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I. SUMMARY OF REPORT

The Portland metropolitan area is a very attractive place to live, and preserving
the region's high quality of life is important to its citizens. Ironically, the attributes of
the region continue to draw population growth which threatens the very things that
make the area so attractive. Many of the most undesirable effects of this growth do
not respect jurisdictional boundaries; they require regional responses.

Although there have been various regional approaches to planning and growth
management in the metropolitan area over the years, this report addresses an
important aspect of these efforts which has not been given sufficient attention by
regional policy-makers, citizens, media, and other institutions: namely, the fact that
the Portland metropolitan area is a bi-state region comprising the counties of Mult-
nomah, Washington, and Clackamas in Oregon and Clark in the state of Washington.

These four counties have become one geographic, economic and environmental
region. What they have not become is one political region. Increasingly, the Oregon-
Washington political boundary at the Columbia River is an obstacle to resolving
regional problems that threaten the area's quality of life.

This report provides historical background on regional planning agencies and
the laws and regulations governing regional coordination. Despite legal mecha-
nisms mandating cooperation, coordinated bi-state decision-making in practice has
been limited and bi-state intergovernmental communication has been lacking. The
report contains information on the current structure, authorities, and degree of
cooperation in a number of policy areas, including growth management, transpor-
tation, land use, air quality, and communications.

The report addresses the factors which have contributed to successful bi-state
cooperative efforts between agencies and jurisdictions and also discusses the prob-
lems which have often hindered a more cooperative and rational approach.

The role of Metro, the Oregon government agency charged with "regional"
planning, is critical to this analysis. In the past, however, there has been no formal
representation from Clark County in the governing body of Metro or its primary
committees. The recent evolution of Metro and the efforts to include or exclude
Washington officials in its planning processes is examined, including the require-
ment in the new Metro Charter which mandates coordination with Clark County.

The increasing importance of integrated planning in responding to growth-
related problems in the bi-state area is demonstrated by discussing the dilemmas
faced by planning officials confronted with increasingly complex and expensive
solutions. For example, regional planners are trying to determine how to prevent
the gridlock on the 1-5 Interstate Bridge and the 1-205 Glenn Jackson Bridge, which
is forecast by the year 2000 if the metro area's population reaches the level projected.

Is the current state of affairs in bi-state regional planning in the Portland metro
area simply an annoyance to "good government" advocates, or is it a serious
problem threatening the region's quality of life which needs immediate attention?
Can obstacles to a more rational and comprehensive approach to bi-state planning
in the region be overcome? The recommendations in the report respond to these
questions by identifying actions which should be taken by elected officials and
policy-makers, the media, and organizations such as the City Club.



172 CITY CLUB OF PORTLAND BULLETIN

II. INTRODUCTION

The Portland metropolitan area includes Multnomah, Washington and
Clackamas counties in Oregon and Clark County in the state of Washington.* The
region is a very attractive place in which to live, and preserving the high quality of
life is of paramount importance to the local citizenry.1 Because of the high quality of
life, the area's population has continued to grow significantly.

Residents of the Portland metropolitan area have watched with increasing
concern the effects of explosive growth in the Los Angeles basin, San Francisco Bay
area, and Puget Sound. The fundamental question: How can we grow, yet maintain
our quality of life?

Regional officials suggest the concept of "managed growth" can be applied to
maintain quality of life while still allowing growth and development. But successful
managed growth demands considerable long-range planning and cooperation, par-
ticularly regarding important issues that transcend jurisdictional boundaries. One
jurisdictional boundary presents an especially formidable challenge to the develop-
ment of the comprehensive planning and coordination required to effectively man-
age growth: the Oregon-Washington state line at the Columbia River which
separates the Portland tri-county area from Clark County.

Historically, the communities on opposite sides of the Columbia River have
seen themselves not as members of a single region, but as separate entities. This
perception has changed in recent years. The 1-205 bridge across the Columbia was
completed in 1982. In 1990, Oregon voters approved planning for a light rail line
linking Vancouver to Portland's downtown. In November 1992, voters approved a
new charter for Metro mandating—among other things—the adoption of a Re-
gional Framework Plan addressing coordination of growth management and land
use planning policies including Clark County.

These and other less tangible new linkages between the Oregon and Washing-
ton components of the metropolitan area require new thinking about the responsi-
bilities of the region's governments and about resolving the complications that arise
because the Columbia River serves as a boundary between the two states. Conse-
quently, the study committee was asked to address this challenge confronting
regional planning governance to ascertain the level and effectiveness of current
bi-state planning and to recommend steps for improvement.

Specifically, the committee was given the following charge:
• Identify the existing level of intergovernmental coordination between the

tri-county Portland metropolitan area in Oregon and Clark County, Wash-
ington.

• Evaluate the effectiveness of the intergovernmental planning and coordina-
tion to date, and determine how it could be improved.

• Recommend how to achieve increased governmental coordination between
Oregon's three counties in the Portland metropolitan area and Clark County,
specifically addressing whether an interstate compact would facilitate that
coordination.

Other counties such as Yamhill and Columbia in Oregon and Skamania in Washington could also be
considered part of the Portland metropolitan area. However, this report will focus on the area
defined by the four counties listed above.
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• Identify obstacles to greater coordination, the costs associated with the
committee's recommendations, and the consequences of the failure to
achieve them.

• Investigate specifically those governmental concerns that influence regional
economic development, specifically including land use and transportation
planning, housing, environmental protection (including parks and
greenspaces), port activities, and higher education.

The committee examined a number of areas in which coordinated regional
planning would be beneficial, and decided to focus on land use, transportation, and
air quality. It did so for two basic reasons. First, federal laws and regulations in those
areas already require some cooperative planning without regard to state bound-
aries. Second, witnesses identified planning needs in these areas as closely interre-
lated and particularly significant to the region's economic development and to the
maintenance of its quality of life. For example, land use is directly related to
developing and expanding transportation corridors. Expanded transportation, in
turn, has implications for air quality in the region and because of federal air quality
laws, for the region's ability to expand its industrial base.

The committee also recognized that differences between the tax structures of
Oregon and Washington have played an important role in the development of the
region. This issue is so complex, controversial and potentially subject to change that
the committee decided it could not study it in adequate detail and reach meaningful
conclusions along with the other major topics the committee addressed.

Similarly, the committee elected not to try to estimate the costs of its recommen-
dations. Any cost figures were certain to be speculative. Moreover, witnesses
thought that long-term cost savings were likely to offset the additional costs of
implementing greater regional coordination.

III. HISTORY AND BACKGROUND

A. Clark County: 1970-1993

In 1970, Clark County's population numbered 128,454.2 Its economy was
largely based on processing wood products, aluminum, and other natural re-
sources. Fully 98 percent of the work force in the county earned a wage equal to or
better than the national average.3 Although some 20,000 Clark County residents
crossed the Interstate 5 bridge each day to work in Portland,4 that bridge was the
only transportation link between the communities. To a large degree, residents on
the two sides of the Columbia River existed in relative isolation from one another.

The Glenn Jackson Bridge, completed in 1982, provided a new link. Interstate
205 crosses the river close to the Portland International Airport, and continues north
through eastern Clark County. It provides the most visible evidence of how the
communities on the two sides of the river have become increasingly interdepen-
dent. Before the bridge was completed, land along the 1-205 corridor was largely
undeveloped. Since completion of the bridge, the metropolitan area has experienced
considerable growth in population, and the accessibility provided by 1-205 and the
new interstate bridge have had dramatic effects on where that growth has occurred.
East Clark County and the eastern and southern edges of Portland near 1-205 have
lost their rural character. Instead, residential developments, shopping malls, indus-
trial parks and office complexes now predominate.
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Several factors, including differences in the tax structures between the two
states, have spurred the economic development along 1-205. Clark County has
benefitted from much lower property taxes and, until recently, lower housing costs
than the Oregon side. Clark County's zoning regulations have been less restrictive
than those in Oregon, allowing for more rapid and less expensive development.
Many Oregonians have moved across the Columbia River to Clark County to find
more affordable housing and take advantage of lower taxes. The committee was
told that as many as 50 percent of new Clark County residents are former tri-county
Oregonians. Not surprisingly, new and expanded retail businesses have rushed to
serve this population. Washington businesses have also lured Oregon residents with
sales tax waivers and discount prices based on lower overhead costs.

The Oregon side of the 1-205 corridor also has experienced new growth and
development. Retail stores and malls have cropped up, enabling Washingtonians to
avoid their state's sales tax. Witnesses testified that Clark County residents, make up
an estimated 15 percent of the customer base of the Clackamas Town Center, and
account for fully 40 percent of its sales volume. Multnomah County businesses,
particularly those in the Jantzen Beach and Delta Park retail complexes, also have
benefitted from their proximity to Washington residents.

Nor is it all a matter of retail trade. The number of Clark County residents
commuting to work in Oregon every weekday has doubled from 20,000 in 1970 to
40,000 today,5 more than 3,000 of them to the Portland International Airport alone.6

More than 1,400 students at Mt. Hood Community College came from north of the
Columbia River before Measure 5 forced an end to out-of-state tuition reciprocity.7

More than 30 percent of Clark County's workers hold relatively high-wage jobs in
Oregon,8 where they pay $55 million annually in Oregon income taxes.9

On the other hand, nearly 10,000 Oregonians commute north to Clark County
daily, many to work in the businesses that are now established there: Sharp Elec-
tronics, Linear Technologies, America Kotoboki Electronic Industries, Underwriter
Laboratories, Hewlett Packard, Tektronix, Kyocera Industrial Ceramic, Kyocera
AVX, and many others.

In the process, Clark County has become an increasingly important segment of
the Portland media market. Except for limited cable television service transferring
Puget Sound news and a local AM radio station, Clark County depends on
Portland's electronic media. The Oregonian delivers a special edition in Clark
County, where it competes with The Columbian, Vancouver's afternoon newspaper.

Today, Clark County's population is estimated to be 270,000,10 more than double
the 1970 figure. Planners expect it will increase to as much as 400,000 by the year 2010.
This estimate—which some observers believe to be conservative—signifies the fast-
est growth rate of any county in the region. If realized, it would impose a serious
strain on services and housing. Transportation gridlock on the Glenn Jackson Bridge
and the 1-205 corridor is forecast to occur, perhaps before the turn of the century.

B. Competition For Economic Development in the Region

Local economic development agencies in the two states have seldom cooper-
ated in their efforts to attract new industry. Witnesses said the lack of coordination
has allowed competition to develop between Oregon and Washington that has hurt
both states. An example from recent years was the decision of Kyocera Industrial
Ceramic to build a plant in Clark County after a bidding war between the jurisdic-
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tions in the two states. Portland and Multnomah County offered a package of
property tax abatements and industrial revenue bonds. Vancouver and the state of
Washington's joint (50/50) offer of greater long-term tax deferrals and extension of
urban services without cost to the company proved even more attractive. The
resulting 300 jobs paying an average of approximately $6.00 per hour—well below
an adequate level to support a family—have led local development officials on both
sides of the river to question whether the community investment effort was justified.

Similarly, Sharp Microelectronics played off competing governments in both states,
ultimately deciding to locate in an unincorporated area of Clark County in a former
prune orchard. Sharp persuaded the city of Camas to annex its plant site in order to
provide costly sewerage and water services to the plant. Camas says it will "eventually"
recover the cost of the extended services from new tax revenues, but observers wonder
whether the competition to attract this new firm perhaps went too far*

C. Past Regional Government

1. Columbia Region Association of Governments: (CRAG 1966 -1978)

Clark County's significance as part of the greater Portland area has been recog-
nized by government agencies for some time. In 1960, the county was included in
the U.S. Department of Commerce's definition of the Portland Standard Metropoli-
tan Statistical Area (SMSA), the federal government's designation of all counties
making up a single urban center. In 1974, the City of Vancouver and Clark County
became associate members of the Columbia Region Association of Governments,
which often is viewed as the predecessor to Metro.

CRAG was formed in 1966 in response to a then-existing federal law that
required formation of a Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) in every
metropolitan area to determine how federal monies should be spent. Each such
MPO was required to represent the metropolitan areas's governments with at least
90 percent of the region's population. CRAG operated as the MPO for the Portland
metropolitan area that coordinated housing, human services, law enforcement and,
to a lesser extent, transportation and land use planning programs among its constit-
uent local entities. CRAG was structured as a "council of governments" with a
general assembly composed of all the region's cities and counties. A smaller execu-
tive board was invested with primary decision-making authority.

The structure of CRAG changed dramatically in 1974 as a result of new state
legislation. Membership became mandatory rather than voluntary for the three Oregon
counties and their cities. Associate membership was extended to the city of Vancouver
and Clark County, as mentioned, but also to Oregon and Washington, other nearby
cities and counties, Tri-Met and the Port of Portland. The city of Portland's influence
increased significantly through the adoption of voting weighted by population in the
CRAG general assembly. Portland Mayor Neil Goldschmidt and his planning and
development staff assumed a dominant role in CRAG decision-making. The import-
ance of the agency also increased significantly in the area of transportation planning
when federal funds initially earmarked for the Mt. Hood Freeway became available for
a multimodal transportation plan which laid the foundation for Tri-Met's subsequent
light rail projects. The current urban growth boundary in the Oregon portion of the
region is also an outgrowth of CRAG's land use policies.
* Some experts argue that these kinds of concessions, standing alone, rarely alter corporate site

location decisions. Neal Peirce column; The Oregonian; April 19,1993.
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Controversy followed these changes to CRAG's operations and structure. One
reaction was an unsuccessful ballot measure to consolidate Portland and Multnomah
County in 1974. That same year, the City Club of Portland criticized the agency, railing
for greater public involvement and citizen input into CRAG decisions.12

In 1977, the Oregon Legislature authorized formation of a new directly-elected
regional government in the Oregon portion of the metropolitan area, the Metropol-
itan Service District (MSD). In 1978, Oregon tri-county voters approved MSD and
formally abolished CRAG, thereby effectively eliminating the Clark County area's
direct participation in regional decision-making.

2. Metropolitan Service District: 1970-1992

The MSD (commonly known as "Metro") formed in 1978, was essentially a
combination of the planning functions of CRAG and the administrative responsibil-
ities of a pre-existing tri-county organization in Oregon, also called the "Metropoli-
tan Service District." This first MSD was authorized by the Oregon Legislature in
1969 and approved by tri-county voters in 1970. It was a special service district
governed by a board of seven members. The seven members comprised elected
officials representing each of the three Oregon counties, the cities of each of the three
counties, and the city of Portland. The board members elected their own chair.

The MSD formed in 1970 originally was created to administer solid waste
disposal in the tri-county region. In 1976, tri-county voters added the Washington
Park Zoo to the MSD's functions and approved an initial five-year operating levy to
administer specific services, including solid waste disposal, land use planning and
open spaces within the Portland urban growth boundary.

When the MSD was reconstituted in 1978, it became the nation's first popularly-
elected regional government. It was governed by an executive officer elected by the
voters of the tri-county area and by twelve popularly-elected councilors who repre-
sented districts throughout the tri-county area. The councilors chose a presiding
officer from among their ranks. Unlike CRAG, however, the MSD did not include
representatives of Clark County. The 1989 Oregon Legislature increased the number
of councilors to thirteen effective January 1,1993.

3. Metro: 1993-Present

In November 1992, tri-county voters approved a new Metro Charter establish-
ing a home rule metropolitan government on the Oregon side of the Columbia
River. Officially named "Metro", this new regional government retained the basic
structure of the pre-existing MSD, comprising a popularly-elected executive officer,
a popularly-elected Metro Council representing districts, and a presiding officer of
the Council elected by the councilors. The Metro Charter did reduce the number of
councilors from thirteen to seven, however, effective January 1995. The charter
made no provision for inclusion of representatives of Clark County in regional
decision-making.

The new home rule Metro Charter took effect on January 1,1993. It charges that
Metro's "most important service" is regional planning. It establishes three basic
planning requirements to achieve this goal: (1) adoption of a 50-year "Future Vi-
sion," a non-binding "conceptual statement" indicating population levels and set-
tlement patterns for the region taking into account "the carrying capacity of the
land, water and air resources of the region, and its industrial and economic re-
sources, and . . . a desired quality of life"; (2) adoption of a legally-binding Regional


