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FEBRUARY 9, 2006
BOARD MEETING
FASTLOOK AGENDA ITEMS OF
INTEREST
gg 9:30 a.m. Opportunity for Public Comment on

Non-Agenda Matters
gg 9:30 a.m. Resolution Setting a Public Hearing

and Directing Notice Regarding Proposed
Vacation of a Portion of NE Arata Road

P9 | 9:33 a.m. Ordinance Amending Land Use
Code, Plans and Maps to Adopt Portland’s
Land Use Code, Plan and Map Revisions
Related to Infill Design Code Amendments

9:42 a.m. Reallocation of Facilities Capital
Project Funds, Multnomah County inverness
Jail Kitchen Floor Replacement Project

P9 | 9:45 a.m. 2005-2006 Wage Re-openers for
International Union of Operating Engineers

P9 | 9:48 a.m. Resolution Authorizing Intemal
County Loan

Thursday meetings of the Multnomah County
Board of Commissioners are cable-cast live and
taped and may be seen by Cable subscribers in
Multnomah County at the following times:

Thursday, 9:30 AM, (LIVE) Channel 30
Friday, 11:00 PM, Channel 30
Saturday, 10:00 AM, Channel 30
Sunday, 11:00 AM, Channel 30
Produced through Multnomah Community
Television
(503) 667-8848, ext. 332 for further info
or: http://lwww.mctv.org




Thursday, February 9, 2006 - 9:30 AM
Multnomah Building, First Floor Commissioners Boardroom 100
501 SE Hawthorne Boulevard, Portland

REGULAR MEETING

CONSENT CALENDAR - 9:30 AM
NON-DEPARTMENTAL

C-1 Reappointment of Rick Fernandez to the HOUSING AUTHORITY BOARD
OF DIRECTORS

SHERIFF'S OFFICE

C-2 Government Non-Expenditure Contract (190 Agreement) 4710000025 with
the City of Gresham to Allocate Law Enforcement Personnel to the Gresham
Police Department's Investigations Division

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY SERVICES

_C-3 RESOLUTION Authorizing the Placement of an Easement on a Tax

Foreclosed Property

C-4 ‘Approval of Auto Wrecker Certificate Renewal for Frank P. Miller and
Thomas P. Miller of MILLER TRUCK SALVAGE LLC, 15015 NW Mill
Road, Portland

C-5 Approval of Auto Wrecker Certificate Renewal for Rex M. and June J. Davis
of ORIENT AUTO PARTS, INC., 28425 SE Orient Drive, Gresham

REGULAR AGENDA - 9:30 AM
"PUBLIC COMMENT - 9:30 AM

Opportunity for Public Comment on non-agenda matters. Testimony is
limited to three minutes per person. Fill out a speaker form available in the
Boardroom and turn it into the Board Clerk.

R-1 RESOLUTION Setting a Public Hearing and Directing Notice Regarding the

|
: DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY SERVICES - 9:30 AM
Proposed Vacation of a Portion of NE Arata Road, County Road No. 730



R-2

First Reading and Possible Adoption of an ORDINANCE Amending County
Land Use Code, Plans and Maps to Adopt Portland’s Recent Land Use
Code, Plan and Map Revisions Related to the Adoption of the Infill Design
Code Amendments in Compliance with- Metro’s Functional Plan and
Declaring an Emergency

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY JUSTICE - 9:36 AM

R-3

Budget Modification DCJ-23 Appropriating $22,032 in Federal Funds
Administered by the Housing Authority of Portland to Provide Rental
Assistance for Clients and their Families through the DCJ Adult Transitional
Housing Unit

DEPARTMENT OF COUNTY HUMAN SERVICES - 9:38 AM

R-4

Budget Modification DCHS-21 Increasing the Mental Health and Addiction
Services Division Appropriation by $122,511 to Reflect Restoration of the
State Mental Health Grant Award for Older/Disabled Adult Services

Budget Modification DCHS-22 Increasing Mental Health and Addiction
Services Division Appropriation by $236,766 to Reflect Funding Revisions
to the State Mental Health Grant Award for Child and Adolescent Outpatient
Mental Health Services and Adding 1.25 FTE

DEPARTMENT OF COUNTY MANAGEMENT - 9:42 AM

R-6

R-7

Reallocation of Facilities Capital Project Funds FPM-04, Multnomah
County Inverness Jail, Kitchen Floor Replacement Project

Approval of 2005-2006 Wage Re-openers for the Labor Agreement between
Multnomah County and the International Union of Operating Engineers,
Local 701

NON-DEPARTMENTAL - 9:48 AM

R-8

RESOLUTION Authorizing the County to Make an Internal Loan from the
General Fund to the Willamette River Bridge Fund in the Amount of
$8,000,000 to Fund the Additional Amount Needed for the Sauvie Island

Bridge Replacement Contract




Thursday, February 9, 2006 - 10:00 AM
(OR IMMEDIATELY FOLLOWING REGULAR MEETING)
Multnomah Building, First Floor Commissioners Conference Room 112
501 SE Hawthorne Boulevard, Portland

IF NEEDED EXECUTIVE SESSION

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners will meet in Executive
Session Pursuant to ORS 192.660(2)(h). Only Representatives of the News
Media and Designated Staff are allowed to attend. News Media and All
Other Attendees are Specifically Directed Not to Disclose Information that
is the Subject of the Session. No Final Decision will be made in the Session.
Presented by Agnes Sowle. 15-30 MINUTES REQUESTED.



CONSENT CALENDAR SCRIPT FOR THURSDAY,
FEBRUARY 9, 2006

CONSENT CALENDAR -9:30 AM

MAY | HAVE A MOTION FOR CONSENT
CALENDAR ITEMS C-1; C-4 AND C-57

COMMISSIONER MOVES
COMMISSIONER SECONDS
APPROVAL OF CONSENT CALENDAR ITEMS C-
1; C-4 AND C-5

ALL IN FAVOR, VOTE AYE, OPPOSED ?
THE MOTION FAILS

OR

THE CONSENT CALENDAR IS APPROVED
ACKNOWLEDGE AND THANK APPOINTEE

NON-DEPARTMENTAL

C-1 Reappointment of Rick Fernandez to the HOUSING
AUTHORITY BOARD OF DIRECTORS

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY SERVICES

C-4 Approval of Auto Wrecker Certificate Renewal for Frank P. Miiler and
Thomas P. Miller of MILLER TRUCK SALVAGE LLC, 15015 NW Mill
Road, Portland

C-5 Approval of Auto Wrecker Certificate Renewal for Rex M. and June J. Davis
of ORIENT AUTO PARTS, INC., 28425 SE Orient Drive, Gresham

REGULAR AGENDA -9:30 AM
SHERIFF'S OFFICE

C-2 Government Non-Expenditure Contract (190 Agreement) 4710000025 with
the City of Gresham to Allocate Law Enforcement Personnel to the Gresham
Police Department's Investigations Division

COMMISSIONER MOVES
| 1 | .



COMMISSIONER SECONDS
APPROVAL OF C-2

CHRIS TINE KIRK EXPLANA TION, RESPONSE TO
QUESTIONS

OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC TES TIMONY
OPPORTUNITY FOR BOARD COMMENTS
ALL IN FAVOR, VOTE AYE, OPPOSED ?
THE MOTION FAILS

OR

THE AGREEMENT IS APPROVED

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY SERVICES

C-3 RESOLUTION Authorizing the Placement of an Easement on a Tax
'Foreclosed Property

AT THE REQUEST OF THE DEPARTMENT, MAY
I HAVE A MOTION TO POSTPONE

INDEFINITELY?
COMMISSIONER MOVES
COMMISSIONER SECONDS

TO POSTPONE INDEFINITELY .
ALL IN FAVOR, VOTE AYE, OPPOSED ?

THE RESOLUTION IS POSTPONED
INDEFINITELY



' AMENDMENT FOR FEBRUARY 9, 2006 AGENDA ITEM R-8 |

RESOLUTION Authonzmg the County to Make an Internal Loan from the General Fund
to the Willamette River Bridge Fund in the Amount of $8,000,000 to Fund the Addltlonal
Amount Needed for the Sauvie Island Bridge Replacement Contract

COMMISSIONER ROJO TO MOVE APPROVAL OF AN AMENDMENT TO
CORRECT SCRIBNER'S ERROR IN THE AGENDA PLACEMENT
REQUEST, EXPLANATION NUMBER THREE AND THE RESOLUTION,
RESOLVE NUMBER TWO, TO REFLECT THE CORRECT WILLAMETTE
RIVER BRIDGE FUND REIMBURSEMENT OF $3,253,000 IN FISCAL
YEAR 2010/2011.

2. The Willamette River Bridge Fund will reimburse General Fund,
including interest at 3% per annum, in the amount of $300,000 in
fiscal year 2006/2007, $500,000 in fiscal years 2007/2008,
$1,600,000 in fiscal year 2008/2009, $3,000,000 in fiscal year
2009/20010 and $2,253.000 $3,253,000 in fiscal year 2010/2011.



@ \ ~ MULTNOMAH COUNTY
Y AGENDA PLACEMENT REQUEST

Board Clerk Use Only

Meeting Date: 02/09/06
Agenda Item #: C-1

Est. Start Time: 9:30 AM
Date Submitted: 01/31/06

BUDGET MODIFICATION: -

?g‘l’v“da Reappointment of Rick Fernandez to the Housing Authority Board of Directors
itle: -

Note: If Ordinance, Resolution, Order or Proclamation, provide exact title. For all other submissions,
provide a clearly written title. -

Date Time
Requested: 2/9/2006 Requested: Consent Calendar
Department:  Non-Departmental Division: Chair’s Office

Contact(s): Chair Diane Linn, Andy Smith

Phone: 503/988-3308 Ext. 83308 I/0 Address:  503/600
Presenter(s): N/A '

General Information

1. What action are you requesting from the Board?

Request the Board approve reappointment of Rick Fernandez to the Housing Authority of Portland
Board of Directors

2. Please provide sufficient background information for the Board and the public to understand

this issue.* ' )

According to a long-standing intergovernmental agreement, Multnomah County appoints two
members to the Housing Authority of Portland Board of Directors. Following Board approval, the
appointee is forwarded to the City of Portland Council for approval. Members serve 4 year terms
and are eligible for reappointment to a second term.

3. Explain the fiscal impact (current year and ongoing).
No current year/ongoing fiscal impact.

4. Explain any legal and/or policy issues involved.
No legal and/or policy issues involved.



5. Explain any citizen and/or other government participation that has or will take place.

N/A

Required Signatures

Department/
Agency Director

Budget Analyst:

Department HR:

Countywide HR:

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date:

1/31/2006




@A | T MULTNOMAH COUNTY
2= AGENDA PLACEMENT REQUEST

Board Clerk Use Only

Meeting Date: 02/09/06
"Agenda Item #: C-2

Est. Start Time: 9:30 AM

Date Submitted: 01/31/06

BUDGET MODIFICATION: -

Government Non-Expenditure Contract (190 Agreement) 4710000025 with the
Agenda City of Gresham to Allocate Law Enforcement Personnel to the Gresham Police
Title: Department's Investigations Division.

Note: If Ordinance, Resolution, Order or Proclamation, provide exact title. For all other submissions,
provide a clearly written title.

Date ' Time

Requested: February 9, 2006 Requested: N/A
Department:  Sheriff's Office Division: Executive
Contact(s): Brad Lynch

Phone: ' 503-988-4336 Ext. 84336 /O Address: _503/350

Presenter(s): Consent Calendar

General Information

1. What action are you requesting from the Board?
Approval of Agreement 4710000025.

2. Please provide sufficient background information for the Board and the public to understand
this issue. '

The Agreement provides for the allocation of Multnomah County Sheriff's Office personnel to the
Gresham Police Departments Investigations Division. The agreement is intended to be a temporary
measure as both the Gresham Police Department (GPD) and the Sheriff's Office explore the
feasibility of a contract for the delivery of law enforcement services to the unincorporated areas of
East Multnomah County by the Gresham Police Department. The GPD will provide the
administrative management and oversite to the Investigations Division. The County will provide one
sergeant and five deputies for assignment to the Division.

3. Explain the fiscal impact (current year and ongoing).

This is a non-financial agreement. Each party shall pay all personnel costs for their respective
assigned personnel, as well as costs for equipment, vehicles, and training.



4. Explain any legal and/or policy issues involved.

The County

Attorney’s Office has reviewed the agreement.

5. Explain any citizen and/or other government participation that has or will take place.

None, other than described above.

Required Signatures

Department/ '

Agency Director: % - -
Budget Analyst:

Department HR:

Countywide'HR:

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date:

01/19/06




MULTNOMAH COUNTY CONTRACT APPROVAL FORM (CAF)

Contract#: 4710000025
Pre-approved Contract Boilerplate (with County Attorney signature) [ClAttached [INot Attached  Amendment #:
.CLASS | CLASS I CLASS III
Based on Informal / Intermediate '
rgovernmentai Contract (IGA
Procurement Based on Formal Procurement Intergovernmentai Contract (IGA)
[J Personal Services Contract [ Personal Services Contract [J Expenditure Contract

PCRB Contract
[ Goods or Services

[ Maintenance or Licensing Agreement
(3 Public Works / Construction Contract
[J Architectural & Engineering Contract

PCRB Contract
[ Goods or Services

(] Maintenance or Licensing Agreement
[ Public Works / Construction Contract
O Architectural & Engineering Contract

[0 Revenue Contract
[J Grant Contract
X Non-Financial Agreement

[0 Revenue Contract
[ Grant Contract
[J Non-Financial Agreement

[ Revenue Contract
[J Grant Contract
1 Non-Financial Agreement

[] INTER-DEPARTMENTAL
AGREEMENT (IDA)

Department:: Sheriff's Office

Division/
Program: Executive

(

Date: 01/18/06

Originator: _Sheriff Giusto

Phone: 503-988-4300

Bidg/Room: 503/350

Contact: Brad Lynch

Phone: 503-988-4336

Bldg/Room: 503/350

Description of Contract: Agreement to allocate Sheriff's Office personnel to the Gresham Police Departments investigations division.

RENEWAL: [J] PREVIOUS CONTRACT #(S) - EEO CERTIFICATION EXPIRES '

PROCUREMENT, ISSUE EFFECTIVE END

EXEMPTION OR DATE: - DATE: DATE:

CITATION #

CONTRACTOR IS: [JMBE [JWBE [JESB [ QRF StateCert# ____ or []Self Cert [ Non-Profit N/A (Check all boxes that apply)
Contractor | City of Gresham Police Dept. Remittance address

Address | 1333 NW Eastman Parkway (I different)

City/State Gresham, OR Payment Schedule / Terms:

ZIP Code 97030 0 LumpSum $ [ Due on Receipt

Phone 503-618-2318 [3 Monthly $ [J Net30

Employer ID# or SS# [d Other $ [0 Other

Contract Effective Date 02/15/06

Term Date | 06/30/07

Amendment Effect Date

New Term Date

[ Price Agreement {PA) or Requirements Funding Info:

Original Contract Amount | $ Original PA/Requirements Amount $
Total Amt of Previous Amendments ; $ Total Amt of Previous Amendments | $
Amount of Amendment | $ Amount of Amendment $
Total Amount of Agreement $:$ 0 Total PA/Requirements Amount $
REQUIRED SIGNATURES:
Department Manager DATE
County Attorney DATE
CPCA Manager DATE
County Chair DATE
Sheriff DATE -
Contract Administration DATE

COMMENTS:

Exhibit A, Rev. 1/17/06 dg




INTERAGENCY COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT

This Agreement is made and entered into between the City of Gresham Police Department
(Gresham) and the Multnomah County Sheriff’s Office (County). :

Recitél: |

Both agencies recognize a need for efficiencies in both the delivery of service and costs
associated to those services for the taxpayers of Multnomah County. It is understood that
this agreement is a temporary measure as both agencies work in cooperation to explore the
feasibility of a contract for the delivery of law enforcement services to the unincorporated
areas of East Multnomah County by The Gresham Police Department.

Purpose:

The purpose of this Agreement is to allocate law enforcement personnel of both Gresham
and County to the Gresham Police Department Investigations Division, which is operated
and administered by the Gresham Police Department. Gresham will provide the
administrative management and oversight to the Division. Gresham and County will
provide joint, first-line supervision of the Division.

The parties agree as follows:

1. TERM: The initial term of this Agreement shall be from February 15®, 2006
through June 30™ 2007.

2. RESPONSIBILITIES OF PARTIES: . See attached Exhibit 1.

3.  TERMINATION: This Agreement may be terminated as follows:

a.  Any party may terminate this Agreement for its convenience upon thirty (30)
days written notice of its intention to terminate. -

b. At any time upon mutual agreement.

4. INDEMNIFICATION:

Personnel assigned to the Division will remain employees of the assigning agency
for all purposes. Subject to the conditions and limitations of the Oregon
Constitution and the Oregon Tort Claims Act, ORS 30.260 through 30.300, County
shall indemnify, defend and hold harmless the City of Gresham from and against
all liability, loss, and costs arising out of or resulting from the acts of Multnomah
County, its officers, employees, and agents in the performance of this Agreement.
Subject to the conditions and limitations of the Oregon Constitution and the Oregon
Tort Claims Act, ORS 30.260 through 30.300, Gresham shall indemnify, defend,
and hold harmless Multnomah County from and against all liability, loss, and costs
arising out of or resulting from the acts of Gresham, its officers, employees, and
agents in the performance of this Agreement.
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5. INSURANCE: Each party shall be responsible for providing workers’
compensation insurance as required by law. Each party certifies that liability
insurance coverage for the agency and its officer and employees shall remain in full
force and effect during the term of this agreement.

6. ACCESS TO RECORDS: Each party must have access to the books, documents,
and other records of the other parties related to this Agreement for the purpose of
‘examination, copying, and audit, unless otherwise limited by law.

7. ENTIRE AGREEMENT: This Agreement and Exhibits 1 and 2 constitute the entire
agreement between the parties. This Agreement may be modified or amended only
by the written agreement of the parties.

8. NOTICES: The parties must send any notices, bills, invoices, reports, or other
: written communications required by this Agreement through the United States
Mail, first-class postage paid or personally delivered to the addresses below:

Gresham Police Department Multnomah County Sheriff’s Office
Attn: Lt. Dale Cummins Attn: Captain Garr Neilson
1333 NW Eastman Parkway - 501 SE Hawthome Street
Gresham, Oregon 97030 Portland, Oregon 97214
CITY OF GRESHAM N
Carla C. Piluso, Chief of Police ) Date Signed
Charles J. Becker, Mayor Date Signed
Eric Kvarsten, City Manager Date Signed
REVIEWED BY:
CITY ATTORNEY ‘ Date Signed
//f//mg
Date Signed
Diane M, Linn, County Chifir Date Signed
REVIEWD:
County Counsel
For Multnomah County
By: A . Date:
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Service Level:

EXHIBIT 1

‘Gresham Police Department Investigations Division

For the term of this Agreement, County will provide one (1) full-time sergeant (FTE), and
five (5) full-time deputies (5 FTE’s), for assignment to the Gresham Police Department
Investigations Division (Division), and Gresham will assign (2) FTE sergeants and ( 17 )
FTE Detectives to the Division on a quarterly basis, the parties will reassess the level of
police service including personnel, equipment, and related support, to be provided to the
Division and any changes to number of assigned personnel will be confirmed in writing.
For purposes of this Agreement, the sergeant/deputies assigned to the Division by County
will be referred to as County assigned personnel, and the personnel assigned to the
Division by Gresham will be referred to as Gresham assigned personnel.

1. OPERATIONS

a.

134

Deployment: The parties recognize that they have legitimate interests in the
management and deployment of sergeants/detectives assigned to the
Division. The parties will work together to ensure that the allocation and
deployment of police personnel assigned to the Division shall be consistent
with sound police practices. '

Specialty Assignment: The parties recognize the value of police specialty
assignments and training. Gresham reserves the right, however, to limit the
number of sergeants/officers assigned to the Division who hold specialty
status and require specialized training when the assignment impacts the
ability of the Division to operate efficiently.

Daily Operation: Sergeants assigned to the Division by County and
Gresham, along with Gresham Command personnel will provide
supervision of assigned personnel for the daily operation of the Division.

General Orders, Standard Operation Procedures, and Testing: All County

assigned personnel will remain subject to the General Orders and training
requirements of County. All Gresham assigned personnel will remain
subject to the General Orders and training requirements of Gresham.
Additionally, all assigned personnel will abide by the Division’s Standard
Operating Procedures and adhere to the Detectives Performance
Expectations. ‘

Selection and Assignment: County command personnel will select and

~ assign sergeants/deputies to the Division, and Gresham command personnel

will select and assign sergeants/Detectives to the Division. The relevant
command personnel will make every effort to select the most qualified
available sergeants/officers for assignment to the Division. Each agency
reserves the right to reassign personnel based upon their agency’s ,
operational needs. Each agency agrees to provide written notice within 14
days of any such reassignment.
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Agency Cooperation and Coordination:

(1)

@

&)

(4)

()

(6)

7

The parties will work closely and continuously communicate with
each other to ensure that the resources, strategies, work force
deployment, and initiatives of Gresham and County are coordinated
and effective. ' '

The Investigations Division Commander, or his/her designee, will
coordinate contact between the parties to insure that the resources,
strategies, work force deployment, and initiatives of the Division
and those of the respective law enforcement agencies are
coordinated and effective.

The MCSO Sergeant assigned to the Division will be responsible for
the evaluations and routine administrative reports of County
assigned personnel. . The Gresham Investigations Commander will
be responsible for the evaluation of the County assigned Sergeant
and will forward the evaluation to the County command staff for
review, comment and additional information, as necessary.

The County Sergeant assigned shall schedule time off, vacation and
training for himself and the County assigned Deputies through the
Gresham Investigation’s Commander. Gresham shall provide
verification of time worked, leave taken and training attended by
County assigned personnel upon request by the County.

County will provide vehicles for all County assigned personnel.
Maintenance and cost of the assigned vehicles will be the
responsibility of the County.

Each party will provide the necessary equipment used by their
respective assigned personnel in day-to-day investigative operations.
This is to include standard issue duty gear as outlined by County
General Orders as well as communications equipment. The County
will provide all necessary office equipment and materials such as
computers and county forms as well as other items deemed
necessary by County Command Staff for the daily needs of their
assigned personnel. X

Gresham and County Investigations units have acquired a variety of
equipment that is used in specialized investigative circumstances.
The County Sergeant assigned will have knowledge of current
county equipment owned, and will facilitate the use of said
equipment to ensure the successful outcome of Division cases. The
Gresham Investigations Division Commander will ensure that
equipment use will be shared equally by both agencies and that
shared equipment be cared for with diligence. Equipment damaged
or needing replacement will be the responsibility of the owner
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agency regardless of whose persohnel may have damaged said
equipment.

(8)  The County agrees to notify the Gresham’s Investigation
Commander of any investigation that is conducted by or involves
County assigned personnel. Gresham will maintain a database of all
personnel’s assigned caseload for review by County Command
Staff.

(9) Inthe event an Internal Affairs investigation is warranted on any
assigned personnel under this agreement, it will be the responsibility
of the employing agency of the assigned personnel to carry out the
investigation.

2. PERSONNEL COSTS : _

a. Each party shall pay the salaries, overtime, insurance, retirement, and other
benefits of their respective assigned personnel serving in the Division,
including but not limited to all work related expenses such as outside training,
travel expenses, and work related personal equipment. :

3. TRAINING
a. All assigned personnel are subject to the training requirements of the Division.
Any additional training requirements will be at the discretion of the individual
agency for their assigned personnel. All training will be at the expense of the

employing agency.
b.  Scheduling of training for assigned personnel will be coordinated with

Gresham Investigations Commander, and every effort will be made to ensure a
minimized impact on daily operations.
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EXHIBIT 2
Gresham PolicevDepartment Investigations Division
It is the intent of this Agreement:

(1) To recognize that the Gresham Police Department Investigations Division is
staffed by police sergeants/officers/deputies from both jurisdictions, each
covered by their respective collective bargaining agreements, but that shifts,

-days off, vacations and overtime need to be assigned in a fair and equitable -
manner;

(2) To provide for assignment of shifts, days off, and vacations by seniority;

(3) To allow for the change of shift hours of operation and to re-allocate positions
and days off within certain shifts to maintain an appropriate balance of field

strength.

THE PARTIES AGREE THAT:

1. Current and future sergeants/detectives assigned to the Division will use their date of
hire (officers/deputies) or promotion date (sergeants) for seniority as the means to select
shifts, voluntary on-call lists, days off, and vacations.

2. Current and future sergeants/detectives assigned to the Division will abide by the
provisions of this Exhibit 2.

3. Vacations and Scheduled Time-Off. Employees shall be granted vacation and
scheduled time-off when submitted in writing, subject to the conditions of the employee’s
bargaining unit agreement and subject to the operational needs of the Gresham Police
Department Investigations Division.

4. Days Off/Hours of Work. On or about February 1 members assigned to the
Investigations Division will bid for shifts/days off by seniority for the April 1-September
- 30 rotations. On or about August 1 members assigned to the Investigations Division will
bid for shifts/days off by seniority for the October 1-March 30 rotations.

Employees may work 5-8’s, 4/5-9’s, or 4-10’s at the discretion of the Division
Commander. The work schedule will be based on operational needs of the Division.

Employees assigned to the Division will have the ability to adjust regular work hours
(starting/ending) times with supervisory approval and based on operational needs of the
Division. .

All other terms and conditions of either existing current Collective Bargaining Agreement
for the Multnomah County Deputy Sheriff’s Association and/or the Gresham Police
Officers Association shall remain in effect as to other issues not addressed by this Exhibit
2,
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@ ~ MULTNOMAH COUNTY
F—% AGENDA PLACEMENT REQUEST

Board Clerk Use Only

Meeting Date: 02/09/06
AgendaItem #: C-3

Est. Start Time: 9:30 AM
Date Submitted: 01/13/06

BUDGET MODIFICATION: -

Agenda RESOLUTION Authorizing the Placement of an Easement on a Tax Foreclosed
Title: Property

Note: If Ordinance, Resolution, Order or Proclamation, provide exact title. For all other submissions,
provide a clearly written title.

Date Time
Requested: February 9, 2006 Requested: Consent Item
Department: Community Services Division: Tax Title

Contact(s): Gary Thomas

Phone: 503-988-3590 | Ext. 22591 I/O Address:  503/4/TT

Presenter(s):  Gary Thomas

General Information

1. What action are you requesting from the Board?

The Tax Title Section is requesting the Board to approve the placement of an easement on a Tax
Foreclosed Property. '

2. Please provide sufficient background information for the Board and the public to understand
this issue.

The subject property is a vacant lot that came into county ownership through the foreclosure of
delinquent tax liens on September 29, 1997. The parcel is approximately 42° x 74.84° and is close to
3,150 sq ft in size. It is located between 6611 & 6639 SE Yamhill Ct. In the process of making the
lot available to the Affordable Housing Development Program it was brought to the attention of our
office that improvements on the adjacent property at 6639 SE Yamhill may encroach onto the
subject property. A survey completed by the County Surveyor verified that a portion of the deck
and house of the adjacent property encroached onto the county owned property.

Contact was made with the adjacent property owner, Joan Simko, who along with her husband since
deceased purchased the property in July 1998. They purchased the property assuming that the price
of the property also included the lot that the county now owns. The party who the county foreclosed



on was Ruth Stevens. She came into ownership of the subject property in 1966. She also owned the
Simko property and, according to a neighbor, had done some landscaping on the subject property to.
give the appearance that both lots were all one property. In 1967 Stevens sold the property to the
Jones’s without including the description of the subject parcel. This then led to a succession of 3
other owners up to the Simko purchase of the property without the description of the subject.

Written confirmation from the City of Portland was obtained stating that the lot is suitable for the
construction or placement of a dwelling thereon under current zoning ordinances and building codes,
as provided under ORS 275.225. The confirmation the city provides does not take into consideration
the fact that improvements on the adjacent property encroach onto the subject. They are assuming
that any limiting physical characteristics present on the parcel can be remedied thereby allowing
construction to take place. The value of the subject property on the current tax roll is $88,000.

The fact that the subject parcel is considered to be buildable and that it is valued over $5,000
prohibits the County from selling the property at a private sale without first offering it for sale at
auction. The reason that the county wants to place an easement on the parcel is to allow Ms. Simko
to continue to live in the house without fear that someone will try to partition it until these issues are
solved. The easement may also have the effect of discouraging anyone from purchasing the property
at auction. If it is not sold at public auction it can then be sold to Simko who, based on the
information available and researched, should own the property. '

Exhibit A, a plat map shows the location of the subject parcel and 6639 SE Yamhill Ct. Exhibit B is
an aerial photo that shows the close proximity of the subject parcel to 6639 SE Yamhill Ct.

3. Explain the fiscal impact (current year and ongoing).

The placement of the easement on the property allows the current resident of the encroaching
structure to continue to live in her house without fear of ejectment. If the property is not sold at
auction, it is anticipated that it will then be sold to Ms. Simko on a private sale for an amount not
less than all back taxes and expenses.

4. Explain any legal and/or policy issues involved.
No legal issues are expected. The parcel will be sold "As Is" without guarantee of clear title.

5. Explain any citizen and/or other government participation that has or will take place.

No citizen or government participation is anticipated.
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Required Signatures

Department/

Agency Director:

Budget Analyst:

Department HR:

Countywide HR:

Obetpt Wosds

Date: 01/17/06

Date:

Date:

Date:
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BOGSTAD Deborah L

From: GRACE Becky J

Sent:  Friday, January 13, 2006 4:03 PM

To: BOGSTAD Deborah L

Subject: FW: February 9 Board Agenda Simko Easement

From: CREAN Christopher D _

Sent: Friday, January 13, 2006 2:15 PM

To: GRACE Becky J

Subject: RE: February 9 Board Agenda Simko Easement

Becky ~

| have reviewed the proposed resolution and easement for Joan Simko and they may be circulated for signature
as proposed. Thanks.

- Chris

From: GRACE Becky ]

Sent: Friday, January 13, 2006 1:58 PM

To: CREAN Christopher D

Subject: February 9 Board Agenda Simko Easement

Hi Chris, .

Attached for your review and approval are the Feb 9 Board Agenda Documents authorizing the
Simko Easement. ' ‘
Thank you!!

1/17/2006




BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

RESOLUTION NO.

Authorizing the Placement of an Easement on a Tax Foreclosed Property

The Muitnomah County Board of Commissioners Finds:

a. Adjacent property owner Joan Simko has requested a two year easement be
placed on the Tax Foreclosed property described below. The purpose of the
easement is to allow Ms Simko access to and use of her house and deck that
“encroach on the County's property.

b. The property is on the list of properties available for sale at the February 28th,
2006 Auction because it's assessed value exceeds the amount allowed by law
(ORS 275.225) for private sale and is considered to be buildable.

c. Inthe event the property is not purchased at auction, Joan Simko, (Grantee) has
agreed to purchase by private sale the Tax Foreclosed property for an amount
not less than the back taxes, interest, and expenses.

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Resolves:

1. The Chair of the Multnomah County Board of Commissioners is authorized to
execute the attached Two Year Easement Agreement with Joan Simko for the
following described property:

See the attached Exhibit A.

ADOPTED this 9th day of February, 2006.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

Diane M. Linn, Chair

REVIEWED:
AGNES SOWLE, COUNTY ATTORNEY.
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

By ' '
Christopher D. Crean, Assistant County Attorney
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EXHIBIT A (RESOLUTION)

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:

The East Half of Lot 3, Block 7, EAST LYNNE ADDITION, City of Portland,
Muitnomah County, State of Oregon.

ALSO, the West 17 feet of Lot 2, Block 7, EAST LYNNE ADDITIO‘N, City of
Portland, Multnomah County.

Tax Account No.: R149575
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TWO-YEAR EASEMENT FOR R149575

This easement is entered into between Muitnomah County, a political subdivision
of the State of Oregon (“Grantor”) and Joan Simko (Grantee”). Grantor is the
owner of certain real property located in Multnomah County, Oregon, and more
particularly described in Exhibit A-1 attached (the “Grantor Property”). Grantee is
the owner of certain real property located in Multnomah County, Oregon, and
more particularly described in Exhibit A-2 (the “Grantee Property”). The purpose
of this easement is to allow Grantee access to the property owned by Grantor as .
described in Exhibit A for the reason that Grantee’'s improvements encroach onto
Grantor’s property.

In exchange for good and fair consideration, receipt of which is hereby
acknowledged, Grantor grants to Grantee a two-year, exclusive easement in
gross on, over, under and across the Grantor Property described in Exhibit A-1 to
allow the continued use and enjoyment by Grantee of Grantee’s improvements
that encroach onto Grantor’s property. Pursuant to the easement granted herein,
Grantee shall have the right and powers to:

(@)  Enter upon the Easement Area at any time without prior notice to Grantor;
(b)  Maintain the existing structures in the Easement Area; and

(c) Plant and maintain vegetation, weéd, fertilize ahd otherwise maintain the
plantings in the Easement Area.

The easement hereby granted is for the benefit of the Grantee and only for the
purpose specified in this easement. The easement granted herein is in gross,
and is not assignable. The easement granted herein runs with and is a burden
upon the Grantor Property and is binding upon ail successors in interest of
Grantor and Grantee for the term of the easement.

The easement created by this agreement is effective for a period of two years,
beginning on the date this agreement is executed. The easement may be earlier
terminated by mutual written agreement of Grantor and Grantee.

The rights and obligation of Grantor regarding property taxes for property subject
to this easement are not affected by the easement of this agreement.

During the terms of this easement, Grantor shall not cause or allow the erection
of any structures or improvements in the Easement Area if such improvement
will, in the sole discretion of Grantee, interfere with the purpose of the easement.
in addition, Grantee shall not cause or allow the erection of any structures or
improvements that do not currently exist to be placed upon the property owned
by Grantor, nor shall Grantee expand any existing structures or improvements in
the Easement Area. ’
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7. Grantee agrees, to the extent permissible under the laws of the State of Oregon,
to indemnify and hold harmless the Grantor and its successors and assigns from
any and all claims, harm or loss to persons or property, including the Grantor
Property, arising from Grantee's actions, or failures to act, pursuant to the
easement granted herein. This indemnity includes the duty to defend Grantor,
and it successors and assigns, at Grantee’s costs, by legal counsel reasonably
acceptable to Grantor or its successors or assigns, in any legal action, mediation,
arbitration, or administrative proceeding that may be commenced arising from or
related to Grantee’s actions, or failures to act, pursuant to the easement granted
herein.

8. Grantor agrees to defend, save, hold harmless and indemnify Grantee, its
officers, employees and agents from all claims, liabilities and expenses resulting
from or arising out of Grantor's actions or failures pursuant to the easement
granted herein. This indemnity includes the duty to defend Grantee, its officers,
employees, agents, at Grantor’s cost, by legal counsel reasonably acceptable to
Grantee in any legal action, mediation, arbitration or administrative proceeding
that may be commenced resulting from or arising out of Grantor's action or
failures pursuant to the easement granted herein. Neither Grantor nor any
attorney engaged by Grantor shall defend such claim in the name of Grantee nor
purport to act as legal representative of Grantee without first receuvmg authority
to act in such a manner from Grantee’s attorney. -

9. The indemnity obligations of paragraphs 7 and 8 of this agreement wnll survive
~ the expiration or earlier termination of the term of this agreement and will be a
continuing obligation of Grantor/Grantee.

10.  Acceptance of this easement by Grantee shall not constitute a waiver or release
of any claims, nor shall it form the basis of any claim of estoppel by either party.

11.  In the event any action is instituted to interpret or enforce the terms or provisions
of this Agreement, including the indemnity provisions hereof, the prevailing party
in such action will be entitled, in the court’s discretion and together with all other
relief that may be granted by the court, to an award of reasonable attorneys’ fees
and costs of action at trial and on appeal and review.

BOARD OF COUNTY' COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

Diane M. Linn, Chair
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REVIEWED:

AGNES SOWLE, COUNTY ATTORNEY
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

By

Christopher D. Crean, Assistant County Attorney

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

JOAN SIMKO, Trustee of the Simko Family Trust

STATE OF OREGON )
) ss
COUNTY OF MULTNOMAH )

This Easement was acknowledged before me this day of February
2006, by Joan Simko. : :

Notary Public for Oregon
My Commission expires:

STATE OF OREGON )
) ss
COUNTY OF MULTNOMAH )

This Easement was acknowledged before me this 9th day of February 2006, by
Diane M. Linn, to me personally known, as Chair of the Multnomah County Board of
Commissioners, on behalf of the County by authority of the Multnomah County Board of
Commissioners.

Deborah Lynn Bogstad
Notary Public for Oregon
My Commission expires: 6/27/09
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EXHIBIT A-1 (EASEMENT)

Legal Description:
The East Half of Lot 3, Block 7, EAST LYNNE ADDITION, Clty of Portland, Multnomah

County, State of Oregon

ALSO,, the West 17 feet of Lot 2, Block 7, EAST LYNNE ADDITION, City of Portland,
Multnomah County, State of Oregon. '

Tax Account No. R149575

EXHIBIT A-2

Legal Description:

Lot 1 and the East 33 feet of Lot 2, Block 7, EAST LYNNE, in the City of Portland,
County of Multnomah and State of Oregon, EXCEPT that portion lying in S.E. Belmont
St.

Tax Account No. R149574
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BOGSTAD Deborah L

From: BOGSTAD Deborah L

Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2006 4:26 PM

To: SOWLE Agnes; THOMAS John S; CREAN Christopher D; Diane Linn; Lisa Nalto Lonnie Roberts;
Maria ROJO DE STEFFEY; Serena Cruz

Cc: ROMERO Shelli D; CARROLL Mary P; NAITO Terri W; LIEUALLEN Matt; WEST Kristen; SMITH Andy

J; LASHUA Matthew; JOHNSON Cecilia; MAESTRE Robert A; THOMAS Gary A
Subject: Agenda ltem C-3 on the February 9th Board meeting agenda
Importance: High

At the request of the Department, please pull C-3 from the consent calendar in order to postpone
indefinitely. Thank you.

Deb Bogstad, Board Clerk

Multnomah County Commissioners

501 SE Hawthorne Boulevard, Suite 600
Portland, Oregon 97214-3587

(503) 988-3277 phone

(503) 988-3013 fax
deborah.l.bogstad@co.multnomah.or.us

http:/ /www.co.multnomah.or.us/cc/index.shtml

2/7/2006



& T MULTNOMAH COUNTY |
&=  AGENDA PLACEMENT REQUEST

Board Clerk Use Only

Meeting Date: _02/09/06
Agenda Item #: C-4

Est. Start Time: 9:30 AM
Date Submitted: = 01/26/06

BUDGET MODIFICATION: -

.

Agenda Approval of Auto Wrecker Certificate Renewal for Frank P. Miller and Thomas
Title: P. Miller of MILLER TRUCK SALVAGE LLC, 15015 NW Mill Read, Portland

Note: If Ordinance, Resolution, Order or Proclamation, provide exact title. For all other submissions,
provide a clearly written title.

Date : Time

Requested: February 9, 2006 Requested: N/A

Department: _Community Services . 'Di.vision:r Land Use & Transportation
Contact(s): Adam Barber

Phone: 503-988-3043 Ext. 22599 I/O Address:  455/1/116

Presenter(s): Consent Calendar

General Information

1. What action are you requesting from the Board?

Approval of the renewal of an auto wrecker certificate for Miller Truck Salvage, LLC at 15015 NW
Mill Road. The renewed licenses would be valid from the date of issuance to December 31, 2006.

2. Please provide sufficient background information for the Board and the public to understand
this issue.

Miller Truck Salvage, LLC is currently operating a wrecker business at 15015 NW Mill Road. The
most recent wrecker certificate expired December 31, 2005. In order to renew the certificate, the
wrecking yard must apply for a business certificate through the Department of Motor Vehicles. In
order for the business certificate to be approved, the local governing body must authorize the
business pursuant to ORS 822.140. Miller Truck Salvage, LLC has been authorized by Multnomah
County each year since 1986. A staff report is available in case T1-05-042 at the Land Use Planning
office detailing how the current proposal complies with County and State regulations for wrecking
yard certificate renewal. The approval of the county's governing body is required on the attached
blue DMV Application for Business Certificate. The original DMV Application for Business .
Certificate and the enclosed original surety bond must be returned to the business owner after a



decision on whether or not to approve the renewal has been rendered.

3. Explain the fiscal impact (current year and ongoing).

None.

4. Explain any legal and/or policy issues involved.

The most recent certificate under which Frank Miller Truck Wrecking operated expired December
31, 2005. In order to lawfully continue operation in 2006, a renewal must be granted.

5. Explain any citizen and/or other government participation that has or will take place.

Miller Truck Salvage, LLC has submitted all the materials necessary for the renewal application.
Land Use planning staff has contacted both the Sheriff Office and the Assessment and Taxation

Office to obtain information required by MCC 15.202.

No other participation by citizens or governments has taken place. To date, no complaints have been

received regarding Frank Miller Truck Wrecking in calendar year 2005.

Required Signatures

Department/

Agency Director:

Budget Analyst:

Department HR:

Countywide HR:

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date: -

01/26/06



~CERTIFICATE NUMBER
APPLICATION FOR BUSINESS CERTIFICATE WA
AS A DISMANTLER OF MOTOR VEHICLES OR v PIRATION DATE
SALVAGE POOL OPERATOR Eﬁ -

DREVER AND HOTOR VEHICLE SERVICES
1008 LANA AVE NE, SALEM OREQON 97314

@ PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT LEGIBLY WITH INK.

o P AATION Or LG 3 Y018 LOGATION APPROVAL. | oo o CJoriaiNaL o2 RENEWAL

W__——WWWW» OREGON REGISTRY NUMBER (IF LLC OR CORPORATION)

1 TN \ 2005blg>- |
BUSINESS NAME GF APPLICANT [IF ASSUMED BUSSNESS NAMBOR REGON REGETRY NUMBER BUSINESS TELEPHONE

2 (503 ) 265 1191
MAIN Blm LOCATIW AND NUMBER) P CODE

3| 15015 (W MM 4. ocand [yl [ Modeoman

STATE 2P CODE

4) \ 50 v OW ™ V\Q\ . u?b(ﬂé(‘d 1-()9\«» Q"'l 23|

5| [individuat [ Partnership  XItic [T Corporation: "mz,mm;;:m

6 a) THE DIMENSIONS OF THE PROPERTY ON WHICH THE BUSINESS IS LOCATED ARE ﬂ(g Qﬂ ft. X f‘ﬂ hZ" ft.

b) ORS 822.115(4) requires applicants to file a description of the location of the dismantling yard. Accordingly,
please file a plat map or other description of the location of the premises..

7! By signing this application you are also certifying that:

1. The right of way of any highway adjacent to the area proposed for approval to conduct the dismantling business is
used for access to the premises and public parking;

2. You maintain a building or enclosure or other barrier at least six feet high for the purpose of conducting the
dismantling business;

3. You will not store any vehicles or vehicle parts or conduct the dismantling business outsnde of the building,
enclosure or barrier;

4. The business is hidden and adequately screened by the terrain or other natural objects or by plants, fences or
other appropriate means so0 as not to be visible from the main traveled way or.the highway except as permitted by
ORS 822.135.

8| LOCAL GOVERNMENT APPROVAL (CITY/ COUNTY)

By signing this application you are authorizing a dismantier busmass to be conducted at the location listed on Line 3 of this
application. if a dismantier business cannot be conducted at that location, or it any of the conditions below are not met, do
not sign this approval.

CITY
Ti :
| CERTIFY HAT THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE COUNTY OF HAS:

A) APPROVED THE APPLICANT AS BEING SUITABLE TO ESTABLISH, MAINTAIN OR OPERATE A MOTOR VEHICLE DISMANTLING
BUSINESS (ORIGINAL APPLICATIONS ONLY).

B) DETERMINED THAT THE LOCATION OR PROPOSED LOCATION MEETS THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THAT LOCATION UNDER ORS
822.110.

C) DETERMINED THAT THE LOCATION DOES NOT VIOLATE ANY APPLICABLE PROVISION OF ORS 822.135.

D) APPROVED THE LOCATION AND DETERMINED THAT THE LOCATION COMPLIES WITH ANY REGULATIONS ADOPTED BY THE
JURISDICTION UNDER ORS 822.140.

¥ PLACE STAMP OR SEAL HERE Vv

| ALSO CERTIFY THAT | AM AUTHORIZED TO SIGN THIS APPLICATION
AND AS EVIDENCE OF SUCH AUTHORITY DO AFFIX HEREON THE
SEAL OR STAMP OF THE CITY OR COUNTY,

NANE TMLE PHONE NUMBER
9 ( )
SIGNATURE DATE
10|x




11
12
13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

23
24
25
26
27
28
29

Complete the section(s) below and sign.
(Be sure to attach a separate sheet to show additional owners.)

®  List the primary owner, partners, LLC members or corporate officers below.
e If a member of a limited liability company (LLC) is a corporation, the president must provide information below. )
e If a partner of a partnership is a corporation, the president must provide information below.
e If corporation or LLC, then Oregon registered agent name and address required below.
OREGON REGISTERED AGENT NAME TELEPHONE NUM

R el COA. (505 ) 271 it

OREGON REGISTERED AGENT STREET ADDRESS STATE | ZiP CODE

_ _
OO SW  BCAWAL SAE. 1400 “Poriaad ok Q120
OREGON REGISTERED AGENT MAILING ADDRES gl DIFFERENT) cmy . STATE | ZiP CODE
OWNERSHIP INFORMATION
PRINT NAME OF OWNER / PARTNER / LLC MEMBER /CORPORATE OFFICER TITL_E ) _ RESIDEQCE TELEPHONE NUMBER )
Ee e P Mier LLC MembpR. [(B0> ) {29 0215
DATE OF BIRTH ) . ; DRIVER LICENSE NUMBER STATE 0}: ISSUANCE
5 21+ 43 0450 TR Ofege

RESIDENCE ADDRESS STATE CODE

5G1& vawie Ciorl . NHEDAUD & | G 10k
MAILING ADDRESS (IF DIFFERENT) CiTY STATE | ZiP CODE .
CERT!FYIyG SIGNATURE OF OWNER SHOWN ON LINE 14 ABOVE . DATE
X A f | 121505
PRINT NAME OF OWNER / PAF}TNER ! LLC{. MEMBER / CORPORATE OFFICER TITLE RESIDENCE TELEPHONEbMBER
TS P MR LLC, MOVDOR. (505 )24 (213
DATE OF BIATH DRIV‘E{i LICENSE NUMBER STATE OF |SSUANCE
411D 29091l vl ,

RES}DENCE ADDFQ N ) j ] ﬁ e STATE |[ZPCODE

2901 _pehbie - C e gl OCEEQ O G i
MAILING ADDRESS (!F DIFFERENT) ’ cmy - STATE | ZIP CODE
CERTIFYIN! |GNA NER SHOWN ON LINE 19 ABOVE DATE
PRINT NAME OF OWNEH / PARTNER / LLC MEMBER / CORPORATE OFFICER | TITLE RESIDENCE TELEPHONE NUMBER
DATE OF BIRTH DRIVER LICENSE NUMBER STATE OF ISSDANCE .-
RESIDENCE ADDRESS CITY STATE { ZIP CODE
MAILING ADDRESS (IF DIFFERENT) CITY . STATE | 2IP CODE
CERTIFYING SIGNATURE OF OWNER SHOWN ON LINE 24 ABOVE DATE
X

Please attach (staple) copies of ALL owners, partners, LLC members or corporate officers official photo ID’s
(driver license or state issued Identification card ONLY). If the residence address on the photo ID is different
than the residence address listed on Page 2, submit a statement explaining why the addresses do not match.

Copy must be legible.

False certification is a Class B misdemeanor under ORS 162.085 and is punishable by six months in jail, a fine of up to
$1,000 or both. In addition, DMV sanctions against you or your dismantier certificate may be imposed. With this in mind... |

certify that | am the owner, a partner, an LLC member, or a corporate officer of this business and that all information on |

this application is accurate and true. | certify that the right of way of any highway adjacent to the location listed above is
used for access to the premises and public parking.

Page 2



-SUI:-'{ETY BOND Y _BONDNUMBER v

NOTE: TO BE COMPLETED BY BONDING COMPANY. FAILURE 801881

TO ACCURATELY COMPLETE THIS FORM WILL CAUSE
DELAY. PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT LEGIBLY WITH INK.

LET IT BE KNOWN: :
THAT MILLER TRUCK SALVAGE LILC.
, {OWNER, PARTNERS, LLC OR CORPORATION NAME)

DOING BUSINESS AS

{ASSUMED BUSINESS NAME, IF ANY)
HAVING PRINCIPAL PLACE OF BUSINESS AT 15015 NW MILL RD PORTLAND, OR 97231

(ADDRESS, CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE)

WITH ADDITIONAL PLACES OF BUSINESS AT

(ADDRESS, CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE)

(ADDRESS, CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE)

1201 NE LLOYD BLVD #360 PORTLAND, OR 97232 ( 503) 287-6000

(ADDRESS, CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE) TELEPHONE NUMBER

A CORPORATION ORGANIZED AND EXISTING UMDER AND BY VIRTUE OF THE LAWS OF THE STATE OFWASHTNGTQN _, AND AUTHORIZED
TO TRANSACT A SURETY BUSINESS IN THE STATE OF OREGON, AS SURETY, ARE HELD AND FIRMLY BOUND UNTO THE STATE OF OREGON
IN THE PENAL SUM OF $10,000 FOR THE PAYMENT OF WHICH THE PRINCIPAL(S) AND SURETY JOINTLY AND SEVERALLY BIND THEMSELVES,
THEIR RESPECTIVE SUCCESSORS, AND ASSIGNS.

WHEREAS, THE PRINCIPAL(S) IS APPLYING FOR A DISMANTLER CERTIFICATE ISSUED BY THE OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION.

THE CONDITION OF THIS OBLIGATION IS SUCH THAT, WHEN THE ABOVE NAMED PRINCIPAL(S) IS ISSUED A DISMANTLER CERTIFICATE TO
CONDUCT A MOTOR VEHICLE DISMANTLING BUSINESS IN THIS STATE, SAID PRINCIPAL(S) MUST CONDUCT SUCH BUSINESS WITHOUT
FRAUD OR FRAUDULENT REPRESENTATION, AND WITHOUT VIOLATION OF ANY OF THE PROVISIONS OF THE OREGON VEHICLE CODE
SPECIFIED IN ORS 822.120, THEN AND IN THAT EVENT THIS OBLIGATION TO BE VOID, OTHERWISE TO REMAIN IN FULL FORCE AND EFFECT
UNLESS CANCELED PURSUANT TO ORS 742.366(2).

THIS BOND IS EFFECTIVE AS OF THE DATE THE PRINCIPAL(S) IS ISSUED A DISMANTLER CERTIFICATE BY THE OREGON DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION UNTIL DEPLETED BY CLAIMS PAID, UNLESS THE SURETY SOONER CANCELS THE BOND. THIS BOND MAY BE CANCELED
BY THE SURETY GIVING WRITTEN NOTICE OF SUCH CANGCELLATION TO THE DRIVER AND MOTOR VEHICLES DIVISION OF THE OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION. THIS BOND SHALL EXPIRE UPON EXPIRATION OF THE DISMANTLER CERTIFICATE, BUT MAY BE
RENEWED UPON THE RENEWAL OF THE CERTIFICATE.

THIS BOND SHALL BE ONE CONTINUOUS OBLIGATION AND THE LIABILITY OF THE SURETY SHALL BE LIMITED TO THE AMOUNT OF THE
PENALTY OF THIS BOND REGARDLESS OF WHETHER THIS BOND IS RENEWED OR OTHERWISE CONTINUED IN EFFECT UPON ITS ORIGINAL
TERM,

| ' __January 1 2006 December 31 2008  {ponomustexemeonmie
THIS BOND IS EFFECTIVE __ January 1 2 AND EXPIRES e - (BonowueT ExpmE onTHE)
— ANY ALTERATION VOIDS THIS BOND --

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, THE SAID PRINCIPAL AND SAID SURETY HAVE EACH CAUSED THESE PRESENTS TO BE EXECUTED BY
ITS AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE OR REPRESENTATIVES AND THE SURETY CORPORATE SEAL TO BE HEREUNTO AFFIXED

THIS 12 DAY oF ___December ,__ 2005
(DAY) (MONTH) (YEAR)
SIGNATURE OF OWNER, PARTNER OR CORPORATE OFFICER TITLE
[s;mn\"‘_‘e OF SURETY (AUTHORJZED REPRESENTATIVE] E e
X : 1 & )y WLl ATTORNEY IN FACT
SURETY'S AGENT OR REPRESENTATIVE MUST COMPLETE THIS SECTION: PLAQE%AREW{S&AD BELOW
S s ’
IN THE EVENT A PROBLEM ARISES CONCERNING THIS BOND, CONTACT: S &S e"" 08y ,:?’%’Q‘ “
P i 3) « %" e
NAME TELEPHONE NUMBER - Q2 : ot
| C3iQ :8 <
CBIC 503-287-6000 = SEAL :E°
ADDRESS ’/’ %'.,'. J97e :_:\.? =
PO BOX 12053 i By et
CITY, STATE, ZIP COBE : "ty 4 PﬂNG‘o -~
PORTLAND, OR 97212 : ‘ HTTRORNIRR,
APPROVED BY ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE
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: Borps - ' Home Office:
f ) 1213 Valley Street
. = PO Box 9271
Limited Power of Attomey Seattle, WA 98109-0271
e RANCE (206) 628-7200

powefandanﬂmﬁyhawbymmMism.Mnaﬁsm.memm,mwmddmedﬂnCommmymd
wrpose,pmvided.houaver.m:nAMmy—in—FanwdlmmmwmmWMammmmmmmWwﬁmdhmamwh
mdmmmmm.memgumumum;wammummmnmsmwwumm
mmWMammhmdammnbmmmmsmmbunmmmmmﬁamwmmmmmm
mammmmmwtmmmmmmmuww&mmmmmwmbmmmwmam
mgmmwmmammamwmmmmmmmsummAWwSemmhene.m

RESOLVED that the Presidont of the Company is authorized & appoint any person as the Company's tus and lawful Atiomey-in-Fact with power and authorily to execule and -
deliver on behal! of the Company any and ak bonds and undertakings of suretyship given for any prpase, subject to such limits as shall be determined by the President of fe
Gampmvmd.m.MMMMMmeMNMmMGmmmmmmmyhalypuﬁnofmm
sum thereof in excess of $10,000,000, and provided, further, that no Atiomey-in-Fact shall have the astharity 10 issue a bid or proposal bond for any project where, if a contract is
awarded, any bond or undertaking would be requirad with penal sum in excess of $10,000,000. Any Alomey-in-Fact aufhorized i execule a surely bond or undertaiing may also
ueamimnmmm«mmm»ﬁm«mmmmmmmmmhmdmm
set forth above. :

RESOLVEDFURTHERthatﬂma.nhoﬁtyofﬂ'lsSmﬂmdmmnmmymwﬁwmemﬂmﬁcilyaﬂeﬂecﬁvemdmwmmmhanyUmﬂedPowerofAmmy
isherebydelegatedmmefolbwlngpstws.ﬂnsignanxreofmyowmhlbwingmbindﬂwcompmywiﬂ!respedhhemﬁtenﬁcﬂymdeﬂedﬂenessofhefuegoingmsduﬁms
as if signed by the Secratary of the Company: Lanry A. Byers, Michael D. Bums, Debbie Kidd, Ann Jenes, Nancy M. Young, Marci A, Houts, Rose A. Thorstensen, Hans Rauth,
Mark S. Hewilt, Theresa Smith, Tom Dyment, Pat Domey, Deenna Wersch, JoAnn Johnson, Debi Lewis, James L Neschie, Cheryl Neschke, Michael K. Neschie, Provided,
however, that no such person shal have the autherily to certify the authenticity of a resalution or Limited Power of Attorney document which serves to appoint themself as Attomey-

in-Fact
RESOLVED FURTHER that the signatures (including certification that the Power of Attomey is still in force and effect) of the President, Notary Public and person certifying

menﬂciwmeﬁecﬁvem,awmewpommdNotaysealsappea_lingonawUmmamMAmnwwnMngmmmw:gmm‘asweuasmmm
Power of Attorney itself and its transmission, rnaybebylaaimile;andsud\l.imibd Power of Atlomey shall be deemed an original in afl aspects.

RESOLVED FURTHER that ail resolutions adopted prior to today appointing the above named as Attomey-in-Fact for CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY

are hareby superseded. _
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY has caused these presents o ba signed by its President end its corporate seai to be herato affixed this 19th day
of September, 2005:

CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY

By:
Don Sirkin, President o~

STATE OF WASHINGTON ~ COUNTY OF KING
On this 19mday018q1[ambef.M,pemndlyappeaedDONSlRiGN.bmshwnbbehePrssidevﬂoiMecnrpomﬁmMmcuMhhwoimljmidemudAMmya‘ndaeknwlled@d

sddLimitedPomroaneymbelhefmandvohm‘layadaﬁdeedofsddwwabn.iortheusesauammmanmﬂmMaﬂmmmmnebmﬂuiMbmmm

SNy,
Sl gy

Limited Power of Attomey. &
=~ iy,

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereumto set my hand and affixed my official seal the day and yeas first above written. F, s,

- )

z Z

| o 2ok i Jal

. 7 N =

AN H

U . %) S

1y, OF WA -

Notary Public & and for the State of Washington, residing at Seattie Ig.m‘“w““\\\\

The undersigned, acting under authority of the BoatdofDimclusobeNTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY, hereby certifies, as or in fieu of Ceriificate of the Secretary of
CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY, that the above and foregaing is a full, true and correct copy of the Original Power of Atomey issued by said Company, and does hereby

further certly thatthe said Powes of Atiomey is sl in force and effect, _
GIVEN hand a. this t:g dayof___Amw.zo_()_S.
Wi datta_ Jlos o~

U
PoaDS01.14-US09192005




Staff Report
Determination of Compliance
2005 Wrecker Certificate Renewal
Frank Miller Truck Wrecking
15015 NW Mill Road

Case# T1-05-072

“This Staff Report and Determination of Compliance is made pursuant to the

- requirements specified by Multnomah County Code (MCC) Section 15.201 Certificate -
Applications. An application for renewal of a Wrecker Certificate as required by the
State of Oregon Department of Motor Vehicles was submitted on December 16™, 2005
by Frank Miller, 15015 NW Mill Road.

I. Conditions of Approval:

1. The applicant shall obtain a Business Certificate as a wrecker of motor vehicles
from the Oregon Department of Transportation. Applications for future Wrecker
Certificate renewals shall include a copy of the Wrecker Certificate issued by the
Oregon Department of Transportation the prior year.

2. If there are any changes to the property during the year prior to renewal of
Wrecker Certificate, applications for future Wrecker Certificate renewals shall
include submittal of a site plan, drawn to scale, showing the revisions. Expansion
of the dimensions of the wrecking yard shall not occur without prior approval of
the County.

3. Taxes shall be kept current prior to approval of future Wrecker Certificate
renewals. ’

4. Any application for a Wrecker Certificate or renewal must be reviewed by staff
and presented to the Board of County Commissioners as required under MCC
15.200 et. seq.

I1. Applicable Zoning Considerations:

The applicable zoning considerations as specified in MCC 15.202(B)(3) and (5) are
addressed below:

A. Compliance with the requirements of Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS)
822.110:

The Oregon Department of Transportation shall issue a wrecker certificate
to any person if the person meets all of the following requirements:
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(1) The person must establish that the area approved under the wrecker
certificate for use in a wrecking business meets one of the following:

(@) The area is more than 1,100 feet from the nearest edge of the right of
- way of any state highway.

(b) The business conducted within the area is hidden or adequately
screened by the terrain or other natural objects or by plantings,
fences or other natural objects or by plantings, fences or other
appropriate means, so as not to be visible from the main traveled way
of the highway, in accordance with rules adopted by the director.

(c) The area and the business thereon are located in an area zoned for
industrial use under authority of the laws of this state.

(2) The person must pay the fee required under ORS 822.700 for issuance of
a wreckers certificate. _

: (3) The person must complete the application for a wrecker certificate
| described under ORS 822.115.

(4) The person must deliver to the department any approvals by local
governments required under ORS 822.140.

(5) The person must deliver to the department a bond or letter of credit that
meets the requirements of ORS 822.120.

Finding: A site visit conducted by Land Use Planning staff on January 10", 2006
confirmed that both natural vegetation and a site obscuring fence screen vehicles
from adjacent roads and property. A vegetated berm separates the property from
Highway 30 to the south. Together, these elements provide consistency with ORS
822.110 (1)(b).

The applicant has provided a Surety Bond by Contractors Bonding and Insurance
Company (CBIC) with a dated effectiveness of January 1, 2006 to December 31,
2008, which has met the requirements of ORS 822.110(5). Compliance with the
requirements of ORS 822.110 (2)-(4) will be ensured by obtaining a Wrecker
Certificate issued by the Oregon Department of Transportation.

B. Compliance with the business locational provisions of ORS 822.135:
(1) A person commits the offense of improperly conducting a wrecking

business if the person holds a wrecker certificate issued under ORS
822.110 and the person does any of the following:
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(b) Expands the dimensions of or moves any of the person’s places of
business or opens any additional places of business without obtaining
a supplemental wrecker certificate by the procedure under ORS
822.125. ’

Finding: Staff has found no evidence or indication that the dimensions of the
wrecking yard have been expanded beyond that of the existing Wrecker
Certificate. The applicant has submitted a site plan clearly identifying the
dimensional boundaries of the wrecking yard (fenced and/or screened areas)
in relation to property lines and setbacks. A site visit conducted January 10",
2006 confirmed the existing dimensions of the wrecking yard. Expansion of
the dimensions of the wrecking yard shall not occur without prior approval of
the County.

(g) Fails to keep the premises on the outside of the establishment clear
and clean at all times.

Finding: The Land Use Planning Section conducted a field inspection on
January 10", 2006 and took photos of the site indicating the area outside the
establishment is clear and clean. Photos are contained in the permanent case
file. There has been no indication since that time of the establishment not
being kept clear and clean.

(h) Conducts any wrecking, dismantling or altering of vehicles outside the
building, enclosure or barrier on the premises of the business.

Finding: Based on staff’s field inspection on January 10", 2006, no
dismantling or altering of vehicles outside the fenced area of the business was
evident. Furthermore, there has been no indication since then that the
"dismantling or altering of vehicles has taken place outside the premises of the
business.

(i) Except as otherwise provided in this paragraph, stores any vehicles or
vehicle parts or conducts the business outside of the building, enclosure
or barrier on the premises of the business. A person is not in violation of
this paragraph if the person complies with the following limits:

(A) In an area zoned by the city or county for industrial use, a
wrecking business may display and offer for sale motor vehicle
parts or nonoperating vehicles outside the enclosure or barrier in
a single defined area limited to not more than five percent of the
total area of the business and if no more than eight vehicles are
displayed.

(B) In an area zoned by the city or county for any use other than
industrial use, a wrecking business may offer not more than four
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vehicles for sale in an area outside of the building, enclosure or
barrier.

Finding: Based on staff’s field inspection on January IO‘h, 2006, no activities
related to the business were evident outside of the fenced area. Furthermore,
there has been no indication since then any business activities have taken
place outside the fenced premises of the business.

(k) Except as otherwise provided in this paragraph, fails to keep the .
business hidden or adequately screened by the terrain or other natural
objects or by plantings, fences or other appropriate means so as not to be
visible from the main traveled way of the highway in accordance with the
rules of the Director of Transportation. This paragraph does not apply to
a business that is:

(A) Farther than 1,100 feet from the nearest edge of the right of
way of any state highway;

(B) Located in an area zoned for industrial use under authority of
the laws of this state; or

(C) A business established before June 30, 1967.

Finding: The site visit conducted by Staff on January 10™, 2006 confirmed that
both natural vegetation and a site obscuring fence screen vehicles from adjacent
roads and property. A vegetated berm separates the property from Highway 30
to the South. Together, these elements provide the screening required by this
criterion.

C. Compliance with zoning regulations:

The wrecking yard was determined to be a non-conforming use in the 12/16/91
“Report of Site Inspection” contained in the wrecking yard file on the subject
property, a copy of which is kept in the Land Use Planning Office. The file
contains a record of Wrecker Certificate renewal requests from 1986 forward.
Examination of department land use inventory maps and zoning maps indicates
that the business was in existence on the property in 1975, at which time the
property was zoned M-1, which allowed the use. The property was re-zoned in
1997 to MUF-20, a district which does not allow the use, therefore it became non-
conforming at that time.

III. Notification:
Notice of this application was sent to the Multnomah County Sheriff on January 6",
2006. A recommendation of approval from the County Sheriff’s Office was received

on January 9™, 2006 based upon a clean background check. A copy of the Sheriff’s
recommendation is contained in the permanent case file.
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The Wrecker Certificate renewal for 2005 was approved with a condition that taxes
shall be kept current prior to approval of future Wrecker Certificate renewals. No
outstanding taxes are associated with the property according to Michelle Hanna of the
Multnomah County Assessment and Taxation office during a phone conversation held
January 6, 2005 at 1:25 pm.

IV. Recommendation:
The staff of the Land Use Planning Section respectfully recommends that the above
Wrecker Certificate renewal be approved, based upon findings that the business
satisfies the applicable requirements contained in MCC 15.200*% and ORS 822.110,
ORS 882.135 and continues to retain a non-conforming status.

Dated this 18" day of January, 2006.

By: Adam Barber, Planner
For: Karen Schilling, Planning Director
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1005 LANA AVE NE, SALEM OREGOMN 97314

EH APPLICATIUN FUR BUSINESS CERTIFICATE ™ \ THZ
Al A AS A DISMANTLER OF MOTOR VEHICLES OR T EXPIRATION DATE
e ees SALVAGE POOL OPERATOR 1 2 -\5l"'05

® PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT LEGIBLY WITH INK.

® SEE PAGE 4 FOR INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING A DISMANTLER APPLICATION.
@ ANY ALTERATION OF LINE 3 VOIDS LOCATION APPROVAL. [JoriGINAL \QLRENEWAL
LEGAL NAME OF APPLICANT (OWNER, PARTNERSHIP, LLC OR CORPORATION NAME) B OREGON REGISTRY NUMBER (iF LLC OR CORPORATION)

Maler T \ 2l65bl>-993

BUSINESS NAME OF APPLICANT (IF ASSUMED BUSINESS NAMB,OR FRADE NAME)

REGISTRY NUMBER " | BUSINESS TELEPHONE

ORI
{IFUS ING ASSUMED BUSINESS NAME OR TRADE NAME) . .
B0 ) 285 1191

MAIN BUSINESS LOCATION (STREET AND NUMBER) ) o " |2P CODE ’ COUNTY
Ltéb\‘j AN M ok Yorard  [q2n1 [MOreoman
MAILING ADDRESS [« STATE ZlP CODE
L5015 (N T 4. Pociond  [Br.  GH13|
CHECK ORGANIZATION TYPE:
[ ] individual [_] Partnership E\LLC L] Corporation: :,fg;‘;':;ﬁ'zzsiﬁ’;;:fss:::f::;ed
a) THE DIMENSIONS OF THE PROPERTY ON WHICH THE BUSINESS IS LOCATED ARE HLQ Qll ft. X H‘) Q 2" 1.

b) ORS 822.115(4) requires applicants to file a description of the location of the dismantling yard. Accordingly,
please file a plat map or other description of the location of the premises..

By signing this application you are also certifying that:

1. The right of way of any highway adjacent to the area proposed for approval to conduct the dismantling business is
used for access to the premises and public parking;

2. You maintain a building or enclosure or other barrier at least six feet high for the purpose of conducting the
dismantling business;

3. You will not store any vehicles or vehicle parts or conduct the dismantling business outside of the building,
enclosure or barrier;

4. The business is hidden and adequately screened by the terrain or other natural objects or by plants, fences or
other appropriate means so as not to be visible from the main traveled way or the highway except as permitted by
ORS 822.135.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT APPROVAL (CITY / COUNTY)
By signing this application you are authorizing a dismantier business to be conducted at the location listed on Line 3 of this
application. If a dismantler business cannot be conducted at that location, or if any of the conditions below are not met, do
not sign this approval.

} CERTIFY THAT THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE % ggJNTY .OF ﬂbbb\\\bw\ﬂ'\“\’ HAS:

A) APPROVED THE APPLICANT AS BEING SUITABLE TO ESTABLISH, MAINTAIN OR OPERATE A MOTOR VEHICLE DISMANTLING
BUSINESS (ORIGINAL APPLICATIONS ONLY).

B) DETERMINED THAT THE LOCATION OR PROPOSED LOCATION MEETS THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THAT LOCATION UNDER ORS
822.110.

C) DETERMINED THAT THE LOCATION DOES NOT VIOLATE ANY APPLICABLE PROVISION OF ORS 822.135.

D) APPROVED THE LOCATION AND DETERMINED THAT THE LOCATION COMPLIES WITH ANY REGULATIONS ADOPTED BY THE
JURISDICTION UNDER ORS 822.140.

¥ PLACE STAMP OR SEAL HERE ¥

] ALSO CERTIFY THAT | AM AUTHORIZED TO SIGN THIS APPLICATION “ y N '
AND AS EVIDENCE OF SUCH AUTHORITY DO AFFIX HEREON THE LR AN
SEAL OR STAMP OF THE CITY OR COUNTY.
NAME . . TITLE h'( | PHONE NUMBER ) '
D\Q«\Q Y. LN ok (R3)  apD-3308>

SIGNATURE / /’ W__ /%—/ :DATF

Fefluae ., Q. 2000 ]




11
12
13

14
15
16
17
18

19
20
21
22
23
24

|25

26
27
28
29

Complete the section(s) below and sign.
(Be sure to attach a separate sheet to show additional owners.)

® | st the primary owner, partners, LLC members or corporate officers below.
® |f a member of a limited liability company {LLC) is a corporation, the president must provide information below.
® |f a partner of a partnership is a corporation, the president must provide information below.
® [f corporation or LLC, then Oregon registered agent name and address required below.
OREGON REGISTERED AGENT NAME . ' - | TELEPHONE NUMB

John £ MeCrrwior CRA. (505 ) 271+ 1

OREGON REGISTERED AGENT STREET ADDRESS STATE | ZIP CODE
000 SW  IHCAINMAL SAE 1400 T(’mﬂand & a2
OREGON REGISTERED AGENT MAILING ADDRESS (1§ DIFFERENT) ) T STATE | ZiIP CODE
OWNERSHIP INFORMATION
PRINT NAME OF QWNER / PARTNER / LLC MEMBER / CORPORATE OFFICER [TITLE ' RESIDENCE TELEPHONE NUMBER )
Frani Po MilleR | LLC, ngy (505 )H24° 02 75
DATE OF BIRTH | DRIVER LICENSE NUMBER " 77 7T STATE OF ISSUANCE f e
L 20 1D 085107 Oreqon
RESIDENCE “ADDRESS CITY, STATE &CODE
8101 bovole Croel kel VD8 Ok
MAILING ADDRESS (IF DIFFERENT) ] cITY | sTATE | ziP CODE
CERTIFYING SIGNATURE OF OWNER SHOWN ON LINE 14 ABOVE ) T DATE
PRINT NAME OF OWNER / PARTNER / LLC MEMBER / CORPORATE OFFICER | TITLE s RESIDENCE TELEPHONE MBER
THOMS . ML T e MembeR. (803 Juas (3217
DATE OF BIRTH DRIVER LICENSE NUMBER STATE OF, SSUANCE
311+ 1% 590911

"Bt Fble Coeex gt [Ner n&“(‘o') L RCET

MAILING ADDRESS (iF DIFFERENT) | STATE | ZIP CODE

CERTIFYIN IGNW NER SHOWN ON LINE 19 ABOVE o ) DATE /
X / ﬂ_/ S AL

PRINT NAME OF OWNER / PARTNER / LLC MEMBER / CORPORATE OFFICER | TITLE RESIDENCE TELEPHONE NUMBER

DATE OF BIRTH S - | DRIVER LICENSE NUMBER STATE OF ISSUANCE
RESIDENCE ADDRESS - ey T | STATE]ZIP CODE
MAILING ADDRESS (IF DIFFERENT) L = "[STATE | 1P CODE
CERTIFYING SIGNATURE OF OWNER SHOWN O LINE 24 ABOVE " |pATE

Please attach (staple) copies of ALL owners, partners, LLC members or corporate officers official photo ID’s

(driver license or state issued Identification card ONLY). If the residence address on the photo ID is different
than the residence address listed on Page 2, submit a statement explaining why the addresses do nct match.

@ Copy must be legible. @

False certification is a Class B misdemeanor under ORS 162.085 and is punishable by six months in jail, a fine of up to
$1,000 or both. in addition, DMV sanctions against you or your dismantler certificate may be imposed. With this in mind... |
certify that | am the owner, a partner, an LLC member, or a corporate officer of this business and that all information on
this application is accurate and true. | certify that the right of way of any highway adjacent to the location listed above is

used for access to the premises and public parking.




SURETY BOND T EoNE RS

NOTE: TO BE COMPLETED BY BONDING COMPANY. FAILURE 801881
TO ACCURATELY COMPLETE THIS FORM WILL CAUSE
DELAY. PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT LEGIBLY WITH INK.

LET IT BE KNOWN:
THAT MILLER TRUCK SALVAGE LLC. , _
{DWNER, PARTNERS, LLC OR CORPORATION NAME)

DOING BUSINESS AS

(ASSUMED BUSINESS NAME, IF ANY)

HAVING PRINCIPAL PLACE OF BUSINESS AT 15015 NW MILL RD __ PORTLAND, OR 97231
. (ADDRESS, CITY, STATE, ZiP CODE)

WITH.ADDITIONAL PLACES OF BUSINESS AT _ AOBAESE GV STRTE 57 6505

{ADDRESS, CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE)

' ' ' (SURETY NAME) :

1201 NE LLOYD BLVD #360 PORTLAND, OR 97232 ( 503) 287-6000
' {ADDRESS, CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE) TELEPHONE NUMBER

A CORFPORATION ORGANIZED AND EXISTING UMDER AND BY VIRTUE OF THE LAWS OF THE STATE OFWASHINGTON , AND AUTHORIZED
TO TRANSACT A SURETY BUSINESS IN THE STATE OF OREGON, AS SURETY, ARE HELD AND FIRMLY BOUND UNTO THE STATE OF OREGON
IN THE PENAL SUM OF $10,000 FOR THE PAYMENT OF WHICH THE PRINCIPAL(S) AND SURETY JOINTLY AND SEVERALLY BIND THEMSELVES,
THEIR RESPECTIVE SUCCESSORS, AND ASSIGNS.

WHEREAS, THE PRINCIPAL(S) IS APPLYING FOR A DISMANTLER CERTIFICATE ISSUED BY THE OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION.

THE CONDITION OF THIS OBLIGATION IS SUCH THAT, WHEN THE ABOVE NAMED PRINCIPAL(S) IS ISSUED A DISMANTLER CERTIFICATE TO
CONDUCT A MOTOR VEHICLE DISMANTLING BUSINESS IN THIS STATE, SAID PRINCIPAL(S) MUST CONDUCT SUCH BUSINESS WITHOUT
FRAUD OR FRAUDULENT REPRESENTATION, AND WITHOUT VIOLATION OF ANY OF THE PROVISIONS OF THE OREGON VEHICLE CODE
SPECIFIED IN ORS 822.120, THEN AND IN THAT EVENT THIS OBLIGATION TO BE VOID, OTHERWISE TO REMAIN IN FULL FORCE AND EFFECT
UNLESS CANCELED PURSUANT TO ORS 742.366(2). .

THIS BOND IS EFFECTIVE AS OF THE DATE THE PRINCIPAL(S) IS ISSUED A DISMANTLER CERTIFICATE BY THE OREGON DEPARTMENT OF
TRANSPORTATION UNTIL DEPLETED BY CLAIMS PAID, UNLESS THE SURETY SOONER CANCELS THE BOND. THIS BOND MAY BE CANCELED
BY THE SURETY GIVING WRITTEN NOTICE OF SUCH CANCELLATION TO THE DRIVER AND MOTOR VEHICLES DIVISION OF THE OREGON
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION. THIS BOND SHALL EXPIRE UPON EXPIRATION OF THE DISMANTLER CERTIFICATE, BUT MAY BE
RENEWED UPON THE RENEWAL OF THE CERTIFICATE.

THIS BOND SHALL BE ONE CONTINUOUS OBLIGATION AND THE LIABILITY OF THE SURETY SHALL BE LIMITED TO THE AMOUNT OF THE
PENALTY OF THIS BOND REGARDLESS OF WHETHER THIS BOND IS RENEWED OR OTHERWISE CONTINUED IN EFFECT UPON ITS ORIGINAL
TERM,

THIS BOND IS EFFECTIVE . January 1 2006 AND EXPIREs December 31 2008 _ ( BOND MUST EXPIRE ON THE
_ (MONTH, DAY, YEAR) (MONTH, DAY, YEAR) ( LAST DAY OF THE MONTH. )
-- ANY ALTERATION VOIDS THIS BOND --

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, THE SAID PRINCIPAL AND SAID SURETY HAVE EACH CAUSED THESE PRESENTS TO BE EXECUTED BY
ITS AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE OR REPRESENTATIVES AND THE SURETY CORPORATE SEAL TO BE HEREUNTO AFFIXED

THIS 12 DAY OF December 2005
PAY) WONTH) ! VAT
!SIGNATUHE OF OWﬁ—Eﬁ. PARTNER OR CORPORATE OFFICER TITLE
SIGNAJRJ € OF SURETY (AUTHO ZED REPRESENTATIVE) TITLE
NG AL : ATTORNEY IN FACT
\
SURETY'S AGENT OR REPRESENTATIVE MUST COMPLETE THIS SECTION: PLAQE'%HE\W{B};AD ﬁELOW
s RIS
T P e l
IN THE EVENT A PROBLEM ARISES CONCERNING THIS BOND, CONTACT: - & :*"09'°94,:"'., g‘/f,
. P el ) P L4
NAME TELEPHONE NUMBER - & ¥ =
: T 23 22
CBIC 503-287-6000 24 SEAL :§ z
: . X Iy -
ADDRESS ‘ ’,’ ,)’o,..‘ l9re AN S
PO BOX 12053 iy, By enwanet N
CITY, STATE, 1P CODE 1y LTINS
PORTLAND, OR 97212 ‘ RITTYRNEN
APPROVED BY ATTORNEY (‘FNFPA' ' OEEINE




Home Office:

1213 Valley Street

PO Box 9271

Seattle, WA 98109-0271
(206) 628-7200

Limited Power of Attorney

chic

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS that CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY. a corporation duly organized and existing under the faws of the State of Washingtan, and
having its principal office in Seattle, King County, Washington, does by these presents make, constitute and appoint DEBI LEWIS, of Portiand, Oregon, its true and lawful Attoey-in-Fact, with full
power and authority hereby conferred in its name, place and stead, to execuls, acknowledge and deliver on behalf of the Company eny and alt bonds and undertakings of suretyship given for any
purpase, provided, however, that no Attornay-in-Fact shall be authorized to execute and deliver any bond or underisking that shall obligate the Company for any portion of the penal sum thereof in
excess of $6,000,000, and provided, further, that no Attomey-in-Fact shall have the authority to issue a bid ar proposal bond for any project whers, if a contract is awarded, any bond or undertaking
would ba required with a penal sum in excess of $6,000,000; and to bind the Company thereby as fully and to the same extent as if such bonds were signed by the President, seated with the corporate
seal of the Company and duly attested by its Secretary; hereby ratifying and confimming all that the said Attomey-in-Fact may do in the premises. Said appointment is made under and by autherity of the
following resolutions adopted by the Board of Directors of the CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY on September 19, 2005

RESOLVED that the President of the Company is authorized to appoint any person as the Company’s true and lawful Attomey-in-Fact with power and authority to execute and -
deliver on behalf of the Company any and all bonds and undertakings of suretyship given for any purpese, subject to such limits as shall be determined by the President of the
Company; provided, howaver, that no such person shall be authorized o execute and deliver any bond or undertaking that shail obligate the Company for any portion of the penal
sum thereof in excess of $10,000,000, and provided, further, that no Aftomey-in-Fact shall have the authority 1o issue a bid or proposal bond for any project where, if a contract is
awarded, any bond or undertaking would be required with penal sum in excess of $10,000,000. Any Atiorney-in-Fact authorized to execute a surety bond or undertaking may also
be authorized to execute any consent or other documentation incidenta! to said bond or undertaking, provided such document does not obligale the Company in excess of the limit
set forth above. .o

RESOLVED FURTHER that the authority of the Secretary of the Company to certify the authenticity and effectiveness of the foregoing resolution in any Limited Power of Attlomey
is hereby delegated (o the following persons, the signature of any of the following to bind the Company with respect to the authenticity and effectiveness of the foregoing resolutions
as if signed by the Secratary of the Company: Larry A. Byers, Michae! D. Burns, Debbie Kidd, Ann Jenes, Nancy M. Young, Marci A. Houts, Rose A. Tharstenson, Hans Rauth,
Mark S. Hewitt, Theresa Smith, Tom Dyment, Pat Domey, Deanna Wersch, JoAnn Johnsan, Debi Lewis, James L. Neschke, Cheryl Neschke, Michael K Neschke. Provided,
however, that no such person shall have the authority (o certify the authenticity of a resolution or Limited Pawer of Attorney document which serves to appoint themself as Attomey-

in-Fact

RESOLVED FURTHER that the signatures (inciuding certification that the Power of Attomey is still in force and effect) of the President, Notary Public and person cerlifying
authenticily and effectiveness, and the corporate and Notary seals appearing on any Limited Power of Attomey containing this and the foregoing resolutions as welf as the Limited
Power of Attornay itse!f and its transmission, may be by facsimile; and such Limited Power of Atlomay shall be deemed an original in all aspects.

RESOLVED FURTHER lhat alt resolutions adopted prior to teday éppoinﬁng the above named as Attomey-in-Fact for CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY
are hereby superseded.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY has caused hese presents to be signed by its President and its corporate seal to bs hereto affixed this 19th day

of Septembar, 2005. s,

SSgNe AND o,
o’

%,

. R ey %y,
& R, %
CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY N QQPOQ, ,‘\‘-;;i»,__’

By "%i;\ FEE
: 1979 &
- n < %, e o33 S, e A
Don Sirkin, President . '.,"l% :\\ iy

' 044, SH| IN o
STATE OF WASHINGTON — COUNTY OF KING

*tagagrspnettt®

On this 19th day of September, 2005, personally appeared DON SIRKIN, to me known to be the President of the corporation that executed the foregoing Limited Power of Attomey and acknowledged
sald Limited Power of Atiorney to be the free and voluntary act and deed of said corporation, for the uses and purposes therein mentioned, and on oath stated that he is authorized to execute the said
Limited Power of Attomey. \\\\\\\\“\\“
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The undersigned, acting under authority of the Board of Directors of CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY, hereby certifies, as or in lieu of Certificate of the Secretary of
CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY, that the above and foregoing is a full, true and comrect copy of the Original Power of Atlomey issued by said Company, and does hereby

further certify that the said Power of Attomey is still in force and effect.
day of, < ,20 T

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal the day and year first above writien.

Brendufy bt

Notary Public in and for the State of Washington, residing at Seattle
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o & " MULTNOMAH COUNTY
&=  AGENDA PLACEMENT REQUEST

Board Clerk Use Only

Meeting Date: 02/09/06
Agenda Item #: C-5

Est. Start Time: 9:30 AM
Date Submitted: 01/26/06

- BUDGET MODIFICATION: -

Agenda Approval of Auto Wrecker Certificate Renewal for Rex M. and June J. Davis of
Title: ’ ORIENT AUTO PARTS, INC., 28425 SE Orient Drive, Gresham

Note: If Ordinance, Resolution, Order or Proclamation, provide exact title. For all other submissions,
provide a clearly written title.

Date Time

Requested: February 23, 2006 Requested: N/A

Department: _Community Services Division: Land Use & Transportation
Contact(s): Adam Barber

Phone: : 503-988-3043 Ext. 22599 /O Address:  455/1/116

Presenter(s):  Consent Calendar

General Information

1. What action are you requesting from the Board?

Approval of the renewal of an auto wrecking yard certificate for Orient Auto Parts, Inc, at 28425 SE
Orient Drive. The renewed licenses would be valid from the date of issuance to December 31, 2006.

2. Please provide sufficient background information for the Board and the public to understand
this issue.

Orient Auto Parts is currently operating at 28425 SE Orient Drive. The most recent wrecker
certificate expired December 31, 2005. In order to renew the license for 2006, the wrecking yard

must apply for a business certificate through the Department of Motor Vehicles. In order for the
business certificate to be approved, the local governing body must authorize the business pursuant to
ORS 822.140. Orient Auto Parts has been authorized by Multnomah County since 1977. A staff
report is available at Multnomah County Land Use Planning detailing how the current proposal
complies with County and State regulations for wrecking yard certificate renewal (Case No. T1-05-
070). Multnomah County's approval is required on the attached blue DMV Application for Business
Certificate. The original DMV Application for Business Certificate and the enclosed original surety
bond must be returned to the business owner after a decision has been rendered.



3. Explain the fiscal impact (current year and ongomg)
None.

4. Explain any legal and/or policy issues involved.

The most recent certificate under which Orient Auto Parts, Inc. operated explred December 31,
2005. In order to lawfully continue operation in 2006, the renewal must be approved.

5. Explain any citizen and/or other government participation that has or will take place.

Orient Auto Parts, Inc. has submitted all the materials necessary for the renewal application. Land
Use planning staff has contacted both the Multnomah County Sheriff's Office and Assessment and
Taxation Office to obtain information required by MCC 15.202. No other participation by citizens
or governments has taken place. To date, no complaints have been received regarding Orient Auto
Parts in calendar year 2005.

Required Signatures

Department/
Agency Director: . Date: 01/26/06
Budget Analyst: ' Date:

. Department HR: Date:
Countywide HR: . Date:




Department of Community Services
MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON

Land Use and Transportation Program
‘1600 SE 190™ Avenue

! Portland, Oregon 97233-5910

(503) 988-3043

Staff Report — Case T1-05-070
Determination of Compliance
f -~ 2005 Wrecker Certificate Renewal

Orient Auto Parts, INC
28425 SE Orient Dr.

This Staff Report and Determination of Compliance are made pursuant to the
requirements specified by Multnomah County Code (MCC) 15.200 et. seq. Wrecker
Certificate, as authorized by Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 822.140. An application
for renewal of a Wrecker Certificate as required by the State of Oregon Department of
Motor Vehicles was submitted on December 6‘“, 2005 by Orient Auto Parts, INC at
28425 SE Orient Drive.

L Conditions of Approval:

1. The applicant shall obtain a Business Certificate as a wrecker of motor vehicles
from the Oregon Department of Transportation. Applications for future Wrecker
Certificate renewals shall include a copy of the Wrecker Certificate issued by the
Oregon Department of Transportation from the prior year.

2. If there are any changes to the property during the year prior to renewal of Wrecker
' Certificate, applications for future Wrecker Certificate renewals shall include
submittal of a site plan, drawn to scale, showing the revisions. Expansion of the
dimensions of the wrecking yard shall not occur without prior approval of the
County.

3. Taxes shall be kept current prior to approval of future Wrecker Certificate renewals.

4. Any application for a Wrecker Certificate or renewal must be reviewed by staff and
presented to the Board of County Commissioners as required under MCC 15.200 et.
seq.

II.  Applicable Zoning Considerations:

The applicable zoning considerations as specified in MCC 15.202(B)(3) and (5) are
addressed below:

A. Compliance with the requirements of ORS 822.110:

The Oregon Department of Transportation shall issue a wrecker certificate
_to any person if the person meets all of the following requirements:



(1) The person must establish that the area approved under the wrecker
certificate for use in a wrecking business meets one of the following:

(a) The area is more than 1,100 feet froﬁl the nearest edge of the right of
way of any state highway.

~ (b) The business conducted within the area is hidden or adequately
screened by the terrain or other natural objects or by plantings,
fences or other natural objects or by plantings, fences or other
_ appropriate means, so as not to be visible from the main traveled way
| of the highway, in accordance with rules adopted by the director.

(¢) The area and the business thereon are located in an area zoned for
industrial use under authority of the laws of this state.

(2) The person must pay the fee requlred under ORS 822.700 for issuance of
a wreckers certificate.

(3) The person must complete the application for a wrecker certificate
described under ORS 822.115.

(4) The person must deliver to the department any approvals by local
governments requlred under ORS 822.140.

(5) The person must deliver to the department a bond or letter of credit that
meets the requirements of ORS 822.120.

Finding: A recent site inspection by staff confirmed that both natural vegetation
and a fence screen vehicles from adjacent roads consistent with ORS 822.110
(1)(b). The applicant has provided a Surety Bond by Contractors Bonding and
Insurance Company (CBIC) with a dated effectiveness of January 1, 2006 to
December 31, 2006. Compliance with the requirements of ORS 822. 110 (2)-(5)
will be ensured by obtaining a Wrecker Certificate issued by the Oregon
Department of Transportation.

B. Compliance with the business locational provisions of ORS 822.135:

(1) A person commits the offense of improperly conducting a wrecking
business if the person holds a wrecker certificate issued under ORS
822.110 and the person does any of the following:

(b) Expands the dimensions of or moves any of the person’s places of
business or opens any additional places of business without obtaining
a supplemental wrecker certificate by the procedure under ORS
822.125.

T1-05070 | Page 2



C.

I

T1-05-070

Finding: Staff has determined that the dimensions of the wrecking yard have
not been expanded beyond that of the Wrecker Certificate most recently
issued. This was verified by visual inspection by Land Use Planning Staff on
January 10, 2006. The site plan submitted identifies the dimensional
boundaries of the wrecking yard (fenced and/or screened areas) in relation to
property lines. Submittal of a new site plan will be required if changes are
made to the site during the year prior to renewal of Wrecker Certificate.
Expansion of the dimensions of the wrecking yard shall not occur without
prior approval of the County.

(g) Fails to keep the premises on the outside of the establishment clear
and clean at all times. ‘

Finding: The Land Use Planning Section determined on January 10, 2006 that
the area outside the establishment is clear and clean. All materials and
activities relating to the wrecking yard are taking place within the confines of
the wrecking yard property and fences and causing no external visual impact.

(h) Conducts any wrecking, dismantling or altering of vehicles outside the
building, enclosure or barrier on the premises of the business.

Finding: Based on the Land Use Planning Section’s site inspection, no
dismantling, altering, or storage of wrecked vehicles outside the fenced area
of the business was evident.

Compliance with zoning regulations:

Finding: The wrecking yard was determined to be a non-conforming use on April
5, 1977 and January 15, 1987. Evidence within the Multnomah County file
labeled Auto Wrecking — 28425 SE Orient Drive, contains a record that an auto
wrecker business has occupied the site continuously and in compliance with
zoning regulations since 1977. Examination of Department land use inventory
maps and zoning maps indicates that the business was in existence on the property
prior to 1977. The land use map shows the site with a case file MC 1-62 listed
for the subject parcel. All evidence suggests the business is in compliance with
zoning regulations.

Notification:
Notice of this application was sent to the Multnomah County Sheriff on January
6™, 2006. A recommendation of approval froni the County Sheriff’s Office was

received on January 9™, 2006. A copy of the Sheriff’s report is contained in the
permanent case file.

The Wrecker Certificate Renewal for 2005 was approved with a condition that
taxes shall be kept current prior to approval of future Wrecker Certificate

Page 3



IV.

Dated

renewals. Staff inquired with the County’s Assessment and Taxation office on
January 6, 2006 and was informed by Mike Brown that taxes for the property
have been paid in full.

Recommendation:

The staff of the Land Use Planning Section respectfully recommends that the
above certificate renewal be approved, subject to conditions, based upon findings
that the business satisfies the applicable requirements contained in MCC 15.200
et. seq. and ORS 822.110, ORS 882.135 and continues to retain a non-conforming
status.

is 18th day of J anuary, 2006.

By Adam Barber, Planner
For: Karen Schilling, Planning Director

T1-05-070
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. CERTIFICATE NUMBER
APPLIC/ .ON FOR BUSINESS CERTIF._ATE
AS A DISMANTLER OF MOTOR VEHICLES OR EXPIRATION DATE
SALVAGE POOL OPERATOR

@ PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT LEGIBLY WiTH INK. :
® SEE PAGE 4 FOR INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING A DISMANTLER APPLICATION. B/
@ ANY ALTERATION OF LINE 3 VOIDS LOCATION APPROVAL. D ORIGINAL RENEWAL

CHECK ORGANIZATION TYPE: “ st the state under Or
[ individual  [JPartmership  [[JLLC  [DfCorporation: syowew sesiess is incomortod:
a) THE DIMENSIONS OF THE PROPERTY ON WHICH THE BUSINESS IS LOCATED ARE ax) ft. X \ ‘50 ft.

b) ORS 822.115(4) requires applicants to file a description of the location of the dismantling yard. Accordingly,
please file a plat map or other description of the iocation of the premises..

3 v . ou“ﬁm
2 mm::im ?33 %2
3, gras\\m o) TN omal)
4

5

6

7! By signing this application you are also certifying that:

1. The right of way of any highway adjacent to the area proposed for approval to conduct the dismantling business is
used for access to the premises and public parking;

2. You maintain a building or enclosure or other barrier at least six feet high for the purpose of conducting the
dismantling business;

3. You will not store any vehicles or vehicle parts or conduct the dismantling business outsade of the building,
enclosure or barrier;

4. The business is hidden and adequately screened by the terrain or other natural objects or by plants, fences or
other appropriate means so as not to be visible from the main traveled way or the highway except as permitted by
ORS 822.135.

8| LOCAL GOVERNMENT APPROVAL (CITY / COUNTY)

By signing this application you are authorizing a dismantler business to be conducted at the Iocatuon listed on Line 3 of this
application. if a dismantier business cannot be conducted at that location, or if any of the eondltlons be!ow are not met, do
not sign this approval.

cy : c
1 FY HAS:
CERTIFY THAT THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE COUNTY OF .

A) APPROVED THE APPLICANT AS BEING SUITABLE TO ESTABLISH, MAINTAIN OR OPERATE A MOTOR VEHICLE DISMANTLING
BUSINESS (ORIGINAL APPLICATIONS ONLY).

B) DETERMINED THAT THE LOCATION OR PROPOSED LOCATION MEETS THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THAT LOCATION UNDER ORS
822.110.

C) DETERMINED THAT THE LOCATION DOES NOT VIOLATE ANY APPLICABLE PROVISION OF ORS 822.135.

D) APPROVED THE LOCATION AND DETERMINED THAT THE LOCATION COMPLIES WITH ANY REGULATIONS ADOPTED BY THE
JURISDICTION UNDER ORS 822.140.

W PLACE STAMP OR SEAL HERE v

1 ALSO CERTIFY THAT | AM AUTHORIZED TO SIGN THIS APPLICATION
-+ AND AS EVIDENCE. OF SUCH AUTHORITY DO AFFIX HEREON THE
SEAL OR STAMP OF THE CITY OR COUNTY.

[NAME T TLE PHONE NUWBER
of . ()
SIGNATURE , T oA

10|x : '




1
12
13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20

N BRNN

25
26
27
28

Complete the section(s) below and sign.
(Be sure to attach a separate sheet to show additional owners.)

List the primary owner, partners, LLC members or corporate officers below.

if a member of a limited liability company (LLC) is a corporation, the president must provide information below.
If a partner of a partnership is a corporation, the president must provide information below.

If corporation or LLC, then Oregon registered agent name and address required below.

o

G tn_  [ETSR b

9%&%'{ REG ST\ESED\P iNﬂn\Em%is W \w) ?OYJC) m 8? ZIP CODE L\—

OREGON REGISTERED AGENT MAILING ADDRESS (IF DIFFERENT) STATE | ZiP CODE

OWNERSHIP INFORMATION

PS \Mif\?é/owgsﬂ‘l PA@ER / LL{%MBER / CORPORATE OFFICER TITLé\D“C r. ?iSéIDEoNg'ST_EﬂE er% ) :

oAle ‘F §§1 b__, DRIVER ucaa%ttrﬁ q ’ STATE WNCE '

TR oL Kzmiller Tage. (Yedh IX |0

MAILING ADDRESS (iF DIFFERENT) ) cry | STATE | ZIP CODE
CER G SIGNATURE OF O SHOWN ON LINE 14 ABOVE . .. o DATE

PRI. NA| yOF Wﬁlf’ﬂr E ILL((;%ABER/CORPORATE OFFICER TI‘T6 mn e/r- leS%IigESE EPH%E.NEYEjQ l

::%:(;ém :ng‘5 'Da\“ﬁqgﬁ%ﬁ - DS%ANCE TATE | ZIP CODE,
A Wy e Sandu FIED

MAILING ADDRESS (IF DIFFERENT) : ciy < ) TATE | ZIP CODE
P mcastiinn |

CERTIFY) IGNA’ OF ER S| N ON LINE 19 ABOVE DATE

PRINT NAME OF OWNER / PARTNER / LLC MEMBER / CORPORATE OFFICER 1 TITLE AESIDENCE TELEPHONE NUMBER
DATE OF BIRTH DRIVER LICENSE NUMBER STATE OF ISSUANCE

RESIDENCE ADDRESS. ' cmy . STATE | ZiP CODE
MAILING ADDRESS (IF DIFFERENT) cIry STATE § ZIP CODE
CERTIFYING SIGNATURE OF OWNER SHOWN ON LINE 24 ABOVE DATE

Please attach (staple) copies of ALL owners, partners, LLC members or corporate officers official photo 1D’s
(driver license or state issued Identification card ONLY). If the residence address on the photo ID is different
than the residence address listed on Page 2, submit a statement explaining why the addresses do not match.

@ Copy must be legible. @

False certification is a Class B misdemeanor under ORS 162.085 and is punishable by six months in jail, a fine of up to
$1,000 or both. In addition, DMV sanctions against you or your dismantler certificate may be imposed. With this in mind... |
certify that | am the owner, a partner, an LLC member, or a corporate officer of this business and that all information on
this application is accurate and true. | certify that the right of way of any-highway adjacent to the location listed above is
used for access to the premises and public parking.

Page 2



SURETY BOND

FAILURE TO COMPLETE THIS FORM WILL CAUSE UNAVOIDABLE DELAY.

LET IT BE KNOWN:
THAT _QORIENT AUTO PARTS INC.

[OWNER, PARTNERS, CORPORATION NAME)
DOING BUSINESS AS

TASSUMED BUSINESS NAME, I ANY)

HAVING PRINCIPAL PLACE OF BUSINESS AT 28425 SE ORIENT DR_GRESHAM, OR 97080
_ (ADDRESS, CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE)

WITH ADDITIONAL PLACES OF BUSINESS AT

(ADDRESS, CITY, STATE, ZP CODE)

{ACDRESS, CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE)
CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY

STATE OF OREGON, AS PRINCIPAL(S), AND

{SURETY NAME)
1201 N.E. Lloyd Bivd., Suite 360 Portland, OR 97232. (503) 287-6000
{ADDRESS, CITY, STATE, 4P CODE) ‘ “TELEPHONE RUMEER |

A CORPORATION ORGANIZED AND EXISTING UNDER AND BY VIRTUE OF THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF Washington
AND AUTHORIZED TO TRANSACT A SURETY BUSINESS IN THE STATE OF OREGON, AS SURETY, ARE HELD AND FIRMLY
BOUND UNTO THE STATE OF OREGON IN THE PENAL SUM OF $2,000 FOR THE PAYMENT OF WHICH WE HEREBY BIND
OURSELVES, OUR RESPECTIVE SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGN, JOINTLY AND SEVERALLY, FIRMLY BY THESE PRESENTS.

A CONDITION OF THIS OBLIGATION IS SUCH THAT, WHEN THE ABOVE NAMED PRINCIPAL HAS BEEN ISSUED A CERTIFICATE
TO CONDUCT, IN THIS STATE, A BUSINESS WRECKING, DISMANTLING AND SUBSTANTIALLY ALTERING THE FORM OF
VEHICLES, SAID PRINCIPAL SHALL CONDUCT SUCH BUSINESS WITHOUT FRAUD OR FRAUDULENT REPRESENTATION, AND
WITHOUT VIOLATION OF ANY OF THE PROVISIONS OF THE OREGON VEHICLE CODE SPECIFIED IN ORS 822120(2) THEN AND
IN THAT EVENT THIS OBLIGATION TO BE VOID, OTHERWISE TO REMAIN IN FULL FORCE AND EFFECT UNLESS CANCELED
PURSUANT TO ORS 743.755.

THIS BOND IS EFFECTIVE .lantiary 1 2006 AND EXPIRES Decemher 31 2006 (a&r;l_)r vg‘t:‘slz m:emms)

-- ANY ALTERATION VOIDS THIS BOND -~

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, THE SAID PRINCIPAL AND SAID SURETY HAVE EACH CAUSED THESE PRESENTS TO BE EXECUTED BY
ITS AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE OR REPRESENTATIVES AND THE SURETY CORPORATE SEAL TO BE HEREUNTO AFFIXED
THIS 21 DAY OF September 2005.

TiTLE

THLE
Attorney-in-Fact

SURETY'S AGENT OR REPRESENTATIVE MUST COMPLETE THIS SECTION: PLACE SURETY SEAL BELOW

IN THE EVENT A PROBLEM ARISES CONCERNING THIS BOND, CONTACT: Y
NAME TELEPHONE NUMBER ..“‘4\()\38 Mo '.",'
cBIC (503)287-6000 I N e A
ADDRESS ; § = o@’ o’_,;‘:,' 'r’
1201 NE Lloyd Blvd., Suite 360 z 3’;3 s
CITY, STATE, ZiP CODE ‘=1 : 2 5
Portland, OR 97232 2% EAL PP
PN
‘0,4 8"'“\.«-' N -
u,'hmne\\‘ -~
APPROVED BY ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE “ Tt
—4




sorps - . Home Office:
1213 Valley Street
- » R y PO Box 9271
'c Limited Power of Attorney Seattle, WA 98109-0271
v S AATGCE . (206) 628-7200

purpose.wvvidsd.hmver.mmAﬁumy-&n—Fa:theasﬂmizedbmfeaﬂWWMGmhasummmyhmmdmeWMWh
mofss,mmmmaa.m.Mmmmaammmmummmaw«mamwmmm.iammmmmyMwmm
mﬂdbemu‘laduiﬂ\apmaimhmdﬁ,mmmbwﬂswmaMyMbmsamMmﬂmbomsms'gmdbyheﬁasnu\tsededwimmm

saﬂofﬂ'BCanpa\ymddul‘yaﬁBstedbyiBWWMNMﬂMMWMWMMhMpmdewmmhmm;ﬂbyammﬂ'ﬁ.

ﬂbwinglwdu&maiomdbyﬂndedmmdchNTRACTORSBONUNGMDINSURANCECOMPANYmSWnMW,m

ResowsommePmsmudmmhmmuwmmmammysmmmmm&ammmmmmnm
deuveronhehdfdﬂncmpmymyaﬂﬂmwmdwmhmmmbMMNmMbedemﬂnedhyhePresidemdlhe
Compmmpmw.ho\mer.Mmaﬂlpamnahdbeamhedbmﬂmmmwmmﬁmmc«mhwmdmm
mmhmd:immdmm.MMWMmmeMaﬁdammuwprq'edmﬂawmaﬁis
awarded, any bond or undertaking woukd be required with penal sum in excess of $10,000,000. Any Attomey-in-Fact authorized to execute a surety bond or undertaking may also
be authorized to executa any consant or ather documentation incidental to said bond or undertaking, provided such docurnent does not abfigate the Company in excess of the fmit
sot forth above.

RESOLVED FURTHER that the authority of the Secretary of fhe Company to cartly ihe authenficity and effectiveness of the foregoing resolution in any Limited Power of Alomey
'swebyddagadbhaﬂxhumlnsimahnd‘avdﬂnhbﬁghﬁﬂhmmﬂmhMamumdhmm
asisigmbym&aaeuydmc«rmmnmmnmmmmmm&m@m&mmkmmm
lhls.MMQMTMM%W.MMWMMMMLMMWWKM Provided,
hmew.Iﬂmsnhpamﬂdmmmnmﬂyhawdam«wmdmmdﬂmbWWsm
inFact :

RESOLVED FURTHER that the signatures (including certification thet the Power of Attarnay is still In force and effect) of the President, Notary Public and person certifying
suthenticity and effectiveness, and the corporate and Notary seals sppearing o any Limitad Power of Attomey containing this and fhe foregoing resolutions as well as the Limited
Power of Attomey itself and its transmission, may ba by facsimile; and such Limited Power of Attomey shall be deemed an original in alf aspects.

RESOLVED FURTHER that all resolufions adapted prior to today appointing the above named as Attomey-in-Fact for CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY
are hereby superseded.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY has caused these presents to be signed by its President and its corporate seal to be hereto affixed this 19th day
of Septambe, 2005.

p@@ AND
CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY 8 g m

LEAL)g
T Sirkin, President - ’ ‘ ‘E&%fgf

ASH;
STATE OF WASHINGTON — COUNTY OF KING w

On this 19th day of September, 2005, p ity app d DON SIRKIN, to me known to be the President of the corporation that execuled the foregoing Limited Power of Attomey and acknowledged
saidUnitedPo-evotAﬂmeytobemefmeam!vohmﬂyactmddeeddsddwpmaﬂm.forhemaﬂmwm,mmmmmmhmmmmmmsﬁ
Limited Power of Atlomey.

N\
R J‘.““"l "

t,
//
o,

INWITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal the day and year first bove written.

Brendufy Jost”
Notary Public in and for the State of Washington, residing at Seatfie l"““““\\\\\
The undersigned, acting under authority of the Board of Directors of CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY, hereby cerfifies, as or in lieu of Cerfificate of the Secretary of

CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY, that the above and foregoing s a full, true and comect copy of the Original Power of Attomey issued by said Comgpany, and does hereby
further certify that the said Power of Attoney is st in force and effect.
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—AFFCIGE YN TUN DUSINESYS GENTIN. JATE

e AS A DISMANTLER OF MOTOR VEHICLES OR ’ EXPIRATION DATE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION SALVAGE POOL OPERATOR )

DRIVER AND MOTOR VEHICLE SERVICES
1205 LANA AVE NE, SALEM OREGON 97314

@ PLEASE TYPE OR PRINT LEGIBLY WITH INK.

® SEE PAGE 4 FOR INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING A DISMANTLER APPLICATION. E/
@ ANY ALTERATION OF LINE 3 VOIDS LOCATION APPROVAL. D ORIGINAL RENEWAL

LEGA;AME OF W\NT ﬁNER !PART’@P LLCDOR CORPORATION NAME) OREGON REGISTRY NUMBER (IF LLC OR CéF;POHATION)
BUSH

S NAME OF APPLICANT (IF ASSUMED BUSINESS NAME OR TRADE NAME) OREGON REGISTRY NU BUSINESS TELEPHO!

B
R e SN A e Or TRADE NAME) '@ q m

n:;l}n %smsss ATION (sJﬁEET&D NUM%W cg r@@\i\&m zIP 5})0}) ()a) mu‘ m O m C(r

MAILING ADDRESS CITy STATE 2IP CODE

CHECK ORGANIZATION TYPE: ¢ ) N
[ ]individual [ ]Partnership [ Je Eﬁorporation: It corporation, list the state under ©r

whose law business is incorporated:

a) THE DIMENSIONS OF THE PROPERTY ON WHICH THE BUSINESS IS LOCATED ARE @O ft. X \ \50 ft.

b) ORS 822.115(4) requires applicants to file a description of the location of the dismantling yard. Accordingly,
please file a plat map or other description of the location of the premises..

By signing this application you are also certifying that:

1. The right of way of any highway adjacent to the area proposed for approval to conduct the dismantling business is
used for access to the premises and public parking;

2. You maintain a building or enclosure or other barrier at least six feet high for the purpose of conducting the
dismantling business;

3. You will not store any vehicles or vehicle parts or conduct the dismantling business outside of the building,
enclosure or barrier; ,

4. The business is hidden and adequately screened by the terrain or other natural objects or by plants, fences or
other appropriate means so as not to be visible from the main traveled way or the highway except as permitted by
ORS 822.135.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT APPROVAL (CITY / COUNTY)

By signing this application you are authorizing a dismantler business to be conducted at the location listed on Line 3 of this
application. If a dismantier business cannot be conducted at that location, or if any of the conditions below are not met, do
not sign this approval.

| CERTIFY THAT THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE J& ggJNTY Fm L,NMCPH—' HAS:

A) APPROVED THE APPLICANT AS BEING SUITABLE TO ESTABLISH, MAINTAIN OR OPERATE A MOTOR VEHICLE DISMANTLING
BUSINESS (ORIGINAL APPLICATIONS ONLY).

B) DETERMINED THAT THE LOCATION OR PROPOSED LOCATION MEETS THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THAT LOCATION UNDER ORS
822.110.

C) DETERMINED THAT THE LOCATION DOES NOT VIOLATE ANY APPLICABLE PROVISION OF ORS 822.135.

D) APPROVED THE LOCATION AND DETERMINED THAT THE LOCATION COMPLIES WITH ANY REGULATIONS ADOPTED BY THE
JURISDICTION UNDER ORS 822.140.

¥ PLACE STAMP OR SEAL HERE ¥

| ALSO CERTIFY THAT | AM AUTHORIZED TO SIGN THIS APPLICATION S - R
* AND AS EVIDENCE OF SUCH AUTHORITY DO AFFIX HEREON THE EERRTCATA
SEAL OR STAMP OF THE CITY OR COUNTY.

NAME PHONE NUMBER

Digoe M. Linn |7 G357 [(93) ap-3308

DATE

N N |
Page 1 STK# 300488

SIXGNATURE J’ /&A/: '/n/l/ (/ B . . %‘6 q ZOO(O
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12
13

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

Complete the section(s) below and sign.
(Be sure to attach a separate sheet to show additional owners.)

List the primary owner, partners, LLC members or corporate officers below.

If a member of a limited liability company (LLC) is a corporation, the president must provide information below.
If a partner of a partnership is a corporation, the president must provide information below.

If corporation or LLC, then Oregon registered agent name and address required below.

0D . ko o _ |[EBE8a. k40

S eIl @0 PRdland [ Gt

OREGON REGISTERED AGENT MAILING ADDRESS (IF DIFFERENT) STATE [ ZIP CODE

OWNERSHIP INFORMATION

PRINT NAME OF OWNER / PA ER/LLG MEMBER / CORPORATE OFFICER TITLE HESlPENr E TELEPHONE N&% ’
A . A AN (DN ).

DA‘iEO?Fg?aTF’ b__, DRIVER Llcaﬂ%lil_lil\f?!;l; q , STATE O@‘SF\NCE

HRSLO o Kukzmiller” Fagle. el O g0

WRER SHOWN ON LINE 14 ABOVE____. .- : DATE

3 V
PRI E OF Wﬁa AFFRNER / LLG MEMBER / CORPORATE OFFICER | TITLE r RESIDENCE TE EPHOgE NUMB
ey TH AU QUNE) (55 ) dp2 T Holo
DATE OF  BIRTH DRIV BEF STATE QPNSSUANCE _

Elaolon P8ISO Qr”
L LY i
RESIDENCE ADDRE % %‘ 1 l ﬂ?i 2Ip 00350 Eb
MAILING ADDRESS (IF DIFFERENT) cITY ( ) STATE | ZIP CODE
T

CERTIFYI&/SIGNATMAE OF OWNER SHOYN ON LINE 19 ABOVE DATE
PRINT NAME OF OWNER / PARTNER / LLC MEMBER / CORPORATE OFFICER | TITLE RESIDENCE TELEPHONE NUMBER
DATE OF BIRTH DRIVER LICENSE NUMBER STATE OF ISSUANCE
RESIDENCE ADDRESS - cryY STATE | ZIP CODE
MAILING ADDRESS (IF DIFFERENT) cImyY STATE | ZIP CODE
CERTIFYING SIGNATURE OF OWNER SHOWN ON LINE 24 ABOVE DATE

Please atiach (staple) copies of ALL owners, partners, LLC members or corporate officers official photo ID’s
(driver license or state issued Identification card ONLY). If the residence address on the photo ID is different
than the residence address listed on Page 2, submit a statement explaining why the addresses do not match.

Q:l/‘ Copy must be legible.

False certification is a Class B misdemeanor under ORS 162.085 and is punishable by six months in jail, a fine of up to ‘
$1,000 or both. In addition, DMV sanctions against you or your dismantler certificate may be imposed. With this in mind... |
certify that | am the owner, a partner, an LLC member, or a corporate officer of this business and that all information on
this application is accurate and true. | certify that the right of way of any highway adjacent to the location listed above is
used for access to the premises and public parking.




R ~ SURETY BOND - s04327

FAILURE TO COMPLETE THIS FORM WILL CAUSE UNAVOIDABLE DELAY.

LET IT BE KNOWN:
" THAT _ORIENT AUTO PARTS INC
[OWNER, PARTNERS, CORPORATION NAME)

DOING BUSINESS AS TASSUNED BUSINESS NAWE, TF ANY)

HAVING PRINCIPAL PLACE OF BUSINESS AT 28425 SE ORIENT DR_GRESHAM, OR 97080
{ADDRESS, CTY, STATE, ZIP CODE)

WITH ADDITIONAL PLACES OF BUSINESS AT AODRESS CITY, STATE, 2 CO0E)

" RODRESS, CITY, STATE, 2P CODE) g
CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY

STATE OF OREGON, AS PRINCIPAL(S), AND
. (SURETY NAME)

1201 N.E. Lloyd Blvd., Suite 360 Portland, OR 97232.
{AOORESS, CnY, STATE, ZF CODE)

(503) 287:6000
TELEPHONE NUMBER

A CORPORATION ORGANIZED AND EXISTING UNDER AND BY VIRTUE OF THE LAWS OF THE STATE OF Washington _
STATE OF OREGON, AS SURETY, ARE HELD AND FIRMLY

AND AUTHORIZED TO TRANSACT A SURETY BUSINESS IN THE
BOUND UNTO THE STATE OF OREGON IN THE PENAL SUM OF $2,000 FOR THE PAYMENT OF WHICH WE HEREBY BIND
OURSELVES, OUR RESPECTIVE SUCCESSORS AND ASSIGN, JOINTLY AND SEVERALLY, FIRMLY BY THESE PRESENTS.

A CONDITION OF THIS OBLIGATION IS SUCH THAT, WHEN THE ABOVE NAMED PRINCIPAL HAS BEEN ISSUED A CERTIFICATE
TO CONDUCT, IN THIS STATE, A BUSINESS WRECKING, DISMANTLING AND SUBSTANTIALLY ALTERING THE FORM OF
VEHICLES, SAID PRINCIPAL SHALL CONDUCT SUCH BUSINESS WITHOUT FRAUD OR FRAUDULENT REPRESENTATION, AND
WITHOUT VIOLATION OF ANY OF THE PROVISIONS OF THE OREGON VEHICLE CODE SPECIFIED IN ORS 822.120(2) THEN AND
IN THAT EVENT THIS OBLIGATION TO BE VOID, OTHERWISE TO REMAIN IN FULL FORCE AND EFFECT UNLESS CANCELED

PURSUANT TO ORS 743.755.

BOND MUST EXPIRE ON THE )

THIS BOND IS EFFECTIVE ,lanuary 1 2006 AND EXPIRES December 31 2006 (S5 iy or e voww

.- ANY ALTERATION VOIDS THIS BOND ~-

RETY HAVE EACH CAUSED THESE PRESENTS TO BE EXECUTED BY

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, THE SAID PRINCIPAL AND SAID SU
ORPORATE SEAL TO BE HEREUNTO AFFIXED

ITS AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE OR REPRESENTATIVES AND THE SURETY C

THIS 21 DAY OF _ September 2005. |
SIGNATURE (QWHER/PARTNERICQRPORATE OFFICER) | TiTLE
XX
sl TRt OF [SUREPY (AUTHORIZED REPRESENT TITLE
x L JOOU - Attorney-in-Fact
SURETY’S AGENT OR REPRESENTATIVE MUST COMPLETE THIS SECTION: PLACE SURETY SEAL BELOW
IN THE EVENT A PROBLEM ARISES CONCERNING THIS BOND, CONTACT: AWy,
NAME TELEPHONE NUMBER ..~“‘.9‘()\}{3 Mo 4'!,
- cBIC (503)287-6000 T e, Ty,
ADDRESS ,:T é" ) Q” “"3 ",
1201 NE Lloyd Blvd., Suite 360 : 87 ‘é EAEN
CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE > =1 ; P ~
Portland, OR 97232 7% EAL iF:
) ’ "' "‘ ,_."" .:.

APPROVED BY ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE
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BONDS [ ' . Home Office:
1213 Valley Street
. = . ; PO Box 9271
ghm Limited Power of Attorney Seattc::, WA 98109-0271
INSURAINCE (206) 628-7200

KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS that CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY, a corporation duly organized and existing under the laws of the State of Washington, and
having its principal office in Seatile, King County, Washington, does by these presents make, constitute and appoint DEBI LEWIS, of Portiand, Oregon, its true and lawful Attomey-in-Fact, with full
power and authority hereby conferred in its name, place and stead, to execute, acknowtedge and deliver on behalf of the Company any and all bonds and undertakings of suretyship given for any
purpose, provided, however, that no Attomey-in-Fact shall be authorized to execute and deliver any bond or undertaking that shall obligate the Company for any portion of the penal sum thereof in
excess of $6,000,000, and provided, further, that no Attomey-in-Fact shall have the autherity to issue a bid or proposal bond for any project where, if a contract Is awarded, any bond or undertaking
would be required with a penal sum in excass of $6,000,000; and to bind the Company thereby as fully and to the same extent as i such bonds were signed by the President, sealed with the corporate
seal of the Company and duly attested by its Secretary; hereby ratifying and confimming all that the said Attomey-in-Fact may do in the premises. Said appointment is made under and by authority of the
following resolutions adopted by the Board of Direclors of the CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY on September 19, 2005:

RESOLVED that the President of the Company is authorized o appoint any person as the Company's true and lawful Attomey-in-Fact with power and authority to execute and
deliver on behalf of the Company any and all bonds and undertakings of suretyship given for any purpose, subject to such limits as shail be determined by the President of the
wever, that no such person shall be authorized to execute and deliver any bond or undertaking that shall obligate the Company for any portion of the penal

Company; provided, ho
$10,000,000, and provided, further, that no Attomey-in-Fact shall have the authority to issue a bid or proposal bond for any project where, if a contractis

sum thereof in excess of
awarded, any bond or undertaking would be required with penal sum in excess of $10,000,000. Any Attorney-in-Fact authorized to execute a surety bond or undertaking may also
be authorized to execute any consent or other documentation incidental to said bond or undertaking, provided such document does not obligate the Company in excess of the fimit

set forth above.

RESOLVED FURTHER that the authority of the Secretary of the Company to certify the authenticity and effectiveness of the foregoing resolution in any Limited Power of Attomey
is hereby delegaled to the following persons, the signature of any of the follawing to bind the Company with respect to the authenticity and effectiveness of the foregoing resolutions
as if signed by the Secretary of the Company: Larry A Byers, Michael D. Bumns, Debbie Kidd, Ann Jenes, Nancy M. Young, Marci A. Houts, Rose A. Thorstenson, Hans Rauth,
Mark S. Hewitt, Theresa Smith, Tom Dyment, Pat Domey, Deanna Wersch, JoAnn Johnson, Debi Lewis, Jamas L. Neschke, Cheryl Neschke, Michas! K. Neschke. Provided,
however, that no such person shall have the authorily to certify the authenticity of a resolution or Limited Power of Attomey document which serves to appoint themself as Attomey-

in-Fact.
RESOL\?Ed FURTHER that the signatures (including certification that the Power of Attorney is stil in force and effect) of the President, Notary Public and person ceriifying

authenticity and effectiveness, and the corporate and Notary seals appearing on any Limited Power of Attomey containing this and the foregoing resolutions as well s the Limited"
Power of Attomey itself and its transmissfon, may be by facsimile; and such Limited Power of Attomey shall be deemed an original in all aspects.

RESOLVED FURTHER that all resolutions adopted priof to today appointing the above named as Attomey-in-Fact for CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY

are hereby superseded.
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY has caused these presents to be signed by its President and its corporate seal to be hereto affixed this 19th day
of September, 2005. ) ) Ly,
QNS AND e,
. ® TR B, %,
CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY o ..-‘QQPO% ,;-._49}%
0 «. %'

§ F
R
By: ey - N \"-._’379 .'.."'.\§~$.
Don Sirkin, President : """”"SII"I“IG‘“‘ o “é‘
Ol',"".'""“““\\‘

STATE OF WASHINGTON ~ COUNTY OF KING

On this 19th day of September, 2005, persanally appeared DON SIRKIN, to me known to be the President of the corporation that execuled the foregoing Limited Power of Attomey and acknowledged
said Limited Power of Attomey to be the frae and voluntary act and deed of sald corporation, for the uses and purposes therein mentioned, and on oath.stated that he is authorized to execute the said

Limited Power of Attomey. \\\\\\\\\“\“"

5 1,
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal the day and year first above written. s i,::‘\\\msamu.ﬁ og’/,

Buendufy St

STAe, )
Notary Public in and for the State of Wéshington, residing at Seattle &
LTSRN

[/
"

- h

Wy

The undersigned, acting under authority of the Board of Directors of CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY, hereby certifies, as or in lieu of Certificate of the Secretary of
CONTRACTORS BONDING AND INSURANCE COMPANY, that the above and foregoing is a full, true and correct copy of the Original Power of Attomey issued by said Company, and does hereby
further certify that the said Power of Attomey is still in force and effect. .

T - T

GIVEN und hand at day of

PoaDS01.14-US09192005
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MULTNOMAH COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
PUBLIC TESTIMONY SIGN-UP

:ard Clerk

: MEETING DATE; Z/ 7 / Ve é
SUBJECT: ViEw @o\ S o /

SPECIFIC ISSUE: /) 34 Ao#‘ i, ﬁp/é/é

WRITTENﬂ'ESTIMONY

oﬂéé# 5@%00/ s ﬁa@ £ 0@07}750/‘?5/
SOeEio [f #hey can'ts Eeplite. Lhe
Qﬁmmﬁﬂ Al/ﬂ@L ﬁ/éf/ﬂ/%’ — /l//ew ’:anf Ln77
a/m?ﬁy fo ;2,4/ se. Fsp, 000/174/4 AE ﬂnmw oS .

IF YOU WISH TO ADDRESS THE BOARD:

1. Please complete this form and return to the Board Clerk.

2. Address the County Commissioners from the presenter table microphones. Please
limit your comments to 3 minutes.

3. State your name for the official record.

4. If written documentation is presented, please furnish one copy to the Board Clerk.

IF YOU WISH TO SUBMIT WRITTEN COMMENTS TO THE BOARD:
l. Please complete this form and return to the Board Clerk.
2. Written testimony will be entered into the official record.




Getting Married?
The View Point Inn

The most romantic, charming and elegant place on earth. ..
is just 22 miles from downtown Portland, near Croun Point,
situated on a one-acre bluff, with a panoramic view of the entire
Columbia River Gorge, the city lights of Portland and Vancouver.
This historic private estate, built in 1924, is exclusively yours
Sfor the day and closed to the public.

Book 2007 Now!
Come join us
Feb. 19, 2006 1-4pm
Jor a lovely Open House
featuring Papa Haydn Catering & Desserts
Please RSVP by Feb. 10, 2006
503-695-5811

Private parties, special events, weddings and receptions welcémec_i
For Reservations, call (503) 695-5811

Directions from Portland:

1-84 East, Exit #22, (Corbett) Go right ~ up Corbett Hill Rd. At top go left onto
Scenic Hwy. Follow signs to Crown Point ~ 3 miles. Veer right to Larch Mountain
Rd. The Inn is the first building on the left: 40301 E. Larch Mt. Rd.




MULTNOMAH COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
PUBLIC TESTIMONY SIGN-UP

Please complete thi : N ”d-»'Clerk
~*%*This forim i a public record*** " =

MEETING DATE; 2 / i / G6

SUBIECT: —TH]: \/IE«// ‘Pé/ﬂ"f' ayy

AGENDANUMBERORTOPIC:

'EADDRESS “4030) i (/ﬁ/ C/H ‘/ @
‘ -:CITY/STATE/ZIP C(ﬂegc% OL/ ‘7 70/ 7
fPHONE - DAYS: 5@) 6‘7) — Sﬁ // VES

SPECIFIC ISSUE:

WRITTEN TESTIMONY:

IF YOU WISH TO ADDRESS THE BOARD:
1. Please complete this form and return to the Board Clerk.
2. Address the County Commissioners from the presenter table microphones. Please
limit your comments to 3 minutes.
3. State your name for the official record.
4. If written documentation is presented, please furnish one copy to the Board Clerk.

IF YOU WISH TO SUBMIT WRITTEN COMMENTS TO THE BOARD:
1. Please complete this form and return to the Board Clerk.
2. Written testimony will be entered into the official record.
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D_a@rtment of Business and Community Services
MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON

Environmental Compliance Division

1600 5E 190™ Avenue

Portand, Oregon 9$7233-5910

PH. (503) 988-5050 Fax (503) 988-3389
www.co.multnomah.or.us/dbes/LUT/land_use

Tuly 22, 2004

Geoffrey Thompson & Janet Gable
40301 E Larch Mountain Road
Corbett, Oregon 97014

RE: Use of the Viewpoint Inn for Commercial Purposes
Dear Mr. Thompson & Ms. Gable:

An advertisement placed in the July 16, 2004 edition of the Arts and Entcrtainment
section of The Oregonian contains a commercial offering seeking reservations for private
parties, weddings, special events, and receptions at your Viewpoint Inn property Jocated at
the above referenced address. A copy of this advertisement is enclosed. -

Commercial use of this property for these purposes is not allowed under Multnomeh
County’s National Scenic Area Ordinance. This was made expressly clear when the
County enforced and litigated this issue with you, Mr. Thompson, in 1999 in fesponse to
your having used the property for similar purposes (ref: County file ZV-99-006). There .
have been no substantive changes to the land vse rules as they apply to this property since

that tirne.

While the Gorge Commission recently revised the Management Plan for the National
Scenic Area to allow certain commercial events, including outdoor group gatherings, on
Jands within the General Management Area of the Gorge, the revised Plan is not yet in
effect nor has the County chosen to adopt these sllowances in its Scenic Area Ordinance.
Derrick Tokos, Land Use Planning, advised Mr. Thompson of this when they met on June
22™ of this year. Further, the County has not been advised by the Forest Service that this
property has been designated as being within the General Managoment Area (it is
presently within the Special Management Area).

As owners of the property, you are responsible for ensuring that use of the Viewpoint Inn
is consistent with what is allowed under the National Scenic Area rules, which we
understand at this point to be as a single family residence (ref: filz T2-02-009).
Accordingly, the County is asking that you jmmediately cease to solicit or use the
property for commercial purposes, pull any advertisements to that effect, and inform.
anybody that has responded to an ad that the property carmot be used in this fashiqn. _The
County is also asks that you memonialize your willingness to take these steps by signing
and returning the enclosed voluntary compliance agreement to the County Code

Compliance Office no later than Friday, July 30, 2004. PV

viewpoint_040722.doc ~ Pagelof3
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While we would very much like to resolve this as amicably as possible, the County will actively
pursue enforcement if you do not irmmediately cease to use the property for commerciel purposes or
£l to return tho signed compliance agrecment within the timeframe provided.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

/ Kim Peogles o
Environmental Compliance Manager

Xc: Karen Schilling, Plarming Director ;
Martha Bennen, Gorge Commission Executive Director
Sandra Daffy, Assistant County Attorney
Derrick Tokos, Principal Planner
Michael Grimmett, Code Commpliance Specialist

Enclosures

viewpoint_040722.doc Page 2 of 3



OVoO/ DL LOUS Lue WL

(AW W RR W)
FIRLL Ruur T uLug

VOLUNTARY COMPLIANCE AGREEMENT

This document describes the terms of an Agreement between Multoomah County,
«COUNTY,” and Geoffrey Thompson, Jan Gable, «RES PONDENTS,” t3 achieve voluntary
compliance with the laws governing use of the property described herein, taat is under
Respondent's ownersh ip, possession or control. S

. Description of Propexty: The property subject of this agreement is located at:

40301 E Larch Mountain Road

Corbett, Oregon 97014 -
Tax Lots 1500 & 1600, Sec 30CC, TIN, R3E, W.M.
Tax Acct #R832300010 and R832301940 :

2. Respondents’ Lin ks to Property: Respondeat Geoffrey Thompson is an Owner of the
Property identified as Tax Lot 1600; therefore, is respopsible for what oceurs at that property.
Respondent Jan Gable is the Owner of the properties identified as Tax Lot 1500 and Tax Lot

- 1600 and is; therefore responsible fox what occurs at these properdes.

stivities are occurring at the above described oroperty, and st be corrected under the terms
of this Agreement: ‘ '

+++Entering into this Voluntary Compliance Agreement is an acknowledgmnent by Respopdents
of sufficient notice that the County inteads to follow throngh with corrective action and
enforcement, if necessary. However, entering into this Agreement shall pot be considered an
admission by Respondents of the existence of the violation(s) for any purpose.*** '

4. MM—@M: The following actions are
required of the Respondents to resolve the above described compliance problem. Each action
must be completed in the time frame specified in this Agrecment.

Page | of 3 ~ Multnomah County Voluntary Compliance Agreement-multiple: UR-04-0¢8
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b. Desist from advertising property located at 40301 E Larch Mountain Road Corbett, Oregon,

for commegcial purposes and pull any existing advertisements no later than Friday, July 30,
2004.

-gr_gpgt_\icannotbeusedm‘ this fashion. »ghconmcmshal!mg wﬂ) Friday, July

c. Coptact any persons that haye responded to the advertisements and info m then that the
Su ol an Frida
30, 2004. -

5. Impact of Voluntary Compliance m&m on_Enforcement Action by County:

County agrees to delay further processing or enforcement action on the matters
described above during the time allotted under this Voluatary. Compliance Agreement for
comp)etion of all corrective action. County shall 1ake no further action concerning the alleged
violation(s) if all terms of this Voluntary Compliance Agreement are satisfied. ‘However, if
new evidence comes to County’s anent ion after execution of this Agreement that indicates that

other compliance problems exist at the property, County may require Respondents to enter into -

an Amended Voluntary Compliance Agreerment, OF an additional Voluntary Compliance
Agreement for additional corrective action on these jssues. Failure to enter into the Amended
or additional Agreement under those circumstances would result iy Tevocation of this -
'Agreement and reinstatement of processing and other enforcement action by County.

- If no new evidence arises to alter the terms agreed to hete, and if proceedings were
initiated against Respondents prior to execution of this Agreement, then those proce "
be terminated by County whea all terms of this Agreement are satisfied.

Failure to comply with any term of this Voluntary Compliance Agreement constitutes a
separate violation, and shafl be handled in accordance with the procedures established by
Multnomah County Code, except no further notice after the Voluntary Compliance Agreement
has been signed need be given before further enforcement proceedings are initiated. Upon
failure by Respondents to comply with any term of this Vohuntary Compliance Agreement,
County may consider this Agrecment void and proceed with enforcement action on the matters
described herein. ‘

By signing below, the parties agree to all terms set out in this Voluntary Compliance
Agreement. ' : - S

RESPONDENT ' RESPONDENT

Signature Signatre

Page 2 of 3 - Multmomah County Voluntary Compﬁxmce Agreement-multiple; UR-04-048
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW DIANA M. KIRCHHEIM (425) 453-6224

2101 112TH AVENUE NE, SUITE 110
BELLEVUE, WASHINGTON 98004-2944

July 30, 2004 (Z @!:D é;
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Via Facsimile and U.S. Mail

Ms. Kim Peoples

Environmental Compliance Manager
Multnomah County

1600 SE 190" Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97233-5910

‘Re:  Use of the Viewpoint Inn

Dear Ms. Peoples:

I have been retained by Geoff Thompson to help him.in his relations with Multnoméh County - -
with respect to the Viewpoint Inn. We met yesterday afternoon, Thursday J uly 29,2004, and I
reviewed your letter dated July 22, 2004. Mr. Thompson and I discussed the past history of this
property, including the permitting disputes from several years ago.

First, I have reviewed the advertisement that appeared in the Oregonian and I understand why it
has raised your concern. Unfortunately, there have been some misunderstandings that hopefully
this letter can clear up.

My client is the new co-owner of the property; he is now residing in the dwelling and intends to
continue to live there for many years. He also desires to be able to use the property as a bed and
breakfast and possibly host some commercial events such as weddings. However, Mr.
Thompson understands that he must first secure the necessary land use permits.to be able to
engage in those commercial activities. Please be assured, there has not and will not be any
commercial use of the dwelling or the premises until the necessary approvals are in place.

I will be working with Mr. Thompson to prepare applications for submittal and we hope to
schedule a pre-application conference in the near future. As he goes through the permitting
process, I have counseled Mr. Thompson to set aside his prior frustrations with the events that
unfolded several years ago, and to turn the page. This is an opportunity for a fresh start for all
parties.

With respect to the advertisement that appeared in the Oregonian, there is an unfortunate error in
the text. The advertisement was supposed to state that dates are available for 2005, not for 2004.
The reason this advertisement was placed is because weddings must be planned well in advance.
Nevertheless, Mr. Thompson knows that he cannot accept any contracts for 2005 weddings until



Ms. Kirn Peoples, Environmental Compliance Manager
Multnomah County

July 30, 2004
Page 2 of 3 GROEN STEPHENS & KLINGE LLP

the land use approvals are complete. Accordingly, any prospective clients that might call will be
informed that all potential dates are tentative only and are subject to securing necessary permits.
At this time, there are no tentative bookings.

Although Mr. Thompson’s advertisement was only intended as advance planning in anticipation
of securing land use approvals, he has agreed to not run any further advertisements.
Accordingly, to the extent it is even necessary, he is voluntarily complying with your request to
not place further advertisements. Unfortunately, Mr. Thompson and I met late yesterday
afternoon it was too late to pull an advertisement that appears in today’s edition of the
Oregoman However, there will:be no further advertisements until we reach a point where doing
so is consistent with a reasonable expectation of land use approvals

an enforcement proceeding. There has been no commercial use of the property, nor will there

~ be any until land use approvals are in place. Mr. Thompson believes he is in compliance alréady,

but to the extent further voluntary compliance is necessary, he is takmg the action you de51re by

‘not placing any further advertisements.

I realize that your letter includes a “Voluntary Compliance Agreement.” That agreement is
defective under the Multnomah County Code § 37.0935 because it does not provide the required
applicable code provision that you assert Mr. Thompson is violating. Nevertheless, as.thé above
demonstrates, there is no need for a revised Voluntary Compliance Agreement because Mr.
Thompson has already voluntarily ceased to place additional advertisements.

While commercial use will not take place, it is well known that the Viewpoint Inn is a unique
and ideal spot for social gatherings. Indeed, as a parcel listed on the National Register of
Historic Places, the property should be enjoyed and appreciated by many visitors. Accordingly,
Mr. Thompson anticipates that from time to time, he will be asked to make his residence
available for non-commercial gatherings. This is not unlike any other person allowing their
residence to be used as a site for charitable fundraisers. I have attended numerous such
charitable events on the grounds of private residences.

With that background, could you please clarify for Mr. Thompson what permits, if any, would be
required for non-commercial gatherings such as a charitable fundraiser. The question is
particularly important because Mr. Thompson has been asked to make his residence and grounds
available for a fundraiser for the Corbett Fire District. The fundraiser to benefit the voluntary
firefighters is currently planned for August 29, 2004. Mr. Thompson is not accepting any money
for the fundraiser and he will be engaged in no commercial activity. He is simply making his
home available as a site for the gathering. We are happy to answer any additional questions you
may have about the fundraiser and to put you in contact with the primary organizers.

Please advise us of how Multnomah County would like Mr. Thompson to proceed in responding
to the request to host this fundraiser.



Ms. Kim Peoples, Environmental Compliance Manager
Multnomah County

July 30, 2004
Page 3 of 3 GROEN STEPHENS & KLINGE LLP

As you know, Mr. Thompson has a deep respect for the beauty and history of this property.
Although he is the owner and has a right to exclude others, Mr. Thompson views himself more

- as a steward of the property and that, rather than restricting the property for his private
enjoyment, he desires to allow others to enjoy its aesthetic benefits. Accordingly, regardless of
what may transpire in the permit process for commercial use, Mr. Thompson desires to be able to
freely invite friends and guests for non-commercial social gatherings. The fundraiser described
above is one example. Perhaps a wedding for friends is another example.

As these private opportunities arise, Mr. Thompson does not desire to enter into disputes or
misunderstandings with the County. Commercial us€ is one thing, but private non-commercial
use is another. Accordingly, please advise what Multnomah County’s position is with respect to
private, non-commercial gatherings.

Thank you for your anticipated response.
Sincerely,
GROEN STEPHENS & KLINGE LLP

ohn M. Groen
jeroen@GSKonline.com

IMG:1ch

cc: Martha Bennett, Gorge Commission Executive Director

k)éf)t Shovon Nesb?r , Gves hom Oui-loo k.
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.BY SHARON NESBIT

N

staff writer.

CORBETT — Multnomah County officials

- and Geoff Thompson, owner of the
Viewpoint Inn, are butting heads again over
* Thomps8n’s plans to open the historic inn

near Crown Point to weddmgs and other
special everts.
A July 16 advertisement for -events at

| Viewpoint Inn offered bookings in 2004 and

provoked the county’s environmental com-
pliance division to write Thompson. and his
partner, Janet Gable, saying that the inn, at
40301 E. Larch Mountain Road, is not zoned

 for ‘commercial use. The two were given

until Friday, July 30, to sign a voluntary com-
pliance agreement.
“I did not open it. I didn’t look. 1 have no.

: interest,” Thompson said this week, adding
that he had passed the letter on to his attor-

ney. “I am in full compliance with the
Columbia River Gorge commission; I will
not be corresponding or dealing with

’Multnomah County. They are-a corrupt

agency.”
Thompson said the 2004 date listed i in the

" advertisement was an error and that the inn

will be ready to feceive guests in 2005 and
ltkely will be in use as a bed and breakfast

before that.
"However, Kim Peoples, county compli- -

ance manager, said the county was aware of
a person who.responded to the ad, put a
deposit down and later learned that such

events are not a lawful use of the inn at this

time.

“We dont want to see folks dtsappomted
and hopes dashed,” he said.

Thompson who dismisses hlS opponents

“closed-minded eco-terrorists,” lost a
tumultuous fight in- 1999 over hostmg com-
mercial events 4t the Viewpoint Inn.

A Circuit Court judge found that by hosting
weddings and large parties at the inn,
Thompson and Stephen Perkins, who was
then his partner, exceeded terms of a 1997
permit that allowed them to use the'inn as an

educational facility under a non-profit cor-

poration, The. Lois Thompson Housing
Project for Challenged Citizefts.
Thompson originally purchased the prop-

“erty, which was then in use as'a pnvate

- . _a.

home to train developmentally disabled

people, including his brother, for work in
the hospitality industry.

As an educational facility Multnomah
County officials allowed the operation but

restricted hours to ‘weekend breakfasts and

lunches with a closing time of 4 p.m.
’I’hompson and Perkins hosted a number
of large events, including lunches and din-
ners that set off complaints from neighbors
over parking problems. _ :
After losing the fight in 1999, Thompson

went fo California; trailed by a civil lawsuit °

from the state attorney general’s office

charging Thompson with lying in order to
* collect government money for the Lois

THE GRESHAM OUTLOOK SATURDAY, Juty 31, 2004  Page 3A°

Thompson Housing Project. -
‘The inn, a National Register site, reverted
to the original owners and has been idle,
rented out to establish re31dency, but
became mired in financing struggles and
complex scenic area rules that made it diffi-
cult to sell, said Realtor Dale Burkholder.

The ‘land was offéred. to the U.S. Forest
“Service, but that agency rated it a low prior-
ity and when the-opportunity to buy the site

expired in March, Thompson returned to
buy the property.

“The property was a mess,” sajd
Burkholder, associate broker w1th Pete
Anderson Associates, who nursed the site

through tangled property issues for more

than three years. “There’s no better person

. . (than Geoff) for that property with the pas-

sion he has.” He said Thompson has been
fixing the inn up and repairing years of
neglect.

“T've come back here to reclaim my prop-
erty, my losses and the rights of this proper-
ty once and for all,” Thompson said.

He blames the Friends of the Columbia
Gorge and county officials for a loss of $3
million that he might have earned had the
inn remained open the last three years. He
said in California he found “amazing rich
and famous friends who will come out on a

* global level in print and in film” to tell the

story of his struggle.

The former body builder and one-time
owner of 2 cosmetic company marked his
return May 25 with a prayer breakfast at

Viewpoint Inn. He invited a number of local -

1 B Al

- cease use of the inn for commercial purpos-

. officials, including Troutdale Mayor Paul

Thathofer. , , o
“T didn’t come here to lose; I wouldn’t be -

* here but for the grace of God. Do you think

Multnomah County has any power over God?
No. God's running the show here,” he said.
In his letter to Thompson, Peoples noted

‘that nothing in land use rules has changed

since Thompson lost his case in 1999.

Meanwhile, Thompson is counting on a
revised management plan recently adopted
by the Columbia River Gorge Commission
that could relax rules on commercial events
in certain management areas of the gorge. -

Friends of the Colurbia Gorge have filed
a legal challenge of the revised plan and -
even when the revision is approved, the new
rules must be adopted by Multnomah
County. County planners are charged with
overseeing regulations in the part of the
national scenic area within the county.” -

Peoples notified Thompson by mail to
es, to quit advertising and to contact people -
who had responded to the ad informig
them that the property was not to be used for
‘cominercial events.

At the same tim€, Diana Karabut, board
member of Friends of the Columbia Gorge,
wrote Multnomah County Commissioner
Lonnie Roberts, citing the Viewpoint Inn’s
“long history of unlawful use” and asking -
commissioners to support the county plan-
ning agency. Karabut, .a ‘retired teacher,
became active in gorge issues while workmg
asa volunteer at Multnomah Falls.



LEBo-00/2004 16589 5837622146

) MAIL ROOM PLUS
—/\f . . S —PAGE—RL

o

e
\l
&
%
S
&
i

Fax Transmlttal Sheet 0(

Mail Room Plus e
Mailing & Shipping Center
11918 SE Division
- Portland OR, 97266 4 \K/
Number of Pages including this sheet: ~——— | )
TO: . _John N\[)\Y\D\D\L
X | Compiny: _tr\(\b m‘(Q oNOYUD
Phone: ~7SD?> QQ‘\" #)q q -

: Pax: :
Froni:. o ﬂLON}Qz. ‘Y\O\N’le/\j“/
Company: - -
Phone: 603 _ 9\5-)'\ - H%Yﬁl
Fax: -

Comments: ’Re// OuUY -QWA\\ WFGSCLO.)KS

T 7T I N 3y OQ)
| 3'” sW WB\J Yot _'mmwr

/ 3 2 ,.,.,/‘—/ )

) ="




Jan Iy uUs uZidup MULILL LAT LUSIKHMNS bU'.‘.t—'thU"?dli‘BS'

Departiment of Community Services
Environmental Compliance

MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON

1600 SE 190 Avenue, Suite 116
Portland, Oregon 97233 :

{503) 988-5050 phone
(503) 988-3389 fax

January 18, 2005

Geoff Thompson
40301 E. Larch Mountain Road
‘Corbett, OR. 97019

Via facsimile: (503) 695-5818

Location: 40301 E. Larch Moummn Road
Case #: " UR-04-048

Dear Mr. Thompson,

Per your request today of Kim Peoples, Environmental Compliance Program
Manager, this communication confirms that on April 15, 2005, the Code
Compliance office closed Under Review (UR) case file UR-04-048 for the 40301
¥ ' . E. Larch Mountam Road property. .

Respectfully,

maﬂ/j}L

Michael Grimmett
Code Compliance Specialist
Environmental Compliance



\%lerizonwireless

P.O. BOX 96088
BELLEVUE, WA 98009

DONN ANGELO SIMIONE
40301 E LARCH MOUNTAIN RD
CORBETT, OR 97019-9786

Verizon Wireless news

Get Your Family IN

Add up to 4 lines to your account and share your calling plan
minutes. Call 1-866-396-7444 or go to
www.verizonwireless.com/addaline for details. Certain conditions
and restrictions apply.

Let Us Take Care ot This for You

When you sign-up for Auto Bill Pay, your monthly bill will be paid
automatically each month from your credit card or bank account. No
more checks to write, stamps to buy or late fees. Call
1-866-868-3882, log on to My Account online or see back of
remittance stub to enroll.

Recibe tu Factura en Espaiiol / Get Your Bill In Spanish

Para recibir tu factura de Verizon Wirsless en espafiol, llama desde
tu teléfono movil #SPAN (#7726). (llamadas sin cargos de
conexién ni tiempo de aire). To get your Verizon Wireless bill in
Spanish, call #SPAN (#7726) from your wireless phone (calls are
toll and airtime free).

I

January 19, 2006

Account number
761372637-00001 Online:
Invoice number Phone:
2011807326

Mail Payment:

Contact Us
Online:
Phone:
Mail Letters:

Page 1 of 7

To Make A Payment

verizonwireless.com (My Account)
#PMT (#768) or #BAL (#225)

from your wireless phone. Airtime free.
Verizon Wireless

PO Box 9622

Mission Hills, CA 91346-9622

verizonwireless.com

*611 or 1-800-922-0204 Airtime free.
Verizon Wireless

Customer Service

- PO Box 96082 .

Account summary
Previous charges

Bellevue, WA 98009-9682

$76.34

Previous balance

Payment received 01/18 - Thank you -76.34
Balance forward $.00
Current charges i,
Monthly charges 59.99
Usage charges 23.84
Verizon Wireless surcharges and other charges and credits 1.65
Taxes, governmental surcharges and fees - 6.50
Total current charges ‘ ‘ $91.98
Total Amount Due by February 14, 2006 $91.98

A late payment charge applies for my:aid balances. The charge is the greater of

$5 or 1.5% per month or as permitted by law, and are liquidated damages, not a

penalty.

- \—" verizonvireless
Payment coupon

Please return this portion with your check or money
order made payable to Verizon Wireless.

DONN ANGELO SIMIONE
40301 E LARGH MOUNTAIN RD
CORBETT, OR 97019-9786

Bill date
Account number
Invoice number

January 19, 2006 vw
761372637-00001
2011807326

Balance forward

$.00

Current charges

$91.98

AMOUNT DUE BY 02/14/06 $91.98
MAKE CHECK PAYABLE TO
VERIZON WIRELESS

Amount enclosed

PO BOX 9622
MISSION HILLS,

$

CA 91346-9622

Check here and fill out the back of this slip if your billing address
has changed or you are adding or changing your email address.

201180732b01071372637000010000091,98000009198Y4
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Bill date January 19, 2006 Page 5 of 7
Account number  761372637-00001
Invoice number 2011807326
Usage detail continued . ..
In Your Home Area
- Long
distance
) Usage Call Airtime and other
Date Time Rate Minutes  Origination+ Phone number Destination type type charges charges Total
50 01/03 11:49A P 3 Portiand OR (503)695-5811 Corbett OR A Included © .00 .00
51 01/03 11:52A P 3 Portland OR (503)288-1265 Portland OR A Included .00 .00
52 01/03 11:58A P 4 Portland OR (503)663-0772 Gresham OR A Included .00 .00
63 01/03 01:.09P P 1 Portland OR (503)663-0772 Gresham . OR A Included .00 .00
54 01/03 01:10P P 2 Portland OR (503)695-5811 Corbeft OR A Included .00 .00
55 01/03 01:12P P -5 Portland OR  (503)224-4564 Portland OR A Included .00 .00
56 01/03 02:08P P 1 Portiand OR  (411)000-0000 41iconnect CL A LEC Included 1.49 1.49
57 01/03 02:10P P 1 Portland. OR - (503)667-4455 Gresham OR A included .00 .00
58 01/03 02:11P P 1 Portland ‘OR  {503)297-5742 Portland OR A Included, .00 .00
59 01/03 02:12P P 3 Portland OR  (411)000-0000 411connect CL A LEC Included 1.49 1.49
60 01/03 02:14P P 1 Portland OR (503)221-8327 Portland OR A : Included .00 .00
61 01/03 02:16P P 1 Portland ~ OR  (503)294-5930 Portland - 1 OR A Included .00 .00
62 01/03 02:17P P 2 Porttand ~ OR  (411)000-0000 411connect CL A LEC  Included 1.49 1.49
63 01/03 02:18P P 4 Portland OR (503)665-2181 Gresham . OR A Inciuded .00 .00
64 01/03 02:23P P 1 Portland OR (503)221-8327 Portland OR A Included .00 .00
65 01/03 02:24P P 4 Portland OR (503)294-5972 Portland OR A Included - .00 .00
66 01/03 03:18P P 1 Poriand  OR  (503)771-0030 Porfiand OR A Included 00 .00
67 01/03 03:19P P 4 Portiand OR (503)695-5811 Corbett - - OR A Included .00 .00
68 01/03 03:23P P 3 Portland OR  (503)695-2283 Corbett OR A Included .00 .00
69 01/03 03:26P P 7 Portland OR (503)988-6796 Portland OR A Included .00 .00
70 01/03 03:32P P 9 Clackamas OR (503)221-8327 Portland OR A Included .00 .00
71 01/03 03:41P P 1 Portiand OR (503)988-6796 Portland OR A Included .00- .00
72 01/03 03:42P P 3 Portland OR (503)663-0772 Gresham OR A Included .00 .00
73 01/03 03:45P P 8 Portland OR (503)663-0772 Gresham OR A Included .00 .00
74 01/03 06:35P P 2 Portland OR (503)695-5811 Corbett OR A included .00 .00
75 01/04 10:06A P 2 Troutdale OR  (503)695-5811 Corbett OR A Included .00 .00
76 01/04 12:59P P 3 Troutdale OR  (503)695-5811 Corbett OR A Included .00 .00
77 01/04 08:24P (@] 2 Gresham OR (503)493-4175 Portiand OR Y Included .00 .00
78 01/04 08:26P (0] 1 Gresham  OR  (503)695-5811 Corbett OR Y Included .00 .00
79 01/05 10:34A P 1 Portland OR (503)493-4175 Portland OR A Included .00 .00
80 01/05 10:35A P 2 Portland OR (503)695-5811 Corbett OR A Included .00 .00
81 01/05 10:39A P 12 Portland OR  (425)453-6206 Bellevue .. WA ' A Included .. . .00 . .00
82 01/45 11:53A P 3 Portland OR (503)695-5811 Corbett OR A Iincluded .00 .00
83 01/05 11:55A P 2 Portland OR (503)695-6551 Corbett OR A Included .00 .00
84 01/06 11:46A P 5 Gresham  OR  (503)221-8329 Portland OR A Included .00 .00
85 01/06 11:53A P 34 Camas WA  (503)663-0772 Gresham OR A Included .00 .00
86 01/06 01:12P P 10 Camas WA  (503)988-5220 Portland OR A Included .00 .00
87 01/06 01:24P P 2 Camas WA  (503)988-3043 Portland OR A Included .00 .00
88 01/06 01:33P P 5 Camas WA (503)221-8329 Portland OR A Included .00 .00
89 01/06 03:39P P 1 Portland OR (503)988-3043 Portland OR A Included .00 .00
" 90 01/06 03:40P P 4 Portland OR (503)254-4884 Portland OR A Included .00 .00
91 01/06 03:44P P 1 Portland OR  (411)000-0000 411connect CL A LEC Included 1.49 1.49
92 01/06 03:45P P 2 Portland OR (503)762-2130 Portland OR A Included .00 .00
93 01/06 03:48P P 1 Portland OR (411)000-0000 411connect CL A LEC Included 1.49 1.49
94 01/06 03:49P P 18 Portland OR (425)453-6206 Bellevue WA A Included .00 .00
95 01/06 04:.07P P 3 Portland OR  (503)695-5811 Corbett OR A Incitrded .00 .00
96 01/06 04:14P P 2 Portland OR  (411)000-0000 41iconnect CL A LEC Included 1.49 1.49
97 01/06 04:15P P 2 Portland OR (5083)222-1140 Portland OR A Included .00 .00
98 01/06 10:11P (0] 3 Portiand OR (503)695-5811 Corbett OR Y Included .00 .00
99 01/07 09:58A w 1 Washougal WA  (411)000-0000 411connect CL Y LEC included 1.49 1.49
100 01/07 10:03A w 1 Camas WA  (411)000-0000 411connect CL Y LEC Included 1.49 1.49
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January 18, 2006

" To Whom It May Congem:

lreoeivedamas&ageduﬂngﬁlaﬁIstweekchanualyﬁ'cmMaﬁhew

Lashua at Multnomah County regarain ‘The View Point Inn. Idid retum

Matthew's call and got his message center. Théifoﬂuwingday,lmedmmu -
3l -~.y,atwhichﬁmeueftamessegs,

Matthew agaln and got his message center again,
for Matthew requesting 8 letter from Multnomah County to The Oregonl
that It was okay to promote The View Point inn. | mentioned we naeded me |

' latter as soun as possible, as we were ont de: for & spaciat section.
: Mmlbdmmmmmmmm;‘hmmmwmmm

butheassuwdmeatmeﬁme.astar
: ' -memwasnomblemtaklnqm?"

| Dunngthenextwadays.!aanedMamswemmmsmuemaleﬁsr
because we were oh a production deadline. Matthew explained to ma that

: Muhomawantydﬁn&mﬂMMbmmemmmpmmmpﬁﬂgme,
View Polnt's advertising as far as Multnomah County was concamed. :

Oon mylastcouvemaﬁanwiﬂ: Matthew, heaxptatnedhmemaﬁor Mumamah
County to send a letter o The Oregonian would be misdirected, since thelr
- sorrespondence had been directed to the owner of The View Point Inn, not The
Oregonlan. Again, et that time, Matthew assured me Multnomah countydldnot )
havea pmb!em with The Oregonian awepﬂng advertising. | .

Temry Carragher

7 ol K K
aio o uHIMADNINA JHI Wit te QART 'R "KVYE



MULTNOMAH COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
PUBLIC TESTIMONY SIGN-UP

S Please complete this form-and return to'the Board Clerk =~ "
Lo - ***This form 1s-za«-publlc:record.v Rk L e

MEETING DATE: 7 /%5 2006

SUBJECT: Land L% @LQN.JL:C,

AGENDA NUMBER OR TOPIC ﬂ/ﬂt\/ 2 41762\/04

’FC)R: ', AGAINST

_NAME 505 &Zf’/ﬁf/
_ADDRESS /d 54)( 45‘

:CITY/STATE/ZIP TZAWDA% aﬂ f/w g0

‘_PHONE  DAYS:_ 505 éf§~5z7é EVES _
SPECIFIC ISSUE:;

WRITTEN TESTIMONY: %25

IF YOU WISH TO ADDRESS THE BOARD:

1. Please complete this form and return to the Board Clerk.

2. Address the County Commissioners from the presenter table microphones. Please
limit your comments to 3 minutes.

3. State your name for the official record.

4. If written documentation is presented, please furnish one copy to the Board Clerk.

IF YOU WISH TO SUBMIT WRITTEN COMMENTS TO THE BOARD:
1. Please complete this form and return to the Board Clerk.
2. Written testimony will be entered into the official record.




8 February 2005 ,
Multnomah County Board of Commissioners

Two weeks ago Chair Linn asked for proof of unethical and illegal actions of some planning department staff

after several incidents were mentioned by Multnomah County residents who spent their time and energy to speak |

before you. Iam back to present you with that proof for the incidents I mentioned. Let me start by saying again,
as I have said before: there are many good, honest, competent employees at the Land Use Planning and
Transportation division. There are also several out-of-control planners that should not be receiving a taxpayer-
funded salary.

Incident 1: Exhibit #1 is a letter from your own previous “Interim Planning Director” documenting the lack of

compliance with state law regarding the 150 day rule (ORS 215.427) on two separate applications. Not
mentioned in this letter is the fact that Multnomah County (MC) had code provisions previous to November
2000 that contained specific time deadlines in those NSA codes. Also not mentioned in this letter is the fact that
in my case the 120-day rule applied, not the 150 days as the letter implies was the governing law. This letter
clearly shows a lack of compliance with state law and the Multnomah County NSA codes, codes that this Board
passed. The 2003 SB 310 passed with a nearly unanimous vote in the House and was signed into law by .
Governor Kulongoski. It was necessary only because some Multnomah County planners, in my case Chuck
Beasley, had decided they didn’t want to comply with this pesky already existing law. During the committee
meetings on SB310 Senator Ringo offered an apology to me for the treatment at MC. No such apology has ever
come from MC.

. MIncident 2: Exhibit #7 is a page from the MC Code Compliance Procedures manual prepared by Kim Peoples.
Paragraph 1.5.4.1 clearly says “Priority Cases. The Board of County Commissioners has established the

" 4 following priorities for Land Use and Transportation Division code violations.” Eight violations are listed, the

third being violations within the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area. When Mr. Peoples was
questioned about the lack of enforcement within the NSA at a Planning Commission meeting review he
responded that these were not priorities but “simply bullets . . . of values”, and that violations were not
prioritized (Exhibit #6). During the adoption of the new enforcement code Mr. Peoples also told me, before the
Planning Commission, that existing, proven violations that were beyond the appeal deadlines in the old code
would not simply be starting all over again from the start under the new 15 step code. Yet that is what has
occurred in regards to ZV-0017 under Mr. Peoples supervision. At the same time as “priorities” became
“bullets™, this violation was back to step 2, step one being the original complaint.

Incident 3: Last August a presentation of the MC code process was given to the Gorge Commission (GC) by
Kim Peoples and Michael Grimmett, his subordinate. During the presentation it was represented that there was
one closed ZV case within the NSA for the approximately year and a half that the new enforcement code had
been in effect. Except it really wasn’t closed, it was just renumbered, a fact that was not made clear to the GC
and the public. See exhibit #2. A letter to the GC after I talked to Mr. Grimmett was sent to “provide
clarification” but never really mentioned the one specific NSA “closed ZV violation”.

Incident 4: During the process of a residential addition application, Mr. Beasley also jumped over a fence
adjoining a lock gate after he was simply asked to make an appointment so I could be home and unlock the gate.
These pictures of his actions are not in your packet since I feel you can ask him yourself if you are really serious.
If he admits to looking at the locked gate and then going beside it to jump over the fence and gain access, then
you have your proof without the pictures. ORS 215.080 does not apply. If he denies doing it, then I will make
these pictures available to a third party, such as the newspapers.

If department or division supervisors are not able to do any investigation on these and other incidents, it is time
for a replacement. The same would apply to any legal staff who are advising ignoring other state and local laws
and simple ethical standards.

Bob Leipper Troutdale, Oregon 503-695-5276



Department of Business and Community Services

MULTNOMAH COUNTY OREGON

Land Use and Transportation Program
1600 SE 190" Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97233-5910

(503) 988-3043

Members of the Senate Water and Land Use Committee
900 Court Street, State Capitol '
Salem, OR 97301

March 17, 2003
Dear Chair Ferrioli and Committee Members:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide information regarding SB 310. As you know,
The Federal Act establishing the Columbia River Gorge National Scenic Area mandated
that each county within the Scenic Area either adopt regulations to implement the
Management Plan for their portions of the Scenic Area or relinquish control of land
development within the Scenic Area to the Columbia River Gorge Commission.
Multnomah County adopted an ordinance to implement the Act and Plan on February 6,
1993. Since that time, Multnomah County has processed 213 cases in the Scenic Area; we
have approved all but 4 of those 213 applications. Since 1993, our average case
processing time has been 136 days. Recently the County staff has worked diligently to
improve that number and for the time period between July 1, 2001 through June 3. 2002,

our average review time was 80 days for scenic area permits.

We understand there has been specific testimony regarding the timelines of two particular

cases processed by Multnomah County; the first is the case of Tim and Casey Heuker and
their application to replace a burned down dwelling. The County processing time for Tim
and Casey Heuker’s case was 181 days from the date it was determined to be a complete
application, which included the unanticipated appeal and public hearing process required
for us to take this case to a County Hearings Officer. The application was filed at the

; County on May 4, 2001, approximately five months after the devastating fire the Heuker

| family suffered, and the final County decision was issued on January 24, 2002. The

| difficult situation that makes the processing timeline for the Heuker property unique and

} beyond 150 days is that the Heuker’s had a land division violation, and knowledge of the

| violation, on their property prior to the fire. Multnomah County Code prohibits us from

| approving applications on properties where violations exist. We notified the Heuker’s of

|

|

|

|

|

the violation and rather than deny the application, waited and held the decision until they
cleaned up the violation. The day after they cleaned up the violation, we issued an
approval for the replacement dwelling, unfortunately, that took us beyond 150 days. On
March 4, 2002, the County signed off the building permit for the replacement dwelling
and the Heuker’s began construction at that time. As you may know, even though
construction was occurring, that case was later appealed to the Columbia River Gorge
Commission, who then issued a final decision on July 9, 2002.

Another case you have heard testimony on was Mr. Bob Leipper’s application to construct
a new 2 story detached garage, an addition to an existing structure and new retaining wall,
totaling over 1,000 square feet in new structures on the site. The Hearings Officer noted

Page 1
March 17, 2003

Ex #1



this-was a difficult application to decide, because there is difficulty interpreting
applicability of code provisions when an applicant has proceeded to do excavation and
construction prior to making application and retroactively determining how much work
had been done is more difficult than if the application is made prior to work commencing.
Never the less, Multnomah County issued that decision 156 days after the application was
deemed complete. The 156 day processing time on this case included the time of Mr.
Leipper’s appeal of his own approval.

The question of whether or not the 150 day clock provisions of ORS 215.427 has never
been litigated or tested to our knowledge, and in a past case, a Multnomah County '
Hearings Officer found the 120 or 150 day ruling as the case may be, not applicable to an
appeals case in the Scenic Area and that matter was not contested. In November 2000,
Multnomah County adopted procedures in the Scenic Area that mimic the state processing
rules found in ORS 215.402 to 215.438. There does need to be a release valve however,
for one reason, if the ‘cultural review process’ found in the Management Plan kicks in
then the process can and usually does go well outside 150 days. The United States Forest
Service, in conjunction with State Historic Preservation Office determines when this
process is applicable and when each step of the process is satisfied. There is a similar
situation with the ‘natural resource review’ process controlled by the United States Forest

Service and the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife. In other words, the County has '

no control over these portions of the Scenic Area process and the associated timelines.
However, where we can comply with the 150 day rule, we will comply, and we will
continue to improve our internal processes to streamline the 80 day average we are
currently maintaining, '

It is one of Multnomah County’s goals to continuously strive to improve customer service
and we look for opportunities to reach out to our customers and improve their experience
with-our program and the land use system. We have been able to make recent
improvements to our case processing timelines with this goal in mind and have shaved
approximately 55 days off our processing time in light of this goal. We continuously
search for ways to improve service delivery and exceed customer expectations at a cost
that represents value to them and appreciate any feedback your committee may have on
how we can continue to improve. '

Sincerely,

Susan L. Muir
Interim Planning Director

cc: Diane Linn, Multnomah County Chair
Lisa Naito, Multnomah County Commissioner
Serena Cruz, Multnomah County Commissioner
Maria Rojo de Steffey, Multnomah County Commissioner
Lonnie Roberts, Multnomah County Commissioner
Martha Bennett, Executive Director, Columbia River Gorge Commission
Anne W. Squier, Gorge Commission Chair
Tom Guiney, Interim Land Use and Transportation Director
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h. there is a previous history of complaints and code enforcement on the’
subject property and/or with the alleged code violator;

N there is community interest in the violation, and the potential code
enforcement and compliance on the property would be very visible;

j. there is good potential for combining enforcement action on the violation
with other violations;

k. the relative benefit of code enforcement outv&eighs its cost;

1. there is good potential that the violation(s) can be established will be
successfully resolved; and

m. there is little likelihood of obtaining voluntary compliance.

1.5.4 Priorities for Code Enforcement. - It is the county’s policy to.investigate and to attempt to
resolve all code violations. However, because of limited code enforcement resources, there may
be times when all code violations cannot be given the same level of attention; some code
violations may receive no attention at all; or the county may be unable to carry out code
enforcement activities set forth in this manual.

In circumstances where not all code violations can be investigated, the most serious violations, as
.determined under the priorities set forth in this section and the criteria for enforcement in Section
' 1.5.4 of this manual, shall be addressed before the less serious violations, regardless of the order
in which the complaints are received. However, complaints alleging both priority and non-
priority violations should be processed together to maximize efficiency.

1.5.4.1 { Priority Cases. The Board of County. Commissioners has established the]
r following pnontles for Land Use and Transportatlon Division ¢ n cod¢ violafions.

a. Violations that present an imminent threat to public health and safety;

b. 'Violations affecting the environment;

e e - ——— e ——

E c. Violations within the Columbla River Gorge Nat10na1 Scemc Area

d. Violations causing irreparable damage;

e. Violations involving ongoing un-permitted construction;

f. Violations for failure to comply with permits;

g. Violations affecting neighboring property;

h. Violations within a site that is considered a critical area, including, but not

limited to, a view shed, habitat, or landshde area; and any court ordered
enforcement action.

Multnomah County Code Compliance Procedures Manual Page 4
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Grimmett gave an overview of the case history by stating that in February 2005, there were 48 open
Zoning Violations still pending from 1992 through 2002 and 245 open Under Review cases from
2000 through 2005. Grimmett gave a breakdown on the complaints and the current case breakdown.
Grimmett discussed the fact that he had learned that the accepting of anonymous land use violation
complaints might need to be reconsidered, that there was a need to be more flexible in determining a
violation and the remedy, and there was a need to be more flexible in timelines needed for property
owners to address violation remedies.

Looking ahead, the Code Compliance Program will be issuing a second revision of the Code
Compliance Manual, reviewing the acceptance of anonymous complaints by other jurisdictions, and
the launching of a web site for the Environmental Compliance Program.

Questions:

Foster asked about the possible problems with anonymous complaints and asked Grimmett to
describe some of the potential problems and if he had found that many complaints were not valid.

Grimmett stated that there have been mixed reviews about the program accepting anonymous
complaints from the general public and that to date, most complaints had been valid, even though in
some cases additional code violations were discovered during site inspections.

Brothers asked if the anonymous complaint issue had been addressed by counsel.

Peoples stated that under State law all the files are eventually discoverable unless there is some kind
of an exemption. The procedure of holding a complaint anonymous is an option as one takes into
consideration the public policy. At this time the file is held in confidence to those that the file does
not impact, however, these are public records unless there is an exception, which would have to g0
through County Counsel and subject to State and Public records law.

Chairman Ingle stated that the public would have an opportunity to make comment.
Public Comment

Robert Leipper, P.O. Box 94, Troutdale, OR 97060.

Leipper stated that he had not come prepared to make a statement but that the last Code Compliance

Procedure Manual that he had read was about 8 months ago! Tt listed the NSA violations as the thitd

{ highest priority. Leipper did fiot hiear any breakdown of NSA violations or complaints during { _
Grimmett’s overview. He felt that by not mentioning these, it.was like  trying to hide something.
Leipper asked what the Gorge Commission voted on when they did not have the Code Compliance
Manual and now it appears that it had been changed. '

2

Peoples responded that in the Procedures Manual | these types of cases were not prioritized, they vg’ere
simply bullets that stated that thiese were values that Land Use and the Board of County ~ =
g@neggbglclu as significant.jPeoples referred Leipper to page 6 of the paper copy of the
power point presentation Where it incorporates the view sheds; environment and others are
mentioned under Level 1. The Procedures Manual has not changed. Any changes being made are to
take care of editing errors and the like. There has been a data base kept of everyone who has

received a copy of the Procedures- Manual and they will receive the second version when it is
available.

Peoples commended Grimmett for his hard work and diligence in getting the program up and EX é
running. ,
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| CLOSED Zoning Violation Cases by Type and Rural Plan Area B

10% in the National Scenic Area (NSA)

CWSR . ESR  WestHils Sauviels. N_S?’ " Total
Grading and Erosion Control/ ) 1 .
Hillside Development' 2 0 - 1. 0 01 . 3
Health Hardship 0. 0 0 0 | 0 l o -
Non-Permitted Dwelling 1 0. 1 0 o 2
Junk Yard 0 0. 0 R o“’f' 0
Commercial ‘ 1 0 . 0 0 f 1, 2
Multiple/Miscellaneous 2 0. 1 0 0! 3
fllegal Structure or Development ) ‘ - '
Standard ) : 0 0 0 0 : 0 0
-
Totals 6 0 3 0 \ 1 } 10
Summary of Code Compliance Cases
_ for the
- National Scenic Area (NSA)
Totai Open Tota! Open
v CIosgd ZV  Active ZV UR ‘Closed UR' Active UR
Grading and Erosion Contr017
Hillside Development 0 0 0 6 4 1
Health Hardship 0 0 0 0 o 0
Non-Permitted Dwelling 3 0 0 5 1 2
Junk Yard 0 0 0 2. 1 0
Commercial 5 1 0 4 - 8 0
Multiple/Miscellaneous 3 0 1 15 9 1
Iegal Structure or - . '
: Development Standard 0 0 0 3 3 1
Totals. 1 1 1 38 26 5
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- @ """"" ~ MULTNOMAH COUNTY

" AGENDA PLACEMENT REQUEST

Board Clerk Use Only

Meeting Date: 02/09/06
Agenda Item #: R-1

Est. Start Time: 9:30 AM
Date Submitted: 01/17/06

BUDGET MODIFICATION: -

Agenda RESOLUTION Setting a Public Hearing and Directing Notice Regarding the
Title: Proposed Vacation of a Portion of NE Arata Road, County Road No. 730

Note: If Ordinance, Resolution, Order or Proclamation, provzde exact title. For all other submissions,
provide a clearly written title. :

Date ' Time
Requested: February 9, 2006 Requested: 5 minutes
Department: Community Services Division: Land Use & Trans Program

Contact(s): Robert Maestre

Phone: 503-988-3712 Ext. 83712 I/O Address:  455/2

Presenter(s):  Patrick Hinds

General Information

1. What action are you requesting from the Board?

In continuation of the proceedings necessary to vacate a portion of a slope and drainage easement
acquired for use in conjunction with NE Arata Road, County Road No. 730, the Multnomah County
Land Use and Transportation Program (LUTP) requests that the Board accept this Agenda
Placement Request as the County Road Official’s Report as provided under ORS 368.346(1);

. schedule Thursday, March 16, 2006, as the date for the final hearing pursuant to ORS 368.346(2);
and, finally, direct staff to provide all appropriate notice of the March 16th hearing as required under
ORS 368.346(3).

2. Please provide sufficient background information for the Board and the public to understand
this issue. ‘

As a requirement for development of property abutting Arata Road, Multnomah County acquired a
30’ wide slope and drainage easement paralleling Arata Road. This easement area contains an open
channel ditch which accommodates surface runoff from the pavement and sidewalk area of the
southerly half of Arata Road. The abutting property owner and developer has contoured and graded
the ditch and their abutting property so that the existing ditch can continue to accommodate surface
runoff from Arata Road. We do not anticipate an increase in capacity for this channel, as Arata
Road is currently built to County Street standards, and the abutting property will soon be built to its
highest and best use. The existing drainage facility is sufficient for our current and future needs.

It is in the best interest of the public to vacate the southerly 15’ of this 30° wide slope and drainage
easement, as described in the attached Resolution.

1



3. Explain the fiscal impact (current year and ongoing).
NE Arata Road and this slope and drainage easement area are maintained by Multnomah County.
Reducing the size of this easement will not interfere with the intended use or purpose for the
easement. Reducing the size of this easement will reduce the area of County maintenance

responsibility.

All costs associated with this petitioh are the responsibility of the petitioner.

4. Explain any legal and/or policy issues involved.
The roads proposed for vacation are situated entirely within the City of Wood Village. Before the
vacation proceedings are finalized, the City of Wood Village must by Order or Resolution concur
with the findings of the county governing body that the proposed vacation is in the public interest,
pursuant to ORS 368.361(3).

5. Explain any citizen and/or other government participation that has or will take place.

A Resolution will be adopted on January 26, 2006, initiated this vacation proceeding.

A Public Hearing will be scheduled for March l6 2006, during which time public comment will be
heard, pursuant to ORS 368.346.

" Notice of this Public Hearing shall be provided in accordance with ORS 368.401 to 368.426 by
posting and publication and service on each person with a recorded interest in the property proposed
to be vacated, any improvement constructed on public property proposed to be vacated, and any real
property abutting public property proposed to be vacated. :

Required Signatures

Department/

Agency Director: Date: 01/13/06
Budget Analyst: : ' Date:
Department HR: Date:
Countywide HR: Date:
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

RESOLUTION NO.

Setting a Public Hearing, and Directing Notice Regarding the Proposed Vacation of a Portion of
N.E. Arata Road, County Road No. 730.

The Muitnomah County Board of Commissioners Finds:

a.

On January 26, 2006, the Board, by Resolution in response to a lawfully submitted
petition, initiated the proposed vacation of a portion of a slope and drainage easement
(more particularly described in the attached Exhibit A) acquired for use in conjunction
with N.E. Arata Road, County Road No. 730, and directed the County’s Land Use and
Transportation Program (LUTP) to prepare a report as required under ORS 368.346(1).

The Board has received the LUTP report, which found the proposed vacation would be
in the public interest and recommended that the vacation be approved.

The Board pursuant to ORS 368.346 is now required to provide for notice and a public
hearing on the proposed vacation.

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Resolves:

1.

The Board will hold a hearing on Thursday, March 16, 2006, at 9:30 a.m., in the
Multnomah Building, First Floor Commissioners Boardroom 100, 501 SE Hawthorne
Boulevard, Portland, Oregon.

The purpose of the hearing is to consider whether the proposed vacation of a portion of
a slope and drainage easement as described in the attached Exhibit A, is in the public
interest.

Land Use and Transportation Program Management is directed to provide notice of the
hearing in the manner required under ORS 368.346(3).

ADOPTED this 9th day of February, 2006.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

Diane M. Linn, Chair

REVIEWED:

AGNES SOWLE, COUNTY ATTORNEY
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

B

! e

Matthew O. Ryan, Assistarff Ggtinty Attorney

Page 1 of 1 — Resolution Setting a Public Hearing, and Direct Notice of the Proposed Vacation of a
Portion of N.E. Arata Road, County Road No. 730.



BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

RESOLUTION NO. 06-017

Setting a Public Hearing and Directing Notice Regarding the Proposed Vacation of a Portion of
NE Arata Road, County Road No. 730

The Multnhomah County Board of Commissioners Finds:

a. On January 26, 2006, the Board, by Resolution in response to a lawfully submitted
petition, initiated the proposed vacation of a portion of a slope and drainage easement
(more particularly described in the attached Exhibit A) acquired for use in conjunction
with NE Arata Road, County Road No. 730, and directed the County’'s Land Use and
Transportation Program (LUTP) to prepare a report as required under ORS 368.346(1).

b. The Board has received the LUTP report, which found the proposed vacation would be
in the public interest and recommended that the vacation be approved.

C. The Board pursuant to ORS 368.346 is now required to provide for notice and a public
hearing on the proposed vacation.

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Resolves:
1. The Board will hold a hearing on Thursday, March 16, 2006, at 9:30 a.m., in the

Multnomah Building, First Floor Commissioners Boardroom 100, 501 SE Hawthorne
Boulevard, Portland, Oregon.

2. The purpose of the hearing is to consider whether the proposed vacation of a portion of
a slope and drainage easement as described in the attached Exhibit A, is in the public
interest.

3. Land Use and Transportation Program Management is directed to provide notice of the

‘hearing in the manner required under ORS 368.346(3).

ADOPTED this 9th day of February, 2006.
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Y BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
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AGNES SOWLE, COUNTY ATTORNEY

FOR MULTNO;ZUNTY, OREGON

Matthew O. Ryan, AssistapfCounty Attorney

Page 10of 3 Resolution 06-017 Setting a Public Hearing and Directing Notice Regarding Proposed Vacation of a
Portion of NE Arata Road, County Road No. 730




EXHIBIT ‘A’

DRAINAGE AND SLOPE EASEMENT VACATION
LOT 20, "WOOD VILLAGE TOWN CENTER"
DESCRIPTION
October 26, 2005

A tract of land in the southwest and southeast one-quarters of Section 27, Township 1

- North, Range 3 East, Willamette Meridian, City of Wood Village, Multnomah County,

Oregon and being described as follows:

Beginning at a point on the westerly line of Lot 20, "Wood Village Town Center", a duly
recorded plat in Multnomah County, and bearing South, 21.38 feet from the westerly

" northwest corner of said Lot 20, and also being on the southerly line of the Drainage

and Slope Easement granted to Multnomah County on the plat of said “Wood Village
Town Center”; thence S.89°51'24"E. along said southerly line, 915.88 feet to the

~ easterly line of said Lot 20; thence N.00°08'25"E. along said easterly line, 16.50 feet to

a point on a line which is parallel with and 13.50 feet southerly of, when measured at

right angles to, the southerly right-of-way line of N.E. Arata Road; thence N.89°51'24"W.

along said parallel line, 269.88 feet; thence leaving said paraliel line S.00°08'36"W.,
1.50 feet to a point on a line which is parallel with and 15.00 feet southerly of, when
measured at right angles to, the southerly right-of-way line of N.E. Arata Road; thence
N.89°51'24"W. along said parallel line, 646.04 feet to the easterly right-of-way line of
Wood Village Boulevard; thence South along said. easterly right-of-way line, 15.00 feet
to the Point of Beglnnmg -
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MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AGENDA PLACEMENT REQUEST

Board Clerk Use Only

Meeting Date: 02/09/06

Agenda Item #: R-2

Est. Start Time: 9:33 AM

Date Submitted: 01/26/06(revised)

BUDGET MODIFICATION: -

First Reading and Possible Adoption of an ORDINANCE Amending County

Land Use Code, Plans and Maps to Adopt Portland’s Recent Land Use Code,

Plan and Map Revisions Related to the Adoption of the Infill Design Code
Agenda Amendments in Compliance with Metro’s Functional Plan and Declaring an
Title: Emergency '

Note: If Ordinance, Resolution, Order or Proclamation, prowde exact title. For all other submissions,
provzde a clearly written title.

Date ' . Time

Requested: February 9, 2006 Requested: 5 minutes

Department: Commdnity Services _ Program: Land Use & Transportation
Contact(s): Karen Schilling

Phone: 503-988-3043 Ext. 29635 I/O Address:  455/116

Presenter(s): Karen ‘Schilling

General Information

1. What action are you requesting from the Board?

Adopt the ordinance as recommended by the Portland Planmng Commlssmn and Portland City
Council.

2. Please provide sufficient background information for the Board and the public to understand
this issue. :

On October 11,2001 the Board adopted Ordinance 967 (effectlve date January 1, 2002) adoptmg, in
summary, the Portland Comprehensive Plan and zoning ordinance. The County and the City of
Portland have been engaged in agreements enabling the City of Portland to provide planning
services to achieve compliance with the Metro Functional Plan for those areas outside the City
limits, but within the urban growth boundary and urban service boundary of Portland. Since the
adoption of Ordinance 967 and subsequently Ordinance 997, the attached ordinances have been
passed by the Portland City Council and therefore the County must adopt them pursuant to our
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intergovernmental agreement to keep the code up to date. Multnomah County and the City of
Portland entered into an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) to transfer land use planning
responsibilities on January 1, 2002. The IGA lays out a process requiring the County to ensure that
any amendments to the City's comprehensive plan, zoning code and other regulations adopted by the
City Council will be considered by the County Board of Commissioners at the earliest possible
meeting. It also states “The County Board of Commissioners shall enact all comprehensive plan and
code amendments so that they take effect on the same date specified by the City’s enacting
ordinance” (unless adopted by emergency). The City will have taken action on all of the above
items by the hearing date of this ordinance. If the County does not adopt these amendments, the
IGA will be void and the County will be required to resume responsibility for planning and zoning
administration within the affected areas.

3. Explain the fiscal impact (current year and ongoing).
NA '

4. Explain any legal and/or policy issues involved.
State law requires a notice be placed in a newspaper of general circulation 10 days prior (1/16/06) to
the BCC hearing. We request adoption of this ordinance by emergency to closely align with the City
of Portland effective date (1/20/06) as stated in the IGA. The County Attorney’s office was involved
in the drafting of the original IGA and has been involved in coordinating our compliance effort
through adoption of these code amendments.

5. Explain any citizen and/or other government participation that has or will take place.

The City included the County affected property owners in their noticing for these code revisions
when required pursuant to the IGA and directed them to the City legisiative process.

Required Signatures

Department/

Agency Director: Date: 01/26/06
Budget Analyst: Date:
Department HR: Date:
Countywide HR: : Date:




BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

ORDINANCE NO.

Amending County Land Use Code, Plans and Maps to Adopt Portland’s Recent Land
Use Code, Plan and Map Revisions Related to the Adoption of the Infill Design Code
Amendments in Compliance with Metro’s Functional Plan and Declaring an Emergency

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Finds:

a.

The Board of County Commissioners (Board) adopted Resolution A in 1983
which directed the County services towards rural services rather than urban.

In 1996, Metro adopted the Functional Plan for the region, mandating that
jurisdictions comply with the goals and policies adopted by the Metro Council.

In 1998, the County and the City of Portland (City) amended the Urban Planning
Area Agreement to include an agreement that the City would provide planning
services to achieve compliance with the Functional Plan for those areas outside
the City limits, but within the Urban Growth Boundary and Portland’s Urban
Services Boundary.

It is impracticable to have the County Planning Commission conduct hearings
and make recommendations on land use legislative actions pursuant to MCC
37.0710, within unincorporated areas inside the Urban Growth Boundary for
which the City provides urban planning and permitting services. The Board
intends to exempt these areas from the requirements of MCC 37.0710, and will
instead consider the recommendations of the Portland Planning Commission and
City Council when legislative matters for these areas are brought before the
Board for action as required by intergovernmental agreement (County Contract
#4600002792) (IGA).

On September 15, 2005, the Board amended County land use codes, plans and
maps to adopt the City's land use codes, plans and map amendments in
compliance with Metro's Functional Plan by Ordinance 1067.

Since the adoption of Ordinance 1067, the City's Planning Commission
recommended land use code, plan and map amendments to the City Council
through duly noticed public hearings.

The City notified affected County property owners as required by the IGA.

Page 1 of 4 — Ordinance Amending Land Use Code, Plans and Maps




h. The City Council adopted the land use code, plan and map amendments, set out
in Section 1 below and attached as Exhibits 1 through 3. The IGA requires that
the County adopt these amendments for the City planning and zoning
administration within the affected areas. '

Multnomah County Ordains as follows:

Section 1. The County Comprehensive Framework Plan, community plans,
rural area plans, sectional zoning maps and land use code chapters are amended to
include the City land use code, plan and map amendments, attached as Exhibits 1
through 3, effective on the same date as the respective Portland ordinance:

Exhibit | Description Effective /
No. Hearing
Date
1 Ordinance adopting the Infill Design Code Amendments to the 1/20/06
Portland Zoning Code; Titles 17 and 33. (PDX Ord. #179845)
2 Infill Design Code Amendments Recommended Draft 11/18/05
3 Infill Design Project Report: Medium-Density Residential 10/10/05
Development Issues and Staff Recommendations

Section 2. In accordance with ORS 215.427(3), the changes resulting from
Section 1 of this ordinance shall not apply to any decision on an application that is
submitted before the applicable effective date of this ordinance and that is made
complete prior to the applicable effective date of this ordinance or within 180 days of the
initial submission of the application.

Section 3. In accordance with ORS 92.040(2), for any subdivisions for which
the initial application is submitted before the applicable effective date of this ordinance,
the subdivision application and any subsequent application for construction shall be
governed by the County’s land use regulations in effect as of the date the subdivision
application is first submitted. ‘

Section 4. Any future amendments to the legislative matters listed in Section 1
above, are exempt from the requirements of MCC 37.0710. The Board acknowledges,
authorizes and agrees that the Portland Planning Commission will act instead of the
Multnomah Planning Commission in the subject unincorporated areas using the City's
own procedures, to include notice to and participation by County citizens. The Board
will consider the recommendations of the Portland Planning Commission when
legislative matters for County unincorporated areas are before the Board for action.
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Section 5. An emergency is declared in that it is necessary for the health,
safety and general welfare of the people of Multhomah County for this ordinance to take
effect concurrent with the City code, plan and map amendments. Under section 5.50 of
the Charter of Multhomah County, this ordinance will take effect in accordance with
Section 1.

FIRST READING AND ADOPTION: February 9, 2006

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS,
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

Diane M. Linn, Chair

REVIEWED:

AGNES SOWLE, COUNTY ATTORNEY
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

oy Sanand- Ay

Sandra Duffy, Assistant County Attorney
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EXHIBIT LIST FOR ORDINANCE

1. Ordinance adopting the Infill Design Code Amendments to the Portland Zoning
Code; Titles 17 and 33. (PDX Ord. #179845)

2. Infill Design Code Amendments Recommended Draft

3. Infill Design Project Report: Medium-Density Residential Development Issues
and Staff Recommendations.

Prior to adoption, this information is available electronically or for viewing at the
Multnomah County Board of Commissioners and Agenda website
(www.co.multnomah.or.us/cc/WeeklyAgendaPacket/). To obtain the adopted ordinance and
exhibits electronically, please contact the Board Clerk at 503-988-3277. These
documents may also be purchased on CD-Rom from the Land Use and Transportation
Program. Contact the Planning Program at 503-988-3043 for further information.
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ORDINANCE No.

179845

Adopt the Infill Design Code Amendments. (Ordinance; Amend Titles 17 and 33)

The City of Portland Ordains:

Section 1. The Council finds:

TR

I

The Comprehensive Plan for the City of Portland was adopted by City Council in October 1980
(Ordinance No. 150580). Comprehensive Plan Goal 3; Neighborhoods, states: “Preserve and
reinforce the stability and diversity of the Tity"s neighborhoods while allowing for increased density
in order to attract and retain long-term residents and businesses and-insuré the City’s residential
quality and economic vitality.” Subsequeritly, the adopted policies of numerous community and
neighborhood plans, which are part of the Comprehensive Plan, have called for new infill
development tobe désigned to respect existmg community character. L

In 1997, the Portland Planning Commission deliberated on.amendnzents to the Community Dmgu
Standards — the standards used as an alternative to design review in most areas outsideof the Central
City where design rev.ew is required. During the comission’s hearings, many itizens volced -
concerns about new residential development in areas that were not subject to design or historio design
review and called for design standards to apply to these projectsas well. In particular, testimony,
focused on the building characteristics that negatxve!y impact the street and surrounding -
neighborhood, such as the dominance of automobile aréas and the lack ol'connecnonbetween the
living area of residences and the public realm. Thig request 1o apply design standards to pro_|ects not
subject to design review is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policy 12.7 (Design: Quahty) _
Objective F: “Establish development standards that foster compahble doﬁgﬁ soliitions in areas not:
subject to design review. Identify and establish standiirds aimed at improving how development:
projects fit into the community.” The Planfiing Commission completed Rhelr work on'the Commuinity
Design Standards in May of 1997. The City Coungil approved the ainéndments’'on September 10
1997.

In response to these requests, the Plaoning Cbmm:sslon appomted a Suboomnnttee composed of
members of the Planning, Design, and Historic Landmarks Commissions in April 1997. This
subcommittee was chzrged with recommending to the Plannmg Commission design standards that
might be applied to residential projects cifywide witholit requiring design téview. The subcommiittee
published a draft proposal in September 1997 called itie Interim Design Regulations for Irzf i -
Development Discussion Drafi, which chuded draft provisions for single-dwellingand = <7 °
multidwelling develor ment. S

On October 14, 1997, the Planning Comnussmn heard testimony on the Inferim De.ugn Regulahom
for Infill Development Discussion Draft. 1o résponsé to public testimony, the Planning. Commlsann
directed Bureau of Planning staff to limit furfher refinement of standards 1o those that affect the ™
public realm and the relationship between the street-facing fagade of the dwelling and the public*
realm. The focus of the project was also further narfowed and split into phases. “Phase 1" focused
on the design of single-dwelling development and became the “Base Zone Design Stafidards” projéct.
The intention was that subsequent work (“Phasé 1a”) would further refine basc zone standards for,:

attached houses and that a “Phase 2” would dévelop design standards for multidwelting, development.
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On July 21, 1999, the City Council approved the Base Zone Design Standards, which resulted ifi ﬂ
design standards for cingle-dv!/elling development, in particular restricting the ability of houses to rely
on garage-forward conﬁgurations

In January 2000, the I’lannmg,[Commmsnon reported to the City Council on preliminary fmdmgs
related to the design of housirig on small lots, with a focus on rowhouses, and regulatory apploaches
that could be taken to mtcrver{e in their design. This report was entitled Rowhouse aird Narrow Lot
Policy and Design Issues. In regards to rowhouse development in hxgher-denmty z2ones, the report
recommended that, instead of focusing solely on refining rowhouse design staﬂdards, the Bureau of

:Plannmg should identify and ;{)romotg housing types that.can serve ag altematwes o fowhouses*t Ay p

On September 26, 2091, the (llty Council approved the amendments of the Land Dmsxonu Code
Rewrite Project. These amendments mcorporated some of the recommendations fromthe January
2000 Planning Commission rd-pon, resulting in additional design standards for detached and aftached
houses on newly created lots 4n single-dwelling residential zones. However, the Land Division Code
Rewrite amendments did not 1dopt standards for the desm,m of housing on lots within the
multidwelling zones or for multidwéllmg development. - : i s

In May 2003, the Buteau of Pﬁanmng reteased the Ifill Deszgn Project White Paper, w?uch tdentsﬂed
the need to focus on design m;the mediumdensity multidwelling zones and similar developmient in
commercial zones. This whitz paper acknowledged that, while past planninig ¢ffoits Fave-focused on
the design of single-dwelling development and development in mixed-use centers, thére had been
little focus on the medmm-de;tsi'ty mulndwellmg zomies, which constitute the majority of the city's:
multidwelling zoning and areiwhere'the majority of multidwelling projects were being bmlt: v

Following release of -he May, 2003 Infill Design Projéct W Wfide Paper, the Bureau of Plannmg
initiated the “Infill Design iject, whose focts was thedemgn of residential developmex%t‘ rﬁlr'l«the

medium-density mulndwellmg zones, particularly the R2 and REI zories, and simifar development in
commercial zones. oA s

In April of 2004, the [nfill Design Advisory Group (IDAG) was foried to provide advice to Plarining
staff on infill design issues and to provide a diversity 6f community perspeciives: ‘This advisory
group consisted of 24 community members, including developess, builders, architects; Realtors,
representatives from City regnlatory agencies, as well as mprmntatwes from each of the icity"s séven
neighborhood eoalition areas. The IDAG met §2 times prior to the Planning Commission publi¢
hearing. IDAG members recommended pedestrian-orientation, respect for nelghborhood context, and
housing diversity as key areas of focus for the Infill Design Ppmct .Mwso:‘y group members helped
inform subsequent development of the Infitl Design Pro}cct and lhﬂ'esulung ood‘c amendmcnts

On March 27, March 29 and April § of 2004, the Bureau oi'P!anmng held open houses,m dlffetent'
parts of the city to so'icit initial public input regarding the: Infill Pesign Project, - The events . were
attended by over 100 community members.- These events featured informational displays;a- -+«
questionnaire on design prior.ties, and a design preferences survey. The interest ofopenihouse: ».
participants in courtyard-orieited housing contributed to the inclusionof prows:ons facshtatmg wtb&
developmem of courtyard housing among the amend:ﬁ‘ehts" " . .
Public involvement.and outreach activities included open house evenis' a d:scussxon session: with +
local-builders and developers} meetings and interviews with building designers, builders;and other
comaunity members; a seried of discussion sessions hosted by the American Mstlmteoﬁmhxtects ‘
Housing Committee; and nunlnerous meetings with neighborhood. orgamzanons MR CRLR

In the Spring of 2004, the Outer Southeast Livable lnﬁli{‘i‘mjecf wad indertak 5‘54 Podfand Stite
University planning students in conjunction with the Infi}! Design 'Pro;ect The Outer South%&t’
Livable Infill Project focused on development and design issues in an area of Outer East Portland and
included a survey adrinistered to nearly 100 neighbors and occupants of recent infill housing
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dechOpménts. This project’s research and findings helped inform subsequent work on thednfill: |
Design Project.

On December 22, 2004, the Bureau of Planning published the Discussion Drajft Infill Design Project
Report: Medium-Density Residential Development (the “Infill Design Project Repori™). 'This report
summarized issues related to the design of multidwelling and rowhouse infill development, in¢Tuding
community concemns, regulatory issues, and developer’s perspectives. A final veérsioi of this teport
was published on October 10, 2005, that included the addition of appendi¢es providing furthet .
background information. The report also presented, staff recommendations ona.range.of « .
implementation strategies, including potential f¢gulatory amendments, but focused on pOSSIblllhes for
non-regulatory implementation strategies and incentives. Theé potential regulatory itmendments
identified in this report served as the basis for the Infill Design Code Aniendmenis.” 177

Through code modeling undertaken as part of tesearch for. the.Jnfill Design Prqle‘ct Repom as well as

- through subsequent work on a set of housing prototypes, Planmng, staff identified code barriers to

rear-parking arrangements, a greater diversity of housing twcs_, and other otherwise deau‘able housing
configurations. The identified code barriers included provistons fromboth Title 33 and Title. J7.

The amendment to Title 17, which prov1des an allowané¢-for narrower, drwcways for.small | .
multidwelling projects, is integral to the other provisions of the-total amen&mems package The Title
17 amendment serves in conjunction with the Title 33 amendments to ﬁcaﬁtata rear. parhng
arrangements for multidwelling development on small infifl sites. The Tmtle 17 améﬁdment also
functions together with the Title 33 amendments to afow less site area to be devoted @ impervious
surfaces. The amendments to both Title 33 and Title 17 are focused on nmprowng the d‘es:gn of
multidwelling devclopment, especially in regards to implementing community objecﬂves for infill
housing that is pedestrian-oriented and respects commumty charactei:”

The Infill Design Code Amendments wcre developed by the ‘Bureau of Planhing with the pﬂrticipation
of other City bureaus. including the Office of Transportation, whose staff crafted the amendments to
Title 17. Bureau of Development Services staff were also aétively irivolvéd in developriient of the
amendments, as were staff from the Bureau of Environmental Services and the Officé’of Sustainable
Development. ey’

On August 22, 2005, notice of the proposed action was mailed to the Department of Edbd
Conservation and Development in compliarice with the posl-acimovﬂedgement revieW: process
required by OAR 66(-18-020, 4ol -

Written fotice of the October 11, 2005, Portland Planmng Commission publxc hearmg Bﬁthe Inj‘ [/
Design Code Amendinents Propo.sed Draft veas mailed to over 1,600 interested partnes on Septembcr
9, 2008.

On October 11, 2003, the Porttand P]annmg Commission held a pubhc ﬂ\eanng on the Inﬁll Deszgn
Code Amendments anosea‘ Drafil Afterthe close of public 1est|mony, 1he Pla hirig 1
discussed the proposed amendinénts and reconuncnded that City Couricil adOpt the Infll Deszgn Code
Amendnients Reconimiended Draft, P

A general notification of the December ]S, 2005, City Councﬂ public heﬂtmg on the I;gﬁll Des:gn
Code Amendinénts Recommended Draft¥as sentto individuals who testified at the Plgrimng
Commission heanng and to over 1,600 mterested pames on November », 2005 i

£ % T

. On Deccmber 15, 2005, City Council held a heanng ot1 the Planming Commnssnon recommendation

for the Infill Design Code Amendments Recommended Drafi. Staff from the Bureau of Planning
presented the proposz1 and public testimony was received.

P
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23. State planning statutes require cities to adopt and amend comprehensive plans and land use . . :
regulations in complinnce with state land use goals. Only the state goals addressed below apply.

24. Goal 1, Citizen Involvement, requires provision of oppdrtunities for citizens to be involved in all
phases of the planniny procesé. The preparation of thése amendmenls has provnded numerous
opportunities for public mvolvement, including: : S EE

¢ A 24-membex “Infill Des1gn Advxsory Group” (TDAG), compwed of, ne:ghborhoodh -
representatives, dzvelopers, architects, and rcpresentatwes of City regulatoay agencies, was
forned in the Spring of 2004 and held its first meeting in Aprﬂ of the same year. The group
served as an advitory body to consider the diverse interests of the community ahd fepfesent a
range of perspectives on infill design issues, as well as fo help identify problems #1d sotutions.
The IDAG met 122 times prior to the Planning Commission public hearifig." Their feedbaék helped
inform the development of the Infill Design Projéct and the resulfing code anendinente

e From the project inception in September 2003 uritil the Planning Commission pubhc hearmg,
Planmng staff met with numerous community groups, mcfudmg nelghbothood addocidtions,
neighbortiood: ¢oalition groups, the Citywide Land Use Grolip, the Anierican Instillite'of*
Archlteets*]-fousmg Committee, and representatives 6!’ thé Hofné: Bulldcrs Assoéiatnén of

Metropolitan Ponland ‘

P YT 2

o Aspartofthe ﬂnf 1§ Desiga Project and development of the code amendmenl‘s, Plannmg staff
periodically met with and engaged in telephone and ¢-mail éxchanges with developefs, architects,
building designers, and other community members regarding mflli deSlg:n issues and Rotenhal
solutions.

H -

¢ The Bureau of Planning maintained and updated as needcd a project web site thatru’léluded:"basic
project information, announcements of public events, project documents and staff contact »=.
information. - L

¢ In the Spring of 2004, the Outer Southeast Livable Infill Project was undertakén by Portland State
University planniag students in conjunction with the Infill Design Projects The'Outer Southeast
Livable Infill Pro; ect focused on development and design issues in an arca;of Outer-East Portland
and included a su-vey administered to nearly 10Q neighbors and occupants ofrecem mﬁlll  housing
developments. This pro;ect s research and findings helped inforn subsequmt workon the Inﬁll
Design Project. .

L o4

¢ In March of 2004, the putlic was invited to attend a senes -of three initial pro_;ect open. houscs
through notices sent to ne:ghborhood orgamzahons andover 1,200 mtetested commum;y, -
members, an announcement through the Office of Nexghborhood lnvolvement, €
notification service, and through articles and notices published in thie Oregoman newspapef ,,t_Wo
business journals, and several community newspapers ’

)
¢  On March 27, March 29 and April § of 2004, lhe Burmu of Planmng held open houses m s,

different parts of -he city 1o solicit initial publi¢, mput The ¢vents werg, attended by ovcr 100 v
community members. Thase events featured iffotmational displays, 8 qumtlotmalre on desngn
priorities, and a dzsign preferences survey. The questionnaireand survéy results werercompiled’
and made available on the project website and helped inform: subsequent pidjectworks:

P R s SR VPLAEL - ]

e On January 11, 2005, Planning staff briefed and sohcxted input fromhthe Planmng Commission on
the draft Infil Deugn Project Report and potential code amendments.
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o  On February 17, 2005, Planning staff briefed and solicited input from the Design Commission on
the draft Infill Design Project Report and potential code amendments. L

s On April 2, 2005, as part of a public open house for the Division Green Street/Main Street Plan
attended by over 100 community members, project staff provided dlsplays on infill design issues
and sohclted putlic feedback. i

e On April 7, 2005, Planning staff briefed and solicited input from the Régulatory lmprovement
Stakeholder Advisory Team on the Infi Il Design Project Report and potcntlal codé amendments.

YA 6 H ot

¢ On May 25, 2005, Planning staff held a discussion session thh %goup of developers and.
- builders of infill projects to present potentiai code amendments and to seek Lhelr feedback.

e On July 29, 2005, the Bureau of Planning sent over 1 600 noticesitoallr nelghborhood ‘associations
and coalitions, and businesses associations in the City of Portland, as well as othér intérested
persons, of the upcoming Infill Design Zomng Code Amendmenis Discussion Draft and a public
open house, S SO S R

& On August 8, 2005, the Burcau of Planning published the fnjill Désign Zomng Code Amendments
Discussion Drafi. The report was made available to the’pubhc po§ted on the pto;éet webs:te, and’

mailed to all those who requested copies. . : lrn e
‘ "’Cﬂ LG

s On August 11, 2005, Planning staff briefed and sollcﬂed mpubfrom the Deve10pment Rmew
Advisory Committee on the Inflll Design Zoning. Code. Amendments chussion Draﬁ e

* On August 17, 2005, the Bureau of Planning held*an'6pén tiouse oin'the code’ Mendhfe”nts i
proposed in the Infill Design Zoning Code Amendments Discussion Draft, Oveér 60 commlinity
members attended the open house, which served as an opportunity for the-public-to learn.about
and comment on the draft code amendments. TS TS

o . On September 9, 2005, the Bureau of Planning published the Infill Désign Code Aniendniénts
Proposed Draft. The report was made available to the pubhc posted on the project website, and
‘'mailed to all those: who requested copies. . ; R

o Alspon Séptembei? 9, 2005, the’Bureau of Planding sénl. over 1,600 notices to all: nclghborhood
associations and coalitions, and businesses dssociations in the City of Péitland, a5 well as other
interested persons, of a Planning Commission public héaring on the ffill Design Céd
Amendmenis Proposed Draft. ’ Co T “:_

¢ On October 11, 2005, the Planning Commission heid a pubhc heanng durmg which community
members commented on the Inf Il Design Code Amendmenls Proposed qufl

em vy
* On November 21, + 2005, the Bureau of Planmng sent notice fo all persons who tcshﬁed onilly or
in wntmg, atthe Planmng Commission hearing; informing them of a Cify Council public nearing
to consider thedrilf Design Code Amendments.Recommended Drafi. This notice;was:also sent to
those persons. recuesting such information. IR TPt 0 1,17
“#s*"'On December 15, 2008, the City Council held a public heari aring ofi thé Iirf i Des Code

e

Amendinents Recommended Draft, during which Eommunity iembers commented on the
proposal.
The amendriients ere also consistent with Goaﬂ' 1 by providing addmonai opportum for commumty

input rcgardmg the dégign of multidvelling pro;ecls v e

25. Goal 2, Land Use Planning, requires the development of a process.and pé)hcy framework that acts as
a basis for all land use decisions and assures that decisions and actions are.based-on an.understanding
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of the facts relevant to the decision. The amendments support this goal because development of the
recommendations followed established City procedures for legislative actions.

Goals 3 and 4, Agricultural Lands and Forest Lands, requires the preservation and maintenance of
the state’s agricultural and forest lands, generally located outside of urban areas. -The amendments
are supportive of this goal because they facilitate compact housing arrangements that maké efficient
use of land within an urbanized area, thereby reducing development pressure on agricultural and
forest lands. ' R

R A

Goal 6, Air, Water, and Land Resource Quality, requ1res the ‘maintenance and ﬂnprovement of the
quality of air, water, and land resources. The amendfients support this goal beeause 1hey,faci]1tate
compact, pedestrian- and transit-oriented development that holds poténtial to reduce reliance on
automobile travel. T:ie amendments also support thid goal by providing éppertunities for less site
area to be devoted to impervious surfaces by allowing:narrower drivevays and Walkways, which will
reduce stormwater inipacts. . e -,

Goal 9, Economic Development, requires provision of adequate opportunities for a Variéty of
economic activities vital to public health, welfare, and prosperity. The amendiments support this goal
because they facilitatz development opportunities on 8matl.infill sites. Speclﬁéally, the:following
amendment provisions make infill development more-practical on sinall sites:--allowances for;
narrower driveways and walkways, allowances for vehicle and pedestnan facilities fo share the same
spdcé, eliminiation of }oading space requiréments for small res:d‘entlalf pro;ects prowslons lhal
facilitate thé creation of smali lot housing orientéd to'common greens and shared ¢5ufs, alidwances
for stnall ot duplexes, reduced side setbacks for delached house prfuects and addlhcnal ‘regulatory
flexibility for the design of rowhouse projects. . b hetmg b

et A

Goal 10, Housing, requirés-provision for the housing' fieeds of citizens of the stats, THE aitteidments
support this for the reasons below. See also findings for Portland Comprehensive Plar "Goal 3,
Housing and Metro Title 1. . Wy T ambine

¢ The amendments facilitate a dlvexsxty of housing types’ sullable for a range of Mouseholds'and
residential tenures. These include provisions for Common greend'and shared soutisthatexpand
‘opportunities for medium-density ownership housing; allowances that encourage courtyards that -
can provide additional opportunities, for outdoor space for play areas and other geci eatxonal uses;
provisions to allc'w a greater diversity of alternative housing lypes such a3 §mﬁl u_p!ei(es,
small-fot deiached houses, and a preatet diversity of rowhouse. ammgements, an, . m allowance
that would facilitate the development of accessory dwelling units by allowing such units to count

toward meeting rainimum density requirements-in‘the lngher dens:fy 2ofies. e
I N R tt" m
o The amendments faeilitate higher-density resxdentlal development on smaﬁ infill s1tés by

- reducing regulatory barriérs to such develdpment. Amendiiénts that help factlitateheater
density oh small sites include allowances for narrower ﬁmvéways and? wa]kways, provisions

- allowing vehicle and pedstrian facilitics 1o'share the sarie space, elimination s 10ading dpace
requirements for small residential projects, provisions that facilitate the cgation F sihall Jot
housing oriented to comnion greens and shared courts, allswances forsmall lot duplexes, reduced
side sefbacks for de(ached Kouse projects, and addmonalreguialory ﬂexxbnhty for rthe des:gn of
rowhouse projects. At N

e The amendments also pfomote affordable housing by facilitating hlghew-densnfy housing;
arrangements that can utifize relatively affordhbie building types, such asdefached and atta‘ghed
houses and townliouses, which are less expensive to construct than stacked unit housmg,
Amendments that reduce requirements for driveivay and' Wa]kWay ‘w*ﬁldths contn\?“to HKois n"g
affordability by ellowing a reduction in materials cosfs: ac Upme® v
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.30. Goal 12, Transportztion, requires provision of a safe, convenient, and economic transportation
system. The amendments support this goal because they facilitate compact, pedestrian- and transit-
oriented developmen, thereby promoting alternatives to automobile travel. See also findings for
Portland Comprehensive Plan Goal 6, Transportation, and its related pollciesf and objectives.

The Oregon Transportatnon Planning Rule (TPR) requires certain ﬁndmgs tl' the proposed amendment :
will significantly affect an existing or planned tmnsponahon faclhty -This proposal' will not have a
sngml' cant effect on existing or planned transportation facmhhes because the amendments wl!l not.
increase or change allowed residential densities, development mtensihes, or land USES. ., wry

Section 660-0)2-0045(7) of the TPR requires that "Looal‘ -governments shall establish:standards for
local streets and accessways that minimize pavement width and total. ngh!—ol' WaY fconsnstcnt with the
operational needs.of the facility.” The amendment 1o allow narrower widths for walkways serving
four or fewer residen‘ial units ; support this mqulrement' as does the amendiment ta allow vehicles and
pcdesmans Yo share te same cu’culatxon space thereby reducing pavcment area, when special pavmg
treatménis are used to slgmfy‘:ts intended usé by pedestnans S S TA T i

31. Goal 13, Fnergy Comervaﬂon, mqmm dcvclopmenr, ofa land use patwm that maxmnzes the .
conservation of energy based on sound economi¢ principles. The amendments Supporll this goal..
because they provide addifional oppomtm‘taes for compact, higher-density housing types that atlow
efficientuse of buﬂdmg matenalb and site area; :l'aclhtate infill. development on.small lots:in areas
zoned for highet-density residential devclopmcnt located near transit facilities; ; and allow more... .
efficient managemens of stormwater by reducing requirements: for the, widths of dnvewaypnd -
walkway. . T R

32. Goal 14, Urbanization, requires provision of an orderly and efficient transition of rural lands to
urban use. The amendments support.this goal because they faeilitate compact, higher density
development in areas zoned for multidwelling development; thereby helping to reduce long-tenﬁ o
pressure to expand the Urtian Growth Boundary. See also findings for Portland Comprehensive Plan
Goal 2, Urban Development, and its related policies and objectives, - .. -, . ey

- PR ot Il.;‘;xﬂ;». ? 'l"’? -i }‘iﬁ‘-‘ '
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33. Titke I; Requifenients'for Housing and Epleyment Aéboinmodation; Teqhires that éachi -+
jurisdiction contribute its f4ir shire to incseasing the | dewlopfnmt ca;iacnl’y ol‘ fand witfi" y the Urban
Growih Boundary. This requirethent is 1o/ be generilly implemented 1t ‘ tywldé anilysis based
on calculated capamt'es fromTand use desxgnauons ‘The' amendmem;s areuconmstenn with this titfé
because they do nof significantly alter the development céﬁamty of the ¢ity;“Some amemdﬁ‘lenls also
support this title by fucilitating development on infil] sites. Amendments that help Ficilitité’ greater
idensity on small sites include allowances for narewendriveways.and walkways; provisions. allowing
vehicleand pedestrian facilities fo share the same space, elimination. ol',loadmg space requirements
for small gesidential projects, provisions that, Eacnhtal’e the creanonod‘small Tot housing oriented to
common greens and shared courts, allowances for small lotduplcxcs, reduced side setbacks: for; .
detached house projects, and additional regulatory ﬂembﬂ:ty for.the designof- rowhouSe prmee!s. See
also findings under Comprehensive Plan Goals 4 (Housing) and-§ (Economi¢ Devélbpment) a

34. Title'2; Regional Parking Pdlicy, regulates the amount of parking peimitiéd bylsé 1or ,munsdn:twns
in the region. The amehidments are consistént with this title l')ecause ﬁ’fey‘ﬂo not altéy the amount &f
parking permitted of équired by the City. o WS R

E BEo, e )
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35. Title 3, Water Quality, Flood Management and Fish and Wildlife Ci)ﬁsenration, protects the *

| . public's health and safety by reducing flood and laidstide hazards, controlling soil’ ems:on and’
reducing water pollution by avoiding, limiting, of mitigating the impact of dt'vﬂop’menf‘ on stfeads,

rivers, wetlands, and floodplains. Title 3 specifically implements the Statewide Land Use 'Goals'é

and 7. The amendments are rot inconsistent with this title because they do not change policies or
intent of existing regulations relating to water quality, lﬂaod management, or fish and wildlife' -
conservation. The amendmerts support this whtle by prowdmg opportunmes for 1éss sité afea to bé

| devoted to impervious surfaces by allowmg narrower dnveways and’ walkways, whlchwxll reducg

stormwater impaets.

36. Title 4, Industrial and Othe: Employment Aneas; Timits refail and t)ﬂ':(:q:.‘vdemﬁopment1
Employment and Industrial areas to those that'sfé migst likely to serve the neéds of the'arca And not
draw custorners from a larger market arca, The amendrients dre constsient with this title Eecause they

do not change policies or existing regulatiofis reT‘ahﬁg to x‘etml m empioymént and mdusm “areds
e b" T '

37. Title 7, Affordable Housing, cnsures opportumtres for raffordable housmg at alli meome lcve]s, and

‘ ealls for a choice of housing types. The amendnhents are consistent with lhls htle because promote
affordable housing by facilitating hlgher-dénslty’hﬁusmgarranéeme te thak €an utilize rélatwéiy
affordable building types, such as detached and attacked Holisesand townhoﬁses,’ /hich are  less”
‘exgcnswe to'construct than stacked unit rhtmsmg “Sotiié of thésé :arﬁsndme‘ﬁkﬂ, pamcularly pmwsrons
for'ebfimon greens ad shared courts, alsa expand oppoﬁumtles fot"affordable zmedlum«denswy‘
owneérship housing by increasing opportunities to' Gréats housirig on siiiall Tols! Amendments that
reduce equirements for driveway and walkway Widths aliécontiibute 1o houking aﬂ‘brdab:hty by
allowing a reduction in materials costs.

roonn G oo : T IR R T S S L
'4! ‘al “%

: . P U
38. Only the Comprehensive Plan goals addressed below apply. S

39. Goal 1, Metropolitan Coordination, calls for the Comprehensive Plan to be coordinated with
. federal and state law,and to,support segional goais, objectives and plans. The amendments support. |
Tthis goal beSause l’heu conforin to and &o notthange poficies bt regulations telated 1 metropolitan o™ %
coordination.

40. Policy I 4, Intergoveramental Coordination, requires continuous: -participation.in intergovemmenital
,affairs with public agencies to cooedinate metropolitan planmng and project development and. . .
ma:urmze the efficient use of public funds. The amendments’ Suppoﬂ this policy because a number of
otl‘m' govemmenl agencies were notified of {hlsiproposal rnnd giventhe, uppoztumty 1o rcommenb
.These apencies intlude Multaomah County, Metro, and the State Departient of Lad dmongervahoﬁ

and Development. . G e R Y

41.Goal 2, Urban Development; calls for niaintaining Portland's ro’le as thé major regional employn
and population center by exprnding opportunities for housing anid jobs, whiletetairing the rchamcler
of ¢stablished resideriial nieighborhbods m& busmess cefitérs. The améndmeéns SUpport this goat
because they promotc-additional housing opportunities by reducmg regulatory baimiers 10 mi i‘uﬁr—
densﬂy housmg deve’tﬁpmenl on sriiall unﬂl; snes 'il“he”' fie ndments also suppon uretenhén 2

.and by m'equmng fmm win&ows 1 conimue tmdnfmns of street«orim%ed housmg Amendmenhn _
provisions facilitating courtyard housing and house-like plexes also: belp continue: mflll housmg types
that are part of the cbaracter-giving housing mix of Portland nelghborhoods
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42, Policy 2.9, Residential Neighborhoods, calls for attowing a range ol housing typés to-acconimodate
increased population growth while improving and protecting the city’s tesidential neighborhoods.
The amendments support this policy because they facilitate.a diversity of housing types., These
include provisions for common greens and shared courts that expand opportunities for medium- ,
density ownership hcusing; allowances that encourage courtyards thai can- pro\ri&e additional,
opportunities for outdoor space for play areas and other recreational uses; provisions to: allowa
greater diversity of a'temative housing types such as small.lot duplexes, smalllot detached <house&
and a greater diversity of rowhouse arrangements; and an allowance that would: facilitate the
development of accessory dwelling-units by allowing such units to count toward meeting mxmmum
density requirements in the highér density zonés. ‘The.amendments also:support this policy.by.. 2
helping to protect the character of neighbothoods by requiring new multxdwellmg dcvelopmem to
continue basic neighborhood pattents, such ag l:mci‘scaped front setbacks and stf st "t-brzéntcd buifdmgs

with front windows. - o v
PN ” 0 EYR 0 X S ¥ R T

43, Policy 2.12, Transit Corridors, calls for among otfher lhmgs. requiring develo;nmnt along transit
routes to relate to peclestrians. The ameéndments suppost: this policy by urequmng street-facing , |
windows and limiting front vehitle féas in érderto fosfér pc&csmamincndly strcclscapcs i, th‘é !
multidwelling zones, which are Mimanly locatéd aTong oi ﬁéai;;’n’%nsxt mxdor%?ﬁd’ otﬁer ﬂr&nsﬂ
facilities, : .

' bara R ‘“Hi_vv ot
44, Policy 2.17, Transit Stations and Transit. Centers, ca!ls for seiting; minimum residential densities
near transit facilities and for design in these:areas to emphasizea pedestrians and bicycle-oriented,
environment. The amendments support thig policy/by requiring street-facing windows and limiting
front vehicle areas in order to foster pedestrign-friendly stréetscapes in the mulhd\wllmg FONEs; -,
which are primarily 1>cated near transit facilities. : .

45. Policy 2.19, Infill and Redevelopment, calls for encouraging mﬁll and redevelopment as a.way to
implement the Livabie City growth principles and accommodating increasegin population and, .+
employment. The amendments support this policy by reducing regulatory barriersito-development on
small infill sites and by facilitating a greater diversity of infill housing types and configurations. -

3 Bad

46. Goal 3, Neighbothodds, calls for the preservation anid remforcement of the’ siabxhty and dwemty of
the city's néighborhoids while allowing for in¢réased densny Tha srhendrients. supporﬁ tlus goall by
facilitating highér-deasity housing Configuirations, such 4§ courtyard holsing and: house-llke plcms
that hold potential'to blend into established nelghboriload patterns. The améndments alse'supy
this goal by providing additiohal opportunities for the developinent of ownership housing ihial. ciin
contributé to neighborhood stability and vitality and by limiting the disruptions.of multidwelling infill
development on the street environments of neighborhoods. T I

47. Policy 3.5, Neighborkood Plan,wcalls for mainlammg and enforcxng ncxghborﬁ_ood plans that’ are
consisténf with the Comprehensive Plan and that havie Been adopted by Czty Cb"“ il e P
amendinents support fhis poficy by helping fo implement policies’ ‘of the many né neigh bothosd plads
that calt for infill development to'be cOmpahble with" exnstmg commdmty chamctér ‘Kn’fbn the
amndmentk that wolld help 1mplement these’ pollcaes are ' those enccuragmg ‘rear parkmg L b
'amngcments whichiallow the continuation of ne}ghbc)fhood patterns of Tindscaped front setbaci‘(s and
stréét:-oriented buildings. Other lm‘ylemnungprovisxons afe those that would fbcihtale housmg
arringéments, such as courtydrd housmg and houseshke dupfexes, ‘that hold potegilai © acaommodate
incieaged residential densities in ways that refleet coffimén rieighborbodd patiéinst” Otlier amend dmen(
provisions would hetpp implerhient these policies by providirig additional negulalory ﬂexrbﬂ‘ y fo?

building setbacks aloag transit streets to better respond 10 sue-speclﬁc aspects of the sum)uﬂdmé
neighborhood. e AERR I N A ) I

48. Goal 4, Housing, calls for enhancing Portland’s vitality s § sommunity atihe enier of the }egion s
housing iarket by providing housing 6f different typés, density, sizes, costs and locations that
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accommodates the needs, preferences, and financial capabilities of currefit and futire hotiseholds: The
amendments support this goal because they facilitate’ a?dwersaty of hotising typcs Suitable fof a range
of households and residential &nures. These include P provnsrons for commrtion greens and sﬁared Sourts -
that cxpand opportun‘ties for medium-density ownership housing; allowaiices thiit e encourage .
courtysrds that can provide additional opporfunities for outdoor space for play afédsanidothér =
recreational wses; provisions to allow & greater diversity of alternative housing types such a8 sriall-lot
duplexés, small-lot detached housés, and a greater diversity'of rowhouse aﬁangemeﬂty and'sh
allowange that would facilitats the developmem of acdessory dwelling uhits by'illowmg g siich-units to
count foward meeting minimum density requirements in the higher density Zones. See alsothe-
ﬁndmgs for Statewide Plammg Goal, Goal 10, liousmg and'for Métd Title b+~ 1 # "=

49. Pollcy 4.1, Housing .lvmlabihty, calls for ensuring an aJequate supply ¢ of housmg is; avaxlable to
meet the needs preferences, and financial’ capabslmes of Portland’s houscholds now; and4n the futurc
The amendments support this policy because they reduce regulatory bamiers to fhe development of
infifl housing ard prnm additional opportunities for 3 vanety of housmg typeaﬂ £12 calet

» “ '
50. Policy 4.3, Sustainable Mousing, calls for encouragmg housxng matSupporis ;\Ewlna e.’ ’,n I
development. pattems by proniotmg the efficient use of land; conservation of natural mources, easy
access to pubhc transit and other efficient modes ofuanspoﬂahon, easy ACCESS. 1o semces and parks
resource efficient désign and construction; and the use of rénewable €nergy resourc
amendments support this poliicy because they provide additional oppommniés for compaet‘ higheér- -
derisity housing types that allow efficient use of building materials and site arca: facilitate’ infill> "
development on small bots in dreas zofied for higher-dénsity tesidential developmént located near -
transit facilities; andinllow more efficient mandgément of: stﬁnnwaler by reducmg?é‘qulréﬁienfs fbr
the widths of driveway and wallovay, L

51. Poli¢y 4.7, Balanced Communities, ¢alls for striving for livable tixéd: moome’r'i@lghborhoodsﬂ“
lhfdughout Portland that eollectively seflect the diversity of housing types, tenures, *and fncethe levels
of the region: The amendmers support this policy because they facilitte a diversity of housmg types
suitable for a range of households and residential tenures. These include provistons for' commion™
greens and shared courts that expand opportunities for,medium-density ownership housingir ren 1
allowances fora grcater diversity of alternative housmg mypcs such as small-lot, duplexes, smali-lot
detachcd houses, and a, greater dwersnfy of rowhouse arrangements; andf an nllowance that would’ d:)
fac:htate the development of accessory dwelling units in conjxmction thB ddachedlor attached oy
houses in the multidwelling zones and that would promote a mix.of ownershxp and! rcntal*houmng

- 52. Policy 4.10, Housing Diversity, calls for promoting creatioivof a ringéof housing IlypesLTbﬂces.ﬁnd
rents to (1) create culturally and economically diverse neighborhoods; dnd (2) allow those whose™
housing needs ¢hange te find housing that meets their needs within their existing commumty The .
amendments suppoﬂ this policy because they facilitate a wdwersxty of whousmg types' sm(able for A
range of hoyseholds and residential tenures These: mclude ¢, Provisions - for comm()n greens and shared
couirts that expand Opponunmes for medmm-densny OWﬂGfShlp \housm, allowances for. a'geateq
diversity of alternative housing types such:as small-lot: &upiexes asmall-lot detached houses, anda
greater, diversity of rowhouse arrangements; and an allowance thall would ﬂ!cxhtate the development
of accessory dwellmg units in- conJ unction’ mih detachedl m: attached houses in the nmltndwelhng\

. Izoﬁes and that would promotc a mix of ownershlp and rcntal housmg The amendmcnls arso pf@vnde
, additional oppornnums for housmg arwangements accessible to > people, who are mobxhty :mpmred by
faclhtatmg cottage clustcrs and other counyard—onented houimg that Cmserveh as mote accessnble
altérnatives to multi-level rowhouses. P R

53. Policy 4.11, Housing Affordability, calls for promotmg the development and preservation of quality
housing that is affordable across the full spectrum of household incomes., The amendments:support gy, »
this policy because tkey provide additional opportunities for housing that can serve a broad mcome
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range. The amendments promote affordable housing by facilitating higher-density housing
arrangements that can utilize relatively affordable building types, such as detached and attached
houses and townhouses, which are less expensive to construct than stacked unit housing,
Amendments that reduce requirements for driveway and walkway widths contribute to housing
affordability by allowing a reduction in materials costs. :

Policy 4.12, Housing Continuum, calls for ensuring that a range of housing from tefiporaryshelters,
to transitional, and to permanent housing for renters and owners is available, with appropriate:” %
supportive services for those who need them. The amendments suppost thig policy because they
provide additional opportunities for housing for both renters and owners.in a variety of housing types.

Policy 4.13, Humble Housing, calls for énsuting that théte are oppdttunities for develophient of
small homes with basic amenities to ensure housing opporturiities for low-ificome households,
members of protected classes, households with children, and households supportive of reduced.
resource consumption. The amendments support this policy by providing fiew epportunities fo the
development of small-lot housing oriented to common greens and shared courts, as well ag by - .
facilitating other mec ium-density courtyard housing arrangements, providing greates flexibility. for
detached houses on small lots, and facilitating small-lot duplexes: R N N

Policy 4.14, Neighborheod Stability, calls for stabilizing neighbothddd&bfé‘t&‘niﬁtiﬁg?ﬁ]fa variety
of homeownership and rental housing options; {2) security of housing tenure; and (3)-opportuities « .
for community interaction. The amendments support this policy because-they facilitate a diversity of
housing types suitable for a range of households and residential tenures. These include provisions for
common grcens and shared courts that expand opportunities for medium-density ownership housing;
allowances that encourage courtyards that can provide additional opportunities for-outdoor space and
community interacticn; provisions to allow a greater diversity of altemative housing types such as
smail-lot duplexes, small-lot detached houses, and a greater diversity of rowhouse arrangémients; and
an allowance that would facilitate the development of accessory dwelling units in conjunction with
houses in the higher density zones. .

Policy 4.15, Regulatory Costs and Fees, calls for considering the impact of regulations and fees.in
the balance between 10using affordability and other objectives such as environmental quality; urban
design, maintenance of neighborhood character;, and protection of public health, safety; and welfare.
The amendments suppori this policy because they are primarily facilitative, removing barfiersto -
desirable design and development, and do-not add fo regulatory costs, Amendment provisions afrgo
reduce the need for code adjustments, savifig applicants process time and ¢osts. The neighborbodd
contact requiremént providea opportunitics for ¢community input regarding the d ignof ', ._',‘,
multidwelling develspment, while avoiding costs 4asociated with the alterniative 5f design review.
Goal 5, Economic Development, calls for the promotion of & strong and diverse economy that -+
provides a full range of employment and economic choices for individuals and families in all parts of
the city. The amendiriénts are congistent with this goal because they rémove regulatory I)a'r(‘rgmﬂa;j B
desirable residential developiient and provide additional opportunitics for housing congﬁrghor?bu
small infill sites. See also findings for Statewide Planning Goal, Goal 9, Economié D%’v‘é:!b;'):q'ﬁ;é?}
Goal 6, Transportation, calls for developing a balanced, #quiiable, and efficient transpoitation s
system that provides a range of transportation choices; reinforees the livability-of neighborhoods)
supports a strong and diverse economy; reduces air, noise, and water pollution; and tessens reliance -
on the automobile while maintaining accessibility. The amendments support this goal because they
faeilitate compact, pedestrian- and transit-oriented development, thereby promoting alternatives to
automobile travel. Ste also findings for Statewide Planning Goals, Goal!‘?, Tra?:si‘ﬁompgﬂ%’; .

Policy 6.19, Transit-Oriented Development, calis for réhfbming the link between fransit and land
use by encouraging transit-oriented development and supporting in¢ressed-fesidential and
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employment densities along fransit streets, at existing and planned light rail fransit stations, and at
other major activity centers. The amendments support this policy because they éncourdge:
development that is pedestrian- and transit-orientéd by requiring street-facing windows and limiting
front vehicle areas in order to foster street environments that provide a pleasant pedestrian experience.
The amendments apply primarily to thc multidweling zones, which are inténded 16 be transit
supportive and are Iccated adjacent to or near transit. corvidors and facilities. .+, .

Policy 6.26, On Street Parking Management, calls for managing the §tipi§[y, 0§eratmns and démand
for parking and loading in the public right-of-way t& éncoiirage economic vitality, safety for all
modes, and livability of residential neighborhoods. Theamendments$uppdrt thid poticy by allowing
narrower driveways, facilitating rear parking arrangements, and limifing. froni vehicle ateas; which

promotes the preservation of on-street parking. . Ca A

Goal 7, Energy, calls for promotion of a sustainable energy future by incréasing energy efficiency in
all sectors of tbe city. The aendments support this goal becaiise:they provxde additional> -«
opportunities for compact, higher-density housing types that allow efficient use of building materials
and site area and that support alternatives to the automobilé; The amendrients” fucilitation of ot
compact, higher-density housing also supports this goal because such housing typically scondmizes
on heating and cooling needs compared to lower-density housing. ,. , PR

Policy 7.4, Energy Efficiency Through Land Use Regulations; calls-for promoting; residential’-
commercial, industrial, and transportation energy efficiency shid the tse-of Tenswablé téslrces. The
amendments support this goal because they provide additional opportunitiés for compacty highér
density housing in zones intended to be transit supportive. - These amendments inchide provlsrons that
facilitate a greater diversity cf energy- and resource-¢fficient, shared-wall housing, suchas cotimon
green and shared court housing arrangements; as well as additionall forms ol:' mulul'amlly housmg,
such as small lot plexes. oo !

. Goal 8, Environment, calls for the maintenancc and 1mprovcment of the quahty.of Ponlanfi'i air,

water, and land resources, as well as the protection of neighborhoods and busingss.centers from noise
poilution. ‘The amendments support this goal because they facilitate compact, pedestiiart- and transit-
oriented development that holds potential to reduce reliance on' automobile travel The améndmerits
also support this goal by providing opportunitics for less site area to be devoted to indpervious*
surfaces by allowing narrower drivéways and wallkivays, which wﬂlv rcdu@e stonnwater |mpacts

. Goal 9, Citizen Involvement, cails for gmprowd methods and ongomg opportumues for cmzcn

involvement in the lznd use decision-making process, and, the: lmpiementah()n, review, and btert
amcndment of the Comprehensive Plan. ‘This pro;eot iollowed the process and | requmcmcnts specificd
in Chapter 33.740, Legislative Pro¢edure. The amendments support this goal for the" reasons found in
the findings for State wide Planning Goal 1, Citizén Involvement P R B Y

Policy 10.10, Ameniments to the Zonfng and Sllbdivisionrkegulatxons, l;equnrw amendments fo
the zoning and subdivision regulations to be cléar, concnse, and apphcable to the broad range of
development situations faced by a growing, urban clty The, ‘amendments. support this pohcy because
they offer clear and concise standards and direction for development and have been designed l@h&
practical for a broad range of deve10pment scenarios.  The améndments also sappoit this poiﬁxcy
because they were fcrmulated to minimize regulatory coriplexity and. costs, witha' focus 6h® "
regulations intended to facilifate well-designed projects thiat can contribute tOWa‘rd megtingthe

community’s design objectives. B S
$ g1ty plptoe

Goal 12, Urban Design, calls for enhancing Ponland asa lwab!e clty, wattracuve in its setﬁmg and
dynamic in its urban character by preserving its Tnsto:y and building a substantial legacy of quahty
private developments and public improvements for future generations. The ameéndments sipport this
goal because they promote residential design that reinforces positive aspects of the city’'s» -
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neighborhodds, such as the pedestrian-friendly character of neighborhood streetscapes and housing
types that add to the vibrancy and variety of neighborhoods.

Policy 12.1, Portland’s Charaecter, calls for enhancing and extending Portland’s attractive identity
by building on design elements, features, and themes identified within the city. The amendments
support this policy by reinforcing the cherished human scale of Portland’s built environmeni.by
requiring street-faciny, windows instead of blank walls arid by limitinig front vehicle parking so that
pavement and vehicles do not dominate street frontages. '

Policy 12.4, Provide for Pedestrians, calls for providing a-pleasant, rich, and diverse experience for
pedestrians which includes comfortable, safe, and attractive pathways. The amendments support this
policy because they encourage development that is pedestrian= and fransit-oriented by requiring
street-facing windows and limiting front vehicle areas in order ta foster street environments tha

provide a pleasant perdestrian experience. :
Policy 12.6, Preserve: Neighborhoods, calls for preserving and supporting the quahtxﬂcs Sf igdividual
neighborhoods that help to make them attractive places. The amendmehts uﬁm {t-hi:iq"zoﬁcy by
encouraging rear parking arrangements which allow'the continuation of neighborhood pattérns of
landscaped front setbacks and street-oriented buildings. The amendments also facilitate housing

arrangements, such as courtyard housing afid hougetlike &uj)l"exesi that hold pé’téléﬁia'l.'iq‘ géé(fmmodate
higher residential density in ways that refléét.common neighborhood pattems, Othér provisions of
the amendments wou'd help implement thesé policies by providing additional regulatc vy fle ibility
for building setbacks along transit streets 15 béftet fespond to site-specific aspects of the surrounding
neighborhood. T

Policy 12.7, Design Quality, calls for enhancing Portland’s appearance and character through
development of publi and private projects that. ate models of innovation and leadershipiin the design
of the built environment. The amendments support Qbjective F of this policy: *Establish -
development, standards that foster compatible design solutions in areas not subject to design feview,
Identify and establish standards aimed at improving how development projects fit into the
community.” The arendments ensure that medium-density infill development will continue basic
features characteristic of the city’s neighborhoods by limiting front vehicle areas and facilitating rear-
parking arrangements to help preserve the front yard landscaping characteristic of Portland’s
residential areas and by requiring front windows to continue traditions of street-oriented housing.
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NOW, THEREFORE, t1e Council directs:

a. Adopt Exhibit A, Infill Design Code Amendinents Recommended Drafl dated November: 18,1
2005;

b. Amend Title 33, Planning and Zoning, as shown in Section C of Exhibit A, /nfill Design-Code
Amendments Recommended Draft, dated November 18, 2005; oo

c. Amend Title 17, Public improvements, as shown in Section D of Exhibit A, lnf I Dmgn Code
Amendments Recommended Drafl, dated November 18 2005; Cetg

d. Adopt the commentary in Section C and Section:ID of Exhxbim inﬁll Des:gn Codé Amendmenls
Recommended Draft, dated November 18, 2005, as I‘egnﬂahve intent afd as further findirigs;

' Y R I | ] ot

e. Adopt Exhibit B, Infill Design Project Repori: Med:wn-Densto Res&demxal DeveIOpmem - dated

October 10, 20085, as background informiation; : oty e
et agntels

f. Direct the Burezu of Development Semces to devefop and approve admuustranve rules:for; -
private rights-of-way t6 3erve as technical standards in the eeview of shared courts: by September
1, 2006. In the interim, prior to Septcmber 1; 2006 the Bureau of ! Development Services shall
review proposals for shared courts using the existing standards of the Permanent Administrative
Rules, Private Rights of Ways (Streets, Alleys, Common Greens, and Pedestrian Connections}. /
Departures from these standards shall be subject ta the appeals process establlshed in, lhosc rules.

g. Direct the Bureau of Planning to monitor ih¢ impacts of the amcndments showii ifl Sechon C ‘of
Exhibit A, Infill Design Code Amendments Récommended Drafl, dated Novémber'18:2003, sind
to provide a report to the Portland Planning Comimission thre¢ years after these amendh:éntfs take

effect. -
WLt DR Fa) £ 40 3 TN
R g
Passed by the Council, DEC 2 1 2005
GARY BLACKMER

Auditor of the City of Portland
Mayor Tom Potter By / J
W. Cunningham et
November 30, 2005 ’ Deputy
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Infill Design Project Report:
Medium-Density Residential Development

October 10, 2005
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

ORDINANCE NO. 1069

Amending County Land Use Code, Plans and Maps to Adopt Portland’s Recent Land
Use Code, Plan and Map Revisions Related to the Adoption of the Infill Design Code
Amendments in Compliance with Metro’s Functional Plan and Declaring an Emergency

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Finds:

a.

The Board of County Commissioners (Board) adopted Resolution A in 1983
which directed the County services towards rural services rather than urban.

in 1996, Metro adopted the Functional Plan for the region, mandating that
jurisdictions comply with the goals and policies adopted by the Metro Council.

In 1998, the County and the City of Portland (City) amended the Urban Planning
Area Agreement to include an agreement that the City would provide planning
services to achieve compliance with the Functional Plan for those areas outside
the City limits, but within the Urban Growth Boundary and Portland’s Urban
Services Boundary.

It is impracticable to have the County Planning Commission conduct hearings
and make recommendations on land use legislative actions pursuant to MCC
37.0710, within unincorporated areas inside the Urban Growth Boundary for
which the City provides urban planning and permitting services. The Board
intends to exempt these areas from the requirements of MCC 37.0710, and will
instead consider the recommendations of the Portland Planning Commission and
City Council when legislative matters for these areas are brought before the
Board for action as required by intergovernmental agreement (County Contract
#4600002792) (IGA).

On September 15, 2005, the Board amended County land use codes, plans and
maps to adopt the City's land use codes, plans and map amendments in
compliance with Metro's Functional Plan by Ordinance 1067.

Since the adoption of Ordinance 1067, the City’s Planning Commission
recommended land use code, plan and map amendments to the City Council
through duly noticed public hearings.

The City notified affected County property owners as required by the IGA.

Page 1 of 4 — Ordinance 1069 Amending Land Use Code, Plans and Maps




h. The City Council adopted the land use code, plan and map amendments, set out
in Section 1 below and attached as Exhibits 1 through 3. The IGA requires that
the County adopt these amendments for the City planning and zoning
administration within the affected areas.

Muitnomah County Ordains as follows:

Section 1. The County Comprehensive Framework Plan, community plans,
rural area plans, sectional zoning maps and land use code chapters are amended to
include the City land use code, plan and map amendments, attached as Exhibits 1
through 3, effective on the same date as the respective Portland ordinance:

Exhibit | Description Effective /
No. Hearing
' Date
1 Ordinance adopting the Infill Design Code Amendments to the 1/20/06
Portland Zoning Code; Titles 17 and 33. (PDX Ord. #179845)
2 Infill Designh Code Amendments Recommended Draft 11/18/05:
3 Infill Design Project Report: Medium-Density Residential 10/10/05
Development Issues and Staff Recommendations

Section 2. In accordance with ORS 215.427(3), the changes resulting from
Section 1 of this ordinance shall not apply to any decision on an application that is
submitted before the applicable effective date of this ordinance and that is made
complete prior to the applicable effective date of this ordinance or within 180 days of the
initial submission of the application. '

Section 3. In accordance with ORS 92.040(2), for any subdivisions for which
the initial application is submitted before the applicable effective date of this ordinance,
the subdivision application and any subsequent application for construction shall be
governed by the County’s land use regulations in effect as of the date the subdivision
application is first submitted.

Section 4. Any future amendments to the legislative matters listed in Section 1
above, are exempt from the requirements of MCC 37.0710. The Board acknowledges,
authorizes and agrees that the Portland Planning Commission will act instead of the
Multnomah Planning Commission in the subject unincorporated areas using the City's
own procedures, to include notice to and participation by County citizens. The Board
will consider the recommendations of the Portland Planning Commission when
legislative matters for Colinty unincorporated areas are before the Board for action.
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Section 5. An emergency is declared in that it is necessary for the health,
safety and general welfare of the people of Multnomah County for this ordinance to take

effect concurrent with the City code, plan and map amendments. Under section 5.50 of
the Charter of Multnomah County, this ordinance will take effect in accordance with

Section 1.

February 9, 2006

FIRST READING AND ADOPTION:

--_““““\\\\ ~ ' BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS,
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

T \
AR L ALT TP, o, AN

.,“&:\ A "":‘?’f“'u

‘57 ofemd 2, () s~

; - .%l

£8: )iE Y

583 ° iV i ! Diane M. Linn, Chair [ —"
h A $:°S

%%, S8

"'u”? : BN

REVIEWED:

AGNES SOWLE, COUNTY ATTORNEY
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

By \SMMW

Sandra Duffy, Assistant County Attorney
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EXHIBIT LIST FOR ORDINANCE

1. Ordinance adopting the Infill Design Code Amendments to the Portland Zoning
Code; Titles 17 and 33. (PDX Ord. #179845)

2. Infill Design Code Amendments Recommended Draft

3. Infill Design Project Report: Medium- Densuty Residential Development Issues
and Staff Recommendations.

Prior to adoption, this information is available electronically or for viewing at the
Multnomah County Board of Commissioners and Agenda website -
(www.co.multnomah.or.us/cc/WeeklyAgendaPacket/). To obtain the adopted ordinance and
exhibits electronically, please contact the Board Clerk at 503-988-3277. These
documents may also be purchased on CD-Rom from the Land Use and Transportation
Program. Contact the Planning Program at 503-988-3043 for further information.
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MULTNOMAH COUNTY

2‘%. AGENDA PLACEMENT REQUEST

o Board Clerk Use Only
APPROVED : MULTNOMAH COUNTY _ Meeting Date: _ 02/09/06
" :;):2) OF é?_ﬁwssg);irzi s oaoe Agenda Item #: R-3
Est. Start Time: 9:36 AM
DEBORAH L. BOGSTAD, BOARD CLERK - Date Submitted: 01/19/06

BUDGET MODIFICATION: DCJ - 23

Budget Modification DCJ-23 Appropriating $22,032 in Federal Funds

Administered by the Housing Authority of Portland to Provide Rental
Agenda Assistance for Clients and their Families through the DCJ Adult Transitional
Title: Housing Unit '

Note: If Ordinance, Resolutlon Order or Proclamation, provide exact title. For all other submzsszons,
provide a clearly written title.

Date - » Time

Requested: February 9, 2006 Requested: 5 min
Department: Dept. of Community Justice Division: Adult Services

Contact(s): Shaun Coldwell -

Phone: 503-988-3961 Ext. 83961 /O Address: 503/250

Presenter(s): - Liv Jenssen

General Information

1. What action are you requesting from the Board?

The Department of Community Justice (DCJ) requests approval of a budget modificationto
appropriate $22,032 from the Housing Authority of Portland (HAP) in order to provide rental
assistance to our clients through DCJ's Transitional Housing Unit.

2. Please provide sufficient background information for the Board and the public to understand
this issue.

The Housing Authority of Portland Rental Assistance Program has provided funds that have been
accessed by DCJ for rental assistance to our clients and their families. This funding has provided
rent deposits and rent subsidy for families moving from transitional housing to aid them in securing
permanent housing. The Housing Authority of Portland is decentralizing this service and is
providing the funds directly to DCJ to maintain service delivery to our clients and their families.
The DCJ Transitional Services Unit will provide counseling and assistance to clients who need help
locating suitable housing and will provide financial assistance to clients with the payment of rent,



w

b

deposits, and move-in expenses.

Explain the fiscal impact (current year and ongoing).

This budget modification includes revenue and expenditures covering the period January 1, 2006
through June 30, 2006.

Explain any legal and/or policy issues involved.
N/A

Explain any citizen and/or other government participation that has or will take place.

N/A



ATTACHMENT A

Budget Modification

If the request is a Budget Modification, please answer all of the following in detail:

e What revenue is being changed and why? _ ‘
Federal revenue from Housing Authority of Portland increases by $22,032 for FY 2006.

e  What budgets are increased/decreased?
Adult Services Division, Transitional Housing Unit increases by $22,032.
Administrative and Indirect costs are not allowed by the granting agency.
e What do the changes accomplish?
Professional Services increases by $22,032 to provide rental assistance to chents and their families
who are currently living in transitional housing to aid them in moving to permanent housing.
e Do any personnel actions result from this budget modification? Explain.
N/A

e How will the county indirect, central finance and human resources and departmental overhead costs
be covered?

This grant does not provide for administrative costs or indirect costs.

e s the revenue one-time-only in nature? Will the function be ongoing? What plans are in place to
identify a sufficient ongoing funding stream?

The revenue is one-time only. The FY06 agreement is effective January 1 2006 through June 30,
2006.

e Ifa grant, what period does the grant cover?
January 1, 2006 through June 30, 2006.

o Ifagrant, when the grant expires, what are funding plans"
The program will be discontinued when the grant expires.

NOTE: If a Budget Modification or a Contingency Request attach a Budget Modification Expense &
Revenues Worksheet and/or a Budget Modification Personnel Worksheet.

Attachment A-1




ATTACHMENT B

BUDGET MODIFICATION: DCJ -23

Required Signatures

Department/

Agency Director: %Wa ]Clgvﬂwd— m ]?ate:

Budget Analyst: : Date:
Department HR: Date:
Countywide HR: _ Date:

01/18/06

01/17/06

Attachment B
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Budget Modification ID:{DCJ-23

EXPENDITURES & REVENUES

Please show an increase in revenue as a negative value and a decrease as a positive value for consistency with MERLIN.

Budget/Fiscal Year: 2006

Line| Fund
Center

Fund
Code

Func.
Area

Internal
Order

Accounting Unit

Cost
-Center

WBS Element

Cost
Element

Current
Amount

Revised
Amount

Change
Increase/
(Decrease)

Subtotal

Description

50-10

32195

50

CJ042. RASP

60170

22,032

22,032

Incr Prof Svc Trans Housing

50-10

32195

50

CJ042.RASP

50195

(22,032)

(22,032)

Incr Revenue HAP

0
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Total - Page 1

GRAND TOTAL
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MULTNOMAH COUNTY
AGENDA PLACEMENT REQUEST

Board Clerk Use Only

Meeting Date: 02/09/06
Agenda Item #: R-4

Est. Start Time: 9:38 AM
Date Submitted: '01/19/06

BUDGET MODIFICATION: DCHS - 21

Agenda Title:

Budget Modification DCHS-21 Increasing the Mental Health and
Addiction Services Division Appropriation by $122,511 to Reflect
Restoration of the State Mental Health Grant Award for Older/Disabled
Adult Services ‘

Note: If Ordinance, Resolution, Order or Proclamation, provide exact title. For all other submissions,
provide a clearly written title. '

Date
Requested:

Department:
Contact(s):
Phone:
Presenter(s):

Time
February 9, 2006 : Requested: 5 mins
Dept. of County Human Services Division: Mental Health & Addiction
Al Stickel
503 988-3691 Ext. 84135 I/O Address: - 167/1/620

Nancy Winters/Keith Mitchell

General Information

1. What action are you requesting from the Board?

The Department of County Human Services recommends approval of budget modification DCHS-21
which increases Mental Health Division appropriation by $122,511 due to the State restoration of
Older/Disabled Adult Services (service element MH 35) which was previously eliminated from the
biennial contract. This is a partial restoration of Program Offer 25061A.

2. Please provide sufficient background information for the Board and the public to understand

this issue.

The State Mental Health Grant Award is routinely amended by the state throughout the biennium.
These amendments refine and clarify the scope of services that are delivered and funding available.
This budget modification reflects a change to our 2005-2007 biennium County Financial Assistance
Contract (CFAC) per Oregon Department of Human Services letter dated November 4™ 2005
restoring MH 35 funds. The funds are via service element MH 35. The purpose of these funds is to
provide outreach services to vulnerable seniors and disabled adults. Seniors who will not or cannot



access care on their own are identified for outreach by a multi-disciplinary team of social service
providers through this program. The MH 35 funds support contract staff that provides mental health
consultation and outreach oriented mental health services. Seniors and disabled persons are
provided with home-based services that include mental health assessment, engagement, care
coordination, and referral to appropriate social services. In addition, their family and caregivers are
provided with support and referrals to services for the senior in their care, such as house cleaning
and Meals on Wheels.

This multi-disciplinary program supports the Basic Living Needs Priority by maximizing service
efficiency through coordination and collaboration among departments. The use of multi-disciplinary
teams has been shown to increase the clients level of functioning, by improved diagnosis and
treatment, reduce the use of institutional services, achieves more appropriate placement and increase
the overall quality of care being delivered to the elderly.

3. Explain the fiscal impact (current year and ongoing).

This modification increases current year State Mental Health revenue for service element MH 35 by
$122,511 with a corresponding increase in Pass Through & Program Support expense. The total
increase for the 2005-2007 biennium is $245,022 (leaving $122,511 for fiscal year 07).

4. Explain any legal and/or policy issues involved.
N/A

5. Explain any citizen and/or other government participation that has or will take place.

N/A




'ATTACHMENT A

Budget Modification

If the request is a Budget Modification, please answer all of the following in detail:

e  What revenue is being changed and why?
State Mental Health Grant revenue is increased by $122,511 (MH 35) per November 4™ letter from
Oregon Department of Human Services restoring funding.

e  What budgets are increased/decreased?
Mental Health Safety Net budget increases by $122,511 - program offer 25061A.

e  What do the changes accomplish?

Brings the Mental Health budget in line to reflect current state agreement. The purpose of these
funds is to provide outreach services to vulnerable seniors and disabled adults.

e Do any personnel actions result from this budget modification? Explain.
N/A

e How will the county indirect, central finance and human resources and departmental overhead costs
be covered?

The funding is restricted to services only and does not cover the charges.
e s the revenue one-time-only in nature? |

No.
e [fa grant, what period does the grant cover?

07/01/2005 - 06/30/07 biennial award
e Ifa grant, when the grant expires, what are funding plans?

On going grant.

NOTE: If a Budget Modification or a Contingency Request attach a Budget Modification Expense &
Revenues Worksheet and/or a Budget Modification Personnel Worksheet.

Attachment A-1



BUDGET MODIFICATION: DCHS - 21

Required Signatures

| Department/

Agency Director: <‘ 1 :
Budget Analyst: ;7 y

Department HR:

Countywide HR:

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date:

01/07/06

01/19/06

Attachment B




Page 1 of 1

Budget Modification or Amendment ID:[DCHS-21
EXPENDITURES & REVENUES

Please show an increase in revenue as a negative value and a decrease as a positive value for consistency with MERLIN.

Budget/Fiscal Year: 06

Line{ Fund
Center

Fund
Code

Fune.
Area

Accounting Unit

Program
Offer

Cost
Center

WBS Element

Cost
Element

Current
Amount

Revised
Amount

Change
Increase/
{Decrease)

Subtotal

Description

20-80

82035

40

MA SN MC OD 35

60160

122,511

122,511

Pass Thru & Prg Support

20-80

82035

40

MA SN MC OD 35

50190

(122,511)

(122,511)

IG-OP Fed thru State
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Total - Page 1

GRAND TOTAL
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i @; T MULTNOMAH COUNTY

Y AGENDA PLACEMENT REQUEST
APPROVED : MULTNOMAH COUNTY Board Qlerk Use Only
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS Meeting Date: _02/09/06
AGENDA #_R-S _ pATE_S2C-0% - Agenda Item #: _R-5
DEBORAH L. BOGSTAD, BOARD CLERK Est. Start Time: 940 AM
Date Submitted: 01/19/06

BUDGET MODIFICATION: DCHS - 22

Budget Modification DCHS-22 Increasing Mental Health and Addiction
Services Division Appropriation by $236,766 to Reflect Funding Revisions
to the State Mental Health Grant Award for Child and Adolescent

Agenda Title: Outpatient Mental Health Services and Adding 1.25 FTE

Note: If Ordinance, Resolution, Order or Proclamation, provide exact title. For all other submissions,
provide a clearly written title.

Date Time

Requested: February 9, 2006 Requested: 5 mins
Department: _Dept. of County Human Services Division: ‘Mental Health
Contact(s): Al Stickel

Phone: 503 988-3691 Ext. 84135 I/O Address:  167/1/620

Presenter(s):  Keith Mitchell/Amy Baker

General Information

1. What action are you requesting from the Board?
The Department of County Human Services recommends approval of budget modification DCHS-22
which increases Mental Health Division appropriation by $236,766 for Child and Adolescent
Outpatient Mental Health Services (service element MH 22) in Program Offer 25070A.

2. Please provide sufficient background information for the Board and the public to understand
this issue. '

The State Mental Health Grant Award is routinely amended by the state throughout the biennium.
These amendments refine and clarify the scope of services that are delivered and funding available.
This modification reflects changes to our 2005-2007 biennium County Fiscal Assistance Contract
(CFAC) with the State of Oregon per Oregon Department of Human Services letter dated November
23, 2005. The additional funds are for Intensive Community Based Treatment and Support Services
for vulnerable children. ’

. The funding will provide support for two and a half Mental Health Consultants in the Family Care



Coordination unit and contracted indigent outpatient services. The Family Care Coordination
positions are critical to keep children living in the community and with their families rather than
sending them to high cost long term facility based care, a service that has not demonstrated effective
outcomes. These positions will assist in maintaining a small caseload size to both better serve
children and families and to assure that Multnomah County is fulfilling the State mandate of care
coordination of all Oregon Health Plan high need children and their families.

3. Explain the fiscal impact (current year and ongoing).

The total biennial revenue increase of additional MH 22 funds is $473,532, which is $236,766
annually for the current fiscal year and for FY 07. The increase in expenses is as follows: $91,452
for personnel services for 1.25 FTE Mental Health Consultant (2.50 FTE annualized) and $145, 314
for indigent outpatient services.

Service reimbursement from the Fed/State fund to the Risk Fund increases by $14,645.

4. Explain any legal and/or policy issues involved.
N/A '

5. Explain any citizen and/or other government participation that has or will take place.
N/A



'ATTACHMENT A

Budget Modification

If the request is a Budget Modification, please answer all of the following in detail:

e What revenue is being changed and why?

State Mental Health Grant revenue increases by $236 766 (MH 22) per November 23" letter from
Oregon Department of Human Services.
e  What budgets are 1ncreased/decreased‘7

Mental Health & Addiction Services Family Care Coordination budget increases by $236 766
(Program Offer 25070A) and Insurance Risk Fund by $14,645.

e  What do the changes accomplish?

Brings the budget in line to reflect current revisions to the state agreement. The purpose of these
funds is to provide Intensive Community Based Treatment and Support Services (ICTS)

¢ Do any personnel actions result from this budget modification? Explain.

Three Mental Health Consultant positions are added as of January 1, 2006 (two full time and one
half time position (2.50 FTE ongoing) in the Family Care Coordination unit.

e How will the county indirect, central finance and human resources and departmental overhead costs
be covered?

The funding is restricted to services only and does not cover the overhead.
e [s the revenue one-time-only in nature?

No.
e [f a grant, what period does the grant cover?

07/1/2005 —06/30/2007 biennial award.
e [fa grant, when the grant expires, what are funding plans?

On going grant.

NOTE: If a Budget Modification or a Contingency Request attach a Budget Modification Expense &

Revenues Worksheet and/or a Budget Modification Personnel Worksheet,

Attachment A-1




ATTACHMENT B

BUDGET MODIFICATION: DCHS - 22

Required Signatures

Department/

Agency Director: @4 g j Date: - 01/05/06

Budget Analyst: y y | Date:  01/19/06

Department HR: Z ! ' —“ E E: Date: 12/29/05

Countywide HR: Date:

Attachment B



Budget Modification or Amendment ID: [DCHS-22
EXPENDITURES & REVENUES

Please show an increase in revenue as a negative value and a decrease as a positive value for consistency with MERLIN.

Budget/Fiscal Year: 08

Accounting Unit . " Change
Line} Fund | Fund | Func. | Program Cost Cost | Current Revised Increase/
No.| Center | Code | Area Offer Center WBS Element Element | Amount Amount (Decrease) | Subtotal Description
1| 20-80 | 82022 | 40 | 25070A MASCCMH22 60000 - 60,212 60,212 Permanent
2 | 20-80 | 82022 | 40 | 25070A MA SC CMH 22 60130 0 16,595 16,595 Salary Related
3 | 20-80 | 82022 | 40 | 25070A MA SC CMH 22 60140 0 14,645 14,645 Insurance
4 | 20-80 | 820221 40 | 25070A MA SC CMH 22 60160 0 145,314 145,314 Pass Thru & Prg Support
5 | 20-80 | 82022 | 40 | 25070A MA SC CMH 22 50190 0 (236,766)| (236,766) 1G-OP Fed thru State
6
7 | 7210 | 3500 [ 20 705210 50316 (14,645)]  (14,645) Svc Reim F/S to Risk Fund
8 | 72-10 | 3500 | 20 705210 60330 14,645 14,645 Claims Paid
9
10
11
12
13
14
16
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
0 0 | Total - Page 1
0 0 | GRAND TOTAL

t:\admin\fiscal\budget\00-01\budmods\BudMod_DCHS-22

o
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Budget Modfication or Amendment: DCHS-22
ANNUALIZED PERSONNEL CHANGE
Change on a full year basis even though this action affects only a part of the fiscal year (FY).
ANNUABIZED
HR Org Position

Fund | Job# Unit Position Title Number FTE BASE PAY FRINGE INSUR TOTAL
20-80 | 6365 | 64401 [Men Hith Cnsilt New 1.00 48,170 13,276 11,716 73,162
20-80 | 6365 | 64401 |Men Hith Cnslt New 1.00 48,170 13,276 11,716 73,162
20-80 | 6365 | 64401 |Men Hith Cnsit New 0.50 24,085 6,638 5,858 36,581
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
TOTAL ANNUALIZED CHANGES 2.50 120,425 33,190 29,290 182,905

CURRENT YEAR PERSONNEL DOLLAR CHANGE

Calculate costs/savings that will take place in this FY; these should explain the actual dollar amounts being changed by this Bud Mod.

CURREN/EAC

HR Org Position

Fund | Job# Unit Position Title Number FTE BASE PAY FRINGE INSUR TOTAL
20-80 ) 6365 | 64401 |Men Hith Cnsit New 0.50 24,085 6,638 5,858 36,581
20-80 | 6365 | 64401 |Men Hith Cnslit New 0.50 24,085 6,638 5,858 36,581
20-80 | 6365 | 64401 |[Men Hith Cnsit New 0.25 12,042 3,319 2,929 18,290
0
0
0
0
0
0
]
0
0
¢
0
0
i:!_ ! TOTAL CURRENT FY CHANGES 1.25 60,212 16,595 14,645 91,452

fradmin\fiscal\budget\00-01\budmods\BudMod_DCHS-22 Page 4 2/1/2006




2 A - MULTNOMAH COUNTY

% AGENDA PLACEMENT REQUEST
APPROVED : MULTNOMAH COUNTY Board Clerk Use Only
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS o Meeting Date: 02/09/06
AGENDA #_Role DAt S202:7 Agenda Item #: _R-6
DEBORAH L. BOGSTAD, BOARD CLERK | . Est. Start Time: 9:42 AM

Date Submitted: 01/23/06

PROJECT REALLOCATION: FPM-04

Agenda Reallocation of Facilities Capital Project Funds FPM-04, Multnomah County
Title: Inverness Jail Kitchen Floor Replacement Project

Note: If Ordinance, Resolution, Order or Proclamation, provide exact title. For all other submissions,
provide a clearly written title.

Date | Time

Requested: February 9, 2006 Requested: 5 min

Department: County Management Division: Facilities & Property Mgmt.
Contact(s): John Lindenthal, Glenn Schnaidt

Phone: 503 988 4213 Ext. 84213 I/O Address: 274

Presenter(s):  John Lindenthal, Glenn Schnaidt

General Information

1. What action are you requesting from the Board?
Requested action is to approve an increase in project authorization of $170,000 for this project in
Fund 2507, Capital Improvement (CP08.04.26) and $80,000 in Fund 2500 Justice Bond
(CP01.06.21). Current authorization total is $589,579. Revised project authorization will be
$839,579 with this action.

2. Please provide sufficient background information for the Board and the public to understand
this issue. , _

The Board included the following Budget Note in the FY05 Adopted Budget. No reallocation of
funds from capital or maintenance projects shall occur without review and approval from the Chief
Financial Officer. Projects that will exceed their budgeted appropriation in excess of five percent up
to $25,000 will need to be approved by the Chief Financial Officer; over $25,000 will need to be
brought back to the Board for approval. Facilities shall report to the Board on a semi-annual basis
the progress of capital projects and the financial status of capital and maintenance projects.” This
filing is in response to that requirement and complies with the new County Administrative
Procedure, Fin-15, created to implement this process.

PROJECT REALLOCATION FPM-04 1



This project is a rebid of a previous Facilities Capital Improvements Project. When the initial
project was found to be under-funded following the public bid process, additional Justice Bond
funds were allocated and the project scope and schedule were modified. Since then, projected
construction costs have escalated beyond previous estimates and additional scope has been
incorporated.

The Inverness Jail Kitchen Floor Replacement Project requires additional funding of $250,000 due

to project scope changes: '

' e Kitchen Equipment Replacement: Most of the commercial kitchen equipment has
reached its useful life, is no longer fully dependable and must be replaced.

e Infrastructure Replacement: Buried, under-slab water lines serving the kitchen have
ruptured. Replacing these with new overhead lines while the kitchen operations are
suspended will be significantly more cost effective than repairing at another time.

e Infrastructure Replacement: Hand sinks located throughout the kitchen must be
replaced with stainless steel sinks to comply with Health Department regulations.

e Increased Schedule & Jail Population: The construction schedule has been increased
to accommodate the project’s scope and budget. Since the project was budgeted,
the jail population has increased to full capacity. The added time and prisoner
population will increase the number of meals to be made off-site and delivered to
the jail.

The total estimated construction cost, including the changes noted above is estimated to be
$839,579. '

3. Explain the fiscal impact (current year and ongoing).

Current year: No overall fiscal impact. The funding for the additions will come from canceling the
Kelly Building Data Center Fire Suppression Project (CP08.41.03) to provide $170,000 in Fund 2507
Capital Improvement Fund and transferring $80,000 from the ESWIS Mainframe Migration Project in
Fund 2500, Justice Bond Fund. .

4. Explain any legal and/or policy issues involved.
None. ' '

5. Explain any citizen and/or other government participation that has or will take place.

None.

PROJECT REALLOCATION FPM-04 2




ATTACHMENT A

Budget Modification

If the request is a Budget Modification, please answer all of the following in detail:

What revenue is being changed and why?
N/A

What budgets are increased/decreased?
No budget change except at project level.

What do the changes accomplish?
N/A

Do any personnel actions result from this budget modification? Explain.

No.
How will the county indirect, central finance and human resources and departmental overhead
costs be covered?

N/A
Is the revenue one-time-only in nature? Will the function be ongoing? What plans are in place
to identify a sufficient ongoing funding stream?

N/A '

If a grant, what period does the grant cover?
N/A

If a grant, when the grant expires, what are funding plans?
N/A

NOTE: If a Budget Mod;'ﬁcation or a Contingency Request attach a Budget Modification Expense &
Revenues Worksheet and/or a Budget Modification Personnel Worksheet.

PROJECT REALLOCATION FPM-04 : : Attachment A




ATTACHMENT B

PROJECT REALLOCATION: FPM-04

Required Signatures

Facilities & ] '

Property ' . Date: 01/23/06
Management

Director:

01/23/06

Chief Financial ' » | Date:
Officer: W 7 g

Budget Director: Date: 01/23/06

PROJECT REALLOCATION FPM-04 Attachment B



Please show an increase in revenue as a negative value and a decrease as a positive value for consistency with MERLIN.

Page 1 of 4

Project Reallocation Bud-Mod: FPMO06_04
EXPENDITURES & REVENUES

o
5
o

Fund
Center

Fund
Code

Internal
Order

Accounting Unit

Cost
Center

WBS Element

Cost
Element

Current
Amount

Revised
Amount

Change
Increase/
{Decrease)

Subtotal

Description

72-50

2500

CP01.06.21

60530

325,000

405,000

80,000

MCHJ Kitchen Floor

72-60

2500

IBMTR.1A

60530

1,315,000

1,235,000

(80,000)

ESWIS

72-50

2507

CP08.04.26

60530

264,579

434,579

170,000

MCUJ Kitchen Floor

72-50

2507

CP08.06

60530

1,513,756

1,343,756

(170,000)

New Budget for CP08.41.03 Kelly Fire Suppression
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-
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BOGSTAD DeborahL ~ o o~ T 1

From: SCHNAIDT Glenn
Sent: Friday, February 10, 2006 11:05 AM _
To: LINN Diane M; ROJO DE STEFFEY Maria; CRUZ Serena M; NAITO Lisa H;

ROBERTS Lonnie J; FUSSELL Rob; CARROLL Mary P; ROMERO Shelli D; NAITO
Terri W; WALKER Gary R; BOGSTAD Deborah L

Cc: BUTLER Douglas E - FPM; LINDENTHAL John A; ADGERS Raimond R;
HEIDENRICH Jay A; LUNA Bobbi L

Subject: MCIJ Kitchen Floor Budget

As requested, attached is the construction budget for the Inverness Jall Kitchen Floor

Replacement Project.

06 0209 FY06 IJ
Kitchen Budge...

Please contact us should you have any questions. Thank you.

Glenn Schnaidt

Project Manager

Facilities and Property Management
Phone: 503. 988.4384 x84384

Fax: 503. 988.5643

Inter-Office: 274



INVERNESS JAIL KITCHEN FLOOR REPLACEMENT PROJECT
FY06 BUDGET - REVISED

TOTAL BUDGET COMMENTS
Item PROJECT BUDGET! 839,579
Preliminary Site Development
1 |Land Costs, Lease Costs, Etc. 0 | Not Applicable
2
Design
3 |A&E Fees 40,000 |Archscape contract
4 |Design Review, Permit Fees & Inspections 5,000 | City of Portland
5 |Fees, Testing, Special Inspections & Utility Connections 5,000 | Carlson Testing
6
Construction
7 |Prime Construction Contract 371,000 } Estimate.
8 |Supplemental Construction Contract 6,500 | Electrical for Temp Refrigerator Trailer.
9 |Supplemental Construction Contract 3,500 | Pimbg & Elec for Temp Food Prep Room.
10 |Additional Food Prep & Delivery Costs 206,500 | Aramark: 80 days.
11
Project Management Costs
12 |County Project Management Costs 32,000 | Project Manager & Misc Staff Time.
13
County Trades
14 |O&M Sub-Work Orders 1,500 | Electricians, Engineers, Alarms
15 |Sheriff's Escorts 0
16
Furnishings , Fixtures & Equipment
17 |Fixtures, Furnishings & Equipment 120,000 | Replaced IJ Kitchen Equipment.
18 . ’
Misc., Commissioning & Warranty
19 |Misc Costs / Printing / Delivery 1,000 | Const Docs, Bid Docs, FedEx, Etc.
20 |Building Commissioning Contract 2,500 | Wapato Kitchen Equipment.
21 :
Subtotal 794,500
22 |Contingency 45,000
23 |TOTAL PROJECT COSTS 839,500
24 [Contingency as a Percentage of Construction Costs 9.62%
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| ~-—& ~ MULTNOMAH COUNTY

=Y AGENDA PLACEMENT REQUEST

Board Clerk Use Only

Meeting Date: 02/09/06
Agenda Item #: R-7

Est. Start Time: 9:45 AM
Date Submitted: 01/23/06

BUDGET MODIFICATION: -

Approval of 2005-2006 Wage Re-openers for the Labor Agreement between

Agenda Multhomah County and the International Union of Operating Engineers, Local
Title: 701

Note: If Ordinance, Resolution, Order or Proclamation, provide exact title. For all other submissions,

provide a clearly written title.

Date Time

Requested: February 9, 2006 Requested: 5 Minutes

Department: _Department of County Management _ Division: Human Services
- Contact(s): Jim Younger

Phone: 503-988-5015 Ext. 28504 I/O Address:  503/4

Presenter(s): Jim Younger County Representative and a Brad Cole Local 701 Representative

General Information

1.

2.

What action are you requesting from the Board? -~
The Department of County Management recommends approval of wage adjustments for employees
covered by the Local 701 collective bargaining agreement.

Please provide sufficient background information for the Board and the public to understand
this issue.
The 2004-2007 Local 701 agreement provided for a re-opener of Wages for fiscal years 2005/2006
-and 2006/2007. Through a series of negotiations, the parties agreed on the following wages
adjustments for fiscal year 2005/2006 and 2006/2007.

September 1, 2005: 3.0% Inflation Adjustment to the wage scale.
o January 1,2006: Add 1.8% market adjustment.

o July 1,2006: Inflation adjustment based on Consumer Price Index for Urban Wage Earners
and Clerical Workers (CPI-W), for second half 2004 to second half 2005,with a minimum



increase of 2% and a maximum increase of 4% plus 1.0% market adjustment for all
classifications contained in the bargaining unit.

Explain the fiscal impact (current year and ongoing).

Due to the timing of the adjustment, the annualized rate increase for FY06 is about 3.4%.
Departments have budgeted 2.4% of this increase. The estimated cost for FY06 is $31,850 of which
$9,500 is unbudgeted. Departments will be absorbing the unbudgeted cost within existing budgets.

For FY07, the existing wage scale is increased by about 4.8% plus FY07 COLA adjustment plus 1%
market adjustment. FY07 Program Offers will reflect this adjustment.

Explain any legal and/or policy issues involved.
None at this time.

Explain any citizen and/or other government participation that has or will take place.

None at this time.

Required Signatures

Department/

Agency Director: W 7 g : Date: 01/24/06

Budget Analyst: Date: 01/24/06

Department HR:

Countywide HR:

Kauprs Abrgp—

Date: 01/23/06

Date: 01/23/06




2004-2007
AGREEMENT
Between
MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON
and
INTERNATIONAL UNION OF OPERATING ENGINEERS
LOCAL 701, AFL-CIO

This Agreement is entered into by Multnomah County, Oregon, hereinafter
referred to as the County, and International Union of Operating Engineers, Local
701, AFL-CIO, hereinafter referred to as the Union.

The parties agree for fiscal years 2005 — 2006 and 2006 — 2007 to modify
Article 15 — Wages, Section 1(a, b, 'c) and Addendum A — Wages and

" Classifications as follows:

ARTICLE 15
WAGES

1. Wages and Classification Schedule

a. September 1, 2005

Effective September 1, 2005, employees shall be compensated in _ \
accordance with the wage schedule attached to this Agreement and marked ‘
Addendum A. Said schedule reflects an increase of three percent (3%)
effective September 1, 2005. '

b. January 1, 2006
Effective January 1, 2006 employees shall be compensated in

accordance with the wage schedule attached to this Agreement and marked

Addendum A-1. Said schedule reflects a 1.8% market adjustment.



c. July 1, 2006

Effective July 1, 2006, the June 30, 2006 base rate shall be
increased by the percentage increase in-the CPI for Portland Urban Wage
Earners and Clerical Workers Index for the second half 2004 to the second
half 2005 as reported in February 2006. The minimum percentage increase
shall be no less than 2% and the maximum percentage increase no more
than 4% plus 1% market adjustment. The July 1, 2006 base rate shall be .
reduced to compensate employees for Short Term Disabilify coverage, per
Article 9, Section 5. | ‘



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have set their hands this ___day of

., 2006.
FOR THE UNION: ' MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS:
Mark Holiday, Business Manager Diane M. Linn, Chair

Fin. Secy IUOE Local 701, AFL-CIO

Maria Rojo de Steffey,
Commissioner, District 1

Serena Cruz Walsh,
Commissioner, District 2

Lisa Naito,
Commissioner, District 3

Lonnie Roberts,
‘Commissioner, District 4 -

REVIEWED:

Agnes Sowle, County Attorney
For Multnomah County, Oregon

By: Kathy $hort
Assistant @ounty Attorney

NEGOTIATED BY:

1
(O8]
1



ADDENDUM A
WAGES AND CLASSIFICATIONS
OPERATING ENGINEERS

Effective September 1, 2005

CLASSIFICATION: HVAC ENGINEER (6121)

~ September 1,2005  $23.70

($23.72 Base rate - .02 = $23.70 Rate reduction is for
Short Term Disability Adjustment per Article 9, Section
5.)

The County may assign an employee to serve as Facilities Maintenance
Engineer Lead worker to perform certain limited supervisory duties including
laying out the work for other employees, balancing and directing the work,
reviewing the work and employee conduct for adherence to standards and rules,
~ and making such reports as may be required to exempt supervisory employees.
Leadworkers do not impose formal discipline. Assignment and selection of such
Leadworker shall be at the sole discretion of the County. An employee assigned
as a Facilities Maintenance Engineer Leadworker shall be‘paid a premium. of
nine percent (9%) over his or her base hourly wage rate for the duration of the

assignment.



ADDENDUM A - 1 |
WAGES AND CLASSIFICATIONS
OPERATING ENGINEERS

Effective January 1, 2006

CLASSIFICATION: HVAC ENGINEER (6121)

January 1, 2006 $24.13

($24.15 Base rate - .02 = $24.13 Rate reduction is for
Short Term Disability Adjustment per Article 9, Section
5.) '

The County may assign an employee to serve as Facilities Maintehance
Engineer Lead worker to perform certain limited supervisory duties including
laying out the work for other emplbyees, balancing and directing the work,
reviewing the work and employee conduct for adherence to standards and rules,
and making such reports as. may be required to exempt supervisory employees.
Leadworkers do not impose formal discipline. Assignment and selection of such
Leadworker shall be at the sole discretion of the County. An employee assigned
as a Facilities Maintenance Engineer Leadworker shall be paid a premium of
nine percent (9%) over his or her base hourly wage rate for the duration of the

assignment.



& T MULTNOMAH COUNTY
o= AGENDA PLACEMENT REQUEST

Board Clerk Use Only

Meeting Date: 02/09/06
- AgendaItem #: R-8

Est. Start Time: 9:48 AM

Date Submitted: 02/01/06

| BUDGET MODIFICATION: - |

RESOLUTION Authorizing the County to Make an Internal Loan from the
General Fund to the Willamette River Bridge Fund in the Amount of $8,000,600
Agenda to Fund the Additional Amount Needed for the Sauvie Island Bridge
Title: Replacement Contract

Note: If Ordinance, Resolution, Order or Proclamatzon provide exact title. For all other submissions,
provide a clearly written title.

Date Time
Requested: February 9, 2006 . Requested: 15 minutes
Commissioner Maria Rojo
Department: _ District 1 Division: de Steffey
Contact(s): Shelli Romero
Phone: 503 988-4435 Ext. 84435  1/O Address: _503/6th floor

Presenter(s): Commissioner Rojo de Steffey

General Information

1. What action are you requesting from the Board?
Approve Internal Loan from the General Fund to the Willamette River Bridge Fund in the Amount .
of $8,000,000 to fund the additional amount needed for the Sauvie Island Bridge replacement
contract.

2. Please provide sufficient background mformatmn for the Board and the pnbllc to understand
this issue.
The original estimate for replacing the Sauvie Island Bridge was approximately $34,000,000.

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) provided grant money to the County in an
amount not to exceed $25,000,000 to cover Sauvie Island Bridge Project costs. In addition the
County obtained federal funds and County Bridge funds for the remainder of the $9,000,000 Sauvie
Island Bridge Project estimated costs.



The bid opening for the Sauvie Island Bridge Replacement Project was on September 22, 2005. The
low bid for the project was $8,000,000 in excess of engineer’s estimate and County’s budget for the
project. There were several areas that contributed to the much higher than expected bids. These
include: Structural steel was bid at approximately 50% over the engineer’s estimate; Concrete was
approximately 40% over the engineer’s estimate; Large diameter drilled shafts were about 30% over
engineer’s estimate.

The County identified one-time-only funds in the General Fund that can be loaned to cover the
shortfall on the Sauvie Island Bridge Project. These funds were recognized as additional resources
by a Supplemental Budget, Resolution 06-009, on January 19, 2006.

3. Explain the fiscal impact (current year and ongoing).
The Finance and Budget Office has reviewed the loan request and recommends that the loan in the
amount of $8,000,000 from the General Fund to the Willamette River Bridge Fund in fiscal year
2005/2006 be repaid over five years. The Finance and Budget staff also recommend that the
Willamette River Bridge Fund reimburse General Fund, including interest at 3% per annum, in the
amount of $300,000 in fiscal year 2006/2007, $500,000 in fiscal years 2007/2008, $1,600,000 in
fiscal year 2008/2009, $3,000,000 in fiscal year 2009/20010 and $2,253,000 in fiscal year
2010/2011.

The Chief Financial Officer will include appropriate service reimbursements in future budgets to
ensure the General Fund is repaid.

4. Explain any legal and/or policy issues involved.
This is consistent with the County’s Financial and Budget Policy.

5. Explain any citizen and/or other government participation that has or will take place.
None.

Required Signatures

Department/ N _ . —
Agency Director: (/]LW Cﬂl@ % Date: February 1, 2006

Budget Analyst: Date:
Department HR: Date:
Countywide HR: Date:




BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

RESOLUTION NO.

Authorizing the County to Make an Internal Loan from the General Fund to the Willamette River
Bridge Fund in the Amount of $8,000,000 to fund the additional amount needed for the Sauvie
Island Bridge replacement contract.

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Finds:

a.

The original estimate for replacing the Sauvie Island Bridge was épproximately
$34,000,000.

The 2003 Oregon Transportation Investment Act Program, established pursuant to
Section 10(1)(b) of 2003 Oregon Laws Ch. 618, hereinafter referred to as the “2003
OTIA Local Bridge Program,” provides funding for local city and county bridge
replacement and repair projects chosen by the Oregon Transportation Commission.

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) provided grant money to the County
in an amount not to exceed $25,000,000 to cover Sauvie Island Bridge Project costs.

The County obtained federal funds and County Bridge funds for the remainder of the
$9,000,000 Sauvie Island Bridge Project estimated costs. '

The bid opening for the Sauvie Island Bridge Replacement Project was on September
22, 2005. The low bid for the project was $8,000,000 in excess of engineer’s estimate
and County’s budget for the project.

There were several areas that contributed to the much higher than expected bids.
These include: Structural steel was bid at approximately 50% over the engineer’s
estimate; Concrete was approximately 40% over the engineer’s estimate; Large
diameter drilled shafts were about 30% over engineer’s estimate ‘

The County has identified one-time-only funds in the General Fund that can be loaned
to cover the shortfall on the Sauvie Island Bridge Project. '

The loan is to be repaid over the next five fiscal years.

The Finance and Budget Office has reviewed the loan request and recommends that the
Board authorize a loan in the amount of $8,000,000 from the General Fund to the

~ Willamette River Bridge Fund in fiscal year 2005/2006.

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Resolves:

1.

The County authorizes the Chief Financial Officer to make the necessary accounting
transactions in fiscal year 2005/2006 to loan $8,000,000 from the General Fund to the
Willamette River Bridge Fund to fund the additional amount needed for the Sauvie
Island Bridge replacement.

Page 1 of 2 - RESOLUTION Authorizing Internal County Loan FY 2006



2. The Willamette River Bridge Fund will reimburse General Fund, including interest at 3%
per annum, in the amount of $300,000 in fiscal year 2006/2007, $500,000 in fiscal years
2007/2008, $1,600,000 in fiscal year 2008/2009, $3,000,000 in fiscal year 2009/20010
and $2,253,000 in fiscal year 2010/2011.

3. The Chief Financial Officer will include appropriate service relmbursements in future
budgets to ensure the General Fund is repaid.

ADOPTED this 9" day of February, 2006.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

Diane Linn, Chair
REVIEWED:

AGNES SOWLE, COUNTY ATTORNEY
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

By .’ -
Jy S. Thomas, Deputy County Attorney
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AMENDMENT FOR FEBRUARY 9, 2006 AGENDA ITEM R-8

RESOLUTION Authorizing the County to Make an Internal Loan from the General Fund
to the Willamette River Bridge Fund in the Amount of $8,000,000 to Fund the Additional
Amount Needed for the Sauvie Island Bridge Replacement Contract

COMMISSIONER ROJO TO MOVE APPROVAL OF AN AMENDMENT TO
CORRECT SCRIBNER'S ERROR IN THE AGENDA PLACEMENT
REQUEST, EXPLANATION NUMBER THREE AND THE RESOLUTION,
RESOLVE NUMBER TWO, TO REFLECT THE CORRECT WILLAMETTE
RIVER BRIDGE FUND REIMBURSEMENT OF $3,253,000 IN FISCAL
YEAR 2010/2011.

2. The Willamette River Bridge Fund will reimburse General Fund,
including interest at 3% per annum, in the amount of $300,000 in
fiscal year 2006/2007, $500,000 in fiscal years 2007/2008,
$1,600,000 in fiscal year 2008/2009, $3,000,000 in fiscal year
2009/20010 and $2.253.000 $3,253,000 in fiscal year 2010/2011.



| & " MULTNOMAH COUNTY
& AGENDA PLACEMENT REQUEST - corrected

Board Clerk Use Only

Meeting Date: 02/09/06
Agenda Item #: R-8

Est. Start Time: 9:48 AM
Date Submitted: 02/01/06

[BUDGET MODIFICATION: ___ - |

RESOLUTION Authorizing the County to Make an Internal Loan from the
General Fund to the Willamette River Bridge Fund in the Amount of $8,000,000 .
Agenda to Fund the Additional Amount Needed for the Sauvie Island Bridge
Title: Replacement Contract

Note: If Ordinance, Resolution, Order or Proclamation, provide exact title. For all other submissions,
provide a clearly written title.

Date Time
Requested: February 9, 2006 Requested: 15 minutes

Commissioner Maria Rojo
Department: _ District 1 Division: de Steffey

Contact(s): Shelli Romero B

Phone: 503 988-4435 Ext. 84435 1/0 Address: . 503/6th floor

Presenter(s): Commissioner Rojo de Steffey

General Information

1. What action are you requesting from the Board?
Approve Internal Loan from the General Fund to the Willamette River Bridge Fund in the Amount
of $8,000,000 to fund the additional amount needed for the Sauvie Island Bridge replacement
contract.

2. Please provide sufficient background information for the Board and the public to understand
this issue.
The original estimate for replacing the Sauvie Island Bridge was approximately $34,000,000.

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) provided grant money to the County in an
amount not to exceed $25,000,000 to cover Sauvie Island Bridge Project costs. In addition the
County obtained federal funds and County Bridge funds for the remainder of the $9,000,000 Sauvie
Island Bridge Project estimated costs. *



The bid opening for the Sauvie Island Bridge Replacement Project was on September 22, 2005. The
low bid for the project was $8,000,000 in excess of engineer’s estimate and County’s budget for the
project. There were several areas that contributed to the much higher than expected bids. These
include: Structural steel was bid at approximately 50% over the engineer’s estimate; Concrete was
approximately 40% over the engineer’s estimate; Large diameter drilled shafts were about 30% over
engineer’s estimate.

The County identified one-time-only funds in the General Fund that can be loaned to cover the
shortfall on the Sauvie Island Bridge Project. These funds were recognized as additional resources
by a Supplemental Budget, Resolution 06-009, on January 19, 2006.

3. Explain the fiscal impact (current year and ongoing).
The Finance and Budget Office has reviewed the loan request and recommends that the loan in the
amount of $8,000,000 from the General Fund to the Willamette River Bridge Fund in fiscal year
2005/2006 be repaid over five years. The Finance and Budget staff also recommend that the
Willamette River Bridge Fund reimburse General Fund, including interest at 3% per annum, in the
amount of $300,000 in fiscal year 2006/2007, $500,000 in fiscal years 2007/2008, $1,600,000 in
fiscal year 2008/2009, $3,000,000 in fiscal year 2009/20010 and $3,253,000 in fiscal year
2010/2011.

The Chief Financial Officer will include appropriate service reimbursements in future budgets to
ensure the General Fund is repaid. '

4. Explain any legal and/or policy issues involved.
This is consistent with the County’s Financial and Budget Policy.

5. Explain any citizen and/or other government participation that has or will take place.
None.

Required Signatures

Department/ ) _' . '
Agency Director: ‘/JAW C{@ % Date: February 1, 2006

Budget Analyst: - " Date:
Department HR: Date:
Countywide HR: Date:



R-8

1 support fixing the Bridge but I believe we should minimize the

hit on our general fund dollars as much as possible to assist us
during the budget process. We could do this by utilizing monies
from our Facilities Asset Preservation and Capital improvement
funds, which our facility people say could be done, instead of
using all general fund dollars.

I therefore move to amend the resolution to use $2.3 million
dollars from the Facilities Asset Preservation and Capital
Improvement Fund, and finance the remaining $5.7million
dollars from the County’s General Fund.



BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

RESOLUTION NO. 06-018

Authorizing the County to Make an Internal Loan from the General Fund to the Willamette River
Bridge Fund in the Amount of $8,000,000 to Fund the Additional Amount Needed for the Sauvie

Island Bridge Replacement Contract

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Finds:

a.

The original estimate for replacing the Sauvie Island Bridge was approximately
$34,000,000. ‘

The 2003 Oregon Transportation Investment Act Program, established pursuant to
Section 10(1)(b) of 2003 Oregon Laws Ch. 618, hereinafter referred to as the “2003
OTIA Local Bridge Program,” provides funding for local city and county bridge
replacement and repair projects chosen by the Oregon Transportation Commission.

The Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) provided grant money to the County
in an amount not to exceed $25,000,000 to cover Sauvie Island Bridge Project costs.

The County obtained federal funds and ~County Bridge funds for the remainder of the
$9,000,000 Sauvie Island Bridge Project estimated costs.

- The bid opening for the Sauvie Island Bridge Replacement Project was on September

22, 2005. The fow bid for the project was $8,000,000 in excess of engineer’s estimate
and County's budget for the project.

There were several areas that contributed to the much higher than expected bids.
These include: Structural steel was bid at approximately 50% over the engineer's
estimate; Concrete was approximately 40% over the engineer's estimate; Large
diameter drilled shafts were about 30% over engineer’s estimate

The County has identified one-t'ime-only funds in the General Fund that can be loaned
to cover the shortfall on the Sauvie Island Bridge Project.

The loan is to be repaid over the next five fiscal years.
The Finance and Budget Office has reviewed the loan request and recommends that the

Board authorize a loan in the amount of $8,000,000 from the General Fund to the
Willamette River Bridge Fund in fiscal year 2005/2006.

The Multnomah County Board of Commissioners Resolves:

1.

The County authorizes the Chief Financial Officer to make the necessary accounting
transactions in fiscal year 2005/2006 to loan $8,000,000 from the General Fund to the
Willamette River Bridge Fund to fund the additional amount needed for the Sauvie
Island Bridge replacement.

Page 1 of 2 - Resolution 06-018 Authorizing Internal County Loan FY 2006




2. The Willamette River Bridge Fund will reimburse General Fund, including interest at 3%
per annum, in the amount of $300,000 in fiscal year 2006/2007; $500,000 in fiscal year
2007/2008; $1,600,000 in fiscal year 2008/2009; $3,000,000 in fiscal year 2009/20010

and $3,253,000 in fiscal year 2010/2011.

3. The Chief Financial Officer will include appropriate service reimbursements in future
budgets to ensure the General Fund is repaid.

ADOPTED this 9th day of February, 2006.
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REVIEWED:
AGNES SOWLE, COUNTY ATTORNEY
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

By /AN
Johif S. Thomas, Deputy County Attorney

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
FOR MUIHANOMAH COUNTY, OREGON

(e VWAL

~ Diane M. Linn, Chaiy” __~
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2‘5‘.& AGENDA PLACEMENT REQUEST

Board Clerk Use Only

Meeting Date: 02/09/06
Agenda Item #:  E-1

Est. Start Time:  10:00 AM
Date Submitted: 01/19/06

BUDGET MODIFICATION: -

ég‘l’fﬂda Executive Session Pursuant to ORS 192.660(2)(h)
itle:

Note: If Ordinance, Resolution, Order or Proclamation, provide exact title. For all other submissions,
provide a clearly written title.

Date ' " Time

Requested: February 9, 2006 Requested: 15-30 mins
Department: _Non-Departmental Division: FCounty Attorney
Contact(s): Agnes Sowle

Phone: 503 988-3138 Ext. 83138 I/O Address:  503/500

Presenter(s):  Agnes Sowle and Invited Others

General Information

1. What action are you requesting from the Board?
No Final Decision will be made in the Executive Session.
2. Please provide sufficient background information for the Board and the public to understand
this issue.

Only Representatives of the News Media and Designated Staff are allowed to Attend.
Representatives of the News Media and All Other Attendees are Specifically Directed Not
to Disclose Information that is the Subject of the Executive Session.

3. Explain the fiscal il.n'pact (current year and ongoing).

4. Explain any legal and/or policy issues involved.

ORS 192.660(2)(h).

5. Explain any citizen and/or other government participation that has or will take place.
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Department/
Agency Director:

Budget Anaiyst:

Department HR:

Countywide HR:

Date:

Date:

Date:

Date:
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Councilors may make.

 development easier with

new hengt reqmrements

BY MARA STING

staff writer

. Gresham city councﬂors are conslderlng '
changing building height requirements in
the downtown core to encourage develop-

«ers to build mixed-use developments with

20006

Councilors will vote on the code change
during their meeting, which starts at 7 p.m.

 Tuesday, Feb. 7, in council chambers, at

1333 N.W. Eastman Parkway.

- The Gresham Downtown Development
Association initiated the change, which
calls for bumping the height limit to 60
feet, while: keeping the four-story maxi-

mum and encouraging varied rooﬂrnes in
the downtown area.
Gresham’s city code doesn’t allow bulld

ings of more than four stories and limits

WEEKEND

30 did 42 Tan

But times and development are chang-
ing; said Kathy Everett, executive director
of the Gresham Downtown Development

Association. Several developers have pro-
posed . four-story mixed-use buildings

- downtown, but are having difficulty fitting

the stories into a 40- ot 45-foot structure,
That's because modern, higher-end con-
dominiums call for 10-foot. ceilings, not

.the older style 8-foot ceiling. Also first-.
story commercial space typically demands

12- to 14-foot cedmgs

“With contmercm] space below, and
three stories with 10-foot ceilings, it is
often difficult to build within this cap,”
Everett wrote to Mayor Charles Becker and
the City Council.

Also, about 2 feet is needed for heatmg
and ventilation pipes between each level.

Plus, today's developers want to include
gabled roofs, rooftop gardens and. other
decorative features, such as. stairwells; to

vary the roofline, Current codes tend to cre-

‘ate structures with flat roofs, Everett said.
In other ‘council news, councilors will

/| Well-deserved
pampering MR

vote on a resolution to begin the process
needed to change the name of Northwest
Civic Drive to Northwest McRobert Drive in
honor of former Mayor Gussie McRobert.

The resolution requires an exceptron to
existing city guidelines that prohibit nam-
ing a street in honor of someone who is
still alive, ,

If councilors approve the resolution,
future public hearings before 'the city's
Planning Commission and City Council will
be scheduled prior to officially approving
the name change

something other than ho-hum flat roofs.  pwilding height in two downtown areas to

. Anonymous

threat causes
140 students
to stay home

| Oﬁ” cials, polzce oﬁ” cers leeep |
eye on Gordon Russell Friday
BY Kenr MoyER-WADE

. staff writer

Reacting to a threat made against Gordon Russell .
Middle School in early October, more than 100 parents

 kept their children out of the
Gresham middle school yes* “We wanted
A “mdﬁﬁ' b bt
“Thete were 140 kids everyone to
.| absenttoday (Friday, Féb.'."l)' '
s ety A heve their eyeg
Russell old me that is triple - A1) €A1S open.”
the normal number of : r A
. absences,” said Athena T
Vadnais, spokesperson for MVA%}PI&T?
the Gresham-Barlow School vhythe diste B
‘ ‘| | District, on Friday morning: ] 1(()111 why the dsm(i;’l" '
- " The anonymous threat, ' %arents ag sta
' . Rl ot ol i dtsoovered about an October

~scrawled on an exterior threat
door at Gordon Russell on

- Oct. 7, was a general threat

 against the school and mentioned the date Friday, Feb. 3,
Vadnais said. :

An investigation in eatly October furned up no threat

against any specific student or stff member. Randy

 Bryant, principal at Gordon Russell, sent a letter home to
patents on Thursday; Feb. 2, remmdmg them of the 3-

STAFEPHOTO BY CAROLE ARCHER
corbott School District Superintendent Bob Dunton, standing, teaches algebra to fifth- and sixth- graders in the boardroom at Corbett Elementary
School on Thursday. Jan. 26. From left to right are students Auetln Metcalf, 12, Russell Schaaf 11 and Austin Lawwill, 11. P :

at the elementary school ~— the students in this area are
excelling at rates that rival Oregon’s top schools.
- Last year, Corbett 10th-graders posted the best math
* scores in the tri-county area and the district’s elemen- -

As I- Tax sunsets dzstmct
stands to lose 16 percent

of its operating budget

' BY KELiY MOYER- WAm:

st‘rg?“ writer

j Y o know Corbett is an unusual school district

when you step into Bob Dunton’s algebra class.
First of all, Dunton is the school district’s superinten-

dent. Secon_d he's teaching where the school board |

usually meets, and last — but certainly not least —

tary schools are among the top 10 in the state when it
comes o test scores in reading and writing. The per-

centage of Corbett students taking advanced placement
courses i in the top 3 percent nationwide.

Parents in neighboring - districts have noticed
Corbett’s success. Seven years ago, when the district was

struggling to meet state benchmarks, Corbett schools
lost an average of 13 students a year to other districts.
Today, 10 percent of the district's students, about 70

month-old threat.
“While our October investigation determmed no

* threat to student/staff safety, we will take . .. precautions
o Feb. 3 to ensure school safety,” Bryant wrote,

Local law enforcement officers were on site Friday to

search the middle school, and Vadnais said the district
- increased presence by law enforcement, staff and admin-

istration throughout the day in the school’s halls and out-
door areas.

Dunton’s scholars are much younger than most alge-
bra-level students. ‘

" “Five are fifth-graders and 15 are in the sixth grade i
Dunton said, adding casually, “You know, one-third of
all high school students never get to tlns level (in

. STAFF GAPHG B DAVID BOEHMKE, children, come from outside district boundaries.’ |
‘Al of these factors — the test scores, the outside
transfers and the advanced placement students — have -

convinced district leaders that Corbett should be -proud

TURN 0 CORBETT, PAGE A

State rejects initial set of
casino ballot measures

BY ERIN SHEA
staff writer

' WOOD VILLAGE — The state elec-

“The reason we communicated what was happening

to our parents, students and staff is because we wanted

everyone tohave their eyes and ears open,” Vadnais said.

- She added that students reported the original threat and
were “doing the right thing” by reporting.it in October.

math) i

But that's the beauty of Corbett Even without the-
resources of larger districts — no school counselors,
no vice principals 1o physieal educaﬁon ot art teachers

Troutdale goee forward with urban renewal

Councllors Barbara Kyle and Chris Gorsek
who have generally been against urban
renewal as a way of financing improvements
in the riverfront area, voted agmnst the.
motion. ‘

ool for redevelopmg the city’s former sewage
treatment plant site, , -

“1 for one think they've done an excellent
job,” Troutdale Mayor Paul Thalhofer said of ;
the committee’s work “Their reports are

 Council will address
ZSSZL@ dgﬂm on F eb‘- 1 4 Attorney General state elecﬂons offi-
clals rejected the two-part Oregon

BY ERIN SHEA Lottery Revenue Enhancement &

staff writer The ordinance that council approved at the_ good.” : s
TROUTDALE — After months of Conﬁnued meeting calls for the councilors to serve s~ However, not everyone agreed with the rec- tions division on Friday, Feb. 3, P;(])jt;s:logoﬁgﬂt:; ;vga; rﬂngEgarﬁ i
discussions and community meetings, cify  the urban rerewal board. Councilor Dave ' ommendation. rejected the first of two sets of pro- P 8 y

a technicality:

If approved, the proposed mea-
sures would have granted them a sin-
 gle exception to the state’s ban on
non-tribal casinos and allowed them
to build a 1.1-million-square-foot

 1uRN 10 CASINO, paGE 2A

“In the first place, I really dont feel that
Troutdale i a blighted area,” said Pat Smith,
former Troutdale City Councilor, adding that
she was concerned that city officials didn’t

 have solid facts about the costs mvo!ved W1th
urban renewal. "
| TURN TO U'RBAN RENEWAL PAGE 3A

| posed ballot measures, which if
| passed, would have allowed two Lake
Oswego businessmen to build a casi-
no at the former Multnomah
* Greyhound Park Site,

On the adviee of the Oregon'

Ripma, who is against urban renewal, said jt
was only this provision that made him vote in
* favor of the agency., ;
. The decision to move forward with urban
renewal came after the 11-member Troutdale
Ad Hoc Downtown Redevelopment

. officials are moving forward on urban renew-
- al plans. ;
 Ina5-2 vote, the City Council opted Tuesday,
Jan. 24, to form an urban renewal agency.
Utban renewal agencies are actually estab-
. lished in every city and county by statute, but
~ do not have any status until they are activated.

Committee. recommended it as a financing

INSIDE TooAy CaL Us

Anoum) THE coMMuNTTY - Small cities diseuss i ADVERTISING . ... 503-665-2181
change in sheriff patrols in East County - Pack 3A CLASSIFIED. . ... .. 503*620"735?

' Poucn 106S - PacE 54 * ' ‘ﬂ" || ﬂl
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‘Damascus ci

jzm Wood, a former East
- Coast planner, envisions a
~city built on commumty

BY BARBARA ADAMS 1
staff’ riter :

The five-member Damascus City Counml

: spent much of 2005 creating a concept plan, a

product of the process of finding a community

- vision, By the end of the year, that preliminary

~work was done, and they were ready to hire the
stown'’s first city planner, Jlm Wood was hired in
. December.

Wood's first weeks on the ;ob were spent
meeting people from the Oregon Department of
Land Conservation and Development, Metro and

Clackamas County — agencies that are involved

in the planning process.

He also familiarized himself with the physical
layout of the city and read all the information he
could find on the' Oregon land-use planning sys-
‘tem, which is. “light years away different from
anytlnng one finds on the East Coast,” he said.

Wood, 41, moved from Morgantown, W.va.,
- where he was the city planner for five years.

Morgantown, founded in the late 1700s, has~

approximately 27,000 permanent residents and
another 25,000 students at West erghtia
University, :

Morgantown was ranked by fhree different
publications as one of the top five best small

said.

“The main accomphshment we achieved dur-
ing my tenure was a complete overhaul of the
city's 45-year-old zoning ordmance The mod-

cities in America in terms of qua.llty of life, Wood _

ernization brought the
code up to current stan-
dards of innovation and
efficiency,” he said.
- Wood was attracted to
the Portland  region
because of its reputation
as 4 “cradle of innovation |
for urban and regional
planning,” he said.
Damascus provides 2 woop
unique ' opporiunity - to Damascus city planner
thoughtfully plan 2 city in
an area destined to grow.

“The fact that Damascus is a ‘new’ city ineans

that there is an opportunity, if the residents
choose to avail themselves to it, to enact plan-
ning standards that avoid the most egregious
mistakes of other areas,” Wood said. ‘

The outcome of those mistakes commonly

produce formless suburban communities with
indistinct concentrations of big-box power cen-

ters, he said, and “giant asphalt parking
lagoons, office parks, subdivisions teeming with

cookie-cutter, unaffordable McMansions, and

wide, inhospitable roads that become: hughly
congested traffic sewers.

~“If we indeed must become a city, then I
believe we shotild embrace the challenge and be

unapologetically urban,” Wood said. “Let's not

repeat the mistakes of other areas by becoming

a formless conglomeration' of suburbia that
merely masquerades as a city”

With the expertise and gnidance of Wood and
the city’s new city managet, John Dingham, the
city council soon will begin the process of devel-

oping its comprehensive plan. The comprehen-
‘sive plan is the document that carties the full

planner looks to
preserve area s sense of identit

DAMASCUS CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS

Damascus City Coungil meetings are ‘held
in the Damascus City Office, 19920 S.E.
Highway 212.

Far mare information go to www. damascus
ontheweb.com. .

weight of the law and must be acknowledged by

the State and Metro, Wood said. It will take

- approximately two years to develop the plan. |

“Until then, Clackamas.County’s ordinances |
“will continue to govern land-use decisions, and
their very hard-working, highly professional

staff will continue to administer the ordinances.
This takes a great deal of pressure off and

allows us to do our long-range planning,” Wood
-~ said, .

~ Over time, his biggest challenges will be to .
{ransform the rural Damascus area into a4 more

- urbanized setting, as required by state and

regional goals, while maintaining and enhanc-
ing a community identity and sense of place.

. He said he also will work to develop a feasi-
ble consensus on highly contentious issues,

such as what to do about the buttes.

Another challenge Wood will face as the plan-

' ning process takes place is the issue of how to

pay for the infrastructure that will be necessary
to support the urbanization of the city, without
prohibitive taxation or system development
charges that could cause the city's future hous-
ing stock to become unaffordable.

Wood moved to the Portland area with his
wile, Janet, who is expecting their second child,
and their 19-month-old daughter. {

He said they would like to move to Damascus,
but there is little available in the area.

Corbett Dtstrtct hasn t gone for levy smce ’805

* CONTINUED FROM Page IA

of its school systern

Now Dunton and fhe Corbett
. school boatd hope this pride traps-

 lates into dollars, *

'The board passed a resolution in

January to seek a local levy in the
May election to raise $500,000 a
year,

The money would help, Corbett ,

weather arr impending ﬁIlilJlCla[ ci-. )
) Sl‘i (I

The 1~Tax the local income fax
 that helped Portland-area schools
survive state funding cuts for the

- past three years, has expired, and

public employee retirement costs

are going up. The combination' of
. the two will cost Corbett schools

+ $830,000 a year out of a $5.1 rml
lion budget.

' “One hates to get dramatic,”

Dunton said, “But, if we cut all

administration, phis athletics, plus

transportation, well, we still would-

“n'tyetheat the $800 000weneedto'

t.”

' Asking for help
Three years ago, Dunton and

other Portland-area school district,

ofﬂcm]s found themselves in the:
mldst of a financial mghtmare
Districts discussed cutting days
fromh a school year that was already
 short by national standards, and

teachers were petrified that class

sizes would increase to unmanage-

“able levels. !

. For administrators in Corbeit, the

logistics of cutting back were almost

laughable, The district was already

“operating on a bare-bones budget_‘

and, even though the student popu-

|-Tax FacTs

il require’s.

What did the three-year I-Tax
mean for local school, dis-
tricts?

e The money acoounted for
about 13 percent of most dis-
tricts’ budgets.

.® |-Tax money was the equwa-
lent of 44 school. days in the
ﬁeynbfds School District
“«The income tax was the} cost

L of operating three of Centennial’s
. seven elementary schools.’

» The |-Tax restored eight days

to prowde a full school year in
the' Gresham-Barlow School
District.
&' The money meuntamed 11
teachers for elementary music
and physical education pro-
grams  in  Gresham-Barlow
schools. : i

What is the future'for Iocal

‘schools now that the I-Tax is -

expiring?

~» Corbett will go out for a local

levy in the May primary eléctio‘n

to recoup part of the loss
($500,000 a year vs. the
$650,000 provided by the |-Tax).

' Corbett administrators havea |
“Plan B" if the local levy fails the

double-majority rule. They could

use the May election results to
,‘forrn a survey to go out for the
,No\rember 2006 election, but if'
" voters pass a leby in November,

the money wouldn’t be available
until the 2007-08 school yeawA
levy passed in May would give
money to the schools for the

2006-07 school year.

e Portland Mayor Tom Potter
has proposed a five-year, 0.95
percent income tax and an

extension on the city's business

license fee to raise between $57

. and $65 million for Portland

Pubhc Schools.  Potter’s plan
would also raise between $18
and $27 million (combined) for
five, nearby districts, including
the Centennial and Reynolds
school districts in East County.

lation was growing, Corbett had cut
its staff by nearly 20 percent over
seven years. '

A three-year county tax lmowu as

the I-Tax, helped keep the disttict

from sliding further into financial
- “The I-Tax held us harmless
against change,” Dunton said.

The idea was that the three-year,

1-percent income tax would stabilize
" local schools until the ' state

increased funding levels fo an

-appropriate level.

When the state’s $5.3 billion bud-
get for the. 2007-09 bienniom came

out to, be about $600 million less

rC;’omngmt‘ttlations...

“«.. to the top team at Perstmmon Realty for 2005,
closmg over 322 mtllmn, the Pnce/Elltott team.

PERSIMMON

T

than school .sﬁperintendents had
“hoped for, district leaders started to

wotty again,
Now, the I-Tax has expired and the
cost of PERS (the state’s public

‘employee retirement system) is

going up. For Corbett, this means an
annual loss of '$650,000 from the 1
Tax and $180,000 for the extra PERS

Coss.

The combined $830,000 loss is
roughly 16 percent of the district’s
‘operating budget. '

At this low level of funding,
‘Dunton said, the district would have

to go back to. “zero-based budget- .
ing” and look at what the state

“You'd be surprised,” the super-

intendent said. “Under state (law)
you can do without lunch programs,
you can do without transportation.”

* Corbett officials don’t want to be |

dramatic. They don’t want to start

~ increasing class sizes or chopping

school days. That's why they're seek-
mg helpfrom the local community.
In  mid-Janwary, - the - Cotbett

school board approved a recom-
mendation that the district go out

for a local lesy option in the May
primary election. The district hopes
to raise $500,000 to oﬁset the
- $830,000 loss. i

“This would bring us back to

~where we were before (the year)

2000, Dunton- said. “It still leaves:
us with 2 loss of more than
$300,000 a year.”

The last levy Corbett sought was a
construction levy for $6.5 million in
the 1990s to build the elementary
school.

“We haven’t gone out for an oper-

‘ational levy since the early, '80s,

since before the funding shifted to

 the state,” Dunton said.

. Although putting the levy on the
May ballot means. the district will
face the ‘double-majority rule (at
least 50 percent of voters must
turnout for a yes vote to count),
Dunton is positive thiat Corbett resi-
dents will support the lewy. -

“Only 30 percent of Corbett resi-
dents supported the I-Tax, but 1
think the majority will ‘suppost a
local levy since the money will sup-
port Corbett schools,” Dunton said.
*Coxbett has a long history of fund-
ing its schools very well.”

TROUTDALE
&* DENTAL *¢

Family and Cosmetic Dentistry

¥

Small cities not

with Gresham

BY MARA STINE
: stqﬁ" writer

Although the future of sheriff's

rated areas of East County is still
very much up in the air, local
police chiefs and mayors are
- weighing in on how they think

~up. ! - ;
At issue is the possibility of
Multnomah  County  Sheriff
Bernie Giusto focusing his
office’s efforts on corrections
and farming out deputies to
- other cities that would then

. the county:
Now, sheriif's deputies patrol
' uruncorporated areas.  of

Multnomah County, including
Corbett east to Cascade Locks.
Wood Village and Maywood

itf's office for police protection.
Discussions about transfer-

‘Giusto is the fourth sheriff to
bring up the 1ssue, which was
discussed at a work session with
the Multnomah County Board of

Sl

“Thig is about first delwering
the best service we can in the
most efficient  way,™  said
Chairwoman Diane Linn, “ ...
- We're not talking about pulling
out or being rash ot doing any-

thing reckless.”

 Giusto agreed,

money is not enough,” he said.
‘more efficient.”

Gresham Police Chief Carla
Piluso a good statt,
. Piluso’s proposed five-year

mow patrolling East County with
‘ateam of 12 patrol officers and

* of Gresham, including the areas
of Orient, Batlow, Springdale
and Corbett, iy
- During the first year,
Multnomah County would pay

Change in sheriff
patrols discussed

eager to coniract

. members,

deputies patrolling unincorpo-

. and the cost

 patrol duties should he divied .

' vices.

patrol unincorporated parts of -

Park also contract with the sher- -

ting patrols is nothing new, and

Commissioners on Tuesday, Jan ; teaming up with Gresham.

. in the city.

“Just moving bodies and
“We must save money and be'

He also called a proposal' by

‘plan calls for replacing deputies,

two traffic officers who'd serve
unincorporated East County east

about $5.5 million_ for a total of

32 deputtes,
detectives,
drug investi-*
gators and
support staff

By year five,
the number
of employ-
ees would
drop to 27

BERNIE
GIUSTO
'Sherijj’
would. drop
to about $4.6 rm]hon

Giusto said he will convene a
committee, headed by former
Multnomah County Sheriff Bob
Skipper to study the concept
and analyze sheriff’s office ser-

‘However, some Bast County. :
‘representatives remain skeptical
of Piluso’s proposal.

Wood Village Mayor Dave
Fuller, still smarting from fire
service  negotiations .
Gresham, said he worries that
'his city would have to be “sub-
servient to Gresham for another .
service.” .

In shott, hed rather. enter
into: a contract with Troutdale
for police service, ie thinks it
would be cheaper for Wood
Village to keep contracting with
the county sheriif’s office than'

Fairviewe  Mayor ~ Mike -
Weatherby and Police Chief Ken
Johnson said if Multnomah
County transfers patrols, they'd
like Fairview to patrol the
Interlachen  area, = which-
Johnson described as an island

Troutdale’s Police Chief Dave |
Nelson and ~ Mayor

request to patrol Springdale,

Cotbett and the Interstate 84 . ‘
corridor, all of which neighbor

Troutdale, ; .
“We're a natural fit o patrol :
that part of unincorporated

Muitnomah, County;” Thalhofer |

said, adding . that, he oo  isn’t
wild about the idea of contract-
ing with Gresham for police ser-
vices. “... They're just a little bit
hard to deal ‘mth sometimes,”

Reporter Mara Sz‘me can be
reached at mstine@theout-
lookoniine.com or by m!!mgﬁ
505 -492- 5117“

y

with

Paul |
Thalhofer voiced a similar |

Urban Renewal

CONTINUED FROM Page IA

After the council elected to form
the urhan renewal agency, the next
step was to approve the urban
renewal plan,

Noting some of the issues that
prevented urban renewal efforts
from moving forward in 2001, ad
hoc ‘committee member Max
Maydew said “We want to do things.
a lot different this time,”

Specifically, the committee rec-
ommended including less area

within the urban renewal boundary

and focusing only on commercial,

- not residential properties.

Jerry Stitzel, committee chair-

Pueuc HEARING

TOWNHOM ES

A continuation of the Tuesday,
Jan. 24, public hearing on the
Troutdale Riverfront Renewal
plan will be at'7 p.m. Tuesday,
Feb. 14, at Troutdale City Hall
104 S.E, Kibhng Ave,

man and senior pastor of Columbia

recommendations, and said' he

‘hoped everyone would support the

idea of urban renewal.

Repotter' Brin Shea can be

reached at eshea@tbeoutlook_

onlme com or 503-492-5118, .

Visit our fully
decorated model
' unit on the corner:
. of Council Drive
and Fanning Way
today. Or call
503-491-9200.
Co:wemently located
near shopping, MAX.
Prices start from the
mid $200,000's
with upgrades.

WWW.GRESHAMSTATIONTOWNHMHOMES.COM

PLESIMMON
CHENWID

503-674-2555

DEVELOPED AND BUILT BY
PERSIMMON CONSTRUGTION LI1.C

DEB PRICE anb TOBY ELLIOTT, BROKERS

Life Center, backed the committee’s



