~for CHINA HUT URANT, 16721 SE Division, Portland,· 
MULTNOMAH FALLS LODGE, P. 0. Box Troutdale; TIPPY CANOE INN, 

Crown Point Highway, Troutdale; mE DRUM AND RICCARDOS LA 
URANT, 14601 Division, Portland. 

THE 
~=~=-"'for BOB'S 
Portland; CORBETT COUNTRY 
Corbett; DA V/D 'S 12217 
12800 NW Marina Way, J & N 
Portland; K.S. FOOD MARKET, Division, Portland; 
STORE, Orient Drive, VALLEY 
SE Foster, Portland; SUNSHINE MARKET, 13580 Powell, Portland,· mREE-D 
MARKET, 1739 SE 139th, Portland. 
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==:.:..==for ROUND TABLE PIZZA, 15920 SE Division, Portland. 
~=-<-.:..:..:..:::!~"-"'-'-'~""'for POWELLHURST TAVERN, INCORPORATED, 844 
]44th, 
13639 

Portland; WEBB'S ROYAL TAP ENTERPRISES, INC. CLUB GENESIS, 
Powell, Portland. 

C-4 Ratification of Amending No. 1 to the Intergovernmental Agreement Between 
Multnomah County and Oregon Health Sciences University Providing Increased 
Non-Residential Adult Services Funds for Clients of the Mental and Emotional 
Disabilities Program Office, Effective July I, 1991 through June 30, 1992 

Ratification of Amendment No. 1 to the Intergovernmental Agreement Between 
Multnomah County and Reynolds School District 117 Providing Increased Early 
Intervention Funds for Clients of the Developmental Disabilities Program Office, 
E;ffective September 1, 1991 through June 30, 1992 

C-6 Ratification of Amendment No. 1 to the Intergovernmental Agreement Between 
Multnomah County and Oregon Health Sciences University, Providing Contractor a 

% Cost of Living Increase Awarded by the Federal Granting Agency for the 
Provision of Dental Care to Low Income Residents, through June 30, 1992 

C-7 Ratification of Amendment No. 3 to the Intergovernmental Agreement Between the 
State Health Division and Multnomah County Reflecting a $1,050 Increase in Grant 
Funding for Various Health Division Programs, for the Period July 1, 1991 through 
June 1992 

C-8 Ratification of an Intergovernmental Agreement Between the Oregon Department of 
Human Services and Multnomah County, to Provide the Entire County Health 
Division Access to the State Office of Medical Assistance Programs Data System 

C-1 0 Ratification of an Intergovernmental Agreement Between the Oregon Department of 
Human Resources, Children's Services Division and Multnomah County to Provide 
Funding for Staffing of the Juvenile Justice Division's Gang Unit and Operation of 
the House of Umoja, and the 30-Day Residential Treatment Program Housed at the 
Donald Long Facility, for the Period July 1, 1991 through June 30, 1992 

Ratification of a Revised Memorandum of Understanding Between the Oregon 
and Community Services Department and Multnomah County Wherein the 

Aging Services Division's Community Action Program Office is Authorized to 
Administer the Housing Agency Low Income Rental Housing Fund Program and Pay 
Housing Rent on Behalf of Very Low Income Households, through June 30, 1992 

In the Matter of the Appointments of Marian Keyser and Arthur Payne to the 
PORTLAND/MULTNOMAH COMMISSION ON AGING 

Vice-Chair Bauman arrived at 9:34a.m. 
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C-9 Ratification of Amendment No. 1 to the Intergovernmental Agreement Between 
Multnomah County and the City of Portland Wherein the City will Fund the CRIERS 
Program's Central City Concern Inebriate Pick-Up Service for the Period October 

1991 through June 1992, or Until City Funds of $36, 750 are Fully Expended 

CHAIR McCOY EXPLANATION. UPON MOTION OF 
COMMISSIONER HANSEN, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER 
KELLEY, C-9 WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

R-1 Budget Modification DA 115 Authorizing Expenditure of a $201,643 Interjurisdiction 
Manufacturing and Distributing Project Grant Awarded by the Bureau of Justice 
Assistance to Provide Funding for Certain Staff Within the District 's Office 

UPON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER ANDERSON, 
SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER HANSEN, R-1 WAS 
UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

Second Reading and Possible Adoption of an ORDINANCE Relating to the Business 
Income ·Amending MCC and 70.075 to Provide for Quarterly 
Payments Collection 

PROPOSED ORDINANCE READ BY TITLE ONLY. COPIES 
AVAILABLE. COMMISSIONER ANDERSON MOVED AND 
COMMISSIONER KELLEY SECONDED, APPROVAL OF THE 
SECOND READING AND ADOPTION. NO ONE WISHED TO 
TESTIFY. ORDINANCE 702 UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

COMMISSIONER HANSEN MOVED AND COMMISSIONER 
KELLEY SECONDED, APPROVAL OF R-3. COMMISSIONER 
BAUMAN MOVED AND COMMISSIONER ANDERSON 
SECONDED, AMENDMENT PAGE TWO, LINE 2, 
DELETING THE "LIBRARIES". BOARD COMMENTS 
AND DISCUSSION. AMENDMENT UNANIMOUSLY 
APPROVED. COMMISSIONER KELLEY DISCUSSED CITY 
OF WOOD VILLAGE CONCERNS REGARDING THE EFFECT 
OF THE PROPOSED RESOLUTION ON THE WORK OF THE 
METRO CHARTER COMMITTEE. BOARD DISCUSSION AND 
COMMENTS. RESOLUTION 91-147 UNANIMOUSLY 
APPROVED, AS AMENDED. 
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R-4 RESOLUTION in the Matter of Designating Ben Huisman as Multnomah County's 
to the Tax Coordinating Planning Effort 

UPON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER KELLEY, SECONDED 
BY COMMISSIONER ANDERSON, RESOLUTION 91-148 WAS 
UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

(Recess as the Board of County Commissioners and convene as the Governing Body 
of MID COUNTY STREET LIGHTING SERVICE DISTRICT NO. 14) 

RESOLUTION in the Matter of Designating Ben Buisman as Multnomah County's 
Representative to the Tax Coordinating Planning Effort for Mid County Street 
Lighting Service District No. 14 

UPON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER KELLEY, SECONDED 
BY COMMISSIONER HANSEN, RESOLUTION 91-149 WAS 
UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

{Recess as the Governing Body of Mid County Street Lighting Service District No. 
14 and convene as the Governing Body of DUNTHORPE RIVERDALE SANITARY 
SERVICE DISTRICT NO. 1) 

RESOLUTION in the Matter of Designating Ben Buisman as Multnomah County's 
Representative to the Tax Coordinating Planning Effort for Dunthorpe Riverdale 
Sanitary Service District No. 1 

UPON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER KELLEY, SECONDED 
BY COMMISSIONER ANDERSON, RESOLUTION 91-150 WAS 
UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

(Recess as the Governing Body of Dunthorpe Riverdale Sanitary Service District No. 
1 and reconvene as the Board of County Commissioners 

7 RESOLUTION in the Matter of Opposition to the Proposed Land Use Re-Zoning to 
Eliminate the County Expo Center 

UPON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER ANDERSON, 
SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER KELLEY, RESOLUTION 91-
151 WAS UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

UPON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER KELLEY, SECONDED 
BY COMMISSIONER HANSEN, ITEMS R-8 THROUGH R-19 
WERE UNANIMOUSLY APPROVED. 

R-8 ORDER in the Matter of Cancellation of Land Sale Contract 15397 Between 
Multnomah County, Oregon and Richard 0. Carpenter and Marvin W. Albaugh 
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Upon 

ORDER 91-152. 

ORDER in Matter of Cancellation of Land Sale Contract 
and Corbin Upon 

ORDER 91-153. 

ORDER 91-154. 

R-11 ORDER in the Matter of Cancellation of Land Sale Contract 
Upon LJILIUUkLL 

ORDER 91-155. 

R-12 ORDER in the Matter of Cancellation of Land Sale Contract 15435 Between 
Multnomah County, Oregon and Holliday Upon Default of PrnlH"'r-•nr'l: 

of 

ORDER 91-156. 

R-13 ORDER in the Matter of Cancellation of Land Sale Contract 15448 Between 
Mulmomah County, Oregon and Shirley Long Upon Default of Payments and 
Performance of 

ORDER 91-157. 

R-14 ORDER in the Matter of Cancellation of Land Sale Contract 15166 Between 
Multnomah County, Oregon and Allen W. Murphy Upon Default of Payments and 
Performance Covenants 

ORDER 91-158. 

in the Matter of Cancellation of Land Sale Contract 13972R Between 
Multnomah County, Oregon and Leona Ramseth Upon Default of Payments and 
Performance of Covenants 

ORDER 91-159. 

R-16 ORDER in the Matter of of Land Contract 15394 Between 
Multnomah County, Oregon and Mary A. Rosebrough Upon Default of Payments and 
Performance of Covenants 
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ORDER 91-160. 

R-17 ORDER in the Matter of Cancellation of Land Sale Contract 15279 Between 
Multnomah County, Oregon and Troy N. Tyrell and Carol J. Tyrell Upon Default of 
Payments and Performance of Covenants 

ORDER 91-161. 

R-18 ORDER in the Matter of Cancellation of Land Sale Contract 15449 Between 
Multnomah County, Oregon and John Wiley, Jr. Upon Default of Payments and 
Performance of Covenants 

ORDER 91-162. 

R-19 ORDER in the Matter of Cancellation of Land Sale Contract 15453 Between 
Multnomah County, Oregon and Ernestine H. Wiseman Upon Default of Payments 
and Perfonnance of Covenants 

ORDER 91-163. 

R-20 FINAL ORDER DENYING CU 6-91 in the Matter of the Review of the Planning 
Commission Decision Which Approved "Beaver Bark", a Wood Products Transfer, 
Storage, and Processing Operation Proposed in an EFU Zoning District 

UPON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER BAUMAN, SECONDED 
BY COMMISSIONER ANDERSON, ORDER 91-164 WAS 
APPROVED, WITH COMMISSIONERS ANDERSON, BAUMAN 
AND McCOY VOTING AYE, AND COMMISSIONERS KELLEY 
AND HANSEN VOTING NO. 

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 9:53 a.m. 

OFFICE OF THE BOARD CLERK 
for MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

Deborah L. Bogstad 

Thursday, October 24, 1991 - ·00 PM- ·OO PM 
Standard Plaza Building 
1100 SW Sixth - Portland 

Third Floor Conference Rooms A & B 

JOINT GOVERNMENTS MEETING 

1. Third in a Series of Joint Governments Meetings Between Fairview, Gresham, 
Multnomah County Portland, Troutdale and Wood Village to Discuss Service 
Delivery. 
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PARTICIPANTS GLADYS McCOY, BERNIE GUISTO, EARL 
BLUMENAUER, RICK BAUMAN, JO HAVERKAMP, FRED 
CARLSON, GRETCHEN KAFOURY, SAM COX, GARY 
HANSEN, PAULINE ANDERSON, MIKE LINDBERG, GUSSIE 
McROBERT, DICK BOGLE, SHARRON KELLEY, BUD 
CLARK, ARNOLD COGAN, TIM OWENS, MAUREEN 
LEONARD, LARRY NICHOLAS, KATHY BUSSE, FELICIA 
TRADER, SHEILA ARTHUR, MIKE CASEY AND RAMSEY 
WElT DISCUSSION AND 
REGARDING PROPOSED OPTIONS A, B, 
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mULTnomRH COUnTY OREGOn 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
ROOM 606. COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
1021 S.W. FOURTH AVENUE 
PORTLAND. OREGON 97204 

AGENDA 

GLADYS McCOY • 
PAULINE ANDERSON • 

GARY HANSEN • 
RICK BAUMAN .. 

SHARRON KELLEY " 
CLERK'S OFFICE " 

CHAIR 
DISTRICT 1 
DISTRICT 2 
DISTRICT 3 
DISTRICT 4 

.. 248-3308 

.. 248-5220 

.. 248-5219 
• 248-5217 
.. 248-5213 
.. 248-3277 

MEETINGS OF THE MULTNOMAH COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

FOR THE WEEK OF 

October 22, 1991 - 9:30 AM - Item . . . . 2 

October 22, 1991 - . . . . 2 

October 22, 1991 - 11:15 AM - Board . . . 2 

October 23, 1991 - 9:30 AM - Work . . . . 2 

23, 1991 - 1:30 PM - Work . . . . 3 

24, 1991 - 9:30 AM- . . . 3 

October 24, 1991 - 3:00 PM - . . . . . . 7 

, November 12, 1991 - cancelled* 

November 14, 1991 -

28, 1991 -

December 26, 1991 - Cancelled* 

of of 
recorded can be 

10:00 PM, 11 for East and West 

Channel 27 for Cable 

21 East and East 

-1-
AN EOUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



P-1 

B-1 

22, 1991 - 9:30 AM 

Courthouse, Room 602 

DE NOVO HEARING 1 10 MINUTES PER SIDE in the 
Matter of the 3 1991 Planning 

DENYING a 
Non-Resource Related 
(Multiple Use 

Use Request for a 
Residence in the MUF-19 

Property Located at 
September 24, 1991 Board 

, October 22, 1991 -

, Room 602 

of Agenda for Meeting of 

Tuesday, 22, 1991 -

Multnomah Courthouse, Room 602 

B-2 a Proposal by state Senior and 

B-1 

that Area Agencies on Aging Begin Serving 
the Disabled for Publ Assistance and Long Term Care. 
Presented Multnomah County Aging Director, Jim 
McConnell; and State Senior and Disabled Services 

Ladd. 

, October 23, 1991 - 9:30 AM - 12:00 PM 

Informational 
the Mentally 
Perspectives, 
Participants. 

, Room 602 

Session, Including a Historical overview of 
and Emotionally Disturbed system, state 
and Testimony Presented by system 
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B-2 

C-1 

C-2 

C-3 

1992 

23, 1991 - 1:30 PM - 3:00 PM 

, Room 602 

24, 1991 - 9:30 AM 

, Room 602 

SHOP MINIT MART #11, 13076 SE Stark 

the 
as 

CHINA HUT RESTAURANT, 16721 SE 
MULTNOMAH FALLS LODGE, P. 0. Box 3 7 7 , 

TIPPY CANOE INN, 28242 Crown , 
THE DRUM AND RICCARDOS LA FIESTA RESTAURANT, 

for THE CLUB, 1853 SW 

BOB'S CORNER GROCERY AND DELI, 13110 SE 
; CORBETT COUNTRY MARKET, 36801 NE Crown 

Corbett; DAVID'S MARKET, 12217 SE Foster 
FRED'S MARINA, 12800 NW , 

& N GROCERY, 10729 SE , Portland; 
K.S. FOOD MARKET, 15231 SE ORIENT 
COUNTRY STORE, 29822 SE PLEASANT 
VALLEY MARKET, 6880 SE SUNSHINE MARKET, 
13580 SE 1' MARKET I 1739 SE 139th I 

ROUND TABLE PIZZA, 15920 SE 
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C-4 

C-5 

C-6 

C-7 

C-8 

C-9 

C-10 

C-11 

for POWELLHURST TAVERN, INCORPORATED, 
844 SE 144th, ; WEBB'S ROYAL TAP ENTERPRISES, INC. 
CLUB GENESIS, 13639 SE Powell, 

No. 
the State 
a $1,050 
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1, 

the 
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June J 1992 

C-12 
ON AGING 

R-1 

R-2 

R-3 RESOLUTION 

R-4 RESOLUTION 
Multnomah 

(Recess as the Board of and convene as 
the MID COUNTY STREET LIGHTING SERVICE 
DISTRICT NO ) 

R-5 

(Recess 
No. 14 and convene as the 

of DUNTHORPE RIVERDALE SANITARY SERVICE DISTRICT NO. 1) 

R-6 RESOLUTION 

Effort 
1 

reconvene as 



R-7 

R-8 

R-9 

R- 0 

R-11 

R-12 

R-13 

R-14 

R-15 

R- 6 

R-17 

R-18 

R-19 

ORDER the Matter 
15397 Between 

and 

the 
Center 

Land 

Contract 

Performance of Covenants 

the Matter of 
Between 

Default of 

ORDER the Matter of 
15459 Between Multnomah 

Default of 

ORDER the Matter of 
15540 Between Multnomah 

De of 

ORDER 
15435 

l 
Covenants 

ORDER the Matter of 
15448 Between Multnomah 

of 

ORDER the Matter of 
15166 Between Multnomah 

De of 

of Land Sale Contract 
and L. 

Performance of Covenants 

of Land Sale Contract 
and Fowlkes 
of Covenants 

Land Sale Contract 
and H. Gene Hat ten 

Covenants 

of Land Sale Contract 
and N. 
of Covenants 

of Land Sale Contract 
, and len W. 

Performance of Covenants 

Matter Land Contract 
Mul tnomah , Leona Ramseth 

ORDER Matter of 
15394 Between 

ORDER the Matter 
15279 Between Multnomah 

carol J. 1 
Performance of Covenants 

ORDER the Matter 
15449 Between 
Jr. De 

ORDER 
15453 

the Matter of 
Between Multnomah 

and Performance of Covenants 
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Land Sale Contract 
and A. 

Performance of 

Land 
and 

of 

of Land Sale Contract 
and John s. 

Performance of 

Sale Contract 
H. 



R-20 FINAL ORDER DENYING 

1 

010 12 

' 1991 - 3 
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PM - 5:00 PM 

Between 
, Troutdale and 



mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
ROOM 606, COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
1021 S.W. FOURTH AVENUE 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 

GLADYS McCOY • 
PAULINE ANDERSON • 

GARY HANSEN • 
RICK BAUMAN • 

SHARRON KELLEY • 
CLERK'S OFFICE • 

============================~~====•:=:=~··=·~·~·· 

SUPPLEMENTAL AGENDA 

CHAIR 
DISTRICT 1 
DISTRICT2 
DISTRICT 3 
DISTRICT 4 

Wednesday, October 23, 1991 - 3:00 - 4:00 PM 

Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

WORK SESSION 

.. 248-3308 
• 248-5220 
• 248-5219 
• 248-5217 
• 248-5213 
• 248-3277 

B-1 Work Session for Board Discussion Prior to Thursday's Joint 
Governments Meeting. 

0105C/19/dr 

-1-
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DEPARTMENT Non t . DIVISION c 
--------~---------------- ------------------------------

PERSON(S) MAKING PRESENTATION ---------------------------------------------
ACTION REQUESTED: 

INFORMATIONAL ONLY POLICY DIRECTION APPROVP.L 

ESTIMATED TIME NEEDED ON BOARD AGENDA: 3 00 5:00pm ----------------------------------
CHECK IF YOU R IRE OFFICIAL vmiTTEN NOTICE OF ACTION TAKEN: ------
BRIEF SUMMARY (include statement of rationale for action requested, 
as we as personnel and fiscal etary i cts, if licable): 

Third in a series of jo government meetings between Multnomah 
County, Portland, Gresham and r esentatives of East Cities, 
to discuss service del 

(If space is inadequate, please use other side) 

ELECTED OFFICIA 

Or 

DEPARTMENT MANAGER ------------------------------------------------------
(All ac nying documents must have r ired signatures) 

1/90 



JOINT 

ROADS REPORT 

r 
MEETING 

Oct r 24, 1991 

CONTENTS 

Overview 

I. History 

II. Money 

IV. Relationship between Land Use Planning, 

v. 

VI. 

VII. 

VIII. 

Trans rtation anni Jurisdiction 

llamette ver Bridges 

Descri ion of Current Tra 
Providers 

rtation Service 

Review of tions a Matrix of Criteria 

ix 



IEW 

Local vernments in Mult County are res nsible 

roximately 2200 r 

roads. To meet this 

$80 million a ar, 

extraordinary expe 

miles, exclusive of federal a state 

li tion, we s up to roximat ly 

excluding any maintenance, ital or 

itures the state rtment of 

Trans rtation or the f eral ernment. 

We have a number of local transportation service 

r 

providers in the coun Portla , at least three times lar r 

n any other service provider, is res sible for over 1600 

road miles wi an annual bud t of over $60 million. 

Multnomah County, with combin county jurisdiction and 

contract responsibilities r sli t more than 500 r 

les, maintains these roads with an annual bud t of over $16 

million. This includes $7 million with whi the county 

maintains and rates five llamette ver bridges. Gresham, 

the s lar st ci in the coun and rth largest in t 

state, has jurisdiction over roximately 45% of e roads 

within its ci 1 ts. Gres maintains these 100 r miles 

th a d t of sli tly more t n $5 million. e cities of 

Troutdale, Fairview, lla a Ma Park serve their 

i 30 miles of munici lly own r th a mix of 

direct contract services. 

n s t in motion over the st decade are 

si ificant to this discussion. Annexations Gresham a 

Portla 

Mult 

, road jurisdiction transfers tween Portia 

county, a e shift in the county's trans rtation 



role from ur n to rural service provider s r reexamination of 

trans rtation services throu out the county. City of 

Portland annexations, when lete, will shift a final 120 

(estimate) ur n r miles from the county to Portla 

s t road mileage within the city of Gresham and currently 

u er county juri iction totals 122 urban r miles. ese 

transfers, auld th occur, will shrink the county's current 

road jurisdiction of oximately 500 les by almost half. 

(Best estimates place unincor rat 

Ur n Growth Bou ry at 240.) 

road miles outside the 

As significant, e racter of the jurisdictions' ro 

service ne s s come into shar r cus. e Ur Service 

Boundaries (USB) divide service levels between urban and rural 

areas. Trans 

tween urban 

rtation s, standards 

rural areas. Portl 

priorities differ 

and, on a mu smaller 

scale, Gresham are in the business of providi 

trans rtation services. The coun 's unincor 

responsibilities are 

inside the Portl 

imarily rural. 

USB. ese us 

county areas ise 139 r miles.) 

(U an 

t-to 

n 

rat r 

kets lie 

annex m 

While this r rt considers one or both of t 

munici lities as providers of all transportation services 

throu out the county, it should not overlook that other 

rural trans rtation service providers, su as Col ia 

Ho ver counties, more suit le r e county's 

ne s. 
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A issues emerg during the 

re rt hat de rv early con id ration. 

e tion of "jurisdiction" over road , in 

aration of th s 

The first is the 

rticular road 

within e city limit of Gr sham over whi the coun r t ins 

juris iction. is r rt examines r a "ownership" or 

"jurisdi tion" later, but it is important to note here that the 

options pre ent neither r uir nor pr elude a trans er of 

r s between the county and Gresham. e transfer decision is 

th a political matter involving the juri dictions' identity 

and aut , a a designation of whi vernment has the 

res nsibility and authority to make decisions out the road. 

But road "jurisdiction" says nothing a t o, how a at at 

levels transportation services will be provia 

The seco concern, not unique to trans rtation 

services, is the need to lance local decision-making with 

res nsibilities for quality of a coun ide tran rtation 

tern. Isolating the decisions munici lities consider 

essential to eir interests becomes i rtant. At a minimum, 

ese r to inclu munici 1 control over road desi 

sta ards, r anning engineering, a traffic 

management, as well as i t into capital i rovemen 

iorities. e ability to mana trans rtation planning as 

an junct to lana use anni g 

rtuni to of r "one-st sho 

ars critical. 

ing" r r 

rmits is considered valuable as well. 

e 

1 use 



At the same time, count ide concerns of preserving 

interjurisdictional roa ys, equit le distribution of limit 

rovements that 

a ated. 

road revenues, and a balance of capital i 

fairly benefit the coun as a ole must 

ese two concerns recur throug ut the ions a are ere 

etely reconciled. 

A final concern has to th the difficulty of 

measuring costs uni r y among the trans rtation service 

oviders. Services, service levels a tern needs vary 

widely jurisdictions. For this reason, it is not 

meaningful to ovide a "unit cost" r trans rtation 

services. Nor do the options measure efficiencies in terms of 

dollar savings. Inst both tential efficiencies and 

hidden costs are identifi in the review of ion 

r the ro mana rs and east county city 

inistrators. These comments are condens in the matrix 

att to this r rt. The original comments are includ at 

ndix 2. 

is re rt considers ur ions: (A) all 

trans rtation services provid by Gresham and Portl ; (B) 

1 services ovid a single jurisdiction; (C) maintenance 

services ovid a sin e jurisdiction, ern a 

consortium of jurisdictions, with jurisdictions retaining 

existi services r trans rtation anning, design a Pa 

engineering, a traffic management~ and (D) no chan in the 

way services are provid but creation of a consortium to 



resour es and allocat 

count ide significan 

r capital improvement proj cts f 

The citie of Troutdale, Fairview 1 age off r 

a fif h on i lemen i the Memorandum of una r tanding, 

described a ge 7 a ex ing it count ide. e cities' 

analys s of the 0 ion rs at ndix 3, ge 003. 

is re rt was pr red the road managers from 

Portla , Gresham a Multnomah County: Felicia Trader and 

Kate Deane from the Portl fice of Trans rtation, Gr 

Loreto and Dave Rouse from the Gresham 

Works, Larry Ni alas, Paul Yar rou , Ka 

rtment of Public 

Busse and Bob 

Pearson from the Mult County 

es i 

rtment of Environmental 

Services. The r rt in t from e city 

in strators of Troutd e, Pamelia ristian, Fairview, 

Maril Holstrom, a llage, eila tz Arthur. It was 

iled Maureen Leonard, of the staff workgroup. 
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I. HISTORY 

Multnomah Count the Cit of Portla 

Prior to 1984, ro jurisdiction within the City 

Portla was split tween the city and the county. Both 

governments were responsible for a mix of local streets a 

arterials thin the city. In 1984, the city a county 

enter into an inter ernmental agreement (IGA) that 

transferred all roads within the city, toget r with 

pr rtional rsonnel, ui t r revenues, to 

Portla In dition, the agreement provides r continu 

transfers as territory is annex to the ci e rties 

ree that the IGA is working satisfactorily. 

Multnomah Count Wood Villa 

Park 

e cities e jurisdiction over local streets within 

their territories. The coun s jurisdiction over arteri 

roads collectors. The cities may ovide minor maintenance 

services, su as sweepi r their local streets. 

contract with Multnomah County r major maintenance, re ir 

a construction services in varyi degrees. Th rtici te 

th e county and Gresham in the East Mult County 

Trans rtation Committee. 
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and the Cit of Gresham 

Gresham has jurisdiction over 100.4 r miles within its 

risdiction, about 45% of roa ys within the city limits. 

ese rise local streets a some arterials that Gresham 

ilt in recent years. Local streets a arterials that became 

rt of Gresham as a result of annexations, an additional 122 

les, remain u er the county's jurisdiction. 

In 1990, Gres , Multnomah Coun , Troutdale, Fairview, 

lla a Park si a Memora urn of 

erstandi dividing r res nsibilities, in an att t to 

resolve outsta ing disagreements. e Memo of erstanding 

assigns jurisdiction over local streets to the munici lities 

retains county jurisdiction over arterials and collectors. 

e agreement, thou still su rt the county and east 

county cities other than Gresham, has not lly been 

i ement Gresham continues to press r authority over all 

roads within its jurisdiction. 
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II. MONEY 

State Hig y Fund revenues - v icle registration es, 

s tax a equivalent wei t-mile tax -r resent the large t 

single source of fu ing for roads in Ore The current 

distribution rmula for Highway Fund revenues is: 60.05 % to 

the state, 24.38 % to counties and 15.57 % to cities. The 

state gas tax is now $.20 r llon, to be increased $.02 

r llon ea year in January 1992 a 1993. 

ese revenues are allocat to cities bas on 

population, a to counties s on the number of register 

v i es within the coun 's geographi jurisdiction. 

e Multnomah County s tax -- $.03 r lon -- is 

i s collect by the county by statutory authori wi 

ing county ordinance. It is includ in the revenues 

distribut to Portl rmula set the IGA. 



III. ROAD "OWNERSHIP" 

Counties have jurisdiction over two t s of ro s: 

"coun road " - blic road de ign t the county under 

blic roads not ORS 368.016 -- "local access roads" 

designat as a county road, state hi or federal road. 

Counties are res nsible r maintenance of county roads. 

County roa include local streets, collectors a arterials. 

Maintenance of local access roads, t ically u ved, 

un rov roads, is discretionary. 

In addition, there are "local streets" -- ed 

neigh rh roa linking more heavily traffick ro s to 

individual pro rties. Local streets are not defined 

statute t th are significant in the relationship between 

Mult County a municipalities within the county. 

e cities of Troutdale, Wood lla a Fairview have 

risdiction of local streets. 1 other county roads within 

these cities' territories - collectors arterials -- remain 

er the jurisdiction of 

Since annexation Gre 

e county. 

has resist a similar 

arrangement. Gre am wants jurisdiction of all ro s within 

its ci li ts, not just local streets. 

Since 1984, the ty of Portla has had jurisdiction 

over all roads treets within its territory. 

A statutory 0 ure exists r transferring 



jurisdiction over county roads within cities. 373.270. 

Either ernment initiate the transfer. 

must consent to it. su a transfer occurr 

Both governments 

between Multn 

County and Portla in conjunction with the IGA of 1984. 

The transfer tri red a reallocation of road revenues 

between the city and county to reflect the reallignment of 

trans rtation res nsibilities. 

"jurisdiction" means res nsibility to take care of 

the ro It does not direct the manner whi this 

ligation is fulfill A vernment directly 

services r all its roads, as Portl es, or it 

ovide 

oose 

a mix of direct a contract services, as the county es 

minimally th Portl service to the unincor rat westside, 

and as Trout le, Fairview 11 throu 

contracts wi Mult County. 
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IV. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LAND USE PLANNING, 

TRANSPORTATION PLANN NG AND ROAD JURISDICTION 

A new LCDC a inistrative rule on trans rtation 

planning, 660-12-000, highlights the n r coordination 

tween 1, regional state trans rtation plans a 

use rehensive plan a la 

requires the integration of la 

planni at state, r ional a 

tail and consistency to r 

use decisions. 

use a trans 

local levels. 

e rule 

rtation 

It also adds 

irements that alre exist. 

The rule does not direct municipal jurisdiction over 

ro s, t it places a premium on coordination among the 

entities res nsible r 1 use and tran rtation planni 

trans rtation services. 

land 

e rule affects two things: trans rtation service plans 

a local la use decisions. In our region, the Metro litan 

Service District is res ible for the regional Trans rtation 

Service an r ir t rule. e coun is res nsible 

r a local trans rtation service an r unincor rat 

areas. e cities are res nsible for local trans rtation 

service plans 

juri ictions. 

r all trans rtation facilities within their 

It rs that Gr am's local plan would 

ress all roads within 

jurisdiction. 

e city, not only the roads under its 



The rule strengthens the r uirement that land use 

decisions must made with trans rtation effects in mi 

Proposed cha es to la use ans or regulations whi will 

generate hi er transportation ne s can be e only if the 

transportation plan meets the antici t need, or if other 

a ations are e to r uce automobile travel. 
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V. WILLAMETTE R VER BRIDGES 

tatute, Multnoma County i re ible to maintain 

a o rate five llamette ver Bri within the City of 

Portla ORS 382.305. The county may provide the services 

directly or contract wi others. e county pre ently 

ovides the services direc ly with a staff of 36 and a budge 

(lar ly for capital ne s} of over $7 million. 

As owner of the bridges, Mult County is res nsible 

for r lacement costs. The Sellwood Bridge has been identifi 

in the Willamette ver Brid Needs rt as having 

significant structural deficiencies and is consider 

nctionally solete. It is pr ict o r uire r acement 

within 15 rs. Detail r lacement costs are unknown. 



VI. DESCRIPTION OF CURRENT TRANSPORTATION SERVICE PROVIDERS 



GRESHAM TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

area served: 

lation s rved: 

road miles maintained: 

annual bud et: 

FTE: 

nctions 

trans revenues 

s tax 

pre-annexation Gresham 

a roximately 40,000 (pre-annexation) 

100.4 

$5,132,000 (1990-91?) 

19; rt-time: 4 

Administration, design, planning, capital 
contract a inistration, nei rho 
traffic control programs, public 
involvement, maintenance, Gresham 
contracts r traffic signal maintenance 

th the county a state, a street 
light maintenance with PGE. 

how distribut 

* 
* 
* 

ginning lance (carr ver) 
scellaneous (interest) 
arges for service 

$2,641,017 
2,624,630 

206,500 
500 

total: $5,132,000 

*d icat revenues 



area served: 

lation served: 

road miles maintained now: 

ions: 

annual et: 

FTE: 

functions 

TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

465 . miles: unincor rat 
Multnomah County east of the Portla 
USB and northwest of Portland, 
sauvie's Isla , post-annexation 
streets and ro s in Gresham; 
contract, services to Troutdale, 
Fairview, llage a Ma 
Park 

148,472: all unincorporat areas, 
Gresham, Troutdale, Fairview, 

llage Park 

513: all unincor rat areas, 
Gresham, Troutdale, Fairview, Wood 

lla and Maywood Park 

398 (est te) 

$16,322,521 (1990 1 ) ; includes 
road fund: $7,591,072 
brio 7,062,310 
airport (IGA): 435,623 
service reim/ d 

171; includes 
brio s: 
everybody else: 

Maintenance, r 
engineering, si 
design, anni 
installation and 

rfo throu 

fun 

36 
135 

1,233,516 

ir, traffic 
, engineering 

(street li t 
maintenance is 

service district) 

trans revenues how distribut 

* road (state & county s tax: 
restry recei s): 

* brio fund ( rtion of road 
(much is carryover): 

* bike path (1% of state s tax): 
+ land corner nd (pr rty trans. tax): 
+ general (surv rs): 

tot 

r 
y I 

* d icat revenues 

$20,765,727 

7,062,310 
443,901 
250,000 
140,000 

$28,661,938 

$12,339,417 
435,623 



lation serv now: 

lation served 
ons: 

road miles maintain now: 

ntained 
ons: 

annual t : 

FTE: 

nctions 

TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

137 sq. miles: ty of Portland. 
contract with Multnomah County, 
unincorporat areas inside the USB 
(westside ket areas including 
Dunthor - 35.5 miles) 

440,000 

480,911 

1621 (excludes 
non-maintain 

1753 (estimate) 

uni 
roa 

$60.8 million (1990-91 

587 

budget) 

e Portland fice of Trans rtation 
{PDOT) contains four reaus: 
Engineering, Traffic Mana nt, 
Maintenance and the Director's 

fice. Services provid include 
maintenance and r ir, rmit 
review, right-of acquisition and 
rna ing, construction of local 
streets throu the LID process, 
roa y and structure engineering, 
traffic ineering, planning, street 
li ting a rations management. 

ditional programs uni e to an 
urban trans rtation environment 
include: neigh rhood traffic 
management, analysis of hi accident 
locations, bikeway planning and 
engineering, transit planning and 
engineering, a rki management. 
To the extent ssible, the fice's 
sewer a water res nsibilities have 

en exclud from the budget a FTE 
fi res 
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trans 

* 

* 

* 
+ 
# 

** 
** 

* 
+ 
# 

** 

and how distribut 
ons 

state tax street revenues 
(state s tax directly to cities): 

city/county agreement 
(state & county gas tax): 

street li t levy: 
rking revenues: 

utili license fees: 
contracts/ grants: 
LIDs/HCDs: 
service fees and reim.: 
interest: 
other rei urs les: 

total: 

revenues 

$18.8 

12.9 
7.1 
5.8 
3. 5 
5.0 
1. 5 
2.5 
1.8 
1.9 

$60.8 

dedi cat 
neral 

general 
direct 

fu direct to trans 
fund 

rtation 

to rticular purpose 

ty Council 1i 



Troutdale 
Fairview 

llage 
Maywood Park 
Lake Oswe 

20.3 
5. 4 
4 

EAST COUNTY CITIES 

11.2 
6 
2.6 
1. 4 

. 6 

$18,146 
18,869 
18,506 

4,429 
0 

e cities contract with Multnomah County r all or much of their 
major maintenance services, signing and traffic control. Service 
n s vary over time jurisdiction. 



VII. REVIEW OF OPTIONS 
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coun 

OPTION A 

road 

a. move from t ree to two trans rt tion provider : 
b. county contracts with either/ both r county road 

r 

services: 
ea t county cities continue 

oose no to provide r t 
munici lity(ies) 

to contr ct for rvice 

Gre am 
Transportation 
Services 

el : contr ct with 

Portland 
Transportation 
Services 

/ 
contracts 

I 
Multnomah County 

Fairview 
Troutdale 

lla 
Park 

h y 

e Portland Ur Services Boundary would divide Gresham 
contract res nsibilities. Multnomah County a the 

cities wou contract with Gresham r road services 
: Multnomah County would contract with Portland for 

s within the USB not alr y under contract. 

ether the munici 
trans rtation res 

rat Multn 

West Hills Sauvie's Isla 88 
east county - east of Sa ver 00 
east county - west of Sandy ver 67 

(see map -

lities are the 
nsibilities 

County, whi 



Pr s to meet ion A 

1. Transfer of county 
and Portl 

rsonnel, i t, facilities to Gresham 

2. tiation of agreement r redistribution of road 

3. Increase of Gre am trans rtation service division 

to meet ne s of city of Gresham 
(assumes road transfer) 

FTE: 

functions: 

us 

entire ci 
70,000 
222.4 
$9,985,000 (increase 
of $4,853,000) 
59 (increase of 40: 
30 in maintenance; 
10 in ineering 
and su rt} 
same 

to ovide contract services 
in unincor rat county & east cities 

lation: 

road miles: 

additional 41,000 
(est) 

ditional 217 
(est te) 

itional $2,300,000 
itional 34 

mostly rural road 

nds. 
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4. Res nsibilities 
f the Willamette Ri 

r (a) mainten nee and (b) 
r Bridg s ren t 

pi tal s 

(a) Multnomah County ini i lly contracts with Portland for 
maintenance a r t on of the bridges, pending statu e 

city arter nge to effect transfer of owner hip of 
bridges. 

Multnomah county's present bridge res ns biliti 
include 21 brid s plus the five Willamette River 
Bridges. Routine maintenance includ s mechanical, 
electrical a structural re irs, as well as painting. 

Bridge Facilities Maintenance Program Budget: $1,693,208 

(b) Multn County transfers Willamette ver Brid s to 
Portland; jurisdictions initiate coll rative pr sal for 

ital fu ing r brid r lacement. 

Multnomah County's Bridge Engineering Program includes 
funds r ital improvements on five llamette River 
Bridges including roach r It nerally reflects 
the priorities identifi in the Multnomah County 20 Year 

ital rovement an. 

e 1989 am 
Services states 

y o rtl 
for financing r 

t to the IGA on Transition of 
in Section I (4): e n y 
shall work t ther to devel 

acement of the Sell Brid 

Urban 

" 

t 



OPTION B 

a. Move from three providers to one 
b. Assumes an ODOT model (McDOT) in which 

(1) a single agency provides all transportation services: 
planning, design, capital construction, maintenance, 
tr~ffic management, bikeways, response to citizen 
requests, light rail and transit planning 

( 2 ) a governing council of affect 
policy: per rmance standards, 
plan, bud t approval, rtici 

anning bodies 

McDOT 

jurisdictions sets 
capital improvement 
tion in regional 

11-service sin e provider 

statutory anges to direct state road revenues 



l. 
tr 

Probable 

A single jurisdiction is d 
s rt tion servic in th 

tion B 

ignated to provide 
county. 

1 

2. Personn 1, ui nt, facilitie of oth r tr ns t t n 
prov ers in the county tr nsfer to new agen 

3. Revenues now dedicated or designated for tran 
ervice directed to ew gency. 

rtation 

4. 

5. 

ew ge may ook li e this: 

rformed: 

$82,314,471 
777 
planning, design, 
c ital 
construction, 
maintenance, traffic 
management, 
bikeways, response 
to citizen r ests, 
li t rail and 
transit planning 

e licy-setting council may look like this: 

a. 

b. 

elected officials of each 
n e county 

set r rmance 
i rovement plan, 

te in regional 

6. llamette ver Bridge res nsibilities transferred 
to jurisdiction providing all services. Discussion at 

. 13 & 21. 



OPTION C 

a. 1 maintenance in the county would be provid by 
one juri iction. 

b. Jurisdictions would pool maintenance rsonnel, 
equi nt and stocks; 

c. Juri ictions would rticipate in joint verning 
ard for maintenance provider 

d. Local jurisdictions would retain traffic management, 
engineering, rmit review and planning 
responsibilities 

Maintenance services consolidated 
in one jurisdiction 

Gresham 
services for 
traffic mgt 
engineering 

anning 

with continu ion of 

Portland 
bureaus of 
traffic mgt 
engineering 
director 

Multnomah County 
services r 
engineering 
traffic mgt 
planning 



Pr ble Chan es to meet tion C 

l. A ingle jurisdiction is designat 
maintenance ervices for the county. 

to provide all 

2. Personnel, equipment, facilities of other maintenance 
service providers in the county transfer to new agen 

3. Revenues now dedicated or direct for maintenance services 
ol in new agency. 

4. Multi-jurisdictional erning council formed: 

a. Membership: representatives of all 
ernments in Multnomah County 

b. Res nsibilities: review and a rove 
maintenance budget; set maintenance 
standards; facilitate coordination 
between local jurisdictions and 
maintenance provider 

5. Outstanding question of res nsibilities r 
Willamette ver Bridges. Discussion at . 13 & 21. 
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OPTION D 

Consortium - eration 

a. jurisdictions retain current service delivery 
b. jurisdictions en ge in planning r roa of 

countywide significance 
c. assumes some pooling of resources, rh r 

capital i rovement projects of count ide interest 

Portland 

Multnomah County 

Troutdale 

I 
Fairview 

lla 

Maywood Park 

some ng o resources 



1. Formation of "tran rtation li committ e" 

b. 

2. Some 

tive of al governments in 

o eve a a rove capital i rovement an 
for interjurisdictional projects 

o ol resources ad uate to meet the plan 
o allocate resources, approve projects, in 

accordance with the plan 

li of resources 

3. One jurisdiction desi ted to staff the li committee, 
rovement assist devel nt a riodic review capital i 

an. 



APPENDIX 1 

MAP & INVE OF MULTNOMAH COUNTY ROADS 



Right Multnomah Inven 

ROW 513 Miles 

n in tland rvice 

A. areas 
B. uni areas 

in st n Cities: 

c. 5 
D. 119 
E. 2 
F. Troutdale 14 
G. Vill 3 

ty ROW in Rural Un1 s: 

H. st Hills and Sauvies Island 
I. st Mul Coun - east River 1 
J. East Multnomah County - west of River 67 
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I REPONSES CRITERIA 



mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
TRANSPORTATION DIVISION 
1620 S.E 190TH AVENUE 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97233 
(503) 248-5050 

GLADYS McCOY • CHAIR OF THE BOARD 
PAULINE ANDERSON • DISTRICT 1 COMMISSIONER 

GARY HANSEN • DISTRICT 2 COMMISSIONER 
RICK BAUMAN • DISTRICT 3 COMMISSIONER 

SHARRON KELLEY • DISTRICT 4 COMMISSIONER 

OPTIONS FOR CONSOLIDATION OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 

October 9, 1991 

Trans road responsibilities to two largest muni palities, Portland and 
Gresham: 

a. Move from three to two transportation providers 
b. County contracts with eitherjboth for road service in unincorporated 

areas. 
c. cities contract with either for road services 

OPTION A: 

Erroneous - There are not three transportation providers at ent. sham 
currently provi 1 s s only; This option maintains two transpo ion 
provi by transferri majority of county road responsibility to ham and 
bri s to Portland. 

Criteria 1. 

• Impacts county government; may increase duplication to replace services 
ly supported by 

Services 
. County Surveyor 

Parks 
. Di support to 

ineering rvices 

ion in: 

• Does not 
irect s paid for general county 
reduce transportation duplications; 

ham 
No s e a 

AN 

ced and/or 

1 

government 
shi s County role to 

cien 



i 

i 

ia 2. How 
service? 

$ resources} are trans 
three cities now 
siveness 

i a 3. 

su ional local 
sham concern; ignores 

ia 4. 

• sn't ress ion 
• Doesn't consolidate - but i 

How does 
i 

region) 

kanizes) 
ibutes. 

or i i of 

y a 

1 iorities or 

r three cities or 

iteria 5. How does propos a 1 governments' 

uni 

i i a 6. 

Cri ia 7. 

responsiveness to citizens? 

cities uni , es ly ru 

How proposal (re)di ibute 1 e 
resources in the most equitable manner? 

di ion 
if Gresham resources, d 

to other cities and unincorporated area. 

proposal enhance 
to work 

i y cuts Mul 
ives for coll 

2 

i 1 i of our 

r cities out 



Cri i a 8. How does the proposal enhance 
core functions? 

• Negatively impacts County support services funding 

government's 

• Positively impacts cities of Portland and Gresham's financial positions 
• Also trans County capabilities to Gresham with consequent major 

improvements for City 

OPTION B 
I 

Maintain existing three transportation providers, Gresham, Portland and Multnomah 
County; develop consortium for improved coordination. 

OPTION B: 

Not clearly enough defined for evaluation. If this is defined as an organization 
merger with an interjurisdi ional government board - could have the advantages 
of Option C. 

or 

If this is defined as organization status quo, with interjurisdictional policy 
board - it might have some increased measure of joint planning. 

OPTION C 

Consolidate transportation responsibilities into one provider for the County: 

a. Move from three providers to one 
b. Provider government not specified; non-provider governments contract 

for services 

OPTION C: 

We endorse this option as offering greatest operational and planning advantages 
and as a logical first step toward regional government where transportation 
should function. 

3 



ia L d 

ia 2. or i 
service? 

t and 
services 
Yeon 

• C n olidates pu 
t cal use o i t 

Eliminates d lie ion o services 
• Increases economy of scale 
• Improves c ibili ion st level 

Cre s uni rm s 

Criteria 3. How does propos i 
initi ives? 

Cri i a 4. How does the 

With 
enh 

t 
Increases 

aries 

i ia 5. 

s 
s 

s s i 

s can be address 
on hig t 

How 
res 

i 
on) 

1 confusion about who's responsible 
can ress in a uni ion. 

l 
s 

s 

ion save 

q i of 

r 
or ro 

local priorities or 

n 

ion 

s should 
l cities. 

s. 1 

Cri ia 6. How the propos (re)di ibute availa e 
resources in the most equitable manner? 

All transportation resources are county-wide. With responsive, 
comprehensive priority ivered throughout the tern wi 

, even-handed 

4 



Criteria 7. How does the propos 
governments to work together? 

ili of our 

lla ion is in tin this option. is option ires in rnment 
reement to be implemented. 

Criteria 8. How the proposal enhance each government's 
core functions? 

Allows rning boards ju ions s on core ions. 

5 



DRAFT 
CONSOLIDATION TRANSPORTATION 

Response Opt1ons 

r 21 , l 

s i 1 e i r main nance services. 

a. All ma1ntenance ,n the countY would be provtdcd by one jur1sdtction. 
b. Jur1sdlct1ons would main personnel, u' nt a s ks. 
c. Jur1sd1ctions would t1c1 ~n joi rn, 

ma1 ce prov1 r. 
d. 1 jur\sdi ions would retaln c mana nt. engineering, 

t review, and planni respons1b111ties. 

teria 1. Ho~ does proposal reduce dup11 1on lor save 
money? 

.. cal use of main t ilit\es .. Economies of scale for pur 
• More ava11able warehousing and supp11es 
.. Un1form standards by type 
• 1ve1y i ts eff1c1 i mmed i s 

ma ntenance problems <e.g. 1 potholes, s11 s) 

• Could reduce coord1nation between ma1n nance & cap1 projects 
<spl as e \neer~ng function> 

• Better ~ 1on for nanc.e proje n jur1 sen ctions 
• Crushed rock 1 able Mu1tnomah County reg1on ( owned) 

Cr1ter\a 2. Effective: How does proposal preserve or 1mprove qua11ty of 
servi 

" Broader base for expertise .. tter i1izat1on of specialized equi nt 
• 1 service could be neg 1vely 1mpac , if se 

1teria 3. How does the proposal 1ncorporate. local 
initiatives? 

.. tains local rol over ects .. E1~mtnates po11t~cal boundaries 1n prior,tization of ma1ntenance .. ld 1engthen res se ma1n nance p ects 1 f 
many 1 rs 

" communities could s <outsi me 1es), if 
s 

a 4. s the 1 
reg\on)? 

.. moves us re services 

or 

.. 1d is 1 t1es on ; could more ective 
po1iti 

.. uniform appl1 ion of s s/cri ria 
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Page 2 

1a 5. How does the proposal enhance 
r0spons1veness to ctt1zens? 

• Single provider eliminates confus;on .. Questionable how c , 1 projec get schedu1 ed/ 
ma1ntenance program 

.. duces f1exib111 use cap1 1 funds erne 
dHas rs (e.g., snow storms) 

. s 

wHh 

n ma1n nance 

Crlteria 6. IQultable: How does the proposal (re)d1stribute available 
resources in the most equ1tab1e manner? 

• Fair d1s ibution of ma1ntenance serv1ce sed on 

or 

Criter1a 7. CQJlabora~ How does the proposal enhance the ab11ity of our 
governments to work together? 

• Single provider improves efficiency in coordinat1on of maintenance 
services 

• Could create problems 1n coord1nating ma1ntenance and ind1v1dua1 
capi 1 projects 

• Jo1nt plann1ng efforts would 1ncrease; long term planni would 
enhanced on a regional basis 

Criterta 8. QQre FunctJon: How does the proposal enhance each government's 
core functions? 

• Minimal 1mpact; transportation resources are earmarked 

OPTIQN D 

a. Jur,sd1ctions retain current service de11very. 
b. Jur1sdict1ons engage in planning for projects of countywide 

s1gn1f1cance. 
c. sumes some pool1ng of resources projects of countyw1de st. 

Cr1teria 1. rf_fjcient; How does proposal reduce duplication and/or save 
money? 

.. Joint p1ann1ng could save money on e impacting multiple 
juti sdi dions 

.. Interjurisdictional projec wou1d handled by 1um wh1ch 
wou1d save engineering cos 

• More effective and unified approach in seeking regional/federal money 
• More leverage regional projects 



Herta 2. How s proposal quali 
service? 

• acts are as pol1t\cal ies 
.. d e11m1 plann1ng activ1t,es by t 1v, 

jur1sd,ct\ons 

i \a 3. the 1 local pr\ t1es 

• Respons1ve to local ne s Cserv,ces closer to commun1ty) 
.. 1 1 1 s that are 1ar 1n s 

local budge 1ng 
• 1 jurisdictions have a voice 1n joint plann1ng and pooling projects 

CrHeria 4. fut9.1onal Responstbj]jties;. How does the proposal incorporate 
the lnterests of the reg1on {def1ne reg1on)? 

• Broader opportunity support 1 ital 1ng projects 
• Unified approach to planning and priori ztng pooled projects 
• A11 jurisd1 ions involved 1n determination of reg1ona1 projec 
• Con 1um opportunity effective advocacy group to s 

state/federal money 
• Opportunity for more effic1ent response in emergenc1es (pooled do11ars 

and single delegated authority for decisions> 

Cr\ter\a 5. AccQuntable~ How does the proposal enhance government's 
responsiveness to cit,zens? 

• Local control over local/da1 operations is retained 
• Capi ect funds for l concerns are re 1ned 

Criter,a 6. Equ1table: How does the proposal <re)dtstr1bute available 
resources 1n the most equitable manner? 

• Maintains money locai 
priority reg1ona1 proje 

• 1mproves Hies h1 

ia 7. Collaborative: How does the proposal enhance the ability of our 
governments to work together? 

• Promotes co11aborat1ve on regional projects through joint 
planning and i funds 

Criteria 8. ~re Function: How does the proposal enhance each government's 
core functlons? 

lows jurisdi ions to on core ions 



CITY OF GRESHAM 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL 

REVIEW OF ROAD 

ON A: Trans 
~------ Portland 

i lities to two t munici 

1. Efficient: How will this 
manner? 

duplication in the following 

2. 

Development applications will be reviewed by only one agency; the 
is not sent to two places. Consistent standards within City, 

both new construction and maintenance. Coordination of capital improve­
ments for all public works projects; i.e. water, sewer, ~torm water, and 
streets. Staff time since no need for ination between two 
agencies. This will allow use of 's isticated 

t management system, nating the limited system the County 
Allows use of the City's public information system, which now 

covers l public in tructure projects. 

Accountability to the contract users will be a major concern. To 
address this concern, it is proposed that the East Multnomah County 
Transportation Committee (EMCTC) would oversee the regional trans­
portation concerns. In addition, the Cities and the County would 
retain their funds for roads outside the contract providers' 
jurisdictions. Citizens would present their concerns ing their 

to their ive legislative body; i.e. their City 
or County Commission depending on where they Since the 
for the contract ces would still reside with contractee, 

tion with would allow the contractee to obtain ces 
s services from o vendors or 

tive: How will this proposal improve quality 
----~---

A.003329 
10/10/91 

Vith the elimination of the County as a road provider, Gresham will be 
able to much better coordinate Land Use and Transportation within its 
boundaries. Currently percent of its roads are under County control 
(including most of the ar tor system). The ty has control 
over land use and development but no administrative control over the 
roadway system that must be place to accommodate new growth. This 

to redundancies delays in the and approval 
and ion on part the development community. 

Is a full service City residents th the ion 
and currently has a aggressive Capi Improvement Program 

installation of water , storm , and sanitary sewer. 
th an outside agency controlling the roads, planning r the 
tallation of those facilit within the roadway can lead to a 

duplication of staff time for coordination purposes and additional 
for permitting purposes. CIP projects undertaken by the County 
the ty on occasion led to angry tizen protests due to a 

inat and public informat 



REVIEY OF ROAD 
2 

3. 

4. 

A. 
10/10/91 

maintenance fragment 
with two ict on. now retains 
ownership of construct within our ies. This 

ts in maintenance crews being dispat to areas of the ty 
have a percentage of Coun intained roads to maintain 

ong sections of new construe is very inefficient 
manpower equipment. The Ci its computer-

Pavement t tern (PMS) maintenance strategies 
maximize road maintenance This cou 

t the entire system ting in efficiency in 
our inventory of 

this option incorporate pri ties in the 

State law not counties to of improvement 
districts (LID) to citizens 

LID's on County roads 
County 

t in 
within a ts 

improvements being 
maintenance. 

issues for Ci 

At the 
funds 

res 

which the be responsible 
ination and jurisdicti 

under iction, LID ts be 
agency cont 

tenance responsibilities 

request of local neighborhood 
a Neighborhood Traffic Management 

fie concerns. The Coun not 
ts on County 

would 
these 

tions, budgeted 
neighbor­

offer this 
sole 

program to 

City Council goals identify economic development as a high priority. 
Roads are an essent t of overall development 

How 
of 

tly 
ictions must review 

for new development. 
trying to understand 

the ion 

opt te interests 

County 
and 



REVIEY OF ROAD OPTIONS 
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very near 
transportation issues 

ture. Stra ies must be 
(VMT) 20 t per recent miles t 

portation New funding sources must be investigated to 
sure te transportation/transit service is avai to 

growth demands. Gresham has already begun to take the lead in 
a Traffic Impact Fee (TIF) or system development (SDC) 

transportation ts on the East County 
system. this option, agency responsibilities regional 

ture planning are designated. 

Ori n/Destination studies conducted by METRO indicate that East 
County traffic is tined in or about the Gresham area. Seventy 
percent of the traffic that is generated on a daily ba~is is coming to 
or going from Gresham. Only 30 percent of that traffic is a through 
movement that passes through the area. This option would assi the 
responsibility for to the j ictions citizens 

t percen of n the are best 
with new growth. 

the 
pped 

5. Accountable: How does this proposal enhance governments responsiveness to 
citizens? 

Most citizens are under the ion that the city in which 
provides r road services. Because is not the case 
citizens two di t standards of maintenance. Res ts 

in Gresham who live on County roads must compete for priorities with 
other County residents who may live on Sauvie's Island or in Vest 
Portland. Requests for participation in the City's neighborhood t fie 
control program must be refused as the County does not provide for these 
services. Under this option the City could provi consistent service 
to of its cit 

As with any or road provider are constant requests for s 
striping, pothole patching, and general complaints on a daily bas 
Typically those requests wi be directed to the ty which they 
reside. With 55 percent of the roads under County jurisdiction within 
the Gresham ci limits, this leads to significant duplication staff 
time in trying to determine if it a ty road or a county road that 
the request based. This results tration on the part of t 

tizen who made the request, who oftent walks away disgruntled 
they cannot get a resolution to their problem without getting the 
"bureaucratic runaround" and shuffling them through two 

6. Equitable: How will this proposal redistribute available resources in 
most equitable manner? 

Money wi distribu to Gresham area 
divided into two sect It must 
next to , and the unincorporated area east of Gresham 
their fair The proposal requires agencies to place their 
needs into a common pool toge with resources and then funds are 

istribu 
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7. 

Once this issue is 
Coun Consi 

tveen the Ci 
diction's 

wi 11 be 

li of our 

r disputes vith t 
over t disagreements 

each juris­
oy a 

streets, severs, vater, and storm 
vater. vo re ti ips vith our three northern 
cities in wastewater treatment, solid waste. Ve are current 
presenting a to them to provi fire service. 

8. Core Function: This vill enhance each government's core functions. 

an integral part of the core tion of Streets are 
any city. 
responsible 

Streets have a direct relation vith The Ci is 

trates 
of storm 
streets 
systems 
direct 
street 
to res 
cities' 

r land use. The nev transportation ru clearly 
t relationship. Cities are charged vith administration 

tions. Most storm water ilities are ted in 
remove stormvater 
City is ible 

street system. 
, and must use its 

motoring public. Streets 
c development strategy. 

streets. 
are 

part of 

OPTION B: transportation 
consort 

, Gresham, Port 

1. Effi ent: How vill s proposal 

a 
ate if 

to with our 
street improvements. 

A.003 
10/10/91 

improved tion. 

duplication and/or save money? 

in Gresham, 
of development issues. 
, which costs s 

the County to 
tration that a 

of 



REVIEW OF ROAD OPTIONS 
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2. Ef tive: How will is i of service? ---------
Previous attempts at i tion 
improvement, but over time, itions seem to revert 

ting in very little improvement in terms of 
consortium approach has dis extensively in 

been limited support to the reasons mentioned 

t in short-term 
back to status-quo 
ce quality. The 
the past but t 

ously. 

this option we will still an outsi agency (County) t t 
must provide duplicate services to the cities in terms of land use 
development review and coordination of CIP. This leads to increased 
staff time and unnecessary in processing CIP and t 

ts on ects within the City that happen to 1 on County 
The developer still must go through two agencies to seek approval for 
their project. Maintenance of roads will continue to be fragmented with 
two agencies oftentimes covering the same area to provide routine 

ces as street , signing, and st ping. 

3. Local Needs: How will this option incorporate local 
proposal? 

ties in the 

Gresham places a high ty on being a ce provider to ty 
residents. Problems to LID requests, neighborhood traffic 
control issues and the City's ability to closely tie economic 
development with transportation will remain unresolved this 
option. Without a significant amount of time being spent both Ci 
and County staff to coordinate in these areas, ty no 
able to fulfill its priorities pertaining to these 

4. How does this opt incorporate interests 
of the 

By not controlling its own roads within its jurisdiction, Gresham's 
ability to address regional issues that are transportation ted 

limited. Land use transportation poli are by two 
di t agencies who may not long- or short-term tions to 
address regional transportation Although a majori of the 
roadway users live and work in Gresham, their elected officials will 
have little to about oritization of County road t 

ects or o maintenance act t 

5. Accountable: How does this proposal enhance government's responsiveness to 

A.003329 
10/10/ 

cit ? 

Of all issues , accoun lity the one that most 
under this option. City staff and local fici have a very difficult 
time explaining to citizens on County roads that it is not their 
responsibility if something not get done or improvements have not 
been scheduled to accommodate r parti neighborhood. Under this 
option we are sti tuating a double standard for res ts. 
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6. 

7. 

8. Core 

A.003329 
10/10/91 

tizens will continue to get 
to a routine 
of ts must be j 
may s ficantly different 

ff from 
request 

th 

agency to t other 
services. Priorities 

communities ;.;hi 
Citizens 

requesting solutions to ne 
to avail of the 
on a County 

Ho;.; the 
the most equi 

istri te 

will not 
if t resi 

avai resources in 

This 
the County 

i to distribute resources in an equita~le manner if 
continues to maintain streets insi Gresham. Gresham has 

mi of o juri ictions. s 
continue that distri tion. 

abili of our governments 

wi 
two es. 
primary res 

t poli es by 
of governments to 

? 

diffi ties that currently st 
Yhen the Coun id a service 
ibili t creates cation, and 

different torate, which the 
work together. 

government's core 

If the County to main Gresham, then the proposal 
tracts from the City's core function. The City provides all o 

t 

public works services except roads, and has responsibility for land use 
planning wide. Public works standards are a component of 
Comprehens Land 



REVIEV 
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ROAD OPTIONS 

OPTION C: Consolidate transportation responsi lities into one provi 
coun 

1. Efficient: How duplication r save money? 

The would date transportation services within one 
agency. This eliminate three separate agencies with street 

ibilities, but by it f would not iminate equi t nor 
s f, s all agencies are utiliz staff ipment 
However, this would not eliminate the duplication o services. This 
one agency while cont ing streets, would not control land use or 
other public infrastructure. would be forced to still deal 
with the jurisdiction in which they were developipg, and then deal with 

street provider. improvements would need to be coordinat 
both internally and then externally. External coordination on street 
issues is expensive, as there is no one person who has the authority to 

issue. 

2. Ef tive: How wi 
~~~~~ 

proposal improve of 

3. 

A.003329 
10/ 1 

This option does not solve the problem how we inate land use and 
transportat • this scenario roads would be managed 

a single provider who would not necessariry-be responsible for any of 
land use decisions being made by local jurisdictions. Coord 

tion of sewer, water, and storm drain projects of local agencies would 
further complicated in having to deal with an outs organization 
t may not be aware or local ce standards. 

How does this option incorporate 
proposal? 

t in the 

to accommodate local priorit , a signi cant amount of st 
the part of local agencies and the road provider would have to 

allocated. That time would be spent incorporating into their plan, 
common maintenance standards, new programs, public information policies, 
design and construction standards, and other items that are unique to a 
given jurisdiction. This a time consuming and unnecessary 
on staff t to jurisdictions have already 
achieved. 

Economic development goals that 
get the consideration that 
regarding land use planning and 
roadway planning. 

are tied to road improvemerrts may not 
agencies require because decisions 

would be done independent 
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4. 

have to 
decisions. Hovever, 
the a 
oe the issues that the 
be decided at the local 

Hov 
of t 

regi transportation plan. 
transportation 

' it 

interests 

maintenance of t e 
ider did not 

use 
tation 1s1ons. 

ing transportation 
be into a 

provider idi 
agencies all o the 

prepare a transportation t t 

5. Accoun Hov does is 
citizens? 

government's responsiveness to 

6. 

A.003329 
10/10/91 

The fur cont responsive government 
That is in looking at structure of , State, 

icate t 
road 

County, and City government. This opt vould further 
of be responsive to citizens' 

When City residents City 
vant an ansver. 

vi thin our j 
request per 

problem, be it 
an outsi 

iction, ve vould 
to we an ansver 

them to ano 
responsive to their request. 

agency vtho may or may not 

the gas 
Portland may 
can satis 

stribute avai resources in 

one 

are more 
iction would be 
Metro JPAC 

can be to 
maintenance 

a ire to 
tizens 

No one agency 



REVIEV 
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7. 

ROAD OPTIONS 

li of our governments 

The the ision to 
issues. However, this large street agency 

l, and individual cities would have limited effect on the 
ili to the direction of The would set 

street priorities t t most li conflict with priorities 
the other agencies would be setting for the remaining public infra­
structure. This proposal have no ef t on governments' abili 
to wo toge on other public issues or land use issues that 

t roads. 

8. Core Function: How does the proposal enhance each iovernment's core 
functions. 

A.003329 
10/10/91 

The proposal destroys cities' abilit to provide a service that 
touches on every other ce provide. Police, fire, water, 
sewer, stormwater, and land use, are in to streets, and vise 
versa. This proposal removes the tie that binds all the other city 

ces together. It allows a powerful agency to set direction 
streets that will influence of the other ty services. 



CITY PORTLAND 1 1991 

OPTION A 

a. 

c. 

to two 

to two 
with 

to 
would contract with municipalities. 

B would divide Gresham and Portland contract responsibilities: Multnomah 
County would with for within 
Island. 

EVALUATION 

a. duplication save 

in two sign one 

• Reduction of planned equipment replacements by the City resulting 
from equipment 

• Reduction of street light administration 
to two street lighting authorities. 

• 

Reduction of overall administrative costs - three providers to two providers. 

Reduction of transportation modeling in areas -
jurisdictions now participate in modeling efforts, would reduce to two 
jurisdictions. 

Within 
control 

Within urbanized areas, 

1 

for maintenance and traffic 
In the long term, however, 

associated with maintaining 
to two 

road related services such as use 
will 

potential for •n"'rr''"'' 



CITY PORTLAND October 16, 1991 

b. Effective ~ How does proposal preserve or improve the quality of service? 

c. 

d. 

limits 
in 

• Improved level of service on the Wilfamette River Bridges by consolidating 
operation, maintenance, and ownership of the bridges with one jurisdiction. 

• Improved level of on in unincorporated 
areas because of City expertise. 

Improved level of service as urbanized areas are brought to urban 
transportation 

Consistent standards within the 
I 

traffic control, maintenance, planning. 

Service levels could deteriorate if road related services are not packaged 
together, i.e., land use planning, building permits, sewers. 

==...:..:.;== - How docs the proposal incorporate local priorities or initiatives? 

• 

• 

Local needs are better met by moving services to municipalities. When the 
County is the transportation provider the of the entire county swamp 
the needs of local communities. 

By using the City of Portland's Local Needs Survey residents will be able to 
voice their local priorities and are more likely to have those needs responded 
to. 

Regional Responsibilities - How does the proposal incorporate 
region (region means either county-wide or Metro area)? 

interests of 

• Multnomah County would retain involvement with JPACT; ensures voice tor 
countywide interests. 

e. Accountable - How does the proposal enhance governments' responsiveness to 
citizens? 

• Maintains government responsiveness. County maintains road jurisdiction in 
urbanizable areas until annexation; will maintain jurisdiction for all roads 
outside of urban areas. The County will be responsible for contract 
monitoring and will ensure that its contractors, the municipalities, live up to 
their agreements. 

• Residents in contract areas will have County staff and elected representatives 
to that can address unresolved disputes and service problems. 

f. Eguitable - How does the proposal (re)distribute available resources in the most 
equitable manner? 

Unclear - more information needed. 

2 
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the ability of our governments to 

use 

3 



CITY OF PORTLAND 

OPTION 81 

October 16, 1991 

Single provider 

a. 
b. 
c. 

All maintenance in the county would be provided by one jurisdiction; 
Jurisdictions would pool personnel, equipment, 
Local jurisdictions would retain traffic 
responsibilities. 

planning 

EVALUATION 

a. 

b. 

=== - How does proposal reduce duplication and/or save money? 

areas for reductions and 

Reduction in the number of sign shops - two sign to one shop. 

• Reduction of planned capital equipment replacements by the City resulting 
from sharing equipment. 

• Economies of scale may result in lower materials 

• Reduction of administrative costs for maintenance function Le., payroll costs, 
personnel recruitment costs. 

Reduction of pavement management system costs - three systems to one 
system. 

Other efficiency considerations: 

• Within urbanized areas, consistent standards for maintenance and traffic 
control may result in initial cost increases. In the long term, however, 
consistency will improve service and reduce costs associated with maintaining 
two standards of traffic control equipment and carrying inventory to meet two 
standards of traffic control devices. 

.=.;..;..~.;..,;..;;;;. - How does proposal preserve or improve the quality of service? 

• 

• 

• 

Improved maintenance of oil gravel streets within the current city limits 
because of the increase in expertise and equipment to maintain these 
streets. 

Improved level of service on smaller bridges and structures in unincorporated 
areas because of City 

Improved level of if jurisdictions agree to consistent standards within 
urbanizable areas i.e, traffic control and maintenance. 

1 



1 1 1 

c. the local priorities or 

• by 
individual jurisdictions. 

Would not or costs of 
for 

e. How to 

by control 

within Gresham should 
to from a 

f. resources in the 

- more information 

g. 

• Allows jurisdictions to combine resources where jurisdictions have a common 
maintaining capital 
is easily reached (system operation, 

engineering) of competing local interests and needs. 

Builds a platform for other functions over time as 
change and where jurisdictions hold common 

h. the proposal core functions? 

with core of use 
transportation 

2 



CITY OF PORTLAND 

OPTION 82 

October 16, 1991 

Federation of jurisdictions. 

a. Jurisdictions retain current service delivery and road ownership. 
b. Jurisdictions engage in planning for roadways of countywide significance. 

EVALUATION 

a. 

b. 

c. 

.;;;;;;.;.;,.;.;;;..;..;;........;. 
~ How does proposal reduce duplication and/or save money? 

• No reduction of duplication or savings identified . 

;;::;.;.:.,.::;.;;;;..;;"-'-"- ~ How does proposal preserve or improve the quality of service? 

• 
I 

Increased coordination on roadways and projects of countywide significance 
may improve the countywide transportation system ~ provides a higher level 
of joint planning than occurs between jurisdictions now. 

=.;:;,.=.....;..,:.;::::.;::;..:= ~ How does the proposal incorporate local priorities or initiatives? 

• Retains local control. 

• Balances countywide planning interests with local 

d. Regional Responsibilities - How does the proposal incorporate the interests of the 
region (region means either county-wide or Metro area)? 

• Increases responsiveness of jurisdictions to countywide needs. 
• Potential to increase consistancy of voice within the Metro area. 

e. Accountable - How do,es the proposal enhance governments' responsiveness to 
citizens? 

Increases responsiveness to countywide needs, but does not erode 
responsiveness to local needs. 

f. Equitable - How does the proposal (re)distribute available resources in the most 
equitable manner? 

Unclear - more information needed. 

g. Collaborative - How does the proposal enhance the ability of our governments to 
work together? 

Forces jurisdictions to engage in collaborative planning on roadways of 
countywide significance. 

h. Core Function - How does the proposal enhance each government's core functions? 

• Does not enhance Gresham's provision of road services to it's citizens. 
Keeps the County in the road business which distracts from the County's 
identified core functions. 



CITY PORTLAND 16, 1 

OPTION C 

one 

a. 

agency provides all 
construction, maintenance, traffic management, 

to and 

EVALUATION 

a. =="'-" - How does proposal reduce duplication and/or save 

• 

• 

• 

areas for reductions and 

due to 

of scale may in lower 

Reduction of overall administrative costs of all jurisdictions involved: 6 
and one county. 

Reduction of transportation areas -
jurisdictions now to one 

Other efficiency considerations: 

• 

• 

urbanized areas, consistent standards for maintenance traffic 
initial In the however, 

or quality of ? 

Improved maintenance of oil gravel streets within the current city limits 
of the in expertise and equipment to 

Improved 
operation, 

on Willamette 
and ownership the 

Improved level of on smaller 
areas of City expertise. 

1 

by 
one jurisdiction. 

in 



CITY PORTLAND October 16, 1991 

c. 

e. 

within 

Significant jurisdictional barriers to other 
coordinate with transportation or who 
transportation provider. 

areas are brought to urban 

that need to 
from the 

Requires a major change in statue to implement. 

proposal or ? 

Eliminates 

' • Local needs are likely to get swamped by countywide such 
as the Neighborhood Traffic Management program are likely to dissolve to 
address countywide interests. 

Regional Responsibilities - How does the proposal incorporate the of the 
region (region means either county-wide or Metro 

• 

• 

• 

• 

Would be very to countywide 

of the Authority would change the 
Voice would be united and strong. 

of power in the Metro region. 

Brings the Metro area one step closer to a regional transportation authority . 

- How does the proposal enhance governments' responsiveness to 

not enhance responsiveness; may maintain responsiveness . 

Directly elected board would strengthen accountability 
of a special district, but this would 
contradicts Boundary Commission policy opposing 
districts. 

- implies the creation 
local control and 
creation of new 

f. Equitable - How does the proposal (re)distribute .available resources in the most 
equitable manner? 

• - more information 

g. proposal enhance the ability of our governments to 

jurisdictions to work through together. 

h. Core Function - How does tfle proposal enhance each government's core functions? 

land use/transportation coordination 
by removing from 

2 



APPENDIX 3 

CITI S OF WOOD VILLAGE, , FAIRVIEW 

RE SE TO OPTION A 

ANALYSIS OF FIFTH OPTION - MEMO OF UNDERSTANDING 



Trans r: 

10/21/91 

OPTIONS FOR CONSOLIDATION OF TRANSPORTATION SERVICES 
PERSPECTIVE OF FAIRVIEW, TROUTDALE AND WOOD VILLAGE 

responsibilities to two largest municipalities, Portl 
Gresham: 

a. Move from three to two transportation providers 
b. County contracts with eilther:/both r r·ot:u3 ::;ervice in 

unincorporated areas. 
c. East cities r;ontract with either for road services. 

save money? 
How does proposal reduce d ication and/or 

ree with County's response. 
!n addition, note that our Cities ici e in e CDBG 
Urban Coun Consortium and benefit from the reasonable 
costs for engineering services. 

How does prop<_1 preserVl'l! or ove the 

Do not expect improvement in quality of service. 
County is account e to overall region interests 
for a functional transportation system; individual Cities 
are not. Priority setting by Gre and rtl would 
most likely ne tively affect our Cities and the 
unincorporal area. Not cf tive from a region 
perspective. 

How docs proposal incorporate local 

Emphatically agree with County's response! Gresham 
efits al the expense of the s ler Cities and 

unincorporat area. In our situation of an urbaniz 
area re all our Cities rder a or freeway (I-84), 
the regional interest of a functional transportation 
system should priority over local ne 

How does the propos 
f ' . ) '> .lne reg~on , 

This ion totally ignores the interests of the region. 
Factj izes; aces Portl Gres priorities as 
s reme over regi interests to function effect ely. 



ions for Consolidation of Transportation Services (cont.) 
e 2 

How does the proposal e governments' 
responsiveness to citizens? 

resources 

Substantially 
Sm1:1ller citie!-> 

ty. 

J't:=:ducc s 

and t.he 
accountnb:ility to citizens 

un in corpora ted r:lrea:;; j n Mu l tn 
of 

How does the proposal (re)distribute available 
the most equitable manner? 

Agree with County r.e!Sponse. 

How does the proposal enhance the ability 
together? 

atically agree with County response. 

How does the proposal enhance 

Cities should own and be responsible for local streets. 
ver in our u nized area, the interests of region 

functi ism mu::>t t:.:,.ke priority over local interests. 

lement concept of the Memorandum of Understanding {ad l/30/90) 
for sharing r capital and maintenance functions. Memor of 
Understanding could be expanded to include tland and od 

a. 
b. 

c I 

d. 

save money? 

Local s tr·eets Cities. 
Jurisdictions contract with a maintenance pr 

ir chosen level of service for local streets. 
der r 

d role of East Multnomah County Transportation 
Committee to coordinate ital ent ram 
project scheduling. 
Cities responsible for 
negotiations establish 

spcdfjcations. 
uni 

review following 
development s s 

How does proposal reduce duplication or 

This prcpo!':n.J 
Involving 
development 
(ClP), 

ces duplication 
1 Cities, on a continuing 

of Mul County's ital 
basis 1 in 

ovement Plan 



Options for Consoli tion of Transportation Services (cont.) 
e 3 

Utilizing East Hultnomah Co11nty Transportation 
Coordinating Committee as a forum for achieving an 
enhanced intergovernmental review bo 
Providing a mechanism r the coordjnation of sch ules 
and other anges ich affect construction, 
reconstruction or major maintenance activities. 
Permitting cities to coordinate development activities 
within tl1eir boundaries which affect roads which are e 
responsi.bility of other jurisdictions. 
Transferring mair1tenance responsibilities a resources 
for local roads to the Cities. 

How does proposal preserve or improve the 

This proposal preserves and improves the quali 
because it reduces dupli~ation of efforts and 
mcchanjsm and forum for the devel of 
sol.utions. 

of service 
provides a 

cooperative 

The Memorandum of Understanding was ado d but has not been 
enacted. In order for the area to reap the fits of this 
agreement, signatories must begin the process of implementing 

is document. 

How docs the proposal incorporate local 
priorities or injtiatives? 

Gives local jurisdictions a voice in the development of 
County's CIP. 

Legitimizes the role of East Multn County 
Transportation Coordination Committee. 
Provides ability local Jurisdictions to determine 

el standards on all 
Allows Cities to determine contract for maintenance 
nee 

How does the proposal 
incorporate the interests of the region? 

Allows development 
lo be operated on 
Portland) OR regi 
Maywood Pa 

of a region 
a county-wide 

nctwo incl 

network of roads 
basis (outside of 

ins Portland ~nd 

Provides a well-defined set of responsibilities en 
carried out, can lly rs ble 1 
jurisdictions and citizens. 



tions for 
e 4 

lidation of Transportation Services (cont.) 

does the proposal enhance 
governments responsiveness 

He\\' 
c)tizens? 

Uniform standards allow government to be directly 
responsible to eir customers. 
Local jurisdictions accountable for their service level 
chojces. 

How does the proposal (J::e)distribute available 
resources in the most equitable manner? 

County wide resources assigned bused on County wide 
decision making process that rcsses entire 
tr::tnsportsti.on system. 
Local jurisdictions do not have to duplicate resources 
unless they opt r no contracting. 

How does the propos 
of our governments to work together? 

enhance the abjJity 

Collaboration is required to assure equitable assignment 
of resources. 

uires a consensus of opinion at pol.icy level 
overall effecLiveness and servi ility of 
wide transportation system. 
Requires all jurisdictions to evaluate their s 
they relate to land use and development. 
Requires negotiation to reach standardized 
standa s in re s to transpor ion. 

as to t.he 
the County 

s as 

lopment 

proposal enhance each 

Cities would be responsible for lo roads in their 
~iurisdictions, accountable to citizens for· Lhe level of service 
provided. 

Bo cities and counties have transportation 
in Oregon Statute. 

notions assigned 

Consortium under Memoran of Understanding guidelines would 
facilitate meeling the Transportation Planning Rule of 

No more time was 
service. 

on arguing. can get to providing 



EFFICIENT 

EFFECTIVE 

LOCAL NEEDS 

REGIONAL 
RESPONSIBILITIES 

ACCOONTABLE 

EQUITABLE 

COLLABORATIVE 

CORE FUNCTION 

OPTION A 
Portland & Gresham provide 

all transportation services 

cities do 
priori ties 
neecs will 

unincorporated 

Gresham direct 
to Gresham citizens 

, city priorities; 
gent contrac~ 

can 
services for 

ted rural 
enter into 

contract relationshiP with 
separate, not · 
representative 

generally unknown, to be negotiated 

reduces Gresham/ 
County dispute contract 

relationsh forces ion 
seen as decreasing 

collaboration, 
and east cities out 
ing role 

ion, sewer, water, 
combined in 

, for Gresham gains 
, road revenues 
negative effect on other 

, fleet, parks, etc. 
as described above. 

OPTION B 
Consolidate all services 

into one provider 

sewer, water, 

increased efficiencies 
to improved local 

interests 

addresses overall county 
prioritizes countywide; 

unified, strong voice in Metro 
one step closer to a 

transportation authority 
if reduces coordination 

on land use 

for 

!GA forces collaboration 
question of 

ities' clout to direct/ 
influence large powerful agency 

allows all 
core funct 

jeopardizes municipal 
for land use, 

transportation & community 
: reduces ability to 

coordinated water, sewer, 
water services 

OPTION C 
Consortium with 

consolidated maintenance 

capital 
for 

(slides, 

if 

jurisdictions 
operations and 
control over 

ensures uniform 
standards 

but not seen as changing 
regional balance of 
move toward se 
reduced: not apparently 

revenues. 

local 
needs 

operation, 
nt 

provide land use 
tat ion 

(other maintenance) 
for Gresham transfer of 

red to consolidate its 
functions; also seen as 

impact - tation 

OPTION D 
Consortium - Federation of 

existing providers 

savings on engineer1 
ty in seeking regional 

; leverage for 
pro 
jurisdictions would st 
11 range of 

transportation services 

enha need: improves 
system; 1ncreases joint 
pooled resources would 
worthy but under funded 
improvements; eliminate long-range 
pla each jurisdiction 

tional of 
for rna projects 

retains local control; 
of countvwide 

and local needs; · 
local too laroe in 

local budget · 
if locally desired 
not of countvwide 

ficance ~ 

retained 

increases 
needs wi no 

erosion of responsiveness 
needs; local control over 

retained; caoital 
for local concerns 

reduced: not apparently 

enhanced: pooli 
egu1table distr o: for 
high priori of 
countywide gnif 

not apparently, although 

collectively 

responsibility 

on amounts 
ctions to pool 

question 

isputes 

allo~s jurisdictions to 
core functions 

county in the road 
distracts from 

county's identified core functions 
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Evaluation by Multnomab County 

Ptl/Gresh Ptl 

1 2 

Effective 3 

2 2 

Regional 1 3 
Responsibilities 

Acc.ountable 
(mral 

Equitable 

Collaborative 

Function 

Totals 

2 2 

3 3 

2 2 

12 17 

5 = Best Possible 
4 = High degree acceptability 
3 = Acceptable 
2 ;.;;;; questionable 
1 Unacceptable 

AJternatjyes 

Gresh Urban/Rural 

2 5 

2 3 

2 5 

1 3 

2 4 

3 3 

2 5 

14 

Model Alternative: (Refer to "Planning Service Organizational Models'' memo) 

1. Portland/Gresham (PtVGresh) - All of Multnomah County served by two 
Portland west and Gresham east 

Portland (Ptl) All of Multnomall County served by the City of PortJand. 

~All Multnotnall County served by the City of Gresham. 

Metro 

2 

3 

2 

5 

3 

3 

2 

20 

Urban/Rural serve the urban area, Mulmornah Coumy serves the nu·al area. 

5. Metro- serve urban area, Metro serves the mral area. 
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PROPOSED AGENDA 
JOINT GOVERNMENT COLLABORATION 

October 24, 1991 
Standard Plaza Building, 3rd floor 

Getting started 

Presentation by Road Group 
Questions answers 

Discussion of options 
Defining unresolved issues 

Discussion of next meeting's agenda 
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OCtober 24, 1991 

Guss McRobert 
Mayor, City of Gresham 

Bob Cortright ~./""" · 
Senior Policy S:p(~list 

DLCD SALEM 

~RANSPORTATION PLANNING RESPONSIBILITIES IN MPO AREAS 

~esponsibility preparation of regional and local 
transportation system plans is discussed in 660-12-015(2) and 
(3). 

Regional TSPs 

ResponsLbility of preparation of the regional plan is with the 
MPO. In the Portland area this is Metro. The·regional TSP is 
for transportation facilities of "regional significance" -- a 
term t·:> be defined by Metro as it prepares the plan. The 
region.a.l plan must be coordinated with ODOT and consistent 
adopte·i state transportation system plans. 

Counti·~s have responsibility for preparing a regional· TSP outside 
of MPO areas. For example, Multnomah County's regional TSP would 
addres;s portions of Multnom.ah County outside the Metro 'l'SP 
plan.ni:a.g area. 

Local 'l'SPs 

Both c.lties and counties have responsibility for preparing and 
adopti1a.g local TSPs "within their planning jurisdiction". For 
cities this would mean the area covered by their comprehensive 
plan. For the incorporated area the city would have ex~lusive 
plannilJ.g jurisdiction. For the unincorportated are~ the city• s 
plann~J.g decisions would be governed by the urban growth 
manag~nent agreement between the city and county. In effect, 
there ,~ould be joint decision-making responsibility for the 
uninco:e:porated urban area. 

The county has responsibility for preparing a local TSP for 
uninco:cporated areas outside of urban growth boundaries. 

Coordination 

Preparttrs of TSPs are obligated to coordinate their planning 
effort:s with affected units of governments and 
servict!l providers. (660-12-015(5)). 

~002 



DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

CITY OF PORTLAND 
COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC UTILITIES 

M E M 0 R A N D U M 

October 23, 1991 

Members of Cities/County Steering Committee 
I 

Land Use Planning Work Group 

Options/Recommendations for Action 

Representatives of Multnomah County, the City of 
Portland, and the City of Gresham Planning Bureaus met to 
review proposed options for consolidation of operations.We assumed 
that some change had been agreed to, and our approach was to pursue 

"how" more than the "if." 
We have included (per your prescribed format): 

l.A definition of the functions 
2.The options identified 
3.The preferences of the parties 
4.Background documents prepared by staff from the 

cities and County which provide detail on 
staffing as well as legaljadmin issues 

To summarize, the group reached consensus that: 
!.Portland and Gresham should be responsible for 

urban unincorporated areas within their respective urban service 
boundaries (moving to urban reserves when ultimately identified). 

2.All jurisdictions should be urging the eventual 
creation of a regional land use planning entity ( perhaps METRO, 
perhaps some other body) but the near- to medium- term future does 
not suggest that METRO or any other entity will be prepared to 
assume this responsibility. 

3.Absent a regional haven for the foreseeable 
future, the elected officials must consider options provide 
planning for the eastern and western rural areas of the county.Put 
simply, the choice is either to leave the status quo or 
these responsibilities to one or both 



Land use planning includes maintaining and updating the 
and subordinate area or neighborhood plans, and 

developing and updating implementing land use regulations, 
including zoning and land division codes and ordinances. Land use 

administration of adopted and 
through the review of speci proposals to or 

use land, including reviews that require a public hearing. Land use 
regulation also includes the enforcement of zoning requirements 
when unlawful or unpermitted uses occur. 

Each city or county required to adopt and ma in 
a plan and implementing zoning land division . There 
are three areas of interest for this subject in Multnomah County: 
land within incorporated cities, unincorporated land within the 
regional urban growth boundary (all of which is also within the 
urban boundary of a city within the county), and 

"rural" land (land outside the urban growth 
boundary). 



OPTIONS 
Assume (based on consensus): 

l.Gresham and Portland would each be responsible for urban 
unincorporated areas within its urban service boundary (162d?). 

2.No regional entity (including METRO) is currently 
to take on rural planning. All participating governments should 
begin sending clear messages that local government wants to move 

a regional, multi-county(?) planning . Need to de 
the region and the role of the new entity. 

!.Portland West-Gresham East 
Transfer county land use sta responsibili t to 

Portland and Gresham. Gresham would be responsible for rural lands 
in east County, including the Gorge; and Portland would be 
responsible for West County rural , including 

II.County 
Multnomah County continues to serve the rural areas. 

III.Portland 
Portland assumes all rural planning activities. 

IV. Gresham 
Gresham assumes all rural planning activities. 



WORK GROUP PREFERENCES 

Assume (consensus): cities serve unincorporated areas within UGB 
regional planning entity the long-term goal 

PORTLAND: 

GRESHAM: 

COUNTY: 

Option I, i.e. Portland responsible for West County 
rural lands, including Sauvie Island:Gresham 
responsible for rural East County and Gorge 

Option III, i.e. Portland asssumes all rural planning 
activities OR 

Option IV, i.e. Gresham assumes all. 

Option I 

Option III, i.e. Portland assumes all rural planning 
activities 

Option II, i.e. pending regional entity, County retains 
rural planning activity. 

Option III.i.e. Portland assumes rural planning 
activities 



Alternatives2 

, 
1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 

Evaluation 1 Interim Interim Interim Interim Interim 
Criteria POX/Gresham Portland County Metro 

1. Efficient 0 0 0 0 0 

+ + + 

3. Local Needs 0 
(from the n.o•·cn.Pt"H of rural communities) 

4. Regional + 0 + 
Responsibilities 

5. Accountable 0 0 
(from the perspective or rural citizens) 

6. Equitable 0 0 0 0 0 
(assuming maintenance of effort by Multnomah County) 

7. Collaborative + + + + 

8. Core Function + + + 0 + 

+-z 0 o ... a i-l 
1Compared with status quo, alternatives are (+),worse(-} or about the same (0). 

2All alternatives assume Multnomah County contracts with Portland and Gresham 
planning services on unincorporated land inside the UGB, and that the indicated 
government delivers rural planning services only until a regional government 
that (except alternative 5). 



LAND USE PLANNING OPTIONS 
EVALUATION 

10/21/91 

The following are the eight options which I have heard 
articulated during our discussions to this point: 

A/5- Portland accepts planning service responsibilities for 
the UGB and rural area west of 162nd Ave. ( I know that line was 
not decided but it seems a reasonable place to start) and Gresham 
accepts planning duties for the UGB and rural areas east of 
162nd 'Ave. The assumption is that ultimately the service will 
be transfered to Metro. 

8/1- UGB planning is split between Portland and Gresham, 
based on their USB's, and Multnomah County continues to serve the 
rural areas. The ultimate transfer remains the same. 

C - Same as 8/1 except that Metro takes over the planning 
work immediately for the rural areas. 

Dp/3- The UGB is split between Portland and Gresham and 
Portland assumes all rural planning services. 

Dg/4- Same as above, except that Gresham assumes all rural 
planning services. 

2 - Metro provides all unincorporated UGB and rural 
planning services. 

E - Status quo 

F - A/5 service assignment is permanent rather than 
ultimately transferred to Metro. 

The following matrix is an attempt to quantify the 
unquantifiable for the sake of discussion and evaluation . I have not 
evaluated options E and F, since there seems little practical 
benefit to either maintaining the current situation or the cities 
assuming permanent rural planning responsibilities, but I think the 
group needs to say that clearly to those to whom we report. 



OPTIONS MATRIX 

A/5 B/1 c D/3 D/4 2 E F 

efficient 4 3 5 3 1 2 X X 

effective 5 3 5 4 2 2 X X 

local need 5 4 4 2 3 2 X X 

reg. need 4 3 5 4 3 4 X X 

account. 5 3 4 3 2 3 X X 

equitable 3 3 4 2 3 3 X X 

col lab. 4 2 4 3 2 4 X X 

core enhan 4 2 5 4 2 2 X X 

TOTAL 34 23 @ 25 18 22 X X 

Ratings: 

5 = desirable 
4 = acceptable 
3 = neutral 
2 = concerned 
1 = unacceptable 

To better explain my rationale for the preceding ratings I 
would like to offer the following comments: 

OPTIONC 
In reviewing the conditions and after considering the 

comments made at the previous meeting, it seems the best option 
for the region's long-term planning services is to have Metro 
accept the responsibility for planning the rural portions of the 
region. While logical I doubt political o.r staffing capabilities exist 
(at Metro} to make this possible in the short-term. Even the 
recommendation by this group might have unpredictable political 
repercussions, without the proper groundwork being prepared. 

OPTION A/ft!) 
Option .Bt'T"~eems the next most reasonable, since it utilizes 

existing cities to serve areas in which they are experienced. 
Gresham already has a planning services contract to administer the 
unincorporated area of its USB (urban service boundary), which we 
have done successfully for some time. Only a small portion remains 
unincorporated now that the annexation program has stopped. We 



also have a contract to administer the building inspection services, 
and until recently the zoning/code investigation duties, of 
Multnomah County for that area from 162nd Ave. east to the Hood 
River County line. We have purchased equipment, trained staff and 
established relationships in that area. Further, we have staff 
experienced in County planning that have maintained an interest in 
and involvement with resource planning issues 

OPTION D/3 
The third most desirable option would be for Portland to 

assume the rural planning duties on an interim basis. While this is 
probably acceptable to Gresham, I doubt the rural areas of 
Multnomah County would agree. 

OPTION 8/1 
Fourth is the Multnomah County transferring service 

responsibilities to Portland inside the UGB area and retaining the 
rural areas. For Gresham this is the same as the status quo. Again, 
while probably acceptable to Gresham, I doubt the public would see 
this as cost-saving or improved service. 

OPTION2 
Fifth, Metro assuming all planning duties is not efficient or 

desirable from Gresham's viewpoint. Cities are the logical service 
providers inside the UGB, because they have the resources and 
commitment necessary to carry-out those functions. Coordination 
with Metro is absolutely needed, but the service should be provided 
by the cities. 

OPTION D/4 
Sixth, Gresham is not prepared , nor do we think it desirable 

for one city, to assume the planning du.ties for the the entire 
unincorporated area. 

Respectfully submitted, 

JOHN ANDERSEN, 
Office of Strategic Planning 
City of Gresham 



mULTnOmRH C:OUnTY OREGOn 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
DIVISION OF PLANNING 
AND DEVELOPMENT 
2115 S.E. MORRISON STREET 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 
(503) 248-3043 

To: Gladys McCoy, Chair 
Commissioner Anderson 
Commissioner Bauman 
Commissioner Hansen 
Commissioner Kelley 

0 

Fro R. Scott Pemble, Ac~ Planning Director 

GLADYS McCOY • CHAIR OF THE BOARD 
PAULINE ANDERSON • DISTRICT 1 COMMISSIONER 

GARY HANSEN • DISTRICT 2 COMMISSIONER 
RICK BAUMAN • DISTRICT 3 COMMISSIONER 

SHARRON KELLEY • DISTRICT 4 COMMISSIONER 

21 1991 Date: October 16, 1991 

Subject: PLANNING SERVICE ORGANIZATIONAL MoDELS 

Since the dawn of Resolution "A" debate has continued concerning potential cost-savings and/or 
improved service delivery resulting from further consolidation of city and county governments. The 
following is my attempt to provide an objective assessment of the ability of several emerging planning 
service models to realize either the "cost-saving" or "improved service delivery" goal. 

First, I will describe the Multnomah County Planning program which will provide the basis for the 
subsequent discussion. In part two, the statutory requirements for both county and city planning 
programs will be identified. In the third section, in conceptual terms, five planning service models will 
be explained that depict the possible generic organizational models involving all governments party to 
the current consolidation discussion. In the last section, the Evaluation and Recommendation section, 
the Department of Environmental Services recommendations will be detailed. 

0 Multnomah County Planning Program Description: 

1. The Multnomah County Planning program has three primary missions: 

a) To provide land use planning service for the purposes of preserving and protecting the 
environmental, resource, habitat, cultural, aesthetic and recreational values of rural lands 
for residents of Multnomah County and the state; 



b) To assist the Portland Metropolitan region in the development and implementation of growth 
management policy; and, 

c) To provide land use planning service to urban unincorporated areas until 
responsibilities are transferred to urban land use planning service providers. 

The MuUnornah County Land Use Planning Program provides four basic planning 
services to accomplish its missions: Long Range Planning, Current Planning, Zoning Code 
Enforcement, and Special Studies. 

LoNG RANGE PLANNING is the development of plans that establish land use policy for the long 
term, usually 20 years. In Oregon, these plans are mandated by the state (ORS. 197) and federal 
government in accordance with planning and environmental laws. Examples of Long Range 
plans include Comprehensive Plans, Periodic Review, and Columbia River Gorge National 
Scenic Area Plan. This service is typically identified in an annual work program and is 
supported by planners, support staff, neighborhood/community groups, planning 
commission/board. 

CURRENT PLANNING is defined as service(s) required to implement adopted land use policy, 
typically established within long range plans. Examples of current planning work are zoning, 
subdivision, and design review services. This service is provided on a demand/response basis 
and is supported by planners, support staff, county council, and planning commission/board 
and/or hearings officer. 

CODE ENFORCEMENT is the investigative and corrective action needed to insure that land use 
policy and code requirements are met. Code enforcement work requires the provision of 
investigative, legal, and judicial services. This service is provided on a complaint/response basis 
and is supported by a code enforcement planner, county council, and a hearings officer. 

SPECIAL STUDIES are background reports requested by policy makers and public which provide 
the basis for the consideration of new or revised land use policy. Examples of Special studies 
are the Multnomah Channel Study, Bridal Veil Historic Plan, Sandy River SEC, and Golf Course 
Needs Assessment. This service is generally identified in an annual work program and is 
supported by planners, support staff, neighborhood/community groups, planning 
commission/board. 

3. The Multnomah County planning service area is uniquely different from areas served by 
other local planning service providers. There is no duplication of service area. Multnomah 
County serves all the unincorporated area within Multnomah County, both rural and urban areas, 
and city governments serve all incorporated urban area. The majority of the county's planning 
area, however, is rural, representing approximately 58 percent of the total county area. (See 
Exhibit 1 for the delineation of rural planning areas within Multnomah County.) 

In accordance with intergovernmental agreements with the City of Portland and east county 
cities, planning responsibilities will be transferred to cities as urban areas are annexed. The 
entire urban service area for the City of Gresham has been annexed. Parts of the City of 
Portland urban service area (mid-county, west slope, and northwest hills) and a small part of the 
Troutdale/Wood Village urban service area remain in urban unincorporated Multnomah 

2 
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Rural Planning Areas in Multnomah County 
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Urban Unincorporated Planning Areas in Multnomah County 
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County.(See Exhibit 2). The mid-county area, Portland's largest unincorporated urban area, is 
expected to be annexed by 1993. The remaining two smaller unincorporated areas within 
Portland's urban boundary and the Troutdale/Wood village urban service area have no 
schedule for annexation. 

Ultimately, the Multnomah County Planning Service Area will consist of only the rural 
unincorporated area. will include the urban fringe area (e.g., urban reserve, 
lands) and rural area (resource and exception lands). 

4. Multnomah County provides limited planning services to residents of urban 
unincorporated areas. Current planning and special planning studies constitute the majority 
of the planning service provided urban unincorporated residents. Since Resolution A, 
approximately 40 percent of the Multnomah County current planning program is consumed by 
urban unincorporated residents (See Exhibit 3). Recent adjustments to the Multnomah county 
planning fee schedule are intended to recoup 75 percent of the cost of service delivery for all 
administrative and Planning Commission/Board actions. 

The few special planning studies done in the urban unincorporated areas have been initiated by 
the city(s) designated as the ultimate planning service provider. Typically, the county planning 
staff supports the planning study but does not direct the study. Fano and Johnson Creeks are 
examples of two current special planning studies where county staff provides some support. 

5. Multnomah County provides both current and long range planning services to rural 
county residents. Multnomah County is required to adopt a Comprehensive Plan and land use 
regulations for all areas within its jurisdiction. Through planning area agreements, the county 
provides planning service for only the unincorporated areas within the county. The County has 
an adopted comprehensive plan, zoning code, subdivision code, and design review ordinance 
which apply to all unincorporated lands within the county. In accordance with planning area 
agreements, when areas are annexed, the annexing city is responsible for planning services. 

6. Most of Multnomah County's resource is spent on rural planning. Approximately 58 
percent of all lands within the county are rural lands situated outside the urban growth boundary 
(UGB). The remaining area (the urban area) constitutes 42 percent of the area in the county. 
Within the urban Multnomah County area, a relatively small percentage of land remains 
unincorporated, approximately seven percent (See Exhibit 4 ). 

The Multnomah County planning staff consist of 10 planners and support staff (this includes the 
Gorge Coordinator and Code Enforcement Planner positions). Staffing commitments to urban 
unincorporated work represents 1.6 FTE or 16 percent of the divisions personnel resources. 

0 Requirements: 

1. Both Counties and Cities have land use planning requirements that cannot be transferred 
to other authorities. State laws require counties develop comprehensive plans and land use 
regulations which implement those plans. The responsibility for adopting policy can not be 
conveyed to another jurisdiction. The County, however, may choose to contract the 
administration of land use regulation and long range planning The County Board 
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Exhibit 3 

Multnomah County Planning and Development 
FY '91-'92 

Current Planning Demands 
Urban Rural 

PUBLIC INQUIRY 

Counter ...................................................................................... ::::::700 .............................. =1,050t 
Telephone .................................................................................. =4,800 ................................... =7 ,zoot 
Pre-Application Conferences .............................................................. 23 ......................................... 26t 

ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIONS 

Design Review ................................................................. 9 (@$4.7M project value) ............. 14 (@$5.2M project value) 
Land Divisions ................................................................. 4 3 ................................. 3 6 t 
Uses Under Prescribed Conditions ........................................................ 1 .......................................... 25t 
Permits ....................................................................................... 238 ....................................... 210t 
Exceptions .................................................................................... 4 ........................................... 0 
SEC's .......................................................................................... 0 .......................................... 22t 
WRG's ......................................................................................... 7 ........................................... 4 
Temporary Permits ........................................................................... 4 .......................................... 2t 
Hillside Development Permits ............................................................. 4 .......................................... 13 
Health Hardships ............................................................................. 0 ........................................... 2 

PLANNING COMMISSION/BOARD ACTIONS 

Zone Changes, Community Services, Conditional Uses, etc . ......................... 28 ......................................... 33t 

Total Demand (items) ........................ 5,861 ...................................... 8,637 

tThese items require particular expertise in various areas of natural resource planning and legislation unique to the County Planning Staff (e.g., farm and forest 
management practices, mining techniques, Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area administration, etc.) 



Exhibit 3 

Multnomah County Planning and Development 
FY '91-'92 

Long Range Planning Demands 
Urban Rural 

PERIODIC REVIEW 

Historic Preservation ............................................................................................................. V 
Mineral and Aggre-gate . ..................................................................... , .................................. vt 
Wildlife Corridor Study ........................................................................................................ Vt 
Wildlife Corridor Implementation Strategies .......................................................................... vt 
Urban Unincorporated Periodic Review ......................................... v 

OTHER MANDATED PLANS/STUDIES 

Columbia River Gorge Plan Implementation .......................................................................... vt 
Forest Practices Rule Implementation ................................................................................ vt 
RUGGO .......................................................................... V ..................................... V 
Secondary Lands ..................................................................................................... vt 
Solid Waste Plan and Program .................................................. v 
Drainage Basin Plans ........................................................... v ................................... v 

SPECIAL PLANING STUDIES 

Multnomah Channel Study ........................................................................................... vt 
Scenic/Resource Study- West Hills .................................................................................. vt 
Fairview Lake SEC ............................................................. v 
Corbett Community Plan ............................................................................................. vt 
Sandy River SEC .......................................................................................................... Vt 
Bridal Yeilllistoric PlarJ ............................................................................................. Vt 

Total Demand (items) ........................... 5 .......................................... 1 4 

tThese items require particular expertise in various areas of natural resource planning and legislation unique to !he County Planning Staff (e.g., farm and forest 
management practices, mining techniques, Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area administration, etc.) 



Planning Areas in Multnomah County 

Columbia River Islands 
(1%) 

West of Sandy River 
(4%) 

CRGNSA 
(11%) 

East of Sandy River (Outside NSA) 
(28%) 

Exhibit 4 

Urban Incorporated 
(35%) 

Unincorporated Urban 
(7%) 



cannot assign its plan and policy adoption requirement to other units of government. In the most 
basic terms, the Multnomah County Board must do land use planning work, however, it has 
some latitude in choosing who does the work, and how the work is to be completed (See Table 1). 

Table 1.- MULTNOMAH COUNTY PLANNING REsPONSIBILITIES 

Planning Staff Decision Makers 
Requirements Multnomah Co. Other Multnomah Co. Other 

Current Plan 
• Public Inquire V' v 
• Admin. Actions v v 
• PCIHO/Board v v v v 

Long Range 
• Comp. Plan!PR v v v 
• Other Mandate v v v 
• Special Studies v v v 

2. County planning programs are distinctively different from city planning programs. The 
basic differences stems from state mandates. CouNTY PLANNING requirements are found in ORS 
215 (County Planning; Zoning; Housing Codes- 20 pages) and ORS 197 (Comprehensive Land 
Use Planning Coordination) while CITY PLANNING mandates are found in ORS 227 (City 
Planning; Zoning- 3112 pages) and ORS 197 (Comprehensive Land Use Planning 
Coordination). 

Although both county and city planning programs are governed by ORS 197, county planning 
organizations have different requirements. In the Multnomah County/Portland and east county 
cities case, Multnomah County must apply Statewide Planning Goals 1 thru 15 while the cities 
need not apply Goal3 (agriculture) and Goal4 (Forest). This distinction sets county planning 
apart from city planning, emphasizing the rural resource management and protection role of the 
county planning program from the development emphasis placed on the city planning program. 
Counties are charged with a steward role of preserving and protecting habitat and resources for 
preservation and utilization purposes. Conversely, city planning programs are charged with the 
responsibility of providing space for a variety of urban land uses. This divergence of mandated 
and inferred philosophical differences distinguish county planning programs from city planning 
programs. 

0 Models: 

Five models have been evaluated as possible ways of providing planning service to unincorporated 
Multnomah County residents. All five models have two common features: phasing and regional 
focus. All five models recommend that comprehensive planning responsibilities ultimately reside 
within a regional planning authority and, in the interim (the next few years), that local 
government(s) provide planning service. The primary differences between the five models deals 
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with the question of who should provide interim planning service [i.e., county, city(s) or METRO]. 
Two models consider non-city strategies and three models consider city strategies. 

1. Rural/Urban Model. Multnomah County would retain all rural planning responsibility and 
cities would immediately assume the planning responsibility all areas within their .. p"'"""'~~"'"' 
urban service boundaries (i.e., planning areas within the Urban Growth Boundary). Rural 
planning areas would consist of the areas immediately east and west of the Sandy River, land 
within the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area, Sauvie Island, and Northwest rural 
County (See Exhibit 1 ). If "urban reserve" areas are designated, cities having the ultimate 
responsibility for servicing the "urban reserve" area would assume primary responsibility for 
planning the area. When a regional planning authority is established the County Planning 
program (at least the policy development aspects of the program) would be transferred to the 
regional authority. Some current planning responsibilities may continue to reside with the 
county, depending on the extent of planning authority conveyed to the regional government. 

2. Regional Model. All Multnomah County planning services would be conveyed to a regional 
authority. This may require phasing the transfer of service until the authority of MSD or some 
other regional service provider is established. Like the first model, some current planning 

.. 'lfw' responsibilities may continue to reside with the county, depending on the extent of planning 
.,.'t :'.,. "". authority conveyed to the regional government At the regional level, authority for designating 

\' vJ\,. \/"\' general land uses (like found on comprehensive plan land use map) and developing functional 
~ \ ~-. plans (e.g., transportation and open space plans and managing the urban growth boundary) 

.,ftc :t. ;.\l• would be the responsibility of the regional authority. Local governments may continue with "'" r ~~~~ ~ ""'. current and neighborhood/community planning responsibilities, however, they would work 
.,.,"- .P within the regional land use planning framework. 

,..,Jv 3. Portland Model. All Multnomah County planning services would be conveyed to the City of 
"'\ } Portland. A set of strategies would be devised to transition planning services to a regional 

planning authority. 

4. Gresham Model. All Multnomah County planning services would be conveyed to the City of 
Gresham. A set of strategies would be devised to transition planning services to a regional 
planning authority. 

5. Portland/Gresham Model. All Multnomah County planning services would be conveyed to 
cities of Portland and Gresham. Each city would be responsible for their respective service 

areas, Portland on the west side of the county and Gresham on the east side of the county. 

0 Evaluation/Recommendation. 

The underlying premise in the evaluation of any model in the Portland Metropolitan area is the 
recognition that the region is unified by socio-economic, cultural, historical, and environmental 
values that can best be preserved, protected and promoted through a focused regional approach. 
Moreover, a regional planning authority that would have responsibilities for establishing a set of 
land uses, preparing functional plans and devising development strategies would provide the best 
possible vehicle for accomplishing the agreed upon common vision for the metropolitan area. 
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Also, another underlying premise for this analysis is that a regional planning authority would not be 
created overnight. Consequently, an agreed upon interim strategy for the provision of planning 
service for both rural and urban areas must support and move towards the formation of an regional 
planning authority. 

In concert with these two stated premises, two general guides were used to evaluate the five models. 
One, minimize the amount of energy required to create an interim strategy (save monies and 
resources for the real work at hand, moving towards a regional solution). The second guiding 
principle used is an extension of the first principle: "If it isn't broken, don't fix it." Again, save 
your resources for the primary work. Other factors considered included reporting, work program 
management, cost, and improved service delivery. 

(C The Department of Environmental Services is recommending model 1 (RuraVUrban) be pursued as 
an interim strategy with the ultimate objective being model 2 (Regional). This approach moves the 
county and the region towards the recommended objective of regionalism. This approach is the 
easiest to implement, diverts the least amount of energy and resources from the objective, and 
represents the least cost alternative while maintaining good planning service. 

Model3 (Portland) does not satisfy all the guiding principles, however, could be considered an 
option if the following conditions were met: 

1) ~ific strntegies be established for the transitioning to a regional planning authority as part of 
the IGA. Not just lip service in an IGA, but identifiable milestones. 

2) Provide a better level of service for all mandated functions. 

3) Complete work detailed in annual work programs on time and make adjustments to the work 
program as requested by the Board. 

4) Provide planning service now provided by the county at the same co_g,. 

Model 3 should only be considered if it can be demonstrated that better planning service will be 
provided at the same cost, and ultimately planning responsibilities would be conveyed to a regional 
authority. 

Models 4 (Gresham) and 5 (Portland/Gresham) are not recommended because they do not lend 
themselves to an easy transition to an regional authority, and because of duplication of effort Under 
Model 5 for example, there would be two bodies reporting to the Multnomah County Board on 
planning matters, some of which would concern the same issue (e.g., forest housing issues on the 
eastside of the rural county are the same as on the westside of the rural county). Further, the limited 
experience city planning departments have with rural resource land use planning suggest that county 
staff would need to be transferred to other agencies to do the work they are now doing. No cost 
saving would be realized and the quality of service would remain the same. 

cc. John Andersen 
Margaret Bax 
Bob Stacey 

~amsayWeit 
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