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TRAFFIC RELIEF OPTIONS STUDY UPDATE

Metro Council Meeting 
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Consideration of the January 7 and 9, 1997 Councii Meeting Minutes

Metro Council Meeting 
Thursday January 16, 1997 

Council Chamber



MINUTES OF THE METRO COUNCIL MEETING 

January 7,1997 

Council Chamber

Councilors Present: Jon Kvistad (Presiding Officer), Don Morissette, Susan McLain, Ruth 
McFarland, Patricia McCaig, Lisa Naito, Ed Washington

Councilors Absent: None

Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m.

1. SWEARING IN CEREMONY

Presiding Officer Kvistad stated this meeting would be a little different that it would be 
a swearing in for Councilors that were elected in 1996 for four year terms as well as the re­
organization of the Metro Council. Following the Council there would be a reception and he 
invited all present to attend. Presiding Officer KVistad introduced Judge Clifford Freeman who 
would be performing the swearing in ceremony. He asked for Councilors Naito and Washington 
to join him for the swearing in process.

Judge Clifford Freeman swore in Councilors Kvistad, Naito and Washington.

Councilor Naito addressed the Council and thanked her supporters, well wishers and family 
that were inattendance. When she first ran for Metro a lot of people asked what Metro exactly 
did. When mentioning the Zoo everyone’s eyes would light up saying it was such a wonderful 
place. When talking about Solid Waste it was understood that was something that needed to 
be done and that garbage needed to be picked up. She stated she had previously took a few 
moments to read the Metro Charter and it was the plan and policy to “preserve and enhance 
the quality of life and the environment for ourselves and future generations”. Planning for the 
future and protecting livability were the vital issues at Metro. Another question she was asked 
when she ran for Metro Councilor was where would she look to for the model of what should be 
done at Metro. No other place or city in the United States was attempting to do what was being 
done here which was to plan for growth. In this time of unprecedented growth in the region it 
was like trying to put a bicycle together, put the handle bars on and steer while riding it down a 
street at a hundred miles an hour. If Metro failed, there would be catastrophic results and 
Portland would become known as many other cities were known for its smog, traffic congestion 
and expensive housing. The region wanted to keep its reputation for livable neighborhoods and 
a quality environment. To do this was a balancing act, to protect farmland and prevent 
sprawled growth. Metro needed to protect and link transportation with landuse and provide for 
an urban mobility both for the economic base but also the livability in the community. There 
needed to be greenspaces, protect environmentally sensitive lands and protect the quality of life 
in the existing neighborhoods. Air quality issues were also vital to this area and people needed
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to live near their jobs so they didn’t spend hours in their cars polluting the air. Water supply and 
water quality were also critical issues. At Metro they needed to be mindful of what was 
happening outside of Metro’s jurisdictions in terms of Vancouver and outlying cities because 
their growth planning would also effect what would happen in this region. She stated 
developers and homebuilders should be viewed as partners, they were aware of what the 
market would bear and what people would buy. As Portland became one of the most 
expensive markets in the country, Metro needed to be sure there was a range of housing for 
different income levels. She further thanked the staff, Jeff Stone and Chris Billington and all the 
other members of the Council for making her feel welcomed and she looked forward to serving 
with them. She stated she knew the Council all had different views in the balancing act of what 
the appropriate balance was and that each Councilor would advocate strongly for their 
particular views. In closing she quoted from a book by Dr. Suess, “So be sure when you step, 
step with care and great tact and remember that life’s a great balancing act."

Councilor Washington thanked all of those inattendance especially his wife Jean. He 
commented this was his third swearing in ceremony and he looked fon/vard to the new year and 
looked forward to working with Councilor Naito.

Presiding Officer Kvistad stated he would like to thank the constituents in his district for their 
long term commitment and support. He further thanked his family for their support in his ■ 
endeavors.

Nominations for Presiding Officer

Motion: Councilor McFarland nominated Councilor Kvistad for Presiding Officer.

Seconded: Councilor Morissette seconded the nomination.

Presiding Officer Kvistad asked if there were any further nominations for,the position of 
Presiding Officer.

Motion: Councilor McFarland nioved that a unanimous ballot be cast for
Councilor Kvistad for Presiding Officer.

Seconded: Councilor McLain seconded the motion.

Vote: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The vote was unanimous and
Councilor Kvistad was appointed the job of Presiding Officer for 1997.

2. RESOLUTIONS

2.1 Resolution No. 97-2444, For the Purpose of Reorganizing the Metro Council

Presiding Officer Kvistad explained that this resolution was always presented following the 
election of the Presiding Officer.

Motion: Councilor McLain moved for the approval of Resolution No. 97-2444.
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Seconded: Councilor Washington seconded the motion.
J

Vote: The vote was 6 aye/1 nay/ 0 abstain. Resolution No. 97-2444 was
adopted with Councilor McCaig voting nay.

Presiding Officer Kvistad declared the following assignments. For 1997 he appointed 
Councilor McFarland to be his Deputy Presiding Officer. The Finance Committee would be 
chaired by Councilor McCaig, vice chaired by Councilor McFarland. The Growth Management 
Committee would be chaired by Councilor McLain and vice chaired by Councilor McCaig. The 
Regional Facilities Committee would be chaired by Councilor McFarland and vice chaired by 
Councilor Naito. The Regional Environmental Management Committee would be chaired by 
Councilor Morissette and vice chaired by Councilor McFarland. The Transportation Committee 
would be chaired by Councilor Washington and vice chaired by Councilor McLain. The 
Governmental Affairs Committee would be chaired by Councilor Naito and vice chaired and by 
Councilor Morissette. He further stated these were announced for the record and if any were 
missed they were documented in the resolution.

ADJOURN

There being no further business to come before the Metro Council, Presiding Officer Kvistad 
adjourned the meeting at 2:20 p.m.

Prepared by.

Jhris BHIington(J 
Clerloof the Council
ir/minmes/l 997/Jan/010797c.doc

V^V-V\A;vi' I ,>■( -(VA
Millie Brence 
Council Assistant



MINUTES OF THE METRO COUNCIL MEETING

January 9,1997 

Council Chamber

Councilors Present: Jon Kvistad (Presiding Officer), Lisa Naito, Don Morissette, Susan 
McLain, Ruth McFarland, Patricia McCaig, Ed Washington

Councilors Absent: None.

Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad called the meeting to order at 2:04 p.m.

1. INTRODUCTIONS

Presiding Officer Kvistad welcomed Councilor Lisa Naito to her first Metro Council meeting.

2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS 

None.

3. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS 

None.

4. REGIONAL PARKS AND GREENSPACES ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORT

Mr. Bob Akers, President of Metro Parks and Greenspaces Advisory Committee, thanked 
the Council for the opportunity as a citizen to represent the rest of the citizens in the Parks and 
Open Spaces Program. Serving as a citizen over the last year and a half had allowed not only 
an opportunity to do something good for the community but also to get to know what 
government was all about. He acknowledged the wonderful staff that the committee had worked 
with and the great things that they were doing for the community. Mr. Ron Klein had gone out of 
his way to help with the committee. He also acknowledged Charlie Cieko’s, Director of Parks 
and Greenspaces, and the outstanding job he had done on the school and community 
programs with limited .funds. The large part of the committee’s time in the last year had been 
dealing with the acquisition of open spaces bond levy. Mr. Jim Desmond had done an 
outstanding job of parks and greenspace acquisition. The figures represented the kind of 
outstanding job Metro Parks and Greenspaces was doing, Metro’s acquisition of land to date 
was 1564 acres, about 25% of the goal. Metro had spent $14.2 million, about 13% of the 
moneys designated to buy land. In the near future he believed what the region must find some 
way to finance our parks, an important part of the Community. He thought that the region must 
be creative in finding new ways to finance the parks. The region would be hurting the citizens if 
the region let parks go last and put money in other places first. He believed that financing parks 
was almost as important as school financing. He recommended that the committee and Council 
set aside one evening a year where there would be a brainstorming session to deal with
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problems and achievements as well as a time set aside for citizens’ input through the Chairmen 
of the different advisory groups to meet with the Council so that Parks can see what other 
citizen advisory groups were doing. In summary, Metro must find ways to finance the park 
system, have good region parks, sports parks, neighborhood parks. What would make the park 
system really great would be a connective trail system tying the parks and communities 
together, for example, the Peninsula Crossing Trail that was on the 2626 bond levy and the 
Spring Water trail tying Gresham to Portland. Some recommended goals would be for a Fanno 
Creek Trail system that would tie Washington County to downtown Portland, a Burlington 
Northern Rails to Trails to tie Hillsboro and finally a trail system that would tie the region from 
Pacific Coast to the Pacific Crest Trail. He suggested that advisory groups were there to work 
together to make government stronger and something for the citizens to be proud of.

Councilor Washington thanked Mr. Akers, the Advisory Group and the staff.

5. SEMI-ANNUAL REPORT ON CONTRACTS

Mr. Scott Moss, Risk and Contracts Manager, gave the semi-annual report on contracts. 
Contracts were 30% higher than the prior report with 1024 contracts valued at just over $1 
billion. Most of the contracts were related to personal services contracts. A letter was sent to 
the neighboring governments to see what the percentage of contracts they had, however, no 
government responded. The value of most of the contracts were under $10,000, with about 125 
contracts over $25,000. There were a number of changes and improvements since the last time 
the report was given. A 24 hour hotline number and an internet page had been established to 
allow contractors to call in and find out what project were upcoming. A quarterly newsletter was 
also being sent out to vendors, particularly minority women vendors. The Department would 
soon be introducing purchasing cards, much like a credit card to do purchasing. This would 
save on 5000 to 6000 purchase orders per year and make things much more efficient.

He spoke of the Disparity Study. In 1994, the Council and other governments in the region 
authorized a disparity study. The results of this were completed in the Summer of 1996. The 
department had implemented a variety of things noted in the bullets (this report was included in 
the permanent record of the Council) as well as planning for additional things, also noted in the 
report. These would be done as time and resources allowed. In March 1997, Mr. Moss planned 
to return to Council with a recommendation to change the Metro Code to do at least four of the 
seven or eight recommendations listed in the report: 1) to establish an emerging small business 
program, 2) to create a shelter market for ESB/NBE/A/VBEs for construction projects under 
$25,000, 3) to increase Metro’s good face efforts from $50,000 to $200,000 and 4) to require 
contractors who do business with Metro to hire minority and women owned apprentices.

Presiding Officer Kvistad asked about the MERC line item under contracts. Did it include the 
$13 million construction completion out at Expo?

Mr. Moss said that he believed so.

6. CONSENT AGENDA

6.1 Consideration of the Minutes for the December 12, 1996 Metro Council Meeting and
Work Session and December 19, 1996 Metro Council Meeting.
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Motion: Presiding Officer Kvistad moved the unanimous consent of the minutes
of December 12, 1996 and December 19, 1996.

Seconded: Councilor Washington seconded the motion.

Discussion: Councilor McLain asked the December 12, 1996 minutes be 
changed to accurately reflect her vote for reconsideration of Site 65, the second vote 
taken on Site 65 \was Councilors McLain and McCai'g voting aye. Councilors 
Washington, Monroe, Morissette, McFarland and Presiding Officer Kvistad voting nay. 
The vote was 2 aye, 5 nay. The motion failed to reconsider Site 65.

Vote: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed as amended.

7. ORDINANCES - FIRST READING

7.1 Ordinance No. 96-670, An Ordinance Amending the FY 1996-97 Budget and 
Appropriations Schedule in the Zoo Capital Fund by Transferring $103,206 from Contingency to 
Materials and Services to Pay for September Elections Expenses; and Declaring an 
Emergency.

Presiding Officer Kvistad assigned Ordinance No. 96-670 to the Regional Facilities 
Committee.

8. RESOLUTIONS

8.1 Resolution No. 96-2424, For the Purpose of Authorizing the Executive Officer to 
Purchase Property with Accepted Acquisition Guidelines as Outlined in the Amended Open 
Spaces Implementation Work Plan.

Motion:' Councilor Washington moved for the approval of Resolution No. 96- 
2424.

Seconded: Councilor McLain seconded the motion.

Discussion: Councilor Washington asked Mr. Michael Morrissey to give the staff 
report on this resolution. He also noted that Councilor Naito had some friendly 
amendments to this resolution.

Mr. Michael Morrissey, Council Analyst, said that this resolution was passed out of the 
Regional Facilities Committee in December by a unanimous vote. After a year’s work on 
background of acquisition, the Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department came 
forward with some recommended changes to both their acquisition parameters and their 
due diligence language. There wasn’t much discussion during committee. Highlighted in 
the acquisition parameters particularly were the notion of “Cadillac appraisals” or full 
value appraisals which weren’t always needed. This resolution listed circumstances 
whereby those might not be needed and then what would happen if they weren’t 
needed. Under the due diligence language there was a clarification of unusual
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circumstances.

Councilor Washington indicated that prior to this Council meeting, Councilor Naito 
found some beneficial things that the Council may wished to change in the resolution.

Councilor Naito said she had some amendments to the resolution. She proposed that 
under the specifications where a complete valuation appraisal was not necessary, there 
were two instances where that determination was made by Metro staff, in “c” where the 
valuation was determined to be non-complex and “d” where the property was 
determined by the refinement plan to be a top priority or where time was of the essence. 
In those circumstances where Metro staff were determining where a complete appraisal 
was not necessary, she recommended that it was not appropriate for the Metro staff ■ 
then in the next section to be the body that was also determining the appraisal itself. In 
order to have a checks and balance system, she suggested amending the resolution so 
that in the above mentioned situations where an independent appraisal or a restricted 
residential type of appraisal should be achieved. She had discussed this with Jim 
Desmond and he concurred. The other part of the amendment dealt with where the staff 
needed flexibility in this very volatile market to go above an appraisal, partly because 
property was changing value so quickly. The staff recommended that they be given a 
10% figure to go above the appraised value. Her concern was there be put on a dollar 
cap of a maximum of $50,000 so that the staff had the flexibility they needed with the 
smaller parcels. If the property was over $500,000 they would have to come back to 
Council for consideration.

Mr. Jim Desmond said that he felt that Councilor Naito’s amendment was well thought 
out and well stated. The background was that in one situation the way the work plan 
was originally drafted, staff was getting a complete valuation, full, narrative appraisal on 
every single acquisition. The cost of such an appraisal ran $5000 to $7000. There were 
situations where Metro was buying properties that might be worth $10,000 to $15,000 
and spending $6,000 of public money to determine that the property was worth $10,000. 
A number of corridors had suggested the staff tie the type of appraisal needed to the 
type of property being purchased. On properties that were less than $100,000 or exactly 
like something purchased next door, the staff could get an independent appraiser’s 
written opinion of value or a summary report completed by the staff MIA appraiser 
competent to do their own appraisals. Councilor Naito’s amendment said that in the two 
situations where it was not an objective situation but the staff appraiser determining that 
something was non-complex and there should not be a $6,000 Cadillac appraisal, if it 
were the staff appraiser making that determination, then the staff appraiser’s summary 
report should not be used but rather the written opinion valued by the independent be 
obtained. He referred to the 10%, the department had found that the appraisal process 
was not exact, appraisers were expert but they also made judgment calls and the 
department was in a situation where even if the appraisal was $1.00 over fair market 
value, if the seller would not agree to the exact amount of the appraisal, staff had to 
return to the Executive Session of Council. This was a problem for some of the sellers, 
the 10% gave a cushion and the $50,000 ceiling also made a lot of sense from a 
responsible public point of view. The staff was trying to save public money on 
appraisals, still have independent valuations of what properties were worth but not be 
wasting public money in that process.
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Motion to
Amend: Councilor Naito moved the Naito amendment to Resolution No. 96-

2424.

Seconded: Councilor Washington seconded the motion to amend.

Vote: The vote was 7 aye / 0 nay / 0 abstain. The motion passed unanimously.

Discussion: Councilor Washington thanked Councilor Naito for bringing fonward her 
amendment to the resolution.

Presiding Officer Kvistad said that the Council would move to a vote of Resolution No. 
96-2424 as amended.

Vote on 
the Main
Motion: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed unanimously.

8.2 Resolution No. 96-2445, For the Purpose of Approving a Service Plan to provide 
assistance, including rate relief, to regional citizens and local governments to the Metro region 
for disposal of storm and flood-related debris.

Motion: Councilor Morissette moved the approval of Resolution No. 97-2445.

Seconded: Councilor McFarland seconded the motion.

Discussion: Councilor Morissette said that this was similar to the program done in 
February 1996 to help the regional partners and citizens with some of the debris that the 
last several storms had left. This resolution allowed residents to drop off storm debris 
on January 4, 5,11 and 12 at the transfer stations. Local government helped in paying 
for some of the removal of storm debris up to $35.00 per ton. Transfer station between 
January 24 and 26 had a reduced car charge of $10.00 and truck charge of $19.00, a 
75% reduction to 25% of the cost with a cap of about $200,000 as a maximum, similar 
to the February program. .

Bruce Warner said that this was a very coordinated program with all of the local 
governments. He recognized Mr. Dennis O’Neil, Incident Commander, Kelly Shafer 
Hossaini and Bryce Jacobson for their assistance. This program was similar to last 
year’s, reducing the cost of the value of what was normally charged at the transfer 
stations for disposal of flood damage materials, wall board, lumber, rugs, etc. The big 
difference from last year was the ice storm this year which resulted in a lot of wood 
debris. The program aided the small cities in the east Multnomah County as well as 
ensuring that these materials didn’t end up in a landfill.

Councilor McCaig said that although there was no doubt that this was necessary given 
the storms, there was no criteria in place which allowed Metro to evaluate under what 
criteria and when, what kind of an emergency would allow a $200,000 allocation. She
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believed it was important that Metro had something in place that would allow them to 
make those decisions under a different set of circumstances in a predictable way rather 
than be guided by whatever the current emergency was or the perception of emergency.

Presiding Officer Kvistad asked Mr. Warner to make note of Councilor McCaig’s 
recommendation.

Mr. Warner indicated that there would be a disaster plan before Council soon to let 
Council know what Metro had been doing with local governments over the last year 
since the last event. He acknowledged Councilor McCaig’s recommendation noting that 
Metro had not yet outlined specific triggers which would indicate when Metro would 
enter into this type of emergency operation. The governor’s declaration of Clackamas 
County was Metro’s trigger for this current disaster, last year’s declaration by both the 
governor and then by the President were Metro’s triggers. REM would be coming back 
to Council with a disaster plan and a companion piece which outlined those triggers 
when Metro would start such type of operations in the future.

Councilor Washington asked about number 3 of the staff report which said that flood 
debris tickets would be provided for each resident to complete, did this mean that ticket 
would be provided at the transfer station?

Mr. Warner answered yes.

Councilor Washington suggested that the tickets not be long as the lines at the 
transfer station would be. It was his hope that this process would be expeditious for the 
public’s benefit.

Councilor McLain mentioned that she felt it was important to coordinate that disaster 
plan with the emergency managers, with the jurisdictions, with the different type of 
emergencies that this agency had dealt with whether it be earthquake or another type of 
disaster. There was a whole group of ideas there that could be drawn upon, to 
coordinate it better and have more ideas that would make a better product.

Vote: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed unanimously.

8.3 Resolution No. 96-2416, For the Purpose of Appointing Barry Bennett to the Metro 
Solid Waste Rate Review Committee.

Motion: Councilor McCaig moved the approval of Resolution No. 96-2416.

Seconded: Councilor McFarland seconded the motion.

Discussion: Councilor McCaig said that there was currently a vacancy on the Solid 
Waste Review Committee. The Executive Officer appointed six of the members with the 
seventh being appointed by the Presiding Officer serving as a Councilor. The business 
and financial experience position was the one that was vacant. Mr. Bennett came highly 
recommended by the Executive, the Council’s role was to confirm him. She noted Mr. 
Bennett’s record and his publication, “The Day I Cross-examined God”. She joked, by
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saying that she was curious how that publication might relate to serving on the Solid 
Waste Review Committee. She moved that the Council confirm the Executive’s 
nomination.

Councilor McFarland acknowledged Mr. Ross Hall’s work on the Rate Review 
Committee. Mr. Hall filled the position very adequately, very well. He was a very 
contentious member of the board. She thanked Mr. Hall for all of his hard work.

Vote: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed unanimously.

9. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION

Presiding Officer Kvistad asked about holding Finance Committee on Thursday prior to 
Council meetings so that two of the Councilors would not have to serve on committees four 
days during the week. He asked Councilor McCaig if that would be appropriate?

Councilor McCaig responded that the issue was consolidating the time effectively for all 
Councilors. The Finance Committee was a meeting of the whole. Thursday was the only day 
that all of the members of the Council were at Metro so it did make sense to have the Finance 
Committee before or after Council.

Presiding Officer Kvistad said he could tentatively schedule the Finance Committee for 1:00 
p.m. but Councilor McCaig could set the time for them because many times those meetings 
were flexible.

Councilor McLain indicated that she couldn’t attend until 1:15 p.m. on that day for the Finance 
Committee so she would like to have the opportunity to attend those Finance Committee 
meetings as long as they were going to be a committee of seven. She could be at Metro for an 
early morning meeting or after 1:15 p.m. but she could not be here between 10:30 am and 1:00 
p.m.

Councilor McFarland suggested starting the Finance Committee meeting at 1:30 p.m.

Presiding Officer Kvistad said that this would mean that the time for Council would have to be 
shifted until a bit later. On those days that there was a Finance Committee meeting it was 
possible to start Finance at 1:30 p.m. and then have Council begin at 3:30 p.m.

Councilor McCaig urged not to change the Council meeting times. If necessary the Finance 
Committee could be after the Council meeting. She asked that if there were other Councilors 
available to meet in the morning could this be a consideration?

Presiding Officer Kvistad said that if all three or four of the committee members were 
available to do a morning meeting and agreed to do a morning meeting, it was possible to have 
morning meetings. It had been the custom that meetings be held when all members of the 
committee could attend. He asked the Council to let him know as soon as possible..
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Councilor McCaig said that the schedule was driven by when Councilors were available and 
she understood that there was no flexibility with some Councilors but if possible and committee ‘ 
members agreed, the flexibility to have committee meetings in the morning was a possibility.

Councilor McLain acknowledged the Vice Chair of MCCI, Aleta Woodruff and said that the 
reason why the Council has tried to have some consistency in the meeting times was for the 
ability of the public to have some continuity in knowing when those committees met from year to 
year and to have some opportunity to attend. Metro was not like the state legislature, we did not 
deny public access at times where people were working an 8 hour day. The Council had tried 
very diligently to offer meetings even later than 1:30 or 3:30 p.m. so that the public could be at 
the meetings. She was not the only Council who could not attend meetings between 10 am and 
1:30 p.m. It had been the practice of the Council for the past 6 years that the Councilors were 
not just accommodated but also the public. MCCI had mentioned not once but many times the 
request to have meetings in the evening. She understood that Councilor had part-time jobs and 
other responsibilities, it was important to remember that Council was not here just at their 
pleasure but at the pleasure of the public. She had seen consistently where two things matter to 
the public, one, that there were consistent meeting times and two, they had an opportunity to 
attend after their work day.

Presiding Officer Kvistad said he felt that the members of the Council would be sensitive to 
the requests and concerns of the public.

Aleta Woodruff, 2143 NE 95th Place, Vice Chair of the MCCI, called attention to the January 
23, 1997 at 6:00 p.m.. MCCI would like to request that when the scheduling was made and the 
agenda was set, that the MCCI presentation could be time positive because there was a very 
serious conflict in that the City/County meeting was the same night at 7:00 p.m. At least two of 
the board members on the steering committee needed to be at Council at 6:00 p.m. and at the 
City/County meeting at 7:00 p.m. Council was not the only one who have these conflicts. MCCI 
did appreciate the evening meeting, this would be for the presentation of the principles which 
MCCI had put together and also for the introduction of new members.

Presiding Officer Kvistad said that the meeting on January 23,1997 was the public hearing 
on the Boundary action on the City of Portland/City of Beaverton, Washington/Mutnomah 
Counties boundary scheduled to begin at 6:00 p.m.

Councilor Naito said the first committee meeting of the Government Affairs Committee was 
schedule for Martin Luther King Day. She would like to have the committee meet during that 
regularly schedule meeting week but on a different day. She would be conferring with 
Committee members about a specific day and time.

Councilor McFarland asked if Regional Facilities was also on Monday, January 20,1997?

Presiding Officer Kvistad affirmed Councilor McFarland and suggested that she may wish to 
speak to her committee about another meeting day for that week. He announced that on the 
January 16, 1997 meeting, he had asked the Executive and staff to make a presentation on the 
boundary dispute so that Council was up to speed on the issues prior to the public hearing on' 
January 23, 1997.
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Councilor Washington asked if REM was still at 1:30 p.m. on Wednesday?

Presiding Officer Kvistad responded yes.

10. ADJOURN

With no further business to come before the Metro Council this afternoon, the meeting 
was adjourned by Presiding Officer Jon Kvistad at 2:55 p.m.

Prepared by,

Chris Bipigton 
Clerk df the Council
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING ) ORDINANCE NO. 97-677
METRO CODE CHAPTERS 2.04 AND 6.01 )
AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY ), Introduced by Councilor Ruth

McFarland

THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS;

Section 1. Findings.

1. The Metropolitan Exposition-Recreation Commission (MERC) 

is a Metro Commission created pursuant to the provisions of 

Chapter 6 of the Metro Code. MERC is charged by Metro,with the 

operation and management of regional sports, trade, convention, 

and spectator facilities, including facilities owned by the City 

of Portland hs well as by Metro.

2. The Council finds that the regional facilities operated 

by MERC make a valuable contribution to the economic health, 

vitality, and quality of life in the Metro region.

3. The Council finds that it is in the interests of the 

Metro region to provide a management structure for the regional 

facilities managed by MERC that is efficient, cost effective, and 

accountable to public purposes and elected officials.

4. The Council finds that the facilities managed by MERC 

operate in a competitive, rapidly changing market.

5. The Council finds that the best means to meet the goal of 

cost effective, efficient, and accountable management of the MERC
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facilities in a competitive/ market driven business is to enhance 

MERC'S ability to operate in the most flexible, entrepreneurial 

and autonomous manner possible.

6. The Council further finds that joint management and 

operation of the regional facilities maximizes economies of scale 

and other management efficiencies.

7. It is the intention of the Council in this ordinance to 

amend sections of the Metro code applicable to MERC so as to 

benefit the residents of the Metro region by enhancing MERC's 

ability to operate in the most entrepreneurial, efficient, cost 

effective and autonomous manner possible. Therefore, the 

provisions of this ordinance shall be liberally construed so as 

to accomplish the intent of the council.

Section 2. Metro Code Section 2.04.054 is amended as follows:

2.04.054 Competitive Bidding Exemptions

Subject to the policies and provisions of ORS 279.005 and 

279.007, and the Metro Code, all Metro and Metropolitan 

Exposition-Recreation Commission pioblic contracts shall be 

based upon competitive bids except:
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(a) State Law. Classes of public contracts 

specifically exempted from competitive bidding requirements 

by state law.

(b) Board Rule. The following classes of public 

contracts are exempt from the competitive bidding process 

based on the legislative finding by the board that the 

exemption will not encourage favoritism or substantially 

diminish competition for public contracts and that such 

exemptions will result in substantial cost savings:

(1) All contracts estimated to be not more than 

$25,000 provided that the procedures required 

by section 2.04.056 are followed. ^

(2) Purchase and sale of zoo animals, zoo gift 

shop retail inventory and resale items, and 

any sales of food or concession items at 

Metro.facilities.

(3) Contracts for management and operation of

food, parking or similar concession services 

at Metro facilities provided that procedures 

substantially similar to the procedures
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required for formal Request for Proposals 

used by Metro for personal services contracts 

are followed.

(4) Emergency contracts provided that written 

findings are made that document the factual 

circumstances creating the emergency and 

establishing why the emergency contract will 

remedy the emergency. An emergency contract 

must be awarded within 60 days of the 

declaration of the emergency unless the board 

grants an extension.

(5) Purchase of food items for resale at the zoo 

provided the provisions of section 2.04.060 

are followed.

(6) Contracts for warranties in which the 

supplier of the goods or services covered by 

the warranty has designated a sole provider 

for the warranty service.

(7) Contracts for computer hardware and software 

provided that procedures substantially
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similar to the procedures required for formal 

Request for Proposals used by Metro for 

personal services contracts are followed.

(8) Contracts under which Metro is to receive 

revenue by providing a service.

(9) Contracts for the lease or use of the Oregon 

Gofwont-ion-Conter- or -other convention/ trade/ 

and spectator buildings and facilities 

operated by the Metro Exposition-Recreation 

Commission.

(10) Contracts for purchases by the Metro

Exposition-Recreation Commission in an amount 

less than $31/000100/000/ which amount shall 

be adjusted each year to reflect any changes

in the Portland SMSA CPI/ provided that any 

rules adopted by the commission which provide 

for sxibstitute selection procedures are 

followed; or

(11) Contracts for equipment repair or overhaul/ 

but only when the service and/or parts
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required are unknown before the work begins 

and the cost cannot be determined without 

extensive preliminary dismantling or testing.

(12) Contracts in the nature of grants to further 

a Metro purpose provided a competitive 

request for proposal process is followed.

(c) Board Resolution. Specific contracts, not within 

the classes exempted in subsection (a) and (b) above, may be 

exempted by the board by resolution subject to the 

requirements of ORS 279.015(2) and ORS 279.015(5). The 

board shall, where appropriate, direct the use of alternate 

contracting and purchasing practices that take account of 

market realities and modern innovative contracting and 

purchasing methods, which are consistent with the public 

policy of encouraging competition.

Section 3. Metro Code Chapter 6 is amended as follows;

6.01.010 Purpose
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The purpose of this chapter is to establish a metropolitan 

commission to renovate, maintainjL an4 operate, and manage 

metropolitan convention, trade and spectator facilities 

pursuant to ORS 268.395, 268.400, and 268.310(6), and the 

1992 Metro Charter. The Commission established by this 

chapter is intended by the Metro Council to operate in a

cost effective, independent, and entrepreneurial manner^ so

as to provide the greatest benefit to the residents of the

Metro region. The provisions of this chapter shall therefore

be liberally construed so as to achieve these ends.

6.01.020 Definitions

As used herein:

- - - - (-a^- ” Advo r-a el-y—a-f-f-c otod-or aggrieved” -mo ana—a-po ra on

who-appoarod-orally- or ■in-wri-t-i-ng-boforc—thc—commi□ aion

pr-ior—to and-rogard-i-ng a final--Gommioaion-acti-on-and-who-!-

-fi-)—Hao-gufforod or-wi-l-l—suf-for-an injury to-some

oubotant-ial intorost-of-tho-pcraon causod-by

the final-Gommi-oflion action; or

ORDINANCE NO. 97-677
Page 7 of 30



-(2) Had an-antorGot -i-n-thG final—oomm-irssion

action that wao-rGcognizcd by- thG-Gommi-s^-oftr

aaQGrtGd a-position-on' tho morita-of—the 

final Gommiaaion -action/—and sufforcd a final-

commigo-ion action-contrary-to the position

aggortod by the porgon-;—Pcrgong who-b-igR

potitiong arc not congidorod to have

siibrnittod oral—or written ■ tcg-timony-r

(ba) "Commission" means the Metropolitan 

Exposition-Recreation Commission established hereunder;

(eb) "Council" means the Metro council-of—t-he 

Motropolitan-Sorvico Digtriot-;

(dc) "Councilor" means a member of the council;

(od) "District" means' tho Metropolitan Servico 

Diotri-cfe;

(•fe) "Executive"' means the executive officer of -the 

Metropolitan'-SorvicG Digtriot.
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(.^f) "Final action" means an action taken by resolution 

of the commission that is not a ministerial action and that 

is not a tentative or preliminary action that:

(1) Precedes final action; or

(2) Does not preclude further consideration of 

the action.

(h) "Just cause" means habitual absence from meetings 

of the commission, physical or mental disability that 

prevents meaningful participation as a commission member, 

failure to remain a resident of the district, the commission 

of substantive violation of ORS chapter 244 (Government 

Ethics) or substantive regulations adopted pursuant thereto, 

conviction of any felony, or the commission of any action or 

failure to act of a similar nature that brings into serious 

question the ethical or legal integrity of the coinmission 

member's official actions.

6.01.030. Commission Created
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There is hereby created a metropolitan exposition-recreation' 

commission consisting of seven members. All members shall 

be residents of the district, pno-o-f-^he mcmbcro ohall bo 

appointed by the ocoGUtivc officer—to bo—t-hc initial- 

chairperoon of tho--commiQoion— The commission members shall 

be appointed as follows;

(a) Members of the commission shall be appointed by 

the executive officer and confirmed by a majority of the 

members of the council in accordance with the following 

procedures;

(1) Nomination Process. The executive officer 

^ will accept nominations to the commission as'

follows;

(A) The County Commissions of Clackamas,

Multnomah and Washington counties each 

shall nominate one candidate. The 

candidates must be residents of the
r

district and nominating county.
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(B) The City Council of the City of Portland 

shall nominate one candidate for each of 

two positions. The candidates must be 

residents of the district and the City 

of Portland.

(C) Two nominees shall be at the sole 

discretion of the executive officer.

The candidates must be residents of the 

district.

(2) Appointment Process. The executive officer 

shall, upon concurring in the nominations 

received from the County Commissions of 

Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties 

or the City Council of the City of Portland, 

transmit the names of the persons so 

nominated to the Council of the Metropolitan 

Service District as appointments for 

confirmation. In addition, the Executive 

Officer shall transmit two additional names 

as appointments for confirmation.
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For those positions on the commission which 

are subject to nomination by a local 

governmental body, the executive officer will 

receive the nominations from the relevant 

governing body and review the nomination 

prior to submitting the nomination to the 

Metro council for confirmation. If the 

executive officer fails to concur with any 

candidate so nominated by a local government, 

the executive officer shall so notify the 

jurisdiction which shall then nominate 

another candidate. This process shall 

continue until such time as the executive 

officer agrees to transmit the name of the 

individual nominated by the local government.

If an appointment submitted to the council 

for confirmation as a result of this process 

is rejected by the council, the executive 

officer shall so notify the local government 

which shall nominate another candidate and 

the process shall continue until such time as 

a candidate nominated by a local government 

has been forwarded by the executive officer
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to the council for confirmation and has been 

confirmed.

If the council fails to confirm an 

appointment made at the sole discretion of 

the executive officer, the executive officer 

may submit the name of another person for 

confirmation by the council.

- - - —Of tho init-ial- appoint-fflont-a/- one shall be for a

one^yoar torm^—two ohall bo ■ for a two-yoar term;—two-- ahal-1-

bo-for-a—throo-yoa-r—t-crm; and-two-i-noluding the chai-rporson

ohall bo for-a--four~yoar—to-rm-i—Thoroaftor ■ appointmonto

ohall■bo-for-a

four-yoar-tormr-

- - - (-e^—Provided- further—that—the—initi-al—tormo—o-f-mombor-s

ohall Gxpi-rc—on-tho—15th day of January cloooot to the

appropriate ■annivoroary-of-tho—appointmont-.-

--------- (-d^—Of—the—ini-ti-a-1—appointment 0;—the—exeout-ive—o f f ieer

ohall--deoignate-one member-ao-the initial chairperoon-to

hold'that pooi-ti-on—for a four-yea-r—t-er-mr—If a vacancy

OGGuro- before - the- end- of-the term?—the-exeeutive offi-Gor
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ohall appoint a nov^ chairporaon to comploto tho unoxp3rr-e4

term in the ^OTTIP TT'->T>rinT~ -|r' ■1'n nnnn nf fho momhpr whrtno

term waa not complGtod-.-

(eb) A vacancy shall occur from the death, resignation, 

failure to continue residency within the district and in the 

case of members nominated by a local government residency 

within the boundaries of the nominating government, or 

inability to serve of any member or from the removal of a 

member by the executive for just cause, subject to approval 

of the removal by a majority of the members of the council.

(#c) Vacancies shall be filled pursuant to the 

procedure governing the initial appointment of members. 

Vacancies in a position originally filled by a member 

nominated by a local government pursuant to this section or 

purouant to Metro EnocutivG Order No. 3-6 shall be filled by 

the nomination, appointment and confirmation process 

provided for in this section so that five members of the 

commission shall be the nominees of the four local 

government bodies as specified herein.
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(gd) No person who is elected to a public office, or 

appointed to fill a vacancy in a public office, shall be 

eligible to serve.

(he) The commission may adopt its own rules of 

organization and procedure and oxcopt as providod-for the 

appoi-ntmont- of the initial ohairperoon in oubaoction—(ef

abovor may elect its own officers for such terms and with 

such duties and powers necessary for the performance of the 

functions of such offices as the commission determines 

appropriate.

6.01.040 Powers

The commission shall have the following power and authority:

(a) To renovate, equip, maintain and repair any 

convention, trade, and spectator buildings and facilities 

for which the commission is responsible, and to advise the 

public owners of these facilities on financial measures

which may be necessary or desirable with respect to initial

construction or major capital projects;
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(b) To manage/ operate and market the use of the 

fir-ognn rnnvpntlQn Contcr and other' convention/ trade/ and 

spectator buildings and facilities for which the commission 

is responsible; and to advioo the diotrict on oporating-and 

markct-ing mattora that-rolatp -to the initial oonatruotion-o#

facilitio&f-

(c) To acquire in the name of the district by 

purchase/ devise/ gift/ or grant real and personal property 

or any interest therein as the commission may find necessary 

for its purposes. The commission may recommend to the 

council the condemnation of property for use by the 

commission but may not itself exercise the condemnation 

power;

(d) To lease and dispose of property in accordance 

with ORS 271.300 to 271.360;

(e) To maintain and repair any real and personal 

property acquired for the purposes of the commission;

(f) To lease, rent, and otherwise authorize- the use of 

its buildings, structures and facilities; to fix fees and 

charges relating to the use of said buildings, structures 
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and facilities; provided the Commirfl a ion-pur auant to aoction 

6. OItOSO shall obta-i-n-tho' prior—approval of all rovonuo

oourcog by the counoi-1; to establish any other terms and 

conditions governing use of its buildings and facilities; 

and to adopt any regulations deemed necessary or appropriate 

for the protection of users and for the protection and 

pxiblic use and enjoyment of its buildings and facilities;

(g) To perform planning and feasibility studies for 

convention, trade, and spectator facilities within the 

district;

(h) To employ, manage, and terminate such personnel as 

the commission may find necessary, appropriate, or 

convenient for its purposes under personnel rules adopted by 

the commission;

(i) Except-aa-providod in'aubgoction——below?—feTo 

employ professional, technical, and other assistance as the 

commission may find necessary, appropriate, or convenient 

for its purposes;

(j) To enter into contracts of such types and in such 

amounts, including intergovernmental agreements, as the 
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commission may deem necessary/ appropriate, or convenient 

for the renovation, equipment, maintenance, repair, 

operation, and marketing of the use of buildings and 

facilities for which it is responsible, and for professional 

and other services, under contracting rules adopted by the 

commission;

(k) To enter into intergovernmental agreements for the 

transfer of convention, trade, or spectator buildings and 

facilities to the district, or for the transfer of operating 

and administrative responsibilities for such buildings and 

facilities to the commission, provided that the council has 

approved such acquisition or transfer;

(l) To accept gifts and donations and to contract for 

and receive federal and other aid and assistance;

(m) To determine the type, quality, and scope of 

services recniired by the Commission in order to conduct its

business in a cost effective, entrepreneurial, and 

independent manner, as required by this chapter. Services of 

the district including accounting, legal, personnel, risk 

management, public affairs, and other servicesT—shaiijiiay be 

provided by the district subject to compensation being 
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provided by the Commission to the district as the district 

and the Commission may roquiro agree upon; The commission 

may acquire such services by other means, provided that the 

Commission determines by duly adopted resolution that the

provision of such services by other means is cost effective,

and results in a net benefit to the residents of the

District and the regional facilities managed by the

Commission oubjoct to-budget-appro va-l-by tho-councili 

provirdod the omp^oymont—of—legal counool ahal-1-bo-oubjoct to

t-ho—approval—o-f—the—di-ot-r-arct-1-S'■ general counsol;

(n) To recommend to the council and to the other 

public owners of buildings and facilities managed by the •

Commission such long-term revenue and general obligation 

measures and other revenue-raising measures for the benefit 

of the commission's purposes as the commission may deem 

appropriate for consideration by the council, by the other 

public owners of buildings or facilities managed by the

Commission, or the electors of the district, but the 

commission may not adopt such measures itself;

(o) To recommend to the council the adoption of 

ordinances carrying criminal and civil penalties for their
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violation, but the commission may not adopt such ordinances 

itself;

(p) To do all other acts and things necessary, 

appropriate, or convenient to the exercise of the powers of 

the commission.

6.01.050 Budget and Accounts

_ _ _ (a) General Requirements. The commission accounts shall

be kept in conformity with 4he generally accepted accounting 

prart-irp.q nf tho-diatriot-r' and in accordance with the local 

budget law, and the accounts shall be audited yearly at the 

same time and by the same auditor as are the district s 

accounts.

(b) Procedure for Commission Approval of Proposed

Budget. The commission annually shall prepare a proposed 

budget and shall approve the proposed budget by duly adopted

resolution in accordancG with the local budget law -and the

achcdulG and -roquirernGnta-of the diatrict and shall submi-t-

1 I ^ j. .........4-— -C-P-! ■innlnriinn 1T.nc Duage-^—to' Lxm ' uJ. V u

...u...-; ...j-Q t~hn fniinf!'!-T-. TheGXGCUtiVG off

commission,s

icci10 Duageu—

deliberations and actions on its budget.
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including any work sessions or subcommittee sessions/ shall

be conducted as public meetings as required by the Oregon

statutes governing public meetings. Prior to approving any

proposed budget/ the commission shall provide a reasonable

opportunity for interested persons to testify and make their

views known with respect to the proposed budget.

(c) Procedure for Submission of Commission Budget to

Metro. Ten working days prior to the date set by the council

for the executive officerfs budget submission to the 

council/ the commission shall transmit its proposed budget

to the Metro executive^ and shall simultaneously provide a

copy of the proposed budget to the council. The executive

shall submit the commission's proposed budget to the council

with the executive's general budget submission to the 

council/ together with any recommendations the executive may

have for changes in the coinmissionys proposed budget. The

commission's budget shall be subject to review and approval 

by the council.

_ _ _ (d) Content of Commission's Budget. To the maximum

extent permitted by laW/ Tthe commission's proposed budget 

shall consist of one commission-wide series of 

appropriations for personal services/ materials and
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servicesy capital outlay^ and contingency/ applicable to all

buildings, facilities/ and programs managed by the 

cominission. include-a-□chodul-c of the itomo; oorvicGa-and 

facilitica for which-tho Goinifrioai-on—intcnds-to-f-i-x—fcos--and

chargca rolatl-ng to-t-ho-uso-of' ito buildinga/ atructurog-ond

facilitica dur-ing tho-budgot—year together with any ot-her-

propoaed revenue raiaing moaaurca-;—Once the commission^ s 

budget has been adopted by the council, any changes in the

adopted appropriations Any additiona to the achcdulc -o€- 

itcmo; acrviGoa-and facilitieo'and any-othor-nevr revenue

gourcea-not previously approved by the council must be 

ratified in advance by the council.

6.01.060 Commission Meetings and Form of Action

(a) Commission Meetings. All meetings of the commission

shall be conducted as public meetings as reguired by Oregon

law, except where executive sessions are permitted by law.

The coTHTnission shall provide adeguate notice of its meetings

as reguired by law to the media and all interested persons

who have reguested in writing that they be provided with

notice of commission meetings. In addition to these

reguirements, five working days prior to each regular

meeting, the commission shall send a copy of its agenda for
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such meeting to all elected Metro officials/ and to each

city and county in the Metro region. In the event of a

special meeting^ in addition to complying with any and all

requirements applicable >to special meetings under Oregon

lawf the commission shall provide each Metro elected

official with;

(i) a copy of the proposed agenda for the special

meeting/ to be hand delivered or transmitted by 

facsimile device to the Metro elected official at least

24 hours in advance of the special meeting; and/

(ii) at least 24 hours prior notice by telephone

of the time/ date> place/ and proposed agenda for the

special meeting.

(b) Commission Actions. All final actions of the commission

shall be by resolution.

6.01.070 Delegation

The commission may delegate to its employees any of the 

power and authority of the commission subject to those 

limitations the commission deems appropriate. Any 

delegation shall be by resolution of the commission.
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6.01.080 RoviowFilinq and Effective Date of Commission

Resolutions

(a) Within five days after the passage of any 

resolution, the commission shall file a copy of the 

resolution with the council clerk, or such other officer as 

the council may designate, who shall maintain a special 

record of the commission's resolutions which shall be 

accessible to the public under like terms as the ordinances 

of the district. Eiccopt aa provided in aubaection (c) of- 

thia Section/ no rooolution of-tho Gommioaion-ahall boGome 

GffoGtivG until 5!00 p.m. on the 10th day following the

filing of a copy thoroof-vfith tha council dark-;—The

council clerk or such other officer as the council may 

designate shall immediately notify the executive officer and 

council of the receipt of the resolution.

(b) Excopt-aa provided in-auboGotion (c) of thig

OOGtlOn; Q ■rODOxuulon OL unc ummiixLmxuii w**w*^.*. w

j 4-v, in~ l-Vin i nrr hv—1~hf>QLLGCUXVC rrxuiiJTT—xtt— \JiUiJ WAAW J -------

Gommi-goion-of a-copy of-

dork?—Githor tna gxggut:
111—,-i-Ffnt!Cld orcounGi-±—acLing )oxziLxy7—ox ------

ORDINANCE NO. 97-677
Page 24 of 30



aggrieved by a final—action of the commiaoion filca a

roquoat with-thc counei-1 clerk for council roviow-of the

commi-oai-on—resolution.—jill roquoota for rovi-ow-ahal-1-bo in

writing ■and-ahal-1—inel-ude—(1)—a—doaoription of-the 

roaolution to bo roviowed including-the resolution number;

(2) a Glear-statomont-of the-opocifie-roaoono for -t-ho--review

and the roqueoted- council aet-ien; and (3)—the name and

addreoa-o-f—the-peroon-requcoting review.—Upon—receipt of a

request ■ for counoi-1—review-of - commiaoion action; the counc-i-1-

clerk—ferthwith—ohd-l—not-ify■ the commiaoion of the-roqueat

for-rovicw-and-aha-1-1—deliver' to- the -commiaoion -a Gopy--of—the

requeot—for—review. The resolution-to be rcviowed—shall be

placed-on—the-agenda- for the next rogular-counci-l-meeting/-

oubject—to- compl-i-anco- with - rulco for-ploci-ng—i-tems-on- the

agenda-;—provided/ however;—that—the-council may -review the

r-eool-ution'at any meeting under a ouapenoion of the rulco.—

-For-any-revi-ew;—t-he—exeeu-t-i-ve-of-f i-cer ■ may-submi-t—a 

recoiiHRenda-t-ion ao- to the action to bo taken by tho council

or-review;—In-conducting-the—review tho council-ohall hear

and-Gonoider otatemonto from-tho-person—roquesbing tho

review; tho executive-officer; the-comm-ies-ion-and-ot-her-

intoroot-ed-per-oono-;—After-hearing■ tho-matt-or-?—tho counci-1-

ohall upon motion-act to—approve the■commiaoion action;

modi-fy-the—action or return the matter-to the-cominiooion-;-
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-------- If the council- approvea or modifiea the—commioor-on

■{ -;70 , T TTITTinH 1 i*Vt~ O 1 V   T-f—thOreoolution it—aha11—
MA1 <1 4-i-i i f"Gouncii roturno Lno~

not become effGGt-iv€t until ouch time ao-the commi-saion takes

furthor-action-on the matter oubjoct to tho rov-i^

proGoduroo of thio Codc-r

_ _ _ —Resolutions of the commission v^hich pertain aol-clry

to the follov^ing mattoro shall be effective upon adoption or 

at such other time as specified by the commissions

- - - - - - - (1) Schcduling-thc uoc-of bui-ldingo and

facilitiGaz-opGratcd by the commiaoions

- - - - - - - (2) Entering into agrGcmGnta for thG udg-o#

buildinga and facilitiea operated by t-he

nnTnTni-nniQiif including all of the—terms and

Gonditiono of-t-he agreementa/-provided tho

agreementa do-not trano-fer operationr 

management-7—and control—of the buildings and

facilitiea^
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434-—Mattoro' of omplo^Ttiont; dioitiiaoaly—&¥■

diaci-plining of omployoGo;

444- Purchaa-ing oupp-l-ioo;—eonoumablco/—se^vi-coa?-

and equipment;—i-n—ac cor dance ■ with a-budgot

approvod-by the council;

---------------- ¥ho—counc-i-1- may-on-ita own init-iativo-enr-at ■ the

requoat—of—the executive; by regularly adoptod-ordarnanco;

repeal/ amend; -■or-al-tor—any-reaolutiono-adopted by the

commiaaion.—Any repeal;—amendment;—or—a 11or-a-t-i-on may be

made—retroactive-or—proapective in effect but ahal-1- not

■i-nvQ-l-idato-any'contract-or-agroement that haa-bccomc

eff-oct-4vc—under-thia aection-prior—to-adoption o-f-the

ordinance.

■6-01-.-090—-Initial Charge-to-Commioajren

Following-appointment-of-ita-membera and dur-fng—the-time

pr4or—to-the- eompletion--of-conatruction- of-the- eonvent-i-on

center;—the' commiaaion ahall do tho-fo-l-lowing;-
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—Adopt a fivG-ycar operating-plan whioh includeg-

but jj not Hmitr'i r.rf imfpi.w^Tnnnhrj r ...pnrnnnnfvl rillGO

and contract rulca^ rorvtal □chodulGa; marketing- programo and

Gxpcndi- turo and rovonuo roquiromonts-;—In preparing ■t'he

operating plan the-commiooi-on ohall cona-i-dcr Metro policieo

and ■aorvicea and incorporate-t-hoae policieo and □ervicea if

they are found to oMer advantageo for efficient operation

The commiggion ohall propooe-operating procedureo which

take into account the unique-functiono of the commisoion and

the buoineop praetieea of the eonvention?—trade—and 

gpeetator induotr-y-s—Prior to the adoption of the-plan the

Gommi-ooion—shal-1—oubmi-fe—the plan to the counci-i for review

and recommendation no later than June—367—1588 .■

- - - —Not later than■September 1; 1988/ report to the

council on the progreoa of?—and make recoirimendationa - to the

council-of appropriate action regarding negotiationo wi-th

local governmenta wi-thin the-diotrict for the-tranafer of

appropriate—facilitieo or1operationo—to—the commie3ion. The

negotiationo may-include but—are no-t—limited - to tranofer of

aooeto - and liabilitieo and operational reoponoibilit-i-ee^

transfer of employoeo-^—revenue—and—expenditure rcquircmcnto/ 

and ochedules and chargeo and-methods-of determining

charges-r
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—^- - te)—IdGntify-statutory'.Ghangoa ncodod for the

eomittjrgg-i-on-to—carry-out-ito rosponaibilitlco.—The ■ 

oonfliHrOoion ohall oubmit- propoaod-otatutory-changoo—to-tho

council for rovi-ow^nd-appropri-ato action no - later than

Auguot 15/ 1988»

- - - —To facilitato thio initial ClKHT'go—tho-council

ohal-1—forthwith upon-appointment--of-tho conufteosion adopt a

budget for oporationr-of—tho-coirmtiooion and accign -to the

Gommarooion-for implementation—any contracto ontorod - into by

tho—district for- tho oporation-and mar-koti-ng of the

oonvontion center.

6.01.100 Council €envont-ion-GontGr Regional Facilities

Committee

The commission regularly shall report to the council 

regional facilitiesconvention ccntor committee for purposes 

of review and recommendation on t-ho-adoption of tho 

fivo-yoar—plan—and-on general policy and budget matters. 

Such reports shall occur as directed by the committee/ but
V,.

in no event less than quarterly.
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Section 3. Emergency Clause. This Ordinance being necessary for

the health/ safety, or welfare of the Metro region, for the

r
reason that the financial and operating condition of the 

Commission requires the changes and improvements provided for 

herein without further delay, an emergency is declared to exist 

and this Ordinance takes effect upon passage.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this_ _ day of , 1997.

ATTEST;

Jon Kvistad 
Presiding Officer

Clerk of Council

APPROVED AS TO FORM;

Daniel B. Cooper 
Metro General Counsel

ORDINANCE NO. 97-677
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STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 97-677, AMENDING METRO CODE 
CHAPTERS 2.04 AND 6.01 WHICH PERTAIN TO THE METROPOLITAN 
EXPOSITION-RECREATION COMMISSION (MERC)

Date: January 14, 1997

Presented by: Mark B. Williams
MERC Interim General Manager

Introduction:

This staff report accompanies and explains ordinance No. 97- 
677. Appendix A provides a section-by-section analysis; 
Appendix B shows the sources of the policy recommendations 
behind these amendments to the Metro Code, from the reports 
and studies which called for these changes.

Background and analysis:

The purpose of Metro ordinance No. 97-677 is to enhance. 
MERC'S ability to manage the facilities assigned to it by 
Metro in a manner that is entrepreneurial, cost-effective, 
efficient, flexible and accountable to elected officials and 
the public. The ordinance implements the recommendations of 
the elected officials, leading business representatives and 
citizens who served on the 1995 City/Metro Facilities 
Consolidation Committee and the 1996 Metro-appointed 
Transition Team on Regional Facilities Consolidation, who 
studied management of the regional sports, trade, ^ 
convention, and spectator facilities operated by MERC. 
Councilors Ruth McFarland and Ed Washington and Executive 
Officer Mike Burton served as members of the Consolidation 
Committee; Councilor Ed Washington served on the Transition 
Team.

The Portland City Council and the Multnomah County 
Commission endorsed these recommendations on December 19, 
1996 and requested that the Metro Council act within 90 days 
to make changes in the Metro Code to accomplish these goals.

Ordinance No. 97-677 would accomplish the goals of 
entrepreneurial, cost-effective, efficient, autonomous, 
flexible and accountable management of the regional 
facilities through:

(

• changes in procurement of support services and
contracting procedures for some contracts to enhance 
flexibility and cost-effectiveness.
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• global, streamlined budgeting, with one MERC-wide 
series of appropriations, and with a schedule.that 
corresponds more closely to the facillties, business 
cycle.

• simplification and streamlining of approval and 
review processes for MERC budget adjustments, 
resolutions, and other actions.

Changes in the code are designed to ensure that MERC can 
respond rapidly to business conditions and opportunities in 
a competitive market, in order, to best serve the regional 
public at minimum cost to the taxpayer.

Accountability

To ensure that the provisions to enhance the autonomy and 
independence of MERC do not weaken MERC's accountability to 
elected officials and the public, the ordinance strengthens 
accountability mechanisms that do not compromise the 
flexibility, efficiency and streamlined operations that are 
the intent of this ordinance. The ordinance;

• strengthens reporting by MERC to the Council, with 
the frequency and format as directed by the Metro 
Regional Facilities Committee, but in no event less 
than quarterly

• adds new provisions requiring public input in 
meetings on MERC budget and expanded public notice 
for all MERC meetings

• provides for transmission of the MERC budget 
directly to the Council at the time it is submitted 
to the Executive Officer

• creates new requirements to ensure that all Metro 
elected officials are notified in advance of 
proposed MERC actions

The ordinance leaves intact current accountability 
mechanisms, some spelled out in the ordinance and others in 
effect under MERC policy, that are in the public interest 
and do not dilute the intent of this ordinance, including:

• monthly public meetings to review all aspects of 
operation and management of the facilities

• citizen advisory committees for each facility
• maintenance of Council's ultimate authority for 

budget approval
• maintenance of Council as MERC's contract review 

board
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Councilor Ed Washington's proposal to the Transition Team

Councilor Ed Washington submitted a proposal to the
Transition Team on September 16, 1996 in response to the
Transition Team's Model Draft, which included the following
recommendations:

• "Metro/Commission would work together to craft a more 
efficient operating relationship, designed to improve 
efficiency of operations and reduce costs... To achieve 
this goal, the new [regional facilities management 
entity],as authorized by Metro Council in annual budget, 
would be able to purchase outside services (within a 
legal and ethical framework) from the service supplier 
offering the lowest bid/most efficient service." [Note: 
this recommendation was also included in the Transition 
Team Model Draft 9/12/96, Operational Considerations, No. 
3]

• "No review of decisions. All Commission actions are 
final."

• "The [new regional facilities management entity], a 
management organization, is responsible for management of 
the system of regional facilities (including the OCC, 
EXPO Center, the PCPA and Civic Stadium), for management 
of each of the facilities within the system and for 
managing all financial aspects of the piiblic funds 
contributed to the system." [Note: this recommendation 
was also included in the Transition Team Model Draft 
9/12/96, Structural Considerations, No.4]

• "Metro Council approves the [new regional facilities 
management entity's] annual, global budget, and gives 
[new regional facilities management entity]authority to 
operate within that global budget." [Note: this 
recommendation was also included in the Transition Team 
Model Draft 9/12/96, Structural Considerations, No.6]

• "Funds [would be] managed system-wide..."
• "Broader exemptions from competitive bidding granted by 

Metro Council."

Staff Report/ Ordinance No. 97-677 Page 3 of 3



Appendix A

Section by Section Analysis

SECTION 1: FINDINGS

This section of the ordinance spells out the rationale 
for enacting changes in the Metro Code to enhance 
MERC'S ability to operate in an entrepreneurial, 
efficient, cost-effective, autonomous, and accountable 
manner, and explicitly states the Council's intent for 
the ordinance.

SECTION 2: AMENDS METRO CODE SECTION 2.04.054

Paragraph (9) updates existing language to reflect 
MERC's current role and makes it consistent with other 
references throughout the ordinance.

Paragraph (10) increases the dollar amount of contracts 
that are exempt from the formal "sealed bid" 
competitive bidding process from $31,000 to $100,000. 
Enhances flexibility, efficiency and cost-effectiveness 
for these contracts by reducing the time and costs 
associated with formal bidding. Provides MERC the 
ability to meet urgent needs (including repairs) on 
timely basis, without jeopardizing bookings and losing 
revenue. Permits use of smaller, more cost-effective 
firms that are unable to meet formal bidding 
reguirements. Informal bidding, including the reguest 
for proposal process, remains MERC policy for minor 
contracts. Major contracts remain subject to formal 
bidding process.

SECTION 3; AMENDS METRO CODE CHAPTER 6

6.01.010 Purpose

Adds 'housekeeping' language and states intent of the 
ordinance.

6.01.020 Definitions

Deletes existing (a)(1) and (a)(2), that allow 
individuals (from the public) to appeal to the Council 
to reguest review of MERC resolutions. Note that other 
avenues for citizen appeal remain available under state 
law, such as the writ of review.

New (a) strikes archaic' language; updates definitions
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6.01.030 Commission Created

Strikes archaic language 

6.01.040 Powers

(a) Reflects owner's responsibility to meet capital 
requirements of its buildings/ including City of 
Portland's acceptance of responsibility for financing 
the capital needs of the buildings that it owns (PCPA 
and Stadium).
(b) Strikes archaic language and adds new language 
consistent with ordinance.
(f) Strikes unclear and obsolete language/ eliminates 
layer of approval to enable MERC to act quickly and 
flexibly
(i)' Changed to be consistent with (m)
(m) Enables MERC to procure best services at lowest 
cost—implements change called for in all 
recommendations for more cost-effective/ efficient and 
entrepreneurial management of MERC.
(n) Adds language to reflect City of Portland's 
acceptance of responsibility for financing the capital 
needs of the buildings that it owns, as well as Metro's 
obligation to seek regional funding for the capital 
needs of the facilities.

6.01.050 Budget and Accounts

(a) - (d) Streamlines MERC budget process. Enhances 
MERC'S ability to operate in an entrepreneurial and 
efficient manner/ as recommended by all of the 
committees examining, management of MERC. Takes into 
account the business needs of the facilities operating 
in a competitive market. Makes MERC budget process more 
business-like through elimination of costly/ 
duplicative/ and time-consuming MERC budget review. 
Ensures that process remains in accordance with local 
budget law and generally accepted accounting 
principles. Retains Metro Council's ultimate authority 
to review and approve the MERC budget.

(b) Adds language to enhance MERC's accountability in 
the budget process to both the.public and to the 
Council. Requires opportunity for public testimony 
before MERC adopts budget.

(c) Provides budget schedule that corresponds more 
closely to business cycle within which MERC operates,
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enabling MERC to incorporate actual performance and 
revenue results from previous year and make more 
realistic projections.

(d) Enhances efficiency and flexibility by providing 
for one commission-wide series of appropriations for 
personal services, materials, and services, capital 
outlay, and contingency. Requires Council approval for 
any changes in appropriations adopted by the Council.

6.01.060 Commission Meetings'and Form of Action

Subjects MERC to more stringent public accountability 
standards for meetings. Requires prior notice to Metro 
elected officials and governments within the Metro 
region of proposed MERC actions.

6.01.080 Filina and Effective date of Commission
Resolutions

(a-d) Enhances MERC's efficiency and autonomy by 
eliminating the review process for MERC resolutions'. 
Intent is to focus Council's review of MERC actions on 
larger management and policy issues. Separate 
provisions ensure expanded opportunities for Council 
and public input into MERC resolutions prior to final 
action by the Commission, and enhanced reporting 
requirements to Council Regional Facilities Committee.

6.01.090 Initial Charge to Commission

Strikes archaic language having to do with the initial 
formation of the Commission.

6.01.100 Council Convention Center Committee

Updates and strikes archaic language; strengthens 
reporting requirements by MERC to the Council through 
the Regional Facilities Committee
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Appendix B

Sources of Proposed Metro Code Amendmenta

City/Metro Facilities Consolidation Conmittee; Transition 
Team on Regional Facilities Consolidation

In its final report, the Consolidation Committee recommended 
that:

"Exposition Recreation facilities should be.managed as a 
flexible financial and operational system... Governance [of 
the ER facilities] should be structured to allow:

• operation in an independent and entrepreneurial 
manner

• maintenance of a system of accountabilities to the 
public entities

• cutting the cost of support services^." '

-City/Metro Facilities Consolidation Advisory Committee 
final recommendations, 1/11/96

The Transition Team reexamined and endorsed the 
recommendations of the Consolidation Committee. In the 
course of its deliberations, "the Transition Team developed 
an operational and governance model. The Model called for a 
modification of the current MERC structure into a ..more 
flexible, autonomous, and entrepreneurial entity operating 
with an annual global budget.- The Transition Team reached a 
general accord that this model incorporated most, if not 
all, of the recommendations from the Consolidation 
Committee."

-Final report of the Transition Team on Regional Facilities 
Consolidation, 10/15/96

"Metro/Commission would work together to craft a more 
efficient operating relationship, designed to improve 
efficiency of operations and reduce costs... To achieve this 
goal, the new [regional facilities management entity] would 
be able to purchase outside services (within a legal and 
ethical framework) from the service supplier offering the 
lowest bid/most efficient service."

-Transition Team Model Draft 9/12/96, Operational 
Considerations, No.4.

Appendix B to Staff Report Page 1 of 2



Portland City Council Resolution and Multnomah County 
Commission Ordinance

The Portland City Council, on Decernber 19, 1996, adopted a 
resolution in which the City acknowledged its capital 
responsibility for the PCPA and Civic Stadium, and agreed tb 
contribute a total of $3 million over the next five years 
for the operation of the buildings. The resolution stated: 
"...both commitments [are] subject to the Metro Council taking 
official action within 90 days from the date of this 
resolution which:

• Allow MERC enhanced autonomy to run its regional 
facilities in an independent and entrepreneurial 
manner;

• Reduce overhead costs by addressing support cost 
charges and allowing MERC needed flexibility in the 
provision of support services;

• Grant MERC the ability to provide and/or purchase 
support services in such a manner as to provide the 
most efficient, cost effective, flexible and 
business-like approach to managing the regional 
facilities"

-Portland City Council resolution adopted by the City 
Council on 12/19/96

The Multnomah County Commission, also on December 19, 1996, 
adopted a county ordinance enacting changes in the Multnomah 
County Transient Lodging Tax to allocate annually $1.2 
million to PCPA, $200,000 to market the PCPA and support the 
region's cultural tourism efforts, and $3.8 million for the 
operation of OCC. f

In a separate resolution, the County Commission endorsed the 
Consolidation Committee's recommendations, as follows: "The 
Board of County Commissioners requests that the Metro 
Regional Facilities Committee report within 90 days...on its 
plan for implementing improvements in the organization of 
the [MERC], including but not limited to improvements 
allowing MERC to operate in a more independent and 
entrepreneurial manner, flexibiiity in securing support 
services so as to allow MERC to minimize overhead costs 
allocation to the regional facilities, and measures designed 
to hold down the costs for tenants of the regional 
facilities while maximizing management efficiencies."

-Multnomah County Commission resolution, passed 12/19/96
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Agenda Item Number 7.1

Resolution No. 96-2434A, For the Purpose of Approving Change Order No. 7 to the Waste Disposal
Services Contract.

Metro Council Meeting 
Thursday, January 16, 1997 

Council Chamber



• BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING ) RESOLUTION NO 96-2434A 
CHANGE ORDER NO. 7 TO THE )
WASTE DISPOSAL SERVICES ) Introduced by Mike Burton,
CONTRACT ) Executive Officer, and

) Councilor Ruth McFarland

WHEREAS, As described in the accompanying staff report, there are a number of items 

that Metro and the Contractor wish to resolve in the current Contract; and

WHEREAS, Metro will incur substantial financial savings over the life of the Contract, 

should Change Order No. 7 be executed; and

WHEREAS. Metro will continue to make every effort to maximize the diversion of waste

Irom landfills consistent with the adopted Metro Regional Solid Waste Management Plan; and

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

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

BE IT RESOLVED:

1 ■ That the Metro Council authorizes the Executive Officer to execute Change Order 

No. 7 to the Waste Disposal Services Contract in a form substantially similar to attached 

Exhibit "A.”

2. That Metro shall continue to maximize the diversion of waste from landfills

consistent with the adopted Metro Regional Solid Waste Management Plan.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this_____day of__________ 1997.

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel
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STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 96-2434 FOR THE 
PURPOSE OF APPROVING CHANGE ORDER NO. 7 TO THE WASTE 
DISPOSAL SERVICES CONTRACT

Date: Decembers, 1996 

PROPOSED ACTION

Presented by: Jim Watkins

Adopt Resolution No. 96-2434 authorizing the Executive Officer to execute Change Order 
No. 7 to the Waste Disposal Services Contract.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANAT.YSTS

The proposed Change Order (Amendment No. 7) contains ten items. These modifications 
alter the financial terms as set forth in the Waste Disposal Services Contract, as amended. 
The effects of the Change Order result in substantial savings of approximately $37 million 
over the original contract as amended, without any contract extensions.

The proposed Change Order No. 7 will:

1. Replace the fixed and variable rates to the Contractor with a variable rate that declines as 
the tons disposed of increases (see table 1).

TABLE 1
Metro Disposal Rates

Annual Tonnage Price Per Ton
0 TO 550,000 TONS $27.25

550,(X)1 TO 592,500 TONS 10.00
592,501 TO 635,000 TONS 9.50
635,001 TO 677,500 TONS 9.00
677,501 TO 720,000 TONS 8.50
720,001 TO 762,500 TONS 8.00

ABOVE 762,501 7.50

2. Assume the annual CPI adjustment remains consistent with the terms of Amendment 
No. 4.

3. Eliminate the “Supplemental Price Adjustment” payment of $0,342 per ton to the 
Contractor.

4. Designate Metro as responsible party for all DEQ fees.



5. Require Contractor to waive any claims against Metro for tonnage guarantees from 1991.

6. Temiinate the “Most Favorable Rate” provision of the original contract.

7. Allow Contractor to substitute corporate guarantees in lieu of Performance and 
Labor/Material Bonds.

8. Ratify Amendment No. 4 until the effective date of Change Order No. 7.

9. Commit Metro to continue “good faith efforts” to direct putrescible waste to the landfill.

10. Require Metro and the Contractor to legally defend Change Order No. 7.

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION

Two tonnage scenarios were used to evaluate the financial impacts of the proposed Change 
Order. The projected tonnage reflects Metro’s current projections for transfer station tonnage 
that assumes the material recovery facilities currently proposed by private industry will 
decrease the tonnage going to Metro transfer stations. Tonnage forecasts for 1997 project 
75,000 fewer tons will be disposed of at Metro transfer stations than in 1996. To analyze the 
sensitivity of tonnage versus savings, a second high tonnage forecast was analyzed that was 
5% higher than the projected tonnage forecast. A 5% increase in tonnage results in over a 
23% increase in savings from $37 million to $46 million when comparing Change Order No. 7 
to the original contract as amended.

Staff also evaluated the average disposal costs for the original contract. Amendment No. 4 
and Change Order No. 7 projected for 1997 assuming a 3% inflation adjustment and the 
projected tonnage forecast for tonnage. Included in the comparison is the recently negotiated 
rate for Seattle compared to their old rate.

1997 PER TON DISPOSAL RATE
ORIGINAL CONTRACT $29.66
AMENDMENT NO. 4 $ 27.89

CHANGE OIUDER NO. 7 $25.15
SEATTLE (old rate) $28.86

SEATTLE (new rate) $24.35

As shown in the above table Change Order No. 7 provides a reduction in 1997 of $2.74 per 
ton compared with Amendment No. 4 and $4.51 per ton when compared to the original 
contract without amendments. The rate reduction that Metro will receive compared to the 
original contract is the same reduction that staff estimated Seattle will receive in 1997.



On April 1, 1997, Seattle’s rate will drop to $41.47 per ton for transport and disposal. Based 
on information provided by OWS in a letter written in 1991 and confirmed by Metro staff, 
Seattle’s transportation costs were represented as $15.87 per ton. Staff analysis based on 
railroad cost of living increases and recently signed railroad contracts, estimated that Seattle’s 
transportation costs will be $17.22 in 1997 leaving $24.35 per ton for disposal. Since Change 
Order No. 7 is tonnage sensitive, it would only take an additional 34,000 tons (5.2% increase) 
delivered to Metro transfer stations to lower the above rate for Change Order No. 7 from 
$25.15 to $24.35.

During the negotiations one of the primary goals of both parties was to provide savings 
equivalent to what Metro would potentially lose by terminating the Most Favorable Rate 
(MFR) agreement. Seattle’s waste is only guaranteed until 2006 whereas Metro’s contract 
terminates in 2009. In an attempt to evaluate the value of the MFR agreement staff assumed 
that OWS would successfully rebid the Seattle contract in 2006 and continue to send the 
waste to Columbia ridge with no rate reduction in 2006. The value of the MFR agreement for 
the projected tonnage forecast is $67 million and for the high tonnage forecast $69 million 
compared to the similar $63 million and $73 million respective savings offered by Change 
Order No. 7 when combined with the previous savings Metro currently enjoys from 
Amendment No. 4.

Considering all the variables that are involved in the analysis, such as tonnage, inflation rate, 
transportation costs, and the long term disposition of Seattle’s waste, the savings offered by 
OWS clearly show that by agreeing to Amendment No. 7 they are attempting to compensate 
Metro for eliminating the MFR Agreement.

The specific items contained in the Change Order are more fully addressed below on an item 
by item basis.

Item #1 replaces the fixed and variable rate to the Contractor with a variable rate that declines 
as the number of tons increases. For the first 550,000 tons in each fiscal year the base rate 
will be $27.25 per ton which is a 64 cent reduction on the first 550,000 tons in comparison to 
Amendment No. 4. A rate of $10.00 per ton will be charged for the next 42,500 tons. Each 
additional 42,500 tons will be charged at a rate 50 cents lower than the previous rate with the 
minimum rate set at $7.50 per ton.

As a part of the negotiated settlement for eliminating the lump sum payment of $ 1,802,950 
per year, Metro agreed to a one time lump sum payment of $1,025, 400 to be paid on 
January 10, 1997, or the effective date of this Amendment, which ever comes latter. Even 
with the lump sum payment in FY 1996-97 Metro still saves an additional $1.1 million 
compared to Amendment No. 4.

Metro receives credit for all tons delivered from July 1, 1996, to the effective date of the 
Change Order toward meeting the first 550,000 tons in FY 1996-97. Given current 
projections Metro would only pay the base rate on approximately 264,000 tons in the current



fiscal year and the remaining tons would be at the reduced rate if the Amendment is signed in 
December 1996.

Item #2 modifies the annual price adjustment formula. This change was to assure that the 
annual price adjustment under Change Order No. 7 would be the same as under Amendment 
No. 4 The item limits increases to 90% of the index less 1/2 percent for all payments. The 
financial impact is neutral compared to Amendment No. 4 except for changing the timing of 
future cost of living increases. OWS agreed to delay the next adjustment from April 1997 to 
July 1997 which offers a small savings to Metro but more importantly (from a budgeting 
perspective) coincides with Metro’s fiscal year.

Item #3 eliminates the “Supplemental Price Adjustment” payment $0,342 per ton to the 
Contractor. Payments would have continued until 1999 totaling $721,232. The purpose of 
the payment was made to compensate the Contractor for Metro’s failure to deliver waste 
guaranteed to the Contractor during the initial year (1990) of the Contract.

Item #4 eliminates an existing dispute of a change in law provision in the original contract 
over payments to the Contractor for DEQ fees enacted by legislation and adopted after 
execution of the contract.

Item #5 requires the Contractor to \vaive any claims for additional compensation for violation 
of the 90% tonnage guarantees from 1991 to the effective date of this Change Order. The 
Contractor had claimed that, as with 1990, Metro may have violated the guarantees contained 
in the contract for these years.

Item #6 terminates the Most Favored Rate Agreement. This provision was contained in 
Amendment No. 4. Metro also waives any claims against the Contractor for any alleged 
breach of the Most Favorable Rate Agreement.

Item #7 substitutes the Contractor’s corporate guarantee for the performance and labor and 
materials bond requirements of Amendment No. 2, which eliminated the retainage 
requirements of the contract. The corporate guarantee will now take the place of both the 
bond and retainage guarantees for performance of the contract.

Item #8 ratifies Amendment No. 4 until the effective date of this Change Order at which time 
it is terminated

Item #9 commits Metro, in addition to the flow guarantees in the Original Agreement, to 
make good faith efforts to ensure that putrescible waste destined for a general purpose landfill 
shall be subject to Metro’s authority to deliver waste to the Columbia Ridge Landfill. Good 
faith efforts are further defined as Metro continuing to comply with the flow control 
covenants benefiting bond holders and continuing to exercise the same general level of effort 
now used to enforce Metro’s flow control and illegal waste disposal ordinances and 
regulations.



Item #10 requires both Metro and the Contractor to agree to defend the validity and 
enforceability of Change Order No. 7.

BUDGET IMPACT

Under the most probable tonnage scenarios, Metro would save approximately $37 million 
over the current contract considering the effects of Amendment No. 4. Savings are 
approximately $63 million over the terms of the original contract (i.e., without Amendment 
No. 4). For this fiscal year each month under Change Order No. 7 will result in savings of 
over $85,000. However the net savings for this fiscal year will be $1.1 million because of the 
$1 million lump sum payment that must be paid to OWS upon signing this Change Order.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution No. 96-2434.

JW:CG:ay
S:\SHARE\ENG\OWS#7.RPT



EXHIBIT A

CHANGE ORDER NO. 7 
METRO CONTRACT NO. 900607

MODIFICATION TO THE CONTRACT BETWEEN 
METRO AND WASTE MANAGEMENT DISPOSAL SERVICES OF OREGON, INC.

(dba OREGON WASTE SYSTEMS, INC.)
ENTITLED

"WASTE DISPOSAL SERVICES"

In exchange for the promises and other considerations set forth in the original agreement, 
previous change orders and this Change Order No. 7, the parties hereby agree as follows:

A. Purpose
; ' j '

The purpose of this Change Order is to replace the temis and conditions of Contract Amendment 
No. 4 (Change Order No. 4), dated March 16, 1994.

B. Terms of Change Order

1. Effective for the twelve-month period commencing July 1, 1996, and for each twelve- 
month period thereafter. Contractor shall be paid a base rate of S27.25 per ton for the initial 
550,000 tons of waste delivered to Contractor each period. For each ton of waste delivered to 
Contractor in excess of 550,000 tons, a declining incremental price will be charged as set forth 
on the attached Table 1. The base rate shall take effect on the first day of the month that this 
Amendment is effective and shall be applied to the first 550,000 tons delivered to Contractor, 
less the amount of tons delivered from July 1, 1996 to the month that this Amendment was 
executed. Contractor shall receive a declining rate for all additional tons delivered until June 30, 
1997.

On January 10, 1997, or the effective date.of this Amendment, whichever is later, Metro shall 
pay Contractor an additional payment of $1,025,400 in exchange for both Contractor’s 
agreement to modify the payment terms of the original Agreement and in lieu of all future annual 
lump sum payments under the Original Waste Disposal Services Contract and the elimination of 
the Supplemental Price Adjustment payment as set forth herein.

2. Effective upon execution of this Amendment, the anniversary of the Waste Disposal 
Services Contract set forth in Article 19.B for Price Adjustments shall be deemed to be July 1 of 
each year. Beginning on July 1, 1997, for all the rates shown on Table 1, the "percentage price 
adjustment (AI)" calculated under said Article 19.B, shall be 90% of the Consumer Price Index 
(CPI) for the previous calendar year, minus one-half of one percentage point of such CPI. 
Therefore, the formula in Article 19.B used to calculate the price adjustment shall read:

AI = (((CIX - CIB) / CIB) X 0.9) - 0.005), with the terms of the formula modified so that 
CIx represents the Consumer Price Index for the calendar year ending on the previous 
December 31, and CIB represents the Consumer Price Index for the calendar year prior to 
the year used to calculate CIX-

Change Order No. 7 Metro Contract No. 900607 
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3. The "Supplemental Price Adjustment" payment required under Waste Disposal Services 
Contract Amendment No. 2 (Change Order No. 2) is eliminated. The final monthly 
Supplemental Price Adjustment payment shall be paid for the full month preceding the date of 

this Amendment.

4. The Contractor shall pay, and Metro shall reimburse the Contractor in full for, the Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality annual solid waste permit fee and 1991 Recycling Act 
annual fee, including all future increases in the above fees. Contractor hereby waives any claims 
against Metro for additional payments for such fees from previous years.

5. From 1991 to the effective date of this Amendment, Contractor waives any claims against 
Metro or for compensation from Metro arising out of Section 1 of the Specifications to the 
Original Agreement, page Vl-1, under the heading “Annual Waste Delivery Guarantees by
Metro.”

6. 5 The Most Favorable Rate Agreement between the Parties (dated March 24, 1988) is 
tenninated, effective as of March 16, 1994. Metro waives any and all claims past, present and 
future against Contractor or for compensation from Contractor due under, or for any alleged 
breach, of the Most Favorable Rate Agreement.

7.. The obligation of the Contractor to maintain bonds specified in Section 4 of Amendment 
No. 2 is tenninated, effective March 16, 1994. Notwithstanding this tennination, the corporate 
guarantee provided under said Amendment No. 2 shall remain in full force and effect for the term 

of the Agreement.

g i^rnmiim^^nt ^ fn -ir. liorr-hv-rntifiGd andThe provisions contained in
schedule A attached hereto shall be given full force and effect for the period from March 16, 
1994, until the effective date of this Amendment.

9. Contract Amendment No. 4 is superseded by the provisions of this Change Order No. 7,
and Contract Amendment No. 4 is null and void.

109. In addition to the flow commitment guarantee contained in Section 1 of the Specifications 
ti^the Original Agreement, page VI-1, under the heading "Annual Waste Delivery Guarantees by 
Metro" (hereinafter, “Flow Guarantee”), Metro shall at all times make good faith efforts to 
ensure that putrescible waste (other than special waste) generated or disposed of within Metro 
boundaries and destined for a general purpose landfill (other than incidental quantities), shall be 
subject to Metro's authority to deliver waste to the Columbia Ridge Landfill. For the purpose of 
this Paragraph 9^, Metro's good faith efforts shall be considered to have been met as long as 
Metro continues to comply with the covenants benefiting bond holders contained in Metro s solid 
waste revenue bonds and so long as Metro continues to exercise the same general level of effort 
now used to enforce Metro's flow control and illegal waste disposal ordinances and regulations. 
This commitment is in addition to the Flow Guarantee and shall not be admissible in any 
proceeding for purposes of interpreting the intent of the parties under the original Flow 
Guarantee.

Change Order No. 7 Metro Contract No. 900607 
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11-j-Q. In the event that any suit, action or other proceeding is commenced challenging the 
validity or enforceability of this Amendment No. 7, Metro and Contractor agree to defend the 
validity and enforceability of Amendment No. 7 in such suit, action or proceeding.

Except as modified herein, all other terms and conditions of the Contract and previous change 
orders shall remain in full force and effect. This Change Order shall be effective beginning with 
the month of the last signature date below.

OREGON WASTE SYSTEMS, INC. METRO

By_

Title

By-

Title

Date Date

jcp I;\DOCS#09.S\V\08COLRDG.OWS\07AMDMT.#7\CO#7MCLA.IN
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TABLE 1

METRO DISPOSAL RATES

IF ANNUAL TONNAGE IS: PRICE PER TON SHALL BE:

0 TO 550,000 TONS $27.25

550,001 TO 592,500 TONS $ 10.00

592,501 TO 635,000 TONS S 9.50

635,001 TO 677,500 TONS $ 9.00

677,501 TO 720,000 TONS $ 8.50

720,001 TO • 762,500 TONS $ 8.00

ABOVE 762,501 $ 7.50

jcaj 1;\d6CS#09.SW\08COLRDG.OWS\07AMDMT.#7\CHGORDER.#7
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SCHEDULE A

Beginning with the first annual price adjustment normally occurring after March 16, 1994 
the "percentage price adjustment (AI)" calculated under the Original Agreement, General 
Conditions, Article 19:B., shall be reduced by 1/2 percent. If the resulting percentage 
price adjustment is less than zero, the unit prices shall be reduced by the percentage so 
obtained.

Contractor shall provide the following credits to Metro for wastes of comparable type to 
the waste to be disposed of under the Original Agreement, as modified, other than those 
generated within Metro boundaries or processed at facilities within Metro boundaries:

(a) Beginning January 1, 1995, for waste from the city of Seattle or any Partner 
pursuant to the WWS/Seattle contract:

(b)

• $1.00 per Seattle or Partner ton beginning January 1, 1995, and an additional
$0.50 per ton beginning January 1, 1996.

For waste from non-Metro region sources other than Seattle or Partner, but not 
including waste generated in Oregon counties, except Deschutes County, located 
east of the Cascade Mountains:

• For contracts involving large communities (i.e., communities disposing of 
greater than 75,000 tons per year at the Columbia Ridge Landfill): $1.00 per 
ton beginning immediately upon the effective date of this Agreement and an 
additional $0.50 per ton beginning January 1,1996.

• Except as provided in Subsection (a) above, for contracts involving small 
communities (i.e., communities disposing of up to 75,000 tons per year at the 
Columbia Ridge Landfill): $0.50 per ton. This credit will begin March 16, 
1994 for contracts that took or will take effect on or after January 1, 1993, and 
will begin on January 1, 1995, for contracts that took effect before January 1, 
1993.

(c) The credits in this Section are escalated annually by the same CPI increase as 
described in Section 1 above; provided, however, that the additional $0.50 per ton 
credit shall not escalate until the first annual price adjustment occurring after the 
effective date of the additional credit.

I:\DOCS#09.SW\08COLRDG.OWS\07AMDMT.#7\CHGORDER.#7
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Don’t waste the opportunity
Renegotiated contract between Metro, Oregon Waste Systems 

lowers the rates, takes out the trash

. N ext week, the Metro Council 
can take the first step to­
ward possible lower garbage 
rates for the Portland area. 

Metro’s negotiators and Oregon Waste 
Systems have agreed on changes in 
their 20-year garbage-disposal con­
tract.

It’s a good enough deal that council­
ors should approve it. ,

Metro Executive Mike 
Burton, who spearhead­
ed the negotiations, 
thinks it could eventual­
ly save residential gar­
bage customers 15 to 30 
cents a can. But a couple 
of other things have to 
.happen first. Metro has 
to decide to reduce the $75-per-ton fee 
it charges local garbage haulers, and 
cities have to decide to pass that sav­
ings on to customers.

But approving the renegotiated con­
tract is the first step.

Basically, the changes mean Metro 
gets lower rates and Oregon Waste 
Systems gets more, gar­
bage for its Columbia 
Ridge landfill near Ar­
lington.

Metro would save 
about $85,000 a month, 
or about $37 million over 
the remaining 13 years 
of the contract.

The new deal soothes at least a cou­
ple of irritants that have been dogging 
the relationship between Metro and 
Oregon Waste Systems. The first is a 
Metro guarantee that the company 
will get 90 percent of all the region’s 
waste slated for a general-purpose 
landfill. The company believes Metro 
hasn’t stuck to that guarantee.

Under the new deal,. Oregon Waste 
Systems agrees to quit pursuing that

• claim and gives Metro an economic 
incentive to live up to the guarantee 
in the future.

The second controversy is over a 
deal signed by former Metro Execu­
tive Rena Cusma in 1994. That deal 
involved a dispute over whether Ore­
gon Waste Systems should give Metro 
a rate break under a “most favorable 
rate” clause in the contract because 
Seattle and other customers negotiat­
ed better deals than Metro to dump at 
Arlington.

Cusma gave up the provision for 
other concessions, including rebates 
for non-Metro garbage dumped at Ar­
lington.

• But Cusma’s dealmaking spawned 
an argument between her and the 
Metro Council, and resulted in law­
suits in and out of Metro.

The deal now on the 
table terminates. the 
most-favorable-rate pro­
vision, and says Metro 
won’t pursue related 
claims against Oregon 
Waste Systems. As part 
of the deal, the council 
also would finally ratify 

Cusma’s action.
We favored the 1994 plan, saying 

that Cusma “took immediate and cer­
tain savings instead of gambling on a 
better deal that might — or might not 
«c" happen.” And in fact, Metro has 
saved about $2 million since the deal 
took effect.

The same principle ap­
plies'now. A couple of 
Metro councilors think 
Metro can get a better 
deal for ratepayers and

should hold out. Presid­
ing Officer Jon Kvistad 
has made noises about 

keeping the deal off the council’s Dec. 
19 agenda.

Other councilors shouldn’t allow 
that. This contract is the result of 
about a year and a half of hard negoti­
ating between Metro and Oregon 
Waste Systems, and there’s little rea­
son to think it’s not the best pact the 
parties could come up with.

In fact, the only better deal Metro 
could get, at least until the contract 
expires in 2009, is from Oregon Waste 
Systems itself. Competitors can offer 
all kinds of enticements, but the truth 
remains that Oregon Waste Systems 
holds the contract.

Further, the company didn’t have to 
•come to the table — although it made 
sense for it to do so in a growing re­
gion with a new competitive climate.

This deal is good for the company, 
for Metro and for the region. The 
council shouldn’t thumb its nose at it.

tiA bird in the hand is 
worth two in the bush, and 
the two in the bush might
be dead birds. 99

— Rod Monroe,
Metro councilor

< t Nobody can give them 
a better deal. We have the ' 
contract 99 '

—Art DudzInskI, 
Waste Management Inc.
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING THE ) 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN FOR FISCAL ) 
YEARS 1997-98 THROUGH '2001-02 ) 

RESOLUTION NO. 96-2423-A 
Introduced by 

Mike Burton, Executive Officer 

WHEREAS, Metro recognizes the need to prepare a long-range plan 
estimating the timing, scale and cost of its major capital ass~ts; 

WHEREAS, Metro departments have inventoried existing major capital 
assets, prepared status reports on current capital projects and assessed future capital 
needs; 

WHEREAS, Metro's Executive Officer has directed the preparation of a 
Capital Improvement Plan for Fiscal Years 1997-98 through 2001-02 that balances 
projected available resources with major capital spending needs and assesses the 
impact of capital projects on operating budgets; 

WHEREAS, The Metro Council has reviewed the FY 1997-98 through FY 
2001-02 Capital Improvement Plan; and 

WHEREAS, The Council has conducted a public hearing on the FY 
1997-98 through FY 2001-02 Capital Improvement Plan; and 

BE IT RESOLVED, 

1 . That the Proposed FY 1997-98 through 2001-02 Capital 
Improvement Plan as amended with capital project changes approved by the Metro 
Council Finance Committee, which is on file at the Metro offices, is hereby adopted. 

2. That the Executive Officer is requested to include the FY 1997-98 
capital projects from the FY 1997-98 through 2001-02 Capital Improvement Plan in his 
proposed FY 1997-98 budget. 

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this __ day of ____ , 1996. 

Approved as to Form: 

Daniel B. Cooper, General Counsel 
i:cip\[esoluti\96-2423-AA.doc 
drs 

Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer 



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION 96-2423 ADOPTING THE 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN FOR FISCAL YEARS 1997-98 
THROUGH 2001-02

Date: November 1,1996 Presented by: Mike Burton, Executive Officer

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The Proposed Capital Improvement Plan for Fiscal Years 1997-98 
through 2001-02 has been forwarded to Council for consideration. Resolution 
No. 96-2423, presented to Council on November 4, 1996, is the formal 
instrument by which the plan will be adopted. Final action to adopt the plan has 
to occur by December 12,1996 to allow sufficient time to incorporate the plan’s 
FY 1997-98 capital projects into the Executive Officer’s proposed FY 1997-98 
budget.

This action will formally adopt Metro’s Capital Improvement Plan for Fiscal 
Years 1997-98 through 2001-02 and request the Executive Officer to include the 
plan’s FY 1997-98 capital projects in his proposed FY 1997-98 budget.

l;cip\doc\resoluti\96staff.doc
drs
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saying that she was curious how that publication might relate to serving on the Solid 
Waste Review Committee. She moved that the Council confirm the Executive’s 
nomination.

Councilor McFarland acknowledged Mr. Ross Hall’s work on the Rate Review 
Committee. Mr. Hall filled the position very adequately, very well. He was a very 
conscientious member of the board. She thanked Mr. Hall for all of his hard work.

9.

Vote: The vote was 7 aye/ 0 nay/ 0 abstain. The motion passed unanimously.

COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION

Presiding Officer Kvistad asked about holding Finance Committee on Thursday prior to 
Council meetings so that two of the Councilors would not have to serve on committees four 
days during the week. He asked Councilor McCaig if that would be appropriate?

Councilor McCaig responded that the issue was consolidating the time effectively for all 
Councilors. The Finance Committee was a meeting of the whole. Thursday was the only day 
that all of the members of the Council were at Metro so it did make sense to have the Finance 
Committee before or after Council.

Presiding Officer Kvistad said he could tentatively schedule the Finance Committee for 1:00 
p.m. but Councilor McCaig could set the time for them because many times those meetings 
were flexible.

Councilor McLain indicated that she couldn’t attend until 1:15 p.m. on that day for the Finance 
Committee so she would like to have the opportunity to attend those Finance Committee 
meetings as long as they were going to be a committee of seven. She could be at Metro for an 
early morning meeting or after 1:15 p.m. but she could not be here between 10:30 am and 1:00 
p.m.

Councilor McFarland suggested starting the Finance Committee meeting at 1:30 p.m.

Presiding Officer Kvistad said that this would mean that the time for Council would have to be 
shifted until a bit later. On those days that there was a Finance Committee meeting it was 
possible to start Finance at 1:30 p.m. and then have Council begin at 3:30 p.m.

Councilor McCaig urged not to change the Council meeting times. If necessary the Finance 
Committee could be after the Council meeting. She asked that if there were other Councilors 
available to meet in the morning could this be a consideration?

Presiding Officer Kvistad said that if all three or four of the committee members were 
available to do a morning meeting and agreed to do a morning meeting, it was possible to have 
morning meetings. It had been the custom that meetings be held when all members of the 
committee could attend. He asked the Council to let him know as soon as possible.



O . '<D2^

BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING ) ORDINANCE NO. 97-677
METRO CODE CHAPTERS 2.04 AND 6.01 )
AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY ) Introduced by Councilor Ruth

McFarland

THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Findings.

1. The Metropolitan Exposition-Recreation Commission (MERC) 

is a Metro Commission created pursuant to the provisions of 

Chapter 6 of the Metro Code. MERC is charged by Metro with the 

operation and management of regional sports, trade, convention, 

and spectator facilities, including facilities owned by the City 

of Portland as well as by Metro.

2. The Council finds that the regional facilities operated 

by MERC make a valuable contribution to the economic health, 

vitality, and quality of life in the Metro region.

3. The Council finds that it is in the interests of the 

Metro region to provide a management structure for the regional 

facilities managed by MERC that is efficient, cost effective, and 

accountable to public purposes and elected officials.

4. The Council finds that the facilities managed by MERG 

operate in a competitive, rapidly changing market.

5. The Council finds that the best means to meet the goal of 

cost effective, efficient, and accountable management of the MERC

ORDINANCE NO. 97-677
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facilities in a competitive, market driven business is to enhance 

MERC'S ability to operate in the most flexible, entrepreneurial 

and autonomous manner possible.

6. The Council further finds that joint management and 

operation of the regional facilities maximizes economies of scale 

and other management efficiencies.

7. It is the intention of the Council in this ordinance to 

amend sections of the Metro code applicable to MERC so as to. 

benefit the residents of the Metro region by enhancing MERC's 

ability to operate in the most entrepreneurial, efficient, cost 

effective and autonomous manner possible. Therefore, the 

provisions of this ordinance shall be liberally construed so as 

to accomplish the intent of the council.

Section 2. Metro Code Section 2.04.054 is amended as follows: 

2.04.054 Competitive Bidding Exemptions

Subject to the policies and provisions of ORS 279.005 and 

279.007, and the Metro Code, all Metro and Metropolitan 

Exposition-Recreation Commission public contracts shall be 

based upon competitive bids except:

ORDINANCE NO. 97-677
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(a) State Law. Classes of public contracts 

specifically exempted from competitive bidding requirements 

by state law.

(b) Board Rule. The following classes of public 

contracts are exempt from the competitive bidding process 

based on the legislative finding by the board that the 

exemption will not encourage favoritism or substantially 

diminish competition for public contracts and that such 

exemptions will result in substantial cost savings:

(1) All contracts estimated to be not more than 

$25/000 provided that the procedures required 

by section 2.04.056 are followed.

(2) Purchase and sale of zoo animals, zoo gift 

shop retail inventory and resale items, and 

any sales of food or concession items a’t 

Metro facilities.

(3)

ORDINANCE NO. 97-677

Contracts for management and operation of 

food, parking or similar concession services 

at Metro facilities provided that procedures 

siibstantially similar to the procedures
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required for formal Request for Proposals 

used by Metro for personal services contracts 

are followed.

(4) Emergency contracts provided that written 

findings are made that, document the factual 

circumstances creating the emergency and 

establishing why the emergency contract will 

remedy the emergency. An emergency contract 

must be awarded within .60 days of the 

.declaration of the emergency unless the board 

grants an extension.

(5) Purchase of food items for resale at the zoo
c '

provided the provisions of section 2.04.060 

are followed.

(6) Contracts for warranties in which the 

supplier'Of the goods or services covered by 

the warranty has designated a sole provider 

for the warranty service.

(7) Contracts for computer hardware and software 

provided that procedures substantially

ORDINANCE NO. 97-677
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similar to the procedures required for formal 

Request for Proposals used by Metro for 

personal services contracts are followed.

(8) Contracts under which Metro is to receive 

revenue by providing a service.

(9) Contracts for the lease or use of the Qrogen 

Convention Center or other- convention, trade, 

and spectator buildings and facilities 

operated by the Metro Exposition-Recreation 

Commission.

(10) Public Gcontracts for purchnoes- by the Metro 

Exposition-Recreation Commission in an amount 

less than $317-000100,000, which amount shall 

be adjusted each year to reflect any changes

in the Portland SMSA CPI, provided that any 

rules adopted by the commission which provide 

for substitute selection procedures are 

followed; or

(11) Contracts for equipment repair or overhaul, 

but only when the service and/or parts

ORDINANCE NO. 97-677
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required are unknown before the work begins 

and the cost cannot be determined, without 

extensive preliminary dismantling or testing.

(12) Contracts in the nature of grants to further 

a Metro putpose provided a competitive , 

request for proposal process is followed.

(c) Board Resolution. Specific contracts, not within 

the classes exempted in subsection (a) and (b) above, may be 

exempted by the board by resolution subject to the 

requirements of ORS 279.015(2) and ORS 279.015(5). The 

board shall, where appropriate, direct the use of alternate 

contracting and purchasing practices that take account of 

market realities and modern innovative contracting and 

purchasing methods, which are consistent with the public 

policy of encouraging competition.

Section 3. Metro Code Chapter 6 is amended as follows:

6.01.010 Purpose

ORDINANCE NO. 97-677
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The purpose of this chapter is to establish a metropolitan 

commission to renovate, maintain^ and operate, and manage 

metropolitan convention, trade and spectator facilities 

pursuant to ORS—268.395?—268.400?—and 268.310 (6)- the 1992 

Metro Charter. The Commission established by this chapter is 

intended by the Metro Council to operate in a cost 

effective, independent, and entrepreneurial manner, so as to

provide the greatest benefit to the residents of the Metro

region. The provisions of this chapter shall therefore be

liberally construed so as to achieve these ends.

6.01.020 Definitions

As used herein:

- - - fa-)- "Adveraely-af-f-cctcd or aggrieved" means a-po-r-sen

who appcarod-ora-l-ly-or in writing before the—eommi-ss-i-en

prior-to and regarding a final ■commission action and-who-h

-(4r)—Has suffered or will-suffor—an in-jur-y-to-seme

o\ibst-an-tial interoot of the—person caused by

the final—commission act-ion-;—&£■

ORDINANCE NO. 97-677
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-fS-)- Had an intorcat in -tho final'-ccHigni-s-s-aiOR

action that-was-rocognizod by the—commiosion-r

aaocrtcd-a poaition on-tho morito of—t-he 

final-commiosion action;—and -ouf-fcrcd a final-

commiooion action contrary to-the position

aaocrtcd by^-hc porooiv;—Persons who-si-gn

petitions arc not consido-rod to havo

oubmitt-cd oral- or written testimony-

(ba) "Conimission" means the Metropolitan 

Exposition-Recreation Commission established hereunder;

(eb) "Council" means the Metro council of-t-he 

Metropolitan Scrvico-District;

L

(dc) "Councilor" means a member of the council;

(ed) "District" means-t-he Metropolitan Service 

Distri-et;

(•fe) "Executive" means the executive officer of bhe 

Metropolitan Service Di-striefe.

ORDINANCE NO. 97-677
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(■gf) "Final action" means an action taken by resolution 

of the commission that is not a ministerial action and that 

is not a tentative or preliminary action that:

(1) Precedes final action; or

(2) Does not preclude further consideration of 

the action.

(h) "Just cause" means habitual absence from meetings 

of the commission, physical or mental disability that 

prevents meaningful participation as a commission member, 

failure to remain a resident of the district, the commission 

of substantive,violation of ORS chapter 244 (Government 

Ethics) or substantive regulations adopted pursuant thereto, 

conviction of any felony, or the commission of any action or 

failure to act of a similar nature that brings into serious 

question the ethical or legal integrity of the commission 

member's official actions.

6.01.030 Commission Created

ORDINANCE NO. 97-677
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There is hereby created a metropolitan exposition-recreation 

commission consisting of seven members. All members shall 

be residents of the district. Onc of-thc membcra shall—bo 

appointed by-the—ox-ocutive-officGr to be the initia-l- 

chairperson of the■commission— The commission members shall 

be appointed as follows:

(a) Members of the commission shall be appointed by 

the executive officer and confirmed by a majority of the 

members of the council in accordance with the following 

procedures:

(1) Nomination Process. The executive officer

will accept nominations to the commission as 

follows:

(A) The County Commissions of Clackamas,

Multnomah and Washington counties each 

shall nominate one candidate. The 

candidates must be residents of the 

district and nominating county.

ORDINANCE NO. 97-677
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(B) The City Council of the City of Portland 

shall nominate one candidate for each of 

two positions. The candidates must be 

residents of the district and the City 

of Portland.

(C) Two nominees shall be at the sole 

discretion of the executive officer.

The candidates must be residents of the 

district.

S '

(2) Appointment Process. The executive officer 

shall, upon concurring in the nominations 

received from the County Commissions of 

Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties 

or the City Council of the City of Portland, 

transmit the names of the persons so 

nominated to the Council of the Metropolitan 

Service District as appointments for 

confirmation. In addition, the Executive 

Officer shall transmit two additional names 

as appointments for confirmation.

ORDINANCE NO. 97-677
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For those positions on the commission which 

are subject to nomination by a local 

governmental body, the executive officer will 

receive the nominations from the relevant 

governing body and review the nomination 

prior to submitting the nomination to the 

Metro council for confirmation. If the 

executive officer fails to concur with any 

candidate so nominated by a local government, 

the executive officer shall so notify the 

jurisdiction which shall then nominate 

another candidate. This process shall 

continue until such time as the executive 

officer agrees to transmit the name of the 

individual nominated by the local government.

If an appointment submitted to the council 

for confirmation as a result of this process 

is rejected by the council, the executive 

officer shall so notify the local government 

which shall nominate another candidate and 

the process shall continue until such time as 

a candidate nominated by a local government 

has been forwarded by the executive officer
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to the council for confirmation and has been 

confirmed.

If the council fails to confirm an 

appointment made at the sole discretion of 

the executive officer, the executive officer 

may submit the name of another person for 

confirmation by the council.

—- - —-Of the—in-i-t-i-al appointments/—one shall bo for a

onc-yonr-torm;—two shall, bo ■■ for--a-two-year term;—two shall

b G—for—-a—t-hr oc - ycar-to rm-;—and—two—including-t-he -ch airp croon

shall be for ■ a-four-ycar—torm-;—T-horGa-ffecr—appo-intmontg

shall bo-for-a

four-year—term—

- - - (-ef-—Provided-further-t-hat—t-he—i-ni-t-i-al—t-orms-o-f—members

shall-expi-re-on the 15th day—of—Janua-r-y-olosest to the

appropriate ■■ anniversary of the appointment--

- - - (-eH- Of ■ the-initial—appoi-nt-ment-S7—the execut-i-ve—of-f-recr

shall designate-one—member—as - the—initial chairperson—t-o

hol-d—that posi-t-ion—for a four-yea-r—term-;- I-f—a-vacancy

ocGurs-before the-end- of the term,—the-executive -offi-cer-
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shall appoint'-a now cha-i-rpo-rson to -complotG ■ the uncxpirod

term in the—same mannor-as—in-tho case -of—t-hc—mciabc-r—who&e

term—was-not-complotod-

(eb) A vacancy shall occur from the death, resignation, 

failure to continue residency within the district and in the 

case of members nominated by a local government residency 

within the boundaries of the nominating government, or 

inability to serve of any member or from the removal of a 

member by the executive for just cause, subject to approval 

of the removal by a majority of the members of the council.

(■fc) Vacancies shall be filled pursuant to the 

procedure governing the initial appointment of members. 

Vacancies in a position originally filled by a member 

nominated by a local government pursuant to this section er1 

pursuant to Metro -Executive Order No-;—^ shall be filled by 

the nomination, appointment and confirmation process 

provided for in this section so that five members of the 

commission shall be the' nominees of the four local 

government bodies as specified herein.
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(^d) No person who is elected to a public office, or 

appointed to fill a vacancy in a public office, shall be 

eligible to serve.

(he) The commission may adopt its own rules of 

organization and procedure and oxccpt-QQ provided for tho 

appointmon-t—of-thc--initial chairperson in subooction—(-e-)-

abo-vor- may elect its own officers for such terms and with 

such duties and powers necessary for the performance of the 

functions of such offices as the commission determines 

appropriate.

6.01.040 Powers

The commission shall have the following power and authority;

(a) To renovate, equip, maintain and repair any 

convention, trade, and spectator buildings and facilities 

for which the commission is responsible, and to advise the 

public owners of these facilities on financial measures

which may be necessary or desirable with respect to initial

construction or major capital projects;
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(b) To manage/ operate and market the use of the 

Oregon Convention-Gon-fec-r—and-otho-r- convention/ trade/ and 

spectator buildings and facilities for which the commission 

is responsible; and-t-o-advise the dis-t-r-i-ct—on-oporat-ing-and 

marketing matters - that—rd-a-te to tho—i-n-i-t-i-al—construction-of

facilities;-

(c) To acquire in the name of the district by 

purchase/ devise/ gift, or grant real and personal property 

or any interest therein as the commission may find necessary 

for its purposes. The commission may recommend to the 

council the condemnation of property for use by the 

commission but may not itself exercise the condemnation 

power;

(d) To lease and dispose of property in accordance 

with ORS 271.300 to 271.360;

(e) To maintain and repair any real and personal c 

property acquired for the purposes of the commission;

(f) To lease/ rent/ and otherwise authorize the use of 

its buildings/ structures and facilities; to fix fees and 

charges relating to the use of said buildings/ structures 
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and facilities/ provadod thG-Commisoion pursuant to aoction 

■6—01-. 050 shall obta-i-n the prior approval of all revenue

sourcco- by the council; to establish any other terms and 

conditions governing use of its buildings and facilities; 

and to adopt any regulations deemed necessary or appropriate 

for the protection of users and for the protection and 

public use and enjoyment of its buildings and facilities;

(g) To perform planning and feasibility studies for 

convention, trade, and spectator facilities within the 

district;

(h) To employ, manage, and terminate such personnel as 

the commission may find necessary, appropriate, or 

convenient for its purposes under personnel rules adopted by 

the commission;

(i) Except as-providcd-in-subocction (m)—bclow;'tTo 

employ professional, technical, and other assistance as the 

commission may find necessary, appropriate, or convenient 

for its purposes;

(j) To enter into contracts of such types and in such 

amounts, including intergovernmental agreements, as the 
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commission may deem necessary, appropriate, or convenient 

for the renovation, equipment, maintenance, repair, 

operation, and marketing of the use of buildings and 

facilities for which it is responsible, and for professional 

and other services, under contracting rules adopted by the 

commission;

(k) To enter into intergovernmental agreements for the 

transfer of convention, trade, or spectator buildings and 

facilities to the district, or for the transfer of operating 

and administrative responsibilities for such buildings and 

facilities to the commission, provided that the council has 

approved such acquisition or transfer;

(l) To accept gifts.and donations and to contract for 

and receive federal and other aid and assistance;

(m) To determine the type, quality, and scope 6f 

services required by the Commission in order to conduct its

business in a cost effective, entrepreneurial, and 

independent manner, as required by this chapter. Services of 

the district including accounting, legal, personnel, risk 

management, public affairs, and other servicesyshall may be 

provided by the district subject to compensation being 
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provided by the Commission to the district as the district 

and the Commission may -reqai-re agree upon; The commission 

may acquire such services by other means, provided that the 

Commission determines by duly adopted resolution that the

provision of such services by other means is cost effective,

and results in a net benefit to the residents of the

District and the regional facilities managed by the

Commission subject to budgeyt-appr-ova-l—by-the■ council/ 

provided—t-ho—cmpioymont—of—1 cgo 1 counocl—shal-l—be sub-joct-to

the approval' of-the district’o general counsel;

(n) To recommend to the council and to the other 

public owners of buildings and facilities managed by the

Commission such long-term revenue and general obligation 

measures and other revenue-raising measures for the benefit 

of the commission's purposes as the commission may deem 

appropriate for consideration by the council, by the other 

public owners of buildings or facilities managed by the

Commission, or the electors of the district, but the 

commission may not adopt such measures itself;

(o) To recommend to the council the adoption of 

ordinances carrying criminal and civil penalties for their
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violation, but the. commission may not adopt such ordinances 

itself;

(p) To do all other acts and things necessary, 

appropriate, or convenient to the exercise of the powers of 

the commission.

6.01.050 Budget and Accounts

_ _ _ (a) General Requirements. The commission accounts shall

be kept in conformity with the generally accepted accounting 

practices of--thc district;- and in accordance with the local 

budget law, and the accounts shall be audited yearly at the 

same time and by the same auditor as are the district's 

accounts.

(b) Procedure for Commission Approval of Proposed

Budget. The commission annually shall prepare a proposed 

budget and shall approve the proposed budget by duly adopted

resolution in accordancG with the loca-1—budget law-and-t-ho 

Gchedul-G and ■roqu-i-r-oments—of thg-di-st-r-i-ct and shall-submit

thc-budget to-the—oxocutive-officor—for—i-nelus-ion'in the

GXGCUtivG-of-f-icGrf-s--budgGt submission to the council. The 

commission's deliberations and actions on its budget,
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including any work sessions or subcommittee sessions^ shall

be conducted as public meetings as required by the Oregon

statutes governing public meetings. Prior to approving any

proposed budget/ the commission shall provide a reasonable

opportunity for interested persons to testify and make their

views known with respect to the proposed budget.

(c) Procedure for Submission of Commission Budget to

Metro. Ten working days prior to the date set by the council

for the executive officer's budget submission to the 

council^ the commission shall transmit its proposed budget

to the Metro executivef and shall simultaneously provide a

copy of the proposed budget to the council. The executive

shall submit the coininission/s proposed budget, to the council

with the executive's general budget submission to the 

council^ together with any recommendations the executive may

have for changes in the commission's proposed budget. The

commission's budget shall be subject to review and approval 

by the council.

_ _ _ (d) Content of Commission's Budget. To the maximum

extent permitted by laW/ T-the commission's proposed budget 

shall consist of one commission-wide series of 

appropriations for personal services/ materials and
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services/ capital outlay/ and contingency^ applicable to all

buildings/ facilities/ and programs managed by the 

commission, includc-a achcdulG -of-t-ho—i-tcms/—s or vices—and 

■faci-l-i-t-iGO—for-wh-irch ■ thG-commiooion—intends to-fix fees and

char-gos—roiating-to—the use of its buildings/—atr-aeturos- and

■faci-ii-t-ics-during-thc-budgGt year - together with any other

proposed—revenue raising measures-—Once the commissionf s 

budget has been adopted by the council/ any changes in the

adopted appropriations Any—a dd-i-t-ions—to—the-schedule of 

items7—oervi-cGo and—faci-l-i-t-i-cs-and—any—ot-hGr--nGW-rcvenuc

sauaees—not previously approved by the council must be 

ratified in advance by the council.

6.01.060 Commission Meetings and Form of Action

(a) Commission Meetings. All meetings of the commission

shall be conducted as public meetings as required by Oregon

law/ except where executive sessions are permitted by law.

The commission shall provide adequate notice of its meetings

as required by law to the media and all interested persons

who have requested in writing that they be provided with

notice of commission meetings. In addition to these

requirements/ five working days prior to each regular 

meeting/ the commission shall send a copy of its agenda for 
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such meeting to all elected Metro officials, and to each

city and county in the Metro region. In the event of a

special meeting^ in addition to complying with any and all

requirements applicable to special meetings under Oregon

laW/ the commission shall provide each Metro elected

official with:

(i) a copy of the proposed agenda for the special

meeting^ to be hand delivered or transmitted by 

facsimile device to the Metro elected official at least

24 hours in advance of the special meeting; and,

(ii) at least 24 hours prior notice by telephone

of the time/ date^ place^ and proposed agenda for the

special meeting.

(b) Commission Actions. All final actions of the commission 

shall be by resolution.

6.01.070 Delegation

The commission may delegate to its employees any of the 

power and authority of the commission subject to those 

limitations the commission deems appropriate. Any 

delegation shall be by resolution of the commission.
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6.01.080 fievjrewFilinq and Effective Date of Commission

Resolutions

(a) Within five days after the. passage of any 

resolution, the commission shall file a copy of the 

resolution with the council clerk, or such other officer as 

the council may designate, who shall maintain a special 

record of the commission's resolutions which shall be 

accessible to the public under like terms as the ordinances 

of the district. ■ Except aS' provided—in-subsect-i-on—{-e^—o# 

thig^cction7—no-resolution-of the commission -ohal-l—boeome

cffoct-ivc until StOO-p.m. on the lOth-day-following the

filing of—a—cepy-t-heroof-w-i-th the—counci-l—c-l-or-k-;—The

council clerk or such other officer as the council may 

designate shall immediately notify the executive officer and 

council of the receipt of the resolution.

(b) Except—as—pr-ovided—in subscoti-on—fe-)—of—t-hi-s 

scGt-ion7—a resolution of the commi-ssion-shall not-become
I

effective if/—within 10-days after the fi-l-ing-by—the

commi-ss-ion—ef—a copy-of the resolution-wi-t-h the counci-l-

clerk?—either—the -executi-ve-officer-?—fehr-ee-members- of—the

council—acting'jointly; or any- person-adverse-l-y-ef-f-ected-er
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aggr-i-Gvcd-by-a final—action-of the GomiaisGion—files a

request with-the -counG-i-l—c-l-crk—for council rcv-i-ow-of' the

commi-ssion resolution-^—All requests for review-shall be in .

writing ■ and-shall include—(-1-)—a-description of the 

resolution to be reviewed-including—the—r-osol-ution' number-;-

—a clear statement of—the—specific-reasons—for the review

and—t-he -reques tod—counci-1—act-i-on-;—and—(-3-)—the -name—and

addrcss-o-f—the person-requesting review.—Upon—receipt—of—a

request for council review of commission action?—t-he-council

cl-er-k—forthwith—sha-M—not-i-fy-thc-comniission ■ of --the- request

for—review-and shall—deliver-to-the-commisGion-'a copy—of—the

■request—for—review-:- The-resolution-to-bc-rcvicwcd shall be

piaced-on the agenda—for—the next regular—counci-i-meeting/-

subject-to—compiianco- with --rules-for-placing-i-tems-on-the

agenda-;-provided?—however-?—that the-council may -review-the .

resolution at- any-mcet-ing-undcr a suspensi-on—of—the—ru-lcs-—

■ For-any-review? the executive officer may-submit-a 

-recoimnendation-as-to—the—action to be taken by the- counci-l-

or-review-;- In conducting the-review' the- counci-l-shal-l-hear ,

and—consider statements—from—the-^or-son—requesting—the

■review?—thG-executi-ve-officer/—the -commis s ion—and-ot-har-

-in ter-es t e d -p arsons-:—After-hea ring—the-matter-?—the-counc-ii

shall upon-motion act--to-approve the-commission-action?-

, modify- thc-act-ion -or-return—the - matter—to-t-he commiss-ion-r
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- - - If tho council approves or modi-f-i-osj-thc—coinmisoion

rGoolution it ohall- bcGomc—offoctivo immcdi-atcly;- If tho

counoi-1—returns ■■tho- rooolution to tho commi-a si-on it shall

not-boGomo—of foctivo until ouch timo-as tho comitvi-ss-i-on takoo

-f-u-r-t-hor act-ion on- tho-mat-tor—subjoct—to—tho-roviow

procodurcQ of this-Godo-r

-fo)- Resolutions of the commission wh-i-oh—por-t-oi-n solely

to tho following matters shall be effective upon adoption or 

at such other time as specified by the commission-f-

- - - - - ^- Schodu-ling tho -uso-of buildingf)—and

facilitios;—operatod-by-the—Gomnt-i-ss-i-on-;-

45-)----Ent-or-ing into-agr-ocntcntg-for-tho-uso-of

buildings-and f aci-li-t-i-os—opor-a-t-od by tho

commi-osion7—including-al-1—of—tho—terms-^and

Gondirbieno of tho—agr-oomonto/. provided tho

agroomonts-do-not-dj-gansfor operation/' 

managomont;—and-control of—tho-bu-i-l-di-ngs—and

faci-litics;-
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43-)—Ma-fetor-s-of—Gntpl-oymcnt/ ■ di-sm-i-ssal/ or

diociplin-i-ng-of -omployGG£3;’

44^---Purchaaing-ouppliGS?—consumablGS/—sorvicGS/

and-Gqu-ipmGiytj?—i-n—accordancG w-i-t-h—a-budgGt

approvGd by tho—counGi-1-;'

- - - —T-hG-Gouncil may-on—i-ts—own-initiati-vG-or-at thG

raguGot-of tho GXGGut-i-vG7—by-ragularly adoptod-ordi-nancGy

-rcpoa-l-?—amond?—or-altar any rosoluti-ons—adopted by- tho

Gommi-Gsi-on-;—Any repeal;—amondmont-^—or-a 11or-a-t-i-on-itiay-bc

made-rct-roactivc—or—proopGct-ivG—in-effect but ahall not

invalidate any contr-aet—or—agroGmont—t-hat—haG--bcGomG

effective- under thia GGction-pr-i-or—to—adopt-ion- of- the

o-rd-inaneo.

-6—OI-t-090 Initial Charge—to—Gommi-ssi-on

Following-appointment of its members and-during the time

prior—to—the—comp-l-et-i-on-of—cons truct-i-on—o-f—the—convent-ion

center-/—the—comm-i-ssicn—sha-1-1—do the following;■
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--------- f-a^—Adopt a fivo-yoor—opor-a-t-i-ng plan which—i-ncludos-

but—i-fj—net limi-t-cd—t-o—sta-ff-ing—roquirGmGntay-pGrsonnGl—rulos

and—contract rulcEb—rental—schcdulcG/ markct-ing-programs—and
I

expendi—t-uro—and-rovenuG roquircmento.- -In—prepo-r-i-ng—t-feo

operat-ing plan-the commiooion ohall conoidGr-Mctro-pol-ic-ies

and servicGO and—i-ncorporate thogG--pol-i-GiGO-and-GGrvicGG—i-f-

they are found-to—ef-f-or advantagoG—f-er—o-f-ficient operation.-

ThG-commiooioh oha-1-1—propoGO- operat-ing procedureG-whi-ch

take into- account the-unique functlonG-of- ■the-coirint-i-GGien—and

the-buG-i-ne go—practiceo-o f—the—convent ion-/—trade-and 

opeet-ator induotry-- Prior to-the—adopfe-ien of the plan the

commioGion ohall aubmit-the-plan ■■to-the-counci-l—for—review

and—rocommendation-no—later than June 30/—1988.■

—- - - - - Not later than September 1/—1988/—report--1o-the

counci-1 on the progreoG-ef-?—and-mak-e recommendationo to ■ the

counci-1—of appropriate action regarding negotiationo-w-i-th

-loca-l—governmento-wi-th-i-n—the diotri-ct—f-or the tranofef-of- •

appropriate—f-acil-it-i-GO-or—operationo to the commiooion-;—¥be

negot-i-a-t-ionG-may include-but—are-not—l-i-mi-t-ed-to—t-ranofer of

aooeto- and liabilitiGO-and-opGrational—reoponoibi-l-i-tieG-;-

t-r-anef-er -of—cmployeeo;-revenue—and expenditure requircment-G-;-

and—schoduleG—and-chargeG "and met-hodo of dete-ria-lning

chargeo-.-
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----^ Idcntify-otatutory—changes noGciGd—for the

commission to carry out -i-ts—r-Gsponoibilit-i-osK—The
r

comm-icoion-ohall-oubmit -proposod-statutory changes ■ to-tho

council- -for—review—and—appropriate-act ion—no—Inter than

August—1-&7—1988—

- - - (eH—To facilitate this—initial Charge- the-counci-l

shall—forthwi-th upon—appcjrntment-of—the—eommiss ion—adopt—a

budget for operation-of—the commisaicn-and assign-to-tho

commi-ssion—for implcmGnt-et-ion--any-cont-r-acta entered-into-by

the -di-strict for the-operation and-marketing of the

convention—cenher-r

6.01.100 Clouncil Genvention-Genter1 Regional Facilities

Committee

The commission regularly shall report to the council 

regional facilitiesconvention center- committee for purposes 

of review and recommendation on the—adoption—of the 

five-year plan and on general policy and budget matters. 

Such reports shall occur as directed by the committee^ but

in no event less than quarterly.
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Section 3. Emergency Clause. This Ordinance being necessary for 

the health, safety, or welfare of the Metro region, for the 

reason that the financial and operating condition of the 

Commission requires the changes and improvements provided for 

herein without further delay, an emergency is declared to exist 

and this Ordinance takes effect upon passage.

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this_ _ day of _ _ _, 1997.

Jon Kvistad 
Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of Council

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

Daniel B. Cooper 
Metro General Counsel
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STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 97-677, AMENDING METRO CODE 
CHAPTERS 2.04 AND 6.01 WHICH PERTAIN TO THE METROPOLITAN 
EXPOSITION-RECREATION COMMISSION (MERC)

Date: January 14, 1997

Presented by: Mark B. Williams
MERC Interim General Manager •

Introduction:

This staff report accompanies and explains ordinance No. 97- 
677. Appendix A provides, a section-by-section analysis; 
Appendix B shows the sources of the policy recommendations 
behind these amendments to the Metro Code, from the reports 
and studies which called for these changes.

Background and analysis:

The purpose of Metro ordinance No. 97-677 is to enhance. 
MERC'S ability to manage the facilities assigned to it by 
Metro in a manner that is entrepreneurial, cost-effective, 
efficient, flexible and accountable to elected officials and 
the public. The ordinance implements the recommendations of 
the elected officials, leading business representatives and 
citizens who served on the 1995 City/Metro Facilities 
Consolidation Committee and the 1996 Metro-appointed 
Transition Team on Regional Facilities Consolidation, who 
studied management of the regional sports, trade, 
convention, and spectator facilities operated by MERC. 
Councilors. Ruth McFarland and Ed Washington and Executive 
Officer Mike Burton served as members of the Consolidation 
Committee; Councilor Ed Washington served on the Transition 
Team.

The Portland City Council and the Multnomah County 
Commission endorsed these recommendations on December 19, 
1996 and requested that the Metro Council act within 90 days 
to make changes in the Metro Code to accomplish these goals.

Ordinance No. 97-677 would accomplish the goals of 
entrepreneurial, cost-effective, efficient, autonomous, 
flexible and accountable management of the regional 
facilities through:

• changes in procurement of support services and
contracting procedures for some contracts to enhance 
flexibility and cost-effectiveness.
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• global, streamlined budgeting, with one MERC-wide 
series of appropriations, and with a schedule that 
corresponds more closely to the facilities, business 
cycle.

• simplification and streamlining of approval and 
review processes for MERC budget adjustments, 
resolutions, and other actions.

Changes in the code are designed to ensure that MERC can 
respond rapidly to business conditions and opportunities in 
a competitive market, in order to best serve the regional 
public at minimum cost to the taxpayer.

Accountability

To ensure that the provisions to enhance the autonomy and 
independence of MERC do not weaken MERC's accountability to 
elected officials and the public, the ordinance strengthens 
accountability mechanisms that do not compromise the 
flexibility, efficiency and streamlined operations that are 
the intent of this; ordinance. The ordinance:

( ■

• strengthens reporting by MERC to the Council, with 
the frequency and format as directed by the Metro 
Regional Facilities Committee, but in no event less 
than quarterly

• adds new provisions requiring public input in 
meetings on MERC budget and expanded piiblic notice 
for all MERC meetings

• provides for transmission of the MERC budget 
directly to the Council at the time it is submitted 
to the Executive Officer

• creates new requirements to ensure that all Metro 
elected officials are notified in advance of 
proposed MERC actions

The ordinance leaves intact current accountability 
mechanisms, some spelled out in the ordinance and others in 
effect under MERC policy, that are in the public interest 
and do not dilute the intent of this ordinance, including:

• monthly public meetings to review all aspects of 
operation and management of the facilities

• citizen advisory committees for each facility
• maintenance of Council's ultimate authority for 

budget approval
• maintenance of Council as MERC's contract review 

board
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Councilor Ed Washington's proposal to the Transition Team

Councilor Ed Washington submitted a proposal to the
Transition Team on September 16, 1996 in response to the
Transition Team's Model Draft, which included the following
recommendations: * !

• "Metro/Commission would work together to craft a more 
efficient operating relationship, designed to improve 
efficiency of operations and reduce costs... To achieve 
this goal, the new [regional facilities management 
entity],as authorized by Metro Council in annual budget, 
would be able to purchase outside services (within a 
legal and ethical framework) from the service supplier 
offering the lowest bid/most efficient service." [Note: 
this recommendation was also included in the Transition 
Team Model Draft 9/12/96, Operational Considerations, No. 
3]

• "No review of decisions. All Commission actions are 
final."

• "The [new regional facilities management entity], a 
management organization, is responsible for management of 
the system of regional facilities (including the OCC, 
EXPO Center, the PCPA and Civic Stadium), for management 
of each of the facilities within the system and for 
managing all financial aspects of the public funds 
contributed to the system." [Note: this recommendation 
was also included in the Transition Team Model Draft 
9/12/96, Structural Considerations, No.4]

• "Metro Council approves the [new regional facilities 
management entity's] annual, global budget, and gives 
[new regional facilities management entity]authority to 
operate within that global budget." [Note: this 
recommendation was also included in the Transition Team 
Model Draft 9/12/96, Structural Considerations, No.6]

• "Funds [would be] managed system-wide..."
• "Broader exemptions from competitive bidding granted by 

Metro Council."
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Appendix A

Section by Section Analysis

SECTION 1:. FINDINGS

■This section of the ordinance spells out the rationale 
for enacting changes in the Metro Code to enhance 
MERC'S ability to operate in an entrepreneurial, 
efficient, cost-effective, .autonomous, and accountable 
manner, and explicitly states the Council's intent for 
the ordinance.

SECTION 2: AMENDS METRO CODE SECTION 2.04.054

Paragraph (9) updates existing language to reflect 
MERC'S current role and makes it consistent with other 
references throughout the ordinance.

Paragraph (10) increases the dollar amo\int of contracts 
that are exempt from the formal "sealed bid" 
competitive bidding process from $31,000 to $100,000. 
Enhances flexibility, efficiency and cost-effectiveness 
for these contracts by reducing the time and costs 
associated with formal bidding. Provides MERC the 
ability to meet urgent needs (including repairs) on 
timely basis, without jeopardizing bookings and losing 
revenue. Permits use of smaller, more cost-effective 
firms that are unable to meet formal bidding 
requirements. Informal bidding, including the request 
for proposal process, remains MERC policy for minor 
contracts. Major contracts remain subject to formal 
bidding process.

SECTION 3: AMENDS METRO CODE CHAPTER 6

6.01.010 Purpose

Adds 'housekeeping' language and states intent of the 
ordinance.

6.01.020 Definitions

Deletes existing (a)(1) and (a)(2), that allow 
individuals (from the public) to appeal to the Council 
to request review.of MERC resolutions. Note that other 
avenues for citizen appeal remain available under state 
law, such as the writ of review.

New (a) strikes archaic language; updates definitions
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6.01.030 Commission Created

Strikes archaic language 

6.01.040 Powers

(a) Reflects owner's responsibility to meet capital 
requirements of its buildings, including City of 
Portland's acceptance of responsibility for financing 
the capital needs of the buildings that it owns (PCPA 
and Stadium).
(b) Strikes archaic language and adds new language 
consistent with ordinance.
(f) Strikes unclear and obsolete language, eliminates 
layer of approval to enable MERC to act quickly and 
flexibly
(i) Changed to be consistent with (m)
(m) Enables MERC to procure best services at lowest 
cost—implements change called for in all 
recommendations for more cost-effective, efficient and 
entrepreneurial management of MERC.
(n) Adds language to reflect City of Portland's 
acceptance of responsibility for financing the capital 
needs of the buildings that it owns, as well as Metro's 
obligation to seek regional funding for the capital 
needs of the facilities.

6.01.050 Budget and Accounts

(a) - (d) Streamlines MERC budget process. Enhances 
MERC'S ability to operate in an entrepreneurial and 
efficient manner, as recommended by all of the 
committees examining management of MERC. Takes into 
account the business needs of the facilities operating 
in a competitive market. Makes MERC budget process more 
business-like through elimination of costly, 
duplicative, and time-consuming MERC budget review. 
Ensures that process remains in accordance with local 
budget law and generally accepted accounting 
principles. Retains Metro Council's ultimate authority 
to review and approve the MERC budget.

(b) Adds language to enhance MERC's accountability in 
the budget process to both the public and to the 
Council. Requires opportunity for public testimony 
before MERC adopts budget.

(c) Provides budget schedule that corresponds more 
closely to business cycle within which MERC operates.
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enabling MERC to incorporate actual performance and 
revenue results from previous year and make more 
realistic projections.

(d) Enhances efficiency and flexibility by providing 
for one commission-wide series of appropriations for 
personal services, materials, and services, capital 
outlay, and contingency. Requires Council approval for 
any changes in appropriations adopted by the Council.

6.01.060 Commission Meetings and Form of Action

Subjects MERC to more stringent public accountability 
standards for meetings. Requires prior notice to Metro 
elected officials and governments within the Metro 
region of proposed MERC actions.

6.01.080 Filina and Effective date of Commission
Resolutions

(a-d) Enhances MERC's efficiency and autonomy by 
eliminating the review process for MERC resolutions’. 
Intent is to focus Council's review of MERC actions on 
larger management and policy issues. Separate 
provisions ensure expanded opportunities for Council 
and public input into MERC resolutions prior to final 
action by the Commission, and enhanced reporting 
requirements to Council Regional Facilities Committee.

6.01.090 Initial Charge to Commission

Strikes archaic language having to do with the initial 
formation of the Commission.

6.01.100 Council Convention Center Committee

Updates and strikes archaic language; strengthens 
reporting requirements by MERC to the Council through 
the Regional Facilities Committee
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Appendix B

Sources of Proposed Metro Coda Amendments

City/Metro Facilities Consolidation Conmittee; Transition 
Team on Regional Facilities Consolidation

In its final report, the Consolidation Committee recommended 
that:

"Exposition Recreation facilities should be managed as a 
flexible financial and operational system... Governance [of 
the ER facilities] should be structured to allow:

• operation in an independent and entrepreneurial 
manner

• maintenance of a system of accountabilities to the 
public entities

• cutting the cost of support services-"

-City/Metro Facilities Consolidation Advisory Committee 
final recommendations1/11/96

The Transition Team reexamined and endorsed the 
recommendations of the Consolidation Committee. In the 
course of its deliberations, "the Transition Team developed 
an operational and governance model. The Model called for a 
modification of the current MERC structure into a ..more 
flexible, autonomous, and entrepreneurial entity operating 
with an annual global budget- The Transition Team reached a 
general accord that this model incorporated most, if not 
all, of the recommendations from the Consolidation 
Committee."

-Final report of the Transition Team on Regional Facilities 
Consolidation^ 10/15/96

"Metro/Commission would work together to craft a more 
efficient operating relationship, designed to improve 
efficiency of operations and reduce costs... To achieve this 
goal, the new [regional facilities management entity] would 
be able to purchase outside services (within a legal and 
ethical framework) from the service supplier offering the 
•lowest bid/most efficient service."

-Transition Team Model Draft 9/12/96, Operational 
Considerations, No.4.
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Portland City Council Resolution and Multnomah County 
Commission Ordinance

The Portland City Council/ on December 19, 1996, adopted a 
resolution in which the City acknowledged its capital 
responsibility for the PCPA and Civic Stadium, and agreed to 
contribute a total of $3 million over the next five years 
for the operation of the buildings. The resolution stated: 
"...both commitments [are] subject to the Metro Council taking 
official action within 90 days from the date of this 
resolution which:

• Allow MERC enhanced autonomy to run its regional 
facilities in an independent and entrepreneurial 
manner;

• Reduce overhead costs by addressing support cost 
charges and allowing MERC heeded flexibility in the 
provision of support services;

• Grant MERC the ability to provide and/or purchase 
support services in such a manner as to provide the 
most efficient, cost effective, flexible and 
business-like approach to managing the regional 
facilities"

-Portland City Council resolution adopted by the City 
Council on 12/19/96

The Multnomah County Commission, also on December 19, 1996, 
adopted a county ordinance enacting changes in the Multnomah 
County Transient Lodging Tax to allocate annually $1.2 
million to PCPA, $200,000 to market the PCPA and support the 
region's cultural tourism efforts, and $3.8 million for the 
operation of OCC. . .

In a separate resolution, the County Commission endorsed the 
Consolidation Committee's recommendations, as follows: "The 
Board of County Commissioners requests that the Metro 
Regional Facilities Committee report within 90 days...on its 
plan for implementing improvements in the organisation of 
the [MERC], including but not limited to improvements - 
allowing MERC to operate in a more independent and 
entrepreneurial manner, flexibility in securing support 
services so as to allow MERC to minimize overhead costs 
allocation to the regional facilities, and measures designed 
to hold down the costs for tenants of the regional 
facilities while maximizing management efficiencies."

-Multnomah County Commission resolution,, passed 12/19/96

Appendix B to Staff Report Page 2 of 2



<0 7c -

N

600 NORTHEAST GRAND AVENUE 
TEL 503 797 1 542

MEETING:
DATE:
DAY:
TIME:
PLACE:

PORTLAND, OREGON 97232 2736 
FAX 503 797 1 793

Metro

Agenda - Revised

METRO COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING 
January 16,1997 
Thursday 
2:00 PM
Council Chamber

Approx.
Time*

2:00 PM

(5 min.)

(5 min.)

(15 min.)

(15 min.)

2:40 PM 
(5 min)

2:45 PM 
(5 min.)

2:50 PM 
(30 min.)

3:20 PM 
(5 min.)

3:25 PM 
(10 min)

Presenter

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

5.1

6.

6.1

7.

7.1

7.2

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

INTRODUCTIONS 

CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS 

TRAFFIC RELIEF OPTIONS STUDY UPDATE 

CONSENT AGENDA

Consideration of Minutes for the January 7 and 9, 1997 
Metro Couneil Regular Meetings.

ORDINANCES - FIRST READING

Ordinance 97-677, For the Purpose of Amending the 
Metro Code Chapters 2.04 and 6.01 and Declaring an 
Emergency.

RESOLUTIONS

Resolution No. 96-2434A, For the Purpose of Approving «
Change Order No. 7 to the Waste Disposal Services 
Contract. (PUBLIC HEARING and FINAL ACTION)

McFarland

Om£^

Resolution No. 96-2423A, For the Purpose of Adopting 
the Capital Improvement Plan for Fiseal Years 1997-98 
and 2001-02.

COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION

ADJOURN

McCaig

OP

CABLE VIEWERS: Council meetings, the second and fourth Thursdays of the month are shown on Channel 30 the first Sunday after the 
meeting at 8:30 pm. The entire meeting is aiso shown again on the second Monday after the meeting at 2:00 pm on Channel 30.

All times listed on the agenda are approximate; items may not be considered in the exact order.
For questions about the agenda, call Clerk of the Couneil, Chris Billington, 797-1542.
For assistance per the American with Disabilities Aet (ADA), dial TDD 797-1804 or 797-1540 (Council Office)
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REcycliNq acIvocates
r=:.a eo ©"w. Bouncj^rv street, l=c,rTIorv<=1. C3r«Glor. ^7201 C50352.44-002<s'

To: Bruce Warner, Metro
From: Betty Patton. Recycling Advocates
Date; 14 January 1997
Pages: 5

Subject: The Oregon V/aete System’s Arlington Landfill Contract
Recycling Advocates comments on the proposed Change Order #7

Recycling Advocates has concerns about the proposed declining fee structure for disposal at OWS’s 
Arlington Landfill. If implemented, it will inevitably lead Metro to give inadeciuate consideration and 
support to alternatives to landfill disposal for the region’s wastes. We recognize that the proposed 
change order is the resuit of negotiation between two parties and that the portion which concerns us 
16 almost certainly language proposed by OWS rather than Metro. It Is unfortunate that We can

,">ieUa3e !hat mUld 6ffrVe 0W5, ]ntere6t6 aS aS thfi '-«3U.ge.
but vNe fee! that the long-l.erm interest of Metro’s constituent ratepayers is not well served by
Change Order #7, and we urge the Council to reject it in its current form. We believe the proposed
disposal fee structure. In which Metro pays an increasingly discounted rate once its disced
TncTufLTuT T0,00,0 t0nS Pl^ryei^r, dl6t0rte thG trUe econon}ics of In a vLy that will '
encourage M.tro to weaken its promotion of recycling and composting programs. We foresee tfiis
weakened commitment being manifested in two significant ways,

First, for waste that Is received at Metro-operated transfer stations. Metro’s incentive to 
encourage recovery by transfer station operators will be halved.

Tlt0n £,f17cy‘:tabl' mat,!rial r«:owr‘!a at Metro Central Station or Metre

TeS T amuM • tl'ecoet ot6mdMs a t0'1 ofwseu t0 Col“mWam t r C° tr^'i’Sfer Station operator at Metro Centrai to
omI^mF rm h r0"""3 WaSCe by Paeel"a thiS 3aVl"a 1:0 hlm a6 a Pa^mew fel-

tnfeeL JT r Can K’',|r<!a>v'<,',K,■lt c<!61:s Mstr‘> "»Wng to provWe this recover IneentMe: if 
We operator vrae oomehow able to reeovertM, hunelreel thouoand tone or repyelaWee, wmpoet and

11,al”nC° el,Mt a,: a"1:0 Pay m amm dollare i" '■““'“Oi
he not dene ^ £,am' ‘'n'°U spent to diepoee of the material in the landfill Nd

mtChm^c°r‘>°r *7’ ■tt“ “wmloo ohanae elanifioantly. While Metro's aoeraee
n ! 0 ’V<' “ tran!lf'!r MMon u’ths landfill drops about ten percents

around fsa, them aetual Savina for oanhJaimajLgent drops by about fifty percent. Each ton ’
reeeuered by Wo transfer sWtion operator would save Metro only transportation cost plus We
m'eirWetrX 9 ° L ° ’ *S'°°e;i“r3f f°rth° ol,"Pe!,t; tom disposed: $21 • $22fton at 
most. Metro s awuded eoet of disposal would'no longer rofleot lW aroa^oostWafspasaBt Irt o r..

There'S no such place as ■away"”’- 7 ' - ' ^ - f.„ 'r.-'vey
R9Cjrcl9aPoper ’
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If Metro wsre to pay the operator a recovery incentive of$3&/ton, b&sed on its lowered mcraac 
. disposal cost, it would have to begin fiuJzsidizing that incentive from the tip fee. Metro has already 

begun moving away from paying transfer station operators Its full "avoided cost” for the tons they 
recover from Metro trash. The current RTF for operation of both Metro transfer stations specifies a 
lower “recovery credit” of $30/ton. which it describes as Metro “sharing a portion” of its avoided cost 
of disposal with the transfer station operator. After adoption of Change Order #7, a similar three- 
(quarters share of Metro s marginal avoided cost would be a recovery credit of only $15/ton: far less 
incentive to recover lower-value Items like wood and waste paper from the waste-stream. The cost of 
disposal would drop a little: the incentive to recover would drop a lot, Even If Metro keeps to the ' 
higher number in its RFP for "policy reasons”, its economic basis will have been lost - and when 
economics argue with policies, policies change... ever time.

Second, and more Importantly, this skewing of the disposal fee structure (loading tlie fixed 
overhead costs onto the first half-million tons per year and then charging about one-third as much 
for the rest of Metro’s tonnage) will translate into a “reverse incentive” at odds with Metro’s 
waste reduction goals.

Too much of Metro’s potential cost savings under Change Order #7 depend on high disposal volume: 
the skim milk goes up to 550,000 tons and then the cream starts - and there’s no top limit to the 
cream. Metro of necessity sets its tip fee to cover Its costs of operation and disposal wth minimum 
tonnages of waste. If Change Order #7 is approved, its customers w|(| demand that the tip fee be 
lowered to reflect cavings in Metro’s disposal costs - its avecags disposal costs, ivith those minimum 
projected tonnages.

If disposal drops below projections, for any reason. Metro faces a bit worse financial sopjeszo than It 
would presently, because its average per-ton cost of transfer and disposal goes up a little more 
steeply as the volume falls, albeit from a lower base rate. 3ut if disposal rises, or simply comes in 
higher than projected. Metro’s windfall is stupendous: those additional tons, received at the same tip 
fee and landfilled at those low marginal fees, turn in to additional twenty-dollar bills flowing into 
Metro’s coffers.

7 Pcclinee in disposal V/ould produce not only reduced tip-fee revenues, but also higher average per-ton 
disposal costs; Increases in disposal would produce both more gross revenues and per-ton savings 
that might be shared back to the rate-payer or used for other purposes. The regional cost of more 
total tons going to the landfill is spread over a growing population and Is Invisible to Metro’s 
customers: Metro’s per-ton tip fee is not.

Given these changed circumstances, we would fear for Metro’s commitment to pursuing aggressive 
waste reduction strategies such as commercial food-waste composting. With a fixed transfer-station 
tip fee, this radically regressive fee structure at the landfill, and the comparatively high startup cost 
of such composting programs, it would be almost as If Metro were paying a fixed rate for unlimited 
disposal - and then paying extra for each ton of recycling; The true costs of landfilling would tend to - 
be concealed by the fee eljructure, while this;:^ftup'c0st^-Of'iiewTabliitreWould'tend-to'inflate the 

^ cost of composting. '■ = v ; ; .
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Recysimg Advocates urges Metro to ask fora better offer from Oregon'Waste Systems: one with 
lower, constant per-ton fee.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments.

0



RESOLUTION NO. 96-2434A

Kvistad Amendment

January 16, 1997

My Motion is to amend Change Order No. 7 to provide a flat rate of $24.34 for all tons and all 

other Terms and Conditions would remain the same consistent with a flat rate.



BEFORE METRO COUNCIL

TESTIMONY of Duane C. Woods 
Counsel for USA Waste Services, Inc.

January 16,1997

SUBJECT: PROPOSED CHANGE ORDER NO. 7 TO OWS DISPOSAL CONTRACT

There has been much discussion concerning Proposed Change Order No. 7. Is it the best deal?
Is it as good as Seattle? Is it as good as Pierce County? In truth the answer is no. On the other 
hand, as a company that has expended considerable effort to ensure Oregon Waste Systems 
would offer something better than was offered to this Council two years ago, we are pleased that 
Metro will realize substantial additional savings. We know that was important to the Executive 
and we know that is important to you. And while we may believe you can do better, we 
tmderstand your inclination to take what you have.

But while the cost issue has been important, we must tell you that it is not by any means, the 
most important issue facing you in this proposal.

I think it is self evident that OWS has engaged in these negotiations with three objectives.

First, they want to eliminate the risk of having a court invalidate Amendment No. 4, 
reinstating the MFRA.

Second, they wish to find a way to reduce Metro’s diversion of waste which is not 
required to go to Columbia Ridge. This would include OWS’s desire to affect the 
proposed RFP for the two transfer stations.

Third, they want to minimize their cost of giving you a tip fee reduction by structuring a 
deal that gets them all of Metro’s waste. In other words, they can use the profits on 
additional volumes to make up for the reduction in profit on the waste that they are 
already getting.

The first objective is acheived in Change Order No. 7 by correcting the procedural defect 
inherent in Rena Cusma’s unilateral execution of Amendment No. 4. This will make the lawsuit 
go away.

The second and third objectives are acheived by including a tiered disposal fee in the agreement. 
To get all of Metro’s waste and stop Metro’s diversion of dry waste to landfills other than 
Columbia Ridge, OWS needed to create a scheme whereby it would appear that the marginal cost 
of taking that waste to any other landfill but Columbia Ridge would be significantly higher.
They knew they could have Metro simply direct this waste to Columbia Ridge, but this would 
risk a potential flow control challenge. So, they created an artificial tiered pricing schedule that 
if followed by Metro staff, would absolutely assure that the diversion waste at the transfer 
stations and at Riverbend Landfill would come to Columbia Ridge. I presume this same scheme
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can also be used with large commercial dry waste accounts, since they could also offer extremely 
low rates without affecting their Metro contract.

I mentioned that the tiered scheme has no rationale basis other than achieving these goals. As all 
of Metro’s reports and analysis estimate, Metro volumes will never dip as low as 550,000 tons 
per year. The 63% drop in the disposal fee, from $27.25 to $10.00 per ton, has no bearing to 
savings in operations at the Columbia Ridge Landfill. The landfill currently receives well over 
1.5 million tons per year. Neither is this scenario included in any disposal contracts that I have 
seen in the country. It is not prevalent in the Seattle or Pierce County proposals or any other 
contract at OWS. Volume based adjustments are in fact common in the industry and exist in 
many of our contracts as well as in the original contract Waste Management had with Seattle. 
However, the adjustments in price reflect substantially less incremental adjustments as waste 
volumes grow (witness the $3-$4/ton adjustment in Seattle) versus the $ 17/ton adjustment here.

So, as is quite evident to all of us the tiered rate is in fact a very transparent scheme to get all of 
Metro’s waste and eliminate competition for that waste that either is not now going to Columbia 
Ridge or which can be diverted to lower cost alternatives. With the additional volumes 
generated to its landfill, OWS will not in fact give up the $37 Million. With the loss of 
competition, other competitors will be effectively taken out of the market. Furthermore, with 
the tiered rate, incentives will be against recycling. If a commercial customer has dry waste, why 
would they recycle it when they can dispose of it for $7.50 to $10.00 per ton.

All of this is in direct contravention of established Metro policies to encourage the health and 
competition in the disposal sector and to encourage recycling.

We can live with the fact that Metro got a better deal but not the best deal. We can not live with 
a scheme to eliminate competition and destroy the incentives for recycling. We urge the 
Council to approve a change order with a fixed disposal rate as opposed to the tiered rate.
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ANNOUNCEMENT FOLLOWING BURTON’S BRIEFING ON THE USB:

As many of you may know, no formal action was taken by the Growth 
Management Committee on Ordinance No. 96-665 and Resolution No. 
96-2426. I am announcing that the ordinance and resolution will be 
on next week’s council agenda for consideration.

A background memo was created by Michael Morrissey and Jeff Stone 
regarding the Urban Services Boundary issue and you should find the memo 
in your box.
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TRAFFIC RELIEF OPTIONS (TRO) STUDY COUNCIL UPDATE
1/16/97

Background

• two year study commenced in July 1996
• examining the advisability of undertaking congestion pricing in the Portland 

Metropolitan region and whether to undertake a pilot project
• funded under a federal grant program as part of ISTEA
• Council and JPACT approved grant application, contracting process and task force
• 15 member, independent task force oversees the project (see fact sheet and newsletter)

Status of Study

• identified the types of congestion pricing to be evaluated
• researched “lessons learned” from congestion pricing activities elsewhere
• undertaken initial focus groups to establish baseline public opinion
• preliminarily matched types of congestion pricing with locations
• proposed evaluation criteria

Request for Council Review and Comment

1) matching of types (spot, partial facility, whole facility, corridor and area) and locations 
to establish the initial field of possibilities.

• looking for largest, most inclusive group of possible options (40)
• locations selected based on characteristics which make it suitable for the 

various types, e.g. congestion, number of access points, parallel routes, etc.
• the 40 will be reviewed to select a more manageable group of It) alternatives 

for detailed modeling. Based on those results 3-5 will be selected for 
conceptual design and public review.

• want Council input on whether initial group includes all possible, locations

2) proposed evaluation criteria
• implementation issues
• performance of transportation system
• compatibility with land use and transportation plans
• societal effects
• equity
• political feasibility/public acceptance

Findings are summarized in attached materials. Complete details are contained in: 
Working Paper #3: Preliminary Review of Congested Locations and Types of Peak
Period Pricing Applications and Working Paper #4: Evaluation Criteria and Methods, 
distributed to Councilors prior to meeting.
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600 NE Grand Ave. 
Portland, OR 
97232-2736

Tel (503) 797-1700 
Fax (503) 797-1797

Recycled paper

Jan. 14, 1997
For immediate release
For more information, call Gina Whitehill-Baziuk, (503) 797-1746

Citizens offer insight on regional traffic congestion

A 13-member independent task force of community and business 
leaders is overseeing a two-year study of peak period pricing, a possible 
means of reducing traffic congestion and increasing mobility in the 
metropolitan area.

At the conclusion of the study in June 1998, the task force will make a 
recommendation to the Metro Council and the Oregon Transportation 
Commission about whether a pilot project should take place 
somewhere in the region.

Representatives from a broad spectrum of the community recently 
participated in a series of workshops to introduce the concept of peak 
period pricing and the different ways it can be applied. Participants 
from social, environmental, business and civic groups, as well as 
jurisdictions from throughout the region, helped identify key issues and 
concerns that will lead to a larger, more extensive outreach effort to 
support locations to be studied further as possible peak period pricing 
project alternatives.

Standards that should be applied to congested areas will be reviewed 
by the Metro Council on Jan. 16. Among the locations identified during 
the workshops as consistently having congestion problems at peak 
travel periods include the Sunset corridor. Highway 217, Interstate 5, 
Interstate 84 and Interstate 205.

### •



Traffic congestion defined
For transportation planning purposes, a particular 
roadway is considered congested if there are excessive 
delays in traffic movement at least one hour a day.

Peak period pricing differs 
from traditional toll roads
The purpose of peak period pricing is to manage the 
flow of traffic more efficiently and effectively; traditional 
tolling is a way to generate revenue to pay for a facility.

Peak period pricing is variable - drivers are charged less 
or nothing during off-peak hours and more during peak 
hours; tolls are a flat rate, no matter what time of the 
day.

Peak period pricing is used at specific congested 
locations; tolls are not necessarily placed on heavily 
traveled facilities.

Alternatives for reducing congestion
The Traffic Relief Options study will consider how 
other alternatives, such as flex time, shuttles, roadway 
expansion, transit improvements, express lanes and 
carpooling relate to various peak period pricing alterna­
tives. The study will also examine options, such as 
reduced payments or vouchers, for those who do not 
have a choice of when or where to travel or cannot 
afford to pay.

Environmental benefits from peak 
period pricing

Peak period pricing could significantly improve 
air quality by reducing stop-and-go traffic. Its 

effects on air quality and land use will be examined in 
more detail for each alternative proposed by the study.

Using revenues from a project
The study will consider a range of uses for the fees 
received. In other areas, peak period pricing is used to 
finance road improvements, transit alternatives along 
the corridor or for general transportation improvements.

Making the final decision
After an extensive process that includes public out­
reach and technical studies, review and comments from 
the public and local jurisdictions in the region, the Traffic 
Relief Options task force will make a recommendation 
to the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transporta­
tion (JPACT), Metro Council and the Oregon Transporta­
tion Commission about the advisability of a pilot project.
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Automatic vehicle identification technology Is used on State Route 91 in Southern California.

Non-Stop toll collection
In communities testing congestion pricing, electronic 
tolling or automatic vehicle identification is the most 
common technology used to collect tolls. A transponder 
or smart card is placed in the windshield of the vehicle. 
Electronic sensors mounted above express lanes "read" 
each car's transponder in 1/30th of a second. A com­
puter deducts the appropriate toll from that customer's 
prepaid account. Charges vary by time of day - less in 
off-peak periods and more during congested periods. 
Payment is enforced by photographing the license plates 
of fare evaders.

Pioneers paid tolls

he Barlow Road, the famous passage over 
the Cascades used by thousands of early 
settlers in Oregon, was a private road origi­
nally built and operated by Sam Barlow and 
his sons. From their meager coffers, users 
paid $5 per wagon, $1 for each man and 
woman and 10 cents for each animal.

P
Different peak period pricing concepts

Peak period pricing concepts can be broadly categorized by the geographical area and types of facility 
included. Each category has different characteristics that affect travel and traffic impacts, as well as revenue 
and cost implications. The five general categories being studied are:

Category Description Effect ... Collection method

Spot Pricing of a single point across 
all lanes, usually a bottle-neck
such as a bridge or tunnel

Costs are small; works best with no 
alternatives nearby; revenues could be 
modest (depending on amount of traffic)

Manual or electronic tolls

Partial
facility

Pricing of express lane one 
lane each direction of congested 
section of roadway

Drivers have choice of paying to drive on 
less congested lane or using existing 
lane(s) free; revenues and costs likely to 
be moderate

Manual or electronic tolls

Whole
facility

Pricing of all lanes in a congested 
section of a roadway

Significant reduction in congestion; 
works best with few parallel roads; 
revenues likely to exceed costs unless 
traffic moves to other routes

Manual or electronic tolls -

Corridor Pricing of major highways and
all parallel roads along a route

Significant reduction in congestion; 
revenues and costs high

Manual or electronic tolls

Area Pricing of specific congested 
major regional destination area

Many travelers affected; significant 
reduction in auto trips possible; may 
be perceived as a disincentive to 
development if not properly imple­
mented; minimal costs, revenues likely 
to be high

Special license, electronic 
cordon or parking pricing 
program
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600 NE Grand Ave. 
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Where peak period pricing 
is working

In Southern California, a privately financed, fully 
automated variable toll facility (State Route 91) 
opened in December 1995. San Diego and Lee 
County, Fla., plan to implement variable tolls in the 
near future, in Paris and Singapore, commuters are 
showing favor toward variable pricing systems that 
give them express access to popular areas.

Orange County, Calif.
State Route 91

France
Autoroute A1 in north from Lille to Paris

Six-lane toll road since 1992; variable toll introduced 
in 1995.

Fee: 25 to 50 percent higher than normal during 
peak periods and weekends

Results: Significant shift in traffic to times when 
tolls are less

Comments: Revenue neutral; spreads weekend 
traffic

Converted median into four express lanes; auto­
mated variable tolls

Fee: 250 to $2.50 various times of day, free to 
carpools of three or more

Results: Guarantees 50 percent (20 minutes) time 
savings on tolled road; traffic on adjacent freeway 
smoother; duration of peak period congestion 
reduced by one hour

Comments: Only U.S. example; public/private 
partnership (100 percent private financing)

Singapore

Downtown area restricted to cars with permits; 
shifting soon to electronic tolls

Fee: $1.50 - $2.50/day

Results: Reduced peak traffic 40 percent; 20 
percent shift to carpools and transit

Comments: Little or no impact on business; only 
model of area licensing

The two-year study is being conducted by Metro and the Oregon 
Department of Transportation through a grant from the Federal 
Highway Administration. Seven agencies have contributed match­
ing funds and are helping with the study; Clackamas, Multnomah 
and Washington counties, city of Portland, Port of Portland, 
Oregon Department of Environmental Duality and Tri-Met.

Want more information?

Call the Metro
transportation hotline 797-1900

or visit our website at 
http://www.multnomah.lib.or.us/metro
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Regional task force studies 

peak period pricing to 

reduce traffic congestion
Peak period pricing is being considered throughout the United States as a way to 
manage traffic and reduce congestion. With today's technology, it could be applied in 
highly congested locations to save drivers substantial time while relieving the stress 
of congestion. It is used in many aspects of our lives, such as air travel, long-distance 
telephone calls and movie theater tickets. In some parts of the country, people pay 
lower utility rates if they run major appliances in the evening or on weekends. It is a 
proven market technique to manage the demand for service during times of high use.

The study of peak period pricing in the Portland area

Today it is still relatively easy to get around the Portland metropolitan area. Flowever, 
delays and bottlenecks are beginning to appear on major thoroughfares. With the 
certainty that population growth will continue, these already trying situations will 
worsen. To address the problem, strategic investments in roads have been identified 
and the use of mass transit, carpooling and employer-based commuting incentives 
have been encouraged. These measures alone are not likely to resolve the growing 
congestion problem. That is the challenge of a two-year Traffic Relief Options study 
commissioned by Metro, in collaboration with the Oregon Department of Transporta­
tion (ODOT) and the Federal Flighway Administration. The study will evaluate the ' 
possibilities of using peak period pricing incentives to reduce traffic congestion in the 
region.

How peak period pricing works

When applied to transportation, peak period pricing is a way to spread the load 
of travelers over a longer period to increase access to and through congested areas; 
reduce the negative effects of congestion, such as time delays, road construction 
costs, accidents and pollution; and lessen the need to build more roads. Some people 
are likely to choose to drive at a different time, take other forms of transportation or 
take a different route. Those who choose to drive during peak periods will benefit 
from substantial time savings.

Study Task Force

A 13-member task force 
of community and business 
leaders is providing an indepen­
dent perspective on the 
24-month study and will report 
its recommendations to the 
Metro Council and the Oregon 
Transportation Commission at 
the conclusion of the study. Task 
force meetings are held monthly 
and are open to the public.

Chair
Carl Hosticka 
Associate Vice President, 
Statewide Education Services 
for the University of Oregon; 
former State Representative

Karen Baird 
Director of Products,
US West

Ken Baker 
Attorney:
Oregon State Senator

Steve Clark 
Publisher,
Community Newspapers, Inc.

Lawrence Dark 
President/CEO,
The Urban League of Portland

Jon Egge 
President,
MP Plumbing

Delna Jones 
Project Director,
The Capital Center; 
former State Representative

Matt Klein
Senior Vice President,
Ash forth Pacific. Inc.

Tom Mesher 
President,
Mesher Supply

Anitra Rasmussen 
Oregon State Representative

Mike Salsgiver
Government Affairs Manager, 
Intel

Robert Scanlan 
President,
Scanlan Kemper Bard Companies

Ethan Seltzer 
Director,
PSU Institute of Metropolitan 
Studies

Ex-officio 
Mike Burton 
Executive Officer 
Metro

Henry Hewitt 
Chair,
Oregon Transportation 
Commission

http://www.multnomah.lib.or.us/metro
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Region looks for traffic congestion relief

‘The importance of managing congestion to 

enhance our quality of life is critical.”
— Mike Burton, Metro Executive Officer

Summer 1996

M ore and more people are drawn to 
the Portland metropolitan area to 
experience its natural beauty and 
outstanding quality of life. It stands to. 
reason that along with growth comes an 
increase in the number of vehicles of all 
kinds traveling on the roadways. The 
result? Increased traffic congestion.

In recent surveys, area residents 
rank traffic congestion among the 
region’s most pressing issues.

Traffic congestion can have a 
negative effect on everything-we do, 
according to Metro Executive Officer 
Mike Burton.

“With projections that the region 
will grow by 50 percent over the next 20 
years, the importance of managing 
congestion to enhance our quality of life 
is critical,” Burton said, “We need to 
explore new ways of dealing with 
congestion and related problems.” '

Traffic Relief Options Study 
explores peak period pricing

. The region has. an aggressive set of 
policies that encourages the use of mass 
transit, carpooling and employer-based 
commuting incentives to. better manage 
the flow of traffic in our community.

However, these measures alone are 
not anticipated to eliminate a growing 
congestion problem.

That is why Metro is leading a two- 
year Traffic Relief Options Study in 
conjunction with the Oregon Department 
of Transportation (ODOT). The study 
will evaluate the possibilities of using : 
peak period pricing incentives to reduce 
traffic congestion.- ,

Peak period pricing is a promising 
traffic management tool designed to 
utilize existing capacity by linking road 
prices with actual costs.

Here's how it works: If drivers are 
charged a variable price, which is higher 
during congested periods, some may 
choose to take alternate routes or other 
modes of transportation.

Although it is a relatively new 
concept in transportation, other indus­
tries have used variable pricing for years 
to better manage peak period usage.

For example, telephone rates rise 
during business hours and fall in the 
evenings and on weekends. Hotels 
charge higher rates during peak tourist 
season, and theaters discount matinee 
tickets. ' .

Task Force to evaluate the 
feasibility of a pilot project

The Traffic Relief Options Study 
incorporates an extensive public 
outreach and education program.

A task force has been formed to 
provide a broad-based perspective 
and to ensure a thoughtful and 
comprehensive analysis of 
the issues associated with 
the study. This, along 
with extensive public 
input, will help Metro 
determine the. feasibil­
ity of implementing a 
test of peak period- 
pricing, and, if 
appropriate, recom­
mend a pilot project.

Although peak period pricing has been 
recommended by transportation econo­
mists for many years, actual applications 
are limited. Many issues still need to be 
explored. This study will look at a 
number of peak period pricing options. 
Any option selected for a possible test 
will need to:
♦ reduce traffic congestion
♦ have minimal effect on the environ­

ment and surrounding communities
♦ support existing land use goals 

. and objectives
♦ have public acceptance and 

understanding
♦ be technically feasible.

HLEOj

Metro,

The twp-year study is being conducted by Metro and the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) through a 
grant from the Federal Highway Administration. In addition, seven agencies have contributed matching funds and 

will help with the study. These agencies include Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties; the city of 
Portland; the Port of Portland; the Department of Environmental Quality; and Tri-Met.



Task Force will Guide Study
A 13-member task force of business 

and community leaders has been 
appointed by the Metro Council- to 
oversee the study. Traffic Relief Options 
Study Task Force members include:
Carl Hosticka, Chair; associate vice 
president, Statewide Education Services 
for the University of Oregon, and former. 
state legislator
Karen Baird, director of Products,
US West
Ken Baker, state senator and attorney 
Steve Clark, publisher. Community 
Newspapers, Inc..
Lawrence Dark, president/CEO, The 
Urban League of Portland 
Jon Egge, president, MP Plumbing 
Delna Jones, project director. The 
Capital Center, and former state 
legislator ■ ■
Matt Klein, senior vice president,' .
Ashforth Pacific, Inc.
Tom Mesher, president, Mesher Supply 
Anitra Rasmussen, state representative

Mike Salsgiver, government affairs 
manager, hitel
Robert Scanian, president, Scanlan, 
Kemper, Bard Company 
Ethan Seltzer, director, PSU Institute of 

Metropolitan Studies, School of Urban 
Affairs.

Also participating as ex1officio 
committee members are Metro Execu­
tive Officer Mike Burton, and Oregon 
Transportation Commission Chair Henry 
Hewitt. The Task Force meetings are 
held monthly and are open to the public 
throughout the 24-month study.

At the conclusion of the study and 
. an extensive public outreach elfort, the 

Task Force will report to the Joint Policy 
Advisory Committee on Transportation 
(JPACT), the Metro. Council, and the 
Oregon Transportation Commission 
about whether art appropriate peak 
period pricing demonstration project 
should be developed and tested within 
the Portland metropolitan area.

How You Can 

Participate
There are a variety of ways 

the public can get information and 
provide input to Metro and the 
study Task Force. There will be 
regular newsletters, monthly Task 
Force meetings, periodic work­
shops and open houses, and other 
communication with groups and 
individuals interested in the study.

Public open houses will be 
scheduled at key decision points. 
Information about proposed 
alternatives and criteria will be 
presented with opportunities to 
provide comment and input.

To be added to the mailing 
list, request information, or be 
notified of meetings of the Traffic 
Relief Options Study Task Force, 
call the Metro Transportation 
Hotline at 503-797-1900.

Traffic Relief Options Study Timeline
1996 1997

Summer Fall
Public/community 
attitudes research

Winter . Spring Summer Fall Winter
998

Spring Summer

Development of initial 
20-30 alternatives Public- Involvement*

Select 10 alternatives 
for further evaluation \Puhlic Involvement*

Score and rank 
10 alternatives Public- Involvement*

Design and evaluate 
3-5 alternatives Public Involvement*

Draft final report
Public Involvement*

Final recommendation 
to Metro Council

*Public Involvement activities will vary depending on the stage of the study and serve to provide information and solicit input

Printed on 100 percent recycled paper; 100 percent post-consumer waste



WHAT IS PEAK PERIOD PRICING?

Market pricing of roadway use

Specific to time of day and location

Proven effectiveness in telephone, travel and utility 

industries

Manages peak period demand on limited infrastructure

Price is set to reflect cost on the system (e.g. level of 

congestion, delays, need for more capacity, etc.)



WHERE PEAK PERIOD PRICING IS WORKING 

State Road 91, Orange County, California 

France, Autoroute A-I, from Paris to Lille 

Singapore 

1-15, San Diego, California (High Occupancy Toll 
Lanes) 

Maine Turnpike 

Other regions are studying concept: 

San Francisco, Boulder, Minneapolis, Houston, 
Southern California Council of Governments, 



WHY ARE WE CONSIDERING IT?

• Increasing congestion levels
=^Portland metropolitan area has ranked among top 

15 most congested in nation since 1990

• Projected growth; anticipated increases in congestion
=>Region expected to gain 600,000 in population 

over next twenty years

• Limited resources to construct new capacity
=>would require $3.5 billion beyond current 

funding projections

• Elsewhere, building new roads alone has not proven 

successful at eliminating congestion
=>can lead to further congestion

Concern about negative environmental impacts of new 

road construction

Congestion pricing may be a way, in combination with 

other alternatives, to use roadway capacity more 

efficiently



STUDY GOALS

Undertake a technical evaluation of congestion pricing 

as a tool to manage transportation demand and 

congestion in the Portland area.

Develop a process for increasing public and political 

understanding of the concept.

Determine whether congestion pricing is a desirable 

traffic management tool to reduce peak period 

congestion in the Portland area in the context of other 

existing or proposed traffic management programs.

Determine whether support can be generated for a 

demonstration project and, if so, the parameters of a 

pilot project.



OVERALL GUIDELINES

Congestion 1994? (preferred)

Congestion 2015? (yes)

Capacity Improvements in RTF? (if yes, review facility
both with and without)

Diversity in:

• location
• technology (electronic and manual tolling, area

licensing and parking pricing)
• type of application (e.g. spot, partial and whole

facility, corridor and area)



SPOT

Pricing a single congestion point across all lanes of a 

road or highway at a choke point (e.g. bridge or tunnel).

Lowest cost, since tolling single location

• Price based on location and time of day, but not miles 

traveled

• Effective if no alternative routes; if additional
bridges/tunnels in close proximity may need to price 

multiple spots



SPOT

Guidelines to determine suitability of location for 

further review for spot type of application:

Is there a choke point (e.g. bridge, tunnel or long stretch 

of road with no parallels)? (yes)

Identified congested locations with characteristics for 

further review:

Sunset Tunnel - Without new capacity and with added lane from 

Sylvan to 185th
I-205S @ Willamette River Bridge (Oregon City) - Without new 

capacity
Sellwood Bridge - Without new capacity
Highway 42 - Between Sellwood Bridge and Taylors Ferry Road 

without new capacity



PARTIAL FACILITY

Pricing of only some of the lanes on a roadway to create
an “express” lane or lanes.

Drivers can choose to travel faster in express lane or 

remain in regular lane

• Assesses price based on location, time of day and 

miles traveled

Can only be used where there are at least three lanes in 

each direction; limited application in this region 

without new capacity

May have one or more intermediate entrances and 

exits



PARTIAL FACILITY

Guidelines to determine preliminary suitability of 

location for partial facility application:

Limited or partially limited access? (yes)

Can separate a lane? (yes)

Three lanes now or in future? (yes)

Identified congested locations with characteristics for 

further review:
Sunset Hwy. - West of downtown with added lane from Sylvan to 

185th
1-84 - East of downtown with additional lane at 1-205.
Hwy. 217 - With additional lane from 1-5 to Sunset Hwy
1-5 - South of downtown with and without climbing lane from 

downtown to Terwilliger
I-5N - North of downtown to Jantzen Beach with additional lane 

from Lombard to Delta Park
1-205 - South from 1-84 with additional lane from Oregon City to 

1-5.
McLoughlin Blvd. - South of Ross Island Bridge with added lane 

north of Tacoma Blvd.



WHOLE FACILITY 

Pricing of all lanes of a roadway between logical 
termini. 

• Price assessed by location, time of day and miles 
traveled 

Manages entire flow of traffic 

• Most effective if few parallels 



WHOLE FACILITY

Guidelines to determine preliminary suitability of 

location for whole facility application:

Partially Limited Access? (yes)

Strong Network of Parallels? (prefer no)

Identified congested locations with characteristics for 

further review:

Hwy. 217 - With and without additional lane from 1-5 to Hwy. 26
1-5 - South of downtown with and without climbing lane from 

downtown to Terwilliger.
1-205 - From 1-5 going north; terminus depends on spillover 

effects
Tualatin/Sherwood Expwy. - Examine proposed new highway
Sunrise Corridor - Examine proposed new highway
Mt. Hood Phvy. - Examine proposed new highway
Hwy. 43 - South of Sellwood Bridge
Tualatin Valley Hwy. - Beaverton to Hillsboro
McLoughlin Blvd/Milw. Expwy. - South of Ross Island Bridge



CORRIDOR

Pricing of a major highway and major parallel arterials 

along a route from an origin to a destination

Can manage location, time of day and miles traveled.

Manages congestion comprehensively.

Involves extensive equipment; only consider if strong 

network of parallels.

May be cost prohibitive if there are numerous, 

unlimited access parallels.



CORRIDOR

Guidelines to determine preliminary suitability of 

location for corridor type of application:

Strong network of parallels? (yes)

Manageable number of access points on parallels? (yes)

Identified congested locations with characteristics for 

further review:

Sunset Hwy. - West of downtown with and without additional 

lane from Sylvan to 185th plus Cornell, Barnes and Burnside.
1-84 - East of downtown with cordon line at parallel 1-205 

crossings
Hwy. 217 - Analyze Hall and Murray as potential parallels
1-5 - South of downtown with and without climbing lane from 

downtown to Terwilliger plus Macadam and Barbur.
1-5 - North of downtown with and without additional lane 

between Delta Park and Lombard with cordon line at Columbia 

Slough.
1-205 - South of 1-84 with and without additional lane between 

Oregon City to 1-5. Cordon line at Sunnyside and 1-84 to capture 

parallels.



AREA

Pricing of an entire area via AVI cordon, area license or
parking pricing.

Propose further research

• Review of literature to identify full range of pricing 

strategies
• Research of several areas to understand how pricing 

might fit into on-going efforts

Initial guidelines to determine suitability for research 

review:

Distinct location, with well understood boundaries?
Small enough to be manageable and so that all trips 

are not internal?
Major regional destination?
Reduction in traffic levels have broader impact?
Realistic alternatives to SOV on line or in 

development?



REGIONAL

Pricing of an entire area via AVI tolling by a series of 

cordons or pricing of all major highways

For analytic purposes only; not proposed for 

implementation

Pricing of all major highways within region

Establishing several cordon lines to effectuate simple 

regional pricing system (e.g. Willamette Crossings 

from St Johns to 1-205 and along Hwy. 217,1-205, 

Sunset Hwy. and 1-84)
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TRAFFIC RELIEF OPTIONS STUDY 

PROPOSED EVALUATION CRITERIA (revised 1/7/97)

IMPLEMENTATION

This category covers issues reiated to the feasibiiity of impiementation: iegai, 
technoiogicai or financiai hurdies or the advisabiiity of undertaking the particuiar 
demonstration due to privacy concerns or information value. In some cases, 
they apply across the board to all alternatives.
• Legal issues
• Technological issues
• Privacy issues
• Impacts on local governments/institutions/jurisdictional coordination (including 

management issues of the proposed alternative and responsibility for costs of 
local road maintenance and improvements)

• Finance issues
• Use of revenues
• Demonstration value

TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

This category covers the overall effects on the performance of the transportation 
system through a comparison of the aggregate costs and benefits of a “base 
case” system with the system under the proposed pricing alternative, it includes 
the effects of improvements to the system and the costs of new road 
construction and any improvements to alternative modes.
• ■ Direct costs to develop and maintain, including equipment and road construction.
• Costs to users
• Benefits to users - Impacts on travel time (congestion) in aggregate with 

breakdown by trip type and mode (business, commuters, household 
maintenance, SOV, HOV, etc.)

• Safety

CONFORMITY WITH LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION PLANS AND POLICIES

This category measures all land use and transportation plans and policies such 
as the 2040 Growth Concept and the Regional Transportation Plan.



• Growth and land use, including impacts on development patterns and 
compatibility with projected future land uses 
Regional Transportation Plan measures such as: 
'* use of alternative modes 
'* vehicle mile~ traveled per capita 
'* congested lane miles 
'* average speeds 

SOCIETAL AND MARKET EFFECTS 

This category encompasses effects of an alternative outside of changes to the 
transportation system performance and includes effects on the environment, the 
economy and the neighborhood. Most environmental effects relate to the 
degree of need for new road construction . . 

• Air quality 
• Noise 
• Energy 
• Comprehensive economic impacts on employment, freight and commerce 
• Community/neighborhood effects consisting of traffic on local streets and visual 

impacts 

EQUITY 

This category examines the distribution of costs and benefits among various 
demographic, geographic and mode user groups. 
• Ability to pay for individuals 
• Availability of transportation options and choices for individuals 
• Fairness to various areas 

PUBLIC ACCEPTANCE/POLITICAL FEASIBILITY 

This category will be used as a final screen for each alternative at each stage of 
the evaluation. It covers the range of public acceptance issues. 
• Public/Political acceptability, including general public, interest groups and 

decision makers. 
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Summary
Working Paper #3: Preliminary Review of Congested Locations and 

Types of Peak Period Pricing Applications

Study Overview:
The Traffic Relief Options Study involves a two-year examination of the possibilities for peak 
period pricing to reduce traffic congestion in the region. The primary study goals are to learn about 
peak period pricing and how it effects traffic congestion and travelers in the region, and to 
determine whether an appropriate demonstration project should be developed and tested.

The study wiU integrate a comprehensive public research and outreach program with a technical • 
evaluation of peak period pricing options. The first phase of the technical program will be 
conducted over the next 18 months and will involve a sequence of activities:

• Determine types of pricing applications within scope of study
• Preliminary assessment of congested locations for compatibility with pricing applications
• Determine evaluation criteria and apply to initial range of possible options
• Narrow review of alternatives for further study and public input
• Further narrow to most promising alternatives for further technical review and public input .

Context of Working Paper #3:
The task force and advisory coinmittees have determined the scope of the study will focus on peak 
period pricing options that are both time of day sensitive and location specific. Working Paper #3 
describes the five types of applications of peak period pricing that will be examined for their 
feasibility in this region. They include:

• spot - pricing of a single point across all lanes of a road (usually a choke point like a bridge or 
turmel)

• facility - pricing of either one or all lanes along the length of a roadway between logical 
endpoints •

• corridor - pricing of a major highway and all major parallel arterials along a route.
• area- pricing of a destination point of regional significance, like a downtown or major 

institution by electronic cordon, license or parking pricing.
• region - pricing throughout a region either by a series of cordons or tolling of all major 

highways

The purpose of Working Paper #3 is to identify possible congested locations where these types of 
applications may be compatible. It includes a series of guidelines that will help determine if a 
location has the characteristics that would be suitable for a peak period pricing application.

An Initial group of possible peak period pricing options will then be assessed for potential as 
candidates for further evaluation. The next stage will involve further definition of these potential- 
options and evaluation to determine an option’s viability for further study as an alternative.
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pricing, provide a base case against which to evaluate other options, and suggest ways 
those options might be adjusted to be improved. As another example, choosing to 
evaluate variations of options would allow clearer answers to questions like. How much 
more diversion actually occurs when parallel routes are available?
The TAG agreed to move forward with a regional analysis as a base case as well as 
several variations of options for analytic purposes.

• Methodological issues. It is not likely to be the case that options that facilitate the rigor 
of the evaluation will be the designs and locations that have the best opportunity of 
being selected and implemented as a demonstration project. Nonetheless, it is useful to 
at least describe the characteristics of an option that, from a purely technical 
perspective only, would do the most to allow the evaluation to estimate the likely effects 
of peak period pricing:

• Pricing is introduced without the confounding effects of adding new capacity. This 
reduces confounding effects of adding capacity, giving incentives for TDM, or 
imposing regulations.

• • Options are designed so that people react to it as if it were applied region wide (or 
so that the implications for region-wide application can be extended easily through 
modeling).

• The price level is meaningful and set to an appropriate level to reflect actual costs 
(both the implicit cost of current congestion and the explicit prices that will be 
charged In response to that congestion).

• The pricing is not be easily evaded by shifting to other facilities.
• There are carpool and transit opportunities, especially where bus transit traverses 

the same facility that Is being priced.

Consideration of these methodological issues will need to be balanced with other 
issues of a more practical nature. For example, getting agreement on a region-wide 
demonstration project is very unlikely, so we will have to find ways to extrapolate to 
impacts on travel behavior under full regional pricing.
More important, recent focus groups conducted by Davis & Hibbitts suggest that people 
are much more willing to consider pricing if (1) they are paying for additional capacity 
(as opposed to paying for existing facilities), and (2) if they retain a choice to take an 
unpriced route rather than paying more for premium service. Thus, we must consider 
implementation where drivers get new service and have choice. From a technical 
perspective, the evaluation of this type of option will have to undertake a more 
elaborate analysis to allow it to correctly allocate the changes in travel performance to 
the change in price as opposed to the change in capacity.

• Technical versus policy issues. The initial screening by the consulting team should be 
based on technical, not policy, issues. Policy considerations are clearly important, but 
if good technical alternatives are to be eliminated for policy reasons, that task should 
fall to the Task Force (a conclusion the TAG endorsed)

In summary, after review of the options, the consultants, Metro staff, and the TAG agreed : (1) 
that the initial group of possible options should include a diversity of application types (spot, 
facility, corridor, area, and regional) and locations; (2) that those locations will be in corridors or 
areas with high volumes and congestion; and (3) that there should still be a diversity of types 
when the preliminary evaluation that occurs in the next several months narrows the options to 
a specific group of alternatives. A more detailed evaluation of the final alternatives should
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• Partial facility. Partial means that only one jane of a facility is priced. It would 
become, in effect, an express lane (with possible express bus and HOV use also).

• Must work from a technical/operational standpoint (i.e., does the flow of traffic, 
interchanges, entrances and exits, appear to allow the separation of an existing 
lane of traffic?) In order to toll an existing lane, the road should have three lanes in 
each direction. If only one lane remains untolled in a given direction, drivers in the 
untolled lane would experience substantial (probably increased) congestion.

• Whole Facility: Facilities without a good network of parallel arterial or local streets in 
residential areas will be favored. However, some cases where significant diversion 
to unpriced streets might occur will be studied to determine level of diversion and 
whether it can be mitigated.

•' Corridor. Must be technically feasible given AVI technology. Other things being equal, a 
corridor with numerous arterials parallel to the main limited access highway is less 
desirable than a corridor with those parallel arterials: the costs of either diversion or of 
installing additional AVI equipment makes the first corridor more expensive. One must 
use this rule cautiously, however, because “other things" are rarely equal.1

In applying the decision rules for the various types or peak period pricing, the first step 
involved a review regional congestion maps to determine which highways were experiencing 
significant congestion. Using this grouping of congested areas, four charts were created, one 
for each major type of application for which we have completed our analysis: spot, partial 
facility, whole facility and corridor (labeled Appendix A through D, respectively). Each chart 
sets the decision rules for that type of application along the left axis and applies them to the ■ 
principal congested facilities in the region which are laid out along the top axis.

For each congested facility that is proposed for capacity Improvement in the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP), the facility is reviewed both with and without the capacity 
improvement. In some cases, like the Sellwood Bridge, it is proposed for further review partly 
to see whether a potential capacity improvement can be avoided. In other cases, the capacity 
improvement is incorporated in an option proposed for further review to see whether it would 
still be needed. In the case of a few partial facility/express lanes (217,205 and a short section 
of 84), the capacity improvementwould be needed prior to implementation of that pricing 
scheme.

In developing the recommended group of applications for further review, we have attempted to 
apply the above rules as consistently as possible. Professional judgment was used in many 
cases and variations are possible. However, at this point, the Appendix contains the 
recommendation of the consultant, staff, and the TAG.

1 The real issue is whether the net benefits of a particular pricing implementation are greater for one alternative 
than for another. Obviously, then, some estimate of potential benefits is important. At this stage, the proxy for 
benefits is volume and congestion: the greater they are, the more likely are the benefits of pricing. Thus, a corridor 
with high volumes and congestion and paraliel arterials might be prove, when evaluated in more detail, to have 
higher net benefits than a slightly less congested corridor that has no paraliel routes.
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specific parameters of existing programs so that any pricing proposal developed minimizes 
conflict with on-going efforts. One or all of these areas may end up not being appropriate 
candidates, but in the process we may identify strategies that could work elsewhere. 

Regionai. Regional pricing is the implementation of a road or area pricing scheme that 
is intended to be effective throughout the region. While it is unlikely that region-wide 
pricing would be implemented as a demonstration project, we are proposing to carry at 
least one regional pricing alternative all the way through the evaluation for analytic 
purposes. Clearly, an underlying question to an evaluation of whether to undertake a 
demonstration project is what the costs and benefits of broader implementation would be. 
Analysis of a regional pricing scenario is critical to answering such fundamental questions 
as well as to providing information on the possible efficiencies of scale that could be 
achieved through a larger congestion pricing project or applicability elsewhere under similar 
circumstances. 

At this point, there are two regional options under consideration: 

• facility pricing (A VI) of all major highways within the region 

• establishing several major cordon lines to effectuate a simple regional pricing system. 
This could be comprised of all Willametle River Crossings from the St. Johns Bridge to 
the 1-5 bridge at Wilsonville and cordon lines along Hwy. 217, 1-205 and, possibly, 
Sunset Hwy. and 1-84. 



WORKING PAPER #3

PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF CONGESTED LOCATIONS AND TYPES OF PEAK PERIOD PRICING APPLICATIONS 
SPOT (E.G. ALL LANES AT ONE LOCATION ON A BRIDGE. TUNNEL OR LENGTH OF HIGHWAY WITH NO PARALLEL ROUTES)

Key: In reading the chart, please note that the "decision niles” set forth in the working paper are applied along the left axis for each congest^ facility listed on the top axis. For a spot application, the only rules 
are (1) is there congestion? and (2) is there a choke point (bridge or nmnel)? If there is a proposed capacity improvement for that facility in the Regional Transportation Plan, we have described it briefly and 
indicated the project # and approximate price tag. For each facility with a proposed RTP improvement, we consider two potential options for each facility - with and without the proposed capxity improvement.

2f. S-I 217 1-5 S. ' 2(13 SOU m rUALAll
N/SIIER
WOOD

; SUMHSK 
CORRII) 
OR

HOOD
JPKWY.

--------- .F— 1
CONGESTION
1994?

Yes Yes Yes Yes In sections Yes In sections In parts Yes Yes Yes

CONGESTION
2015?

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

CHOKE POINT? Yes No No No Yes No. No No Yes Yes, just before Sellwood Bridge. 
There are very few points of 
egress past Terwilliger.

No

CAPAcrrY
IMPROV. IN RTP?

Yes, construct new lane
between 217 and Sylvan 
and, possibly, Murray 
and ISS*. Current TIP 
plus RTP = S102M

Yes Yes Yes Yes. Additional lane 
south of Oregon City 
includes RTP projects
25,30.31,33 and 34 = 
S168M.

Yes Yes Yes No. However, adding 
an additional 2 lanes 
has been proposed and 
is under study 
separately.

No Yes

REVIEW
FURTHER W/0
CAPACITY
IMPROV?

Yes, study toll at tunnel. 
This could capture most 
of the trarric on 
corridor. However, 
there may be some 
spillover onto parallels. 
This would be covered 
as part of analysis.

No No No Yes, analyze toll at 
Willamette Bridge.
Since there are no 
nearhy alternatives to 
this bridge, it could 
capture all traflic 
going on 205.

No No No Yes, toll existing 
bridge and
reconstruct with toll $. 
While additional 
capacity needs are 
being studied 
separately, pricing 
may defer need.

Yes, review possible toll just 
before Sellwood Bridge.

No

REVIEW
FURTHER WITH 
CAP. IMPROV?

Yes, construct 
improvements above.
Set up toll at some point 
between Sylvan and 
tunnel.

No No No No, although this 
option meets criteria, a 
similar scenario is 
proposed as corridor 
alternative.

No No No No. The toll would be 
studied in order to 
manage demand 
within existing 
capacity.

No
r

No

APPENDIX A
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PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF CONGESTED LOCATIONS AND TYPES OF PEAK FE^1Ol> miCWG AP?UCXTlONS 
PREL™!^akyp^pttat TTArn TTY fF G PRTrTNr; 0F A SINr¥T:R ijAne of a highway as an express lanej

Key: In reading this chart, please reference the decision mles set forth in the preceding text. ■ni® ^ ^ ^vc tJeeSs bMrhhelh

rules.

PAiniAi.
TACILITY

2U5SOU■•5 (fnttn dimnfimn ntirth)

In sections
CONGESTION 
1994?
CONGESTION 
2015?
LIMITED OR 
PARTIALLY 
LIMITED ACCESS?
CAN SEPARATE 
LANE?
3 LANES EACH 
DIRECTION NOW?

3 LANES EACH 
DIRECTION 
FUTURE?
CAPACITY 
improvement IN 
RTP?

REVIEW 
FURTHER W/0 
CAP. IMPROV?

Only for portions of
length east of Sylvan and 
west of 217.
Yes

Yes, construct new lane
between 217 and Sylvan 
and, possibly, Murray 
and 185*. Current TIP 
plus RTP = $102 M.

No, not feasible without
three lanes each 
direction.__________

For most of length,
except 2 lane 
section by 205;_
Yes Yes

Yes. Repave and
restripe short 
section by 205 
(S5M).

No, not feasible 
w/o three lanes 
each direction.

Yes, construct
new lane from 
26 to 1-5. TIP + 
RTP =S156M

No, not feasible 
w/o three lanes 
each direction.

Yes

Yes. Construct climbing 
lane from downtown to 
Terwilliger. RTP 
projects 13 and 14 = 
S58M.

No, only two lanes each way 
between Lombard and Delta 
Park. ' 
Yes

Yes. Create express 
lane from Wilsonville to 
405.

Yes, construct addition^ lane
between Lombard and 
Swift/Delta and improve 
Columbia Interchange. RTP 
projects 18 and 19 = S40M.

No, not feasible without 
three lanes in each direction.

No, only two lanes 
south of Oregon City.

Yes. Construct
additional lane south 
of Oregon City. 
Includes RTP projects 
25.30.31.33 and 34 
= S168M.
No, not feasible 
wthout three lanes 
each direction. __

No

No and not
technically
feasible.

No, not 
enough 
lanes

No, not between Ross 
Island Bridge and 
Tacoma. 
Yes

Yes, add new lane
Ross Island Bridge to 
Tacoma (RTP project 
#91) = $25 M.

No, not enough lanes 
to separate out one.

APPENDIX B
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Bi!.. IS-------------- fii*.......... IP-TS-UUMS-

REVIEW
FURTHER WITH 
CAP. IMPROV?

Yes, construct 
improvement per above. 
Create express lane 
from JSS14 to tunnel.

1 Yes, construct
improvement per 
above. Create 
express lane from

1 207“ or just
I before I-20S S.
I ramp to NE 20“.

I Yes, construct
1 improv. above, 
i Create express 

lane from 1-5 to 
! 26.

1

Yes, create express lane
from Wilsonville to 405.

Yes. Construct additional 
lane from Lombard to Delta 
Park (above) and create 
tolled express lane from 
downtown to Delta Park.

Yes. Construct 
capacity 
improvement 
(above) and create 
express lane from I- 
5 to 84.

No, not 
enough 
lanes.

Yes. Construct 
improvement (above) 
and create express 
lane from 224 north.

APPENDIX B
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PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF CONGESTED LOCATIONS AND TYPES OF PEAK PERIOD PRICING APPLICATIONS
WHOLE FACILITY (E.G. ALL LANES)

Kev In reading this chart please refer to the decision rules set forth in the working paper. For whole facility applications, one first looks at whether the facility is congested. In addilion. baause the electRomc 
f Avi) toUing technology becomes mote expensive to install if there are more entrances and exits, an unlimited access arterial might become cost prohibitive^ However, we have proposed further study of three 
heavily congested atterials, 43, TV Highway and McLoughlin to examine the cost/benefit feasibility in more detail. Finally, if tliere is a good network of parallel arterials, tolling a facility may cause spillover onto 
those parallels. In cases where it appears that spillover onto residential arterials may be high, pricing the entire corridor is generally chosen. As with the other options, where a capacity improvement is in the 
RTF, the facility is examined as a potential alternative for further review both without new capacity and with it. •   ...................—..............’ ..... ......... .

CONGESTION. 
1994? 
CONGESTION
2015?
PARTIALLY 
LIMITED ACCESS
STRONG 
NETWORK OF 
PARALLELS?
CAPACITY 
IMPRO V. IN RTP?

REVIEW 
FURTHER W/O 
CAPACITY 
IMPROV?
REVIEW 
FURTHER WITH 
CAP, IMPROV?

capa^ty a

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

■Yes, construct new lane between 217 and 
Sylvan and, possibly, Murray and 185111. 
Current TIP plus RTP = S102M
No, too many parallel arterials.

No, to many parallel arterials.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes. Repave and 
restripe short section by 
205 (S5M).
No, too many parallel
arterials.

No, too many parallel 
arterials.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Tentatively, no. Hall
is only a parallel for 
portion.
Yes, construct new 
lane from 26 to 1-5. 
TIP RTP =S156M
Yes, from 26 to just 
past 1-5.

Yes, construct 
capacity 
improvement, 
above. Toll from 
26 to 1-5.

Yes

Yes

In sections

Yes

Partial, in area of downtown Portland.

Yes. Construct climbing lane from downtown to
Terwilliger and widen between Greeley and N. 
Banfield. RTP pro jects 13,14 and 16 = S160M.
Yes, from Wilsonville to Tigard.

Yes, complete improvements above. Toll from 
Wilsonville to Terwilliger, or even further if 
capacity improvement improves flow 
significantly enough to prevent spillover.

Yes

Partial (in northern section).

■Yes. Additional lane south of Oregon
City includes RTP projects 25,30,31, 
33 and 34 = S168M.;
Yes, from 1-5 or West Linn to
Oregon City. Consider totting 
closer into Portland, depending on 
spillover effects.
No. Proposed improvements are not
in vicinity of where parallels 
commence. Adds nothing beyond 
other options being reviewed.
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WORKING PAPER #3

piHHj; . 
I'ACII.in'iM.I.

; TUALITIN/SIIFRWOOI)
, K.\PWV.

■ .SUNRISE CORRIDOR MT. HOOD 
PKWY.

-------------------- ; TUALATIN VAI.LKV HKSIIWAY

CONGESTION
1994?

Yes In sections In sections Yes Yes Yes

CONGESTION
2015?

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

LIMITED OR
PARTIALLY . 
LIMITED ACCESS

Yes Yes Yes Lots of access pts. in 
certain sections, but 
need to examine 
more closely to 
determine feasibility 
for AVI technology.

Some section have limited xcess, but 
others have many entrances and exits. 
Need to analyze further to determine 
whether this is' feasible from a 
technical perspective for AVI 
technology.

On portions, yes - other sections 
have unlimited access. Need to 
analyze further to determine v 
feasibility for AVI technology.

STRONG
NETWORK OF 
PARALLELS

Yes, but this new capacity
would significantly relieve 
congestion on 99W.

Yes, but this new facility would
significantly relieve existing 
congestion on 212/224.

Yes, but this new 
facility would 
significantly 
relieve existing 
congestion.

No. Because it 
really has NO nearby 
parallels, 43 is of 
particular interest for 
further study.

Not for much of distance. Yes

CAPACITY
IMPROV. IN RTP?

Yes, construction of new road
is expected to cost betw/$75 
and $140 M.

Yes, projects 106-108 in
preferred RT P= $89M.

Yes, in RTP for 
S190M.

No No Yes, add new lane Ross Island
Bridge to Tacoma (RTP project #91)
= $25 M.

REVIEW
FURTHER W/b
CAPACITY
IMPROV?

N/A (this is a proposed new 
road)

N/A (this is a proposed new
road)

N/A (this is a 
proposed new 
road)

Yes, from I-20S to 
Sellwood Bridge.

Yes, from Hillsborough to
Beaverton.

Yes, from I-20S to Ross Island 
Bridge,

REVIEW
FURTHER WITH 
CAP. IMPROV?

Yes, examine construction of 
proposed new road.
Revenues could be used to 
finance part or all of cost.

Yes, examine construction of 
proposed new road.
Revenues could be used to 
finance part or all of cost.

Yes, examine 
construction of 
proposed new 
road. Revenues 
could be used to 
finance part or 
all of cost

No, not in plan and 
not feasible.

No No. Although it has the 
characteristics, further study 
would not add information beyond 
other options proposed for further 
review.

APPENDIX C
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PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF CONGESTED LOCATIONS AND TYPES OF PEAK PERIOD PRICING APPLICATIONS

CORRIDOR (ALL MAJOR ROADS ALONG A ROTITF.')

Key: Li reading chart, please refer to decision rules in text of working paper. For corridor applications, the determination as to whether there is a congestion problem is followed by a series of rules which 
assess its suitability for further study. A corridor implementation should only be considered if there is a strong network of parallel roads, otherwise a facility implementation is sufficient. If there is a strong 
network, then one should consider whether these have a manageable number of entrance and exit points to be efficiently handled by electronic tolling. A large number of unlimited access arterials as parallels is 
likely to make the potential option infeasible, and certainly less competitive than other options. As with all implementation types, if the RTF proposes a capacity improvement, we have examine the facility both 
with and without that improvement as separate potential options.

W -w 1 Uiu,,j 'li li! • -.Vjiii >

CONGESTION
1994?

Yes Yes Yes Yes Li sections.

CONGESTION
’2015?

Yes .Yes Yes Yes Yes

STRONG
NETWORK OF 
PARALLELS?

Yes Yes No?- Partial Partial -

MANAGEABLE#
OF ACCESS PTS.
ON PARALLELS?

Yes, because the parallels only
span a short portion and there 
are only a few. •

No, but can do cordon line at 205
crossings (see below) . .

Yes Yes, because the unlimited 
access parallels span only a 
short distance (close in to 
downtown Portland)

No, but they span only the portion in 
Portland and can look at a cordon line 
(see below).

CAPACITY
IMPROV. IN RTP?

Yes, construct new lane between
217 and Sylvan and, possibly, 
Murray and 185®. Current TIP 
plus RTP = $102 M

Yes. Repave and restripe short
section by 205 ($5M).

Yes, construct new lane from 26 ■ 
to 1-5. TIP RTP =S156M

Yes; Construct climbing lane 
from downtown to Terwilliger 
and widen between Greeley 
and N. Banfield. RTP projects 
13,14 and 16 = S160M.

Yes. Additional lane south of Oregon
City includes RTP projects 25,30,31,33 
and 34 = S168M.
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CORRIDOR (AI.I. 26
MA.IOR
PARAi.r.KI;
ROAD.SON

#i!ll ...............------- -----g •w

REVIEW 
FURTHER W/0 
CAPACITY 
IMPROVEMENTS?

REVIEW
FURTHER WITH
CAPACITY
IMPROVEMENTS?

Yes, this scenario involves 
pricing 26 from I8Slh to 
tunnel. Parallels to be 
examined for pricing include 
Burnside, Dames Road, BH 
Highway, Cornell Road and 
Broadway Drive.
Yes. Constract capacity 
improvements, above. ■ 
Examine Burnside, BH 
Highway, Barnes and Cornell 
Roads and Broadway Drive as 
part of option.

Yes. Pricing in this alternative 
would be applied to 84 from 207“ in 
Gresham to NE 20“' Although there 
are too many unlimited access 
parallels to price them individually, 
consider cordon line at I-20S 
crossings.
No".............

Yes, depending on what is 
justified by demand, analyze 
corridor along 217 between 26 
and 1-5 (including Hall and 
Murray) with or without 
capacity improvement 
described above.
No

Yes, this alternative would 
be comprised of 1-5 from 
Wilsonville to 1-405 and 
would include portions of 
99W, Macadam, Corbett and 
Terwilliger which serve as 
alternate routes.

Yes, from West Linn to 1-84. While 
parallel arterials arc too numerous and 
have unlimited entrances and exits, 
examine a cordon line across all 
parallels at 84 and at Sunnyside. 
Determine whether this will prevent 
diversion to 82"'' and 122"'1.

Yes. Examine option which
includes complete 
construction of capacity 
improvements, above.
Pricing would cover 1-5 from 
Wilsonville to 1-405 and 
alternate routes of 99W, . 
Terwilh'ger, Macadam and 
Corbett

Yes. Look at multiple cordon lines 
along 1-205 corridor from West Linn to 
1-84.

APPENDIX D



WORKING PAPER #3

I COUmiMHUAU.
1 AIA.IORItOADS
1 ONnoun 1

' I-S(riiiM) nur(li) TUAl.ATIN/SIIMinVO 
oi)i:\i’\) V,

y N -V ' V >4 s s
‘ '■¥) H»i V, i ---------

1994?
PHNirtPCTinM

In sections In sections Yes Yes

2015? .
Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

NETWORK OF 
PARALLELS

Yes, Interstate and MLK are
parallels.

Yes. but this new capacity
is expected to significantly 
relieve existing congestion 
on 99W.

Yes, but this new facility
would significantly relieve 
existing congestion on 
212/224.

Yes, but this new 
facility wouid 
significantly relieve 
existing congestion.

No 14^ “ ~

iVLTU'l/WJC/VDJJC ff
OF ACCESS PTS.
ON PARALLELS?

No. However a cordon line
could be CTeated at the
Columbia Sloush crossines.

Yes Yes Yes N/A N/A (there are no parallels)

IMPROV. IN RTP?

DTTVTPW

Yes. Added lane from
Lombard to Delta Park and 
interchange improvements at 
Columbia Blvd. (RTP= S40 MI

Yes, construction of new
road is expected to cost 
betw/$75 and S140 M.

Yes, projects 106-108 in
preferred RT P= $89M.

Yes, in RTP for
S190M.

No Yes, add new lane Ross Island Bridge to
Tacoma (RTP project #91) = $25 M. ■

V1e»VY
FURTHER W/O •
CAPACITY
IMPROV?
PrVTTTW

Yes. Examine possible toll of 
facility from downtown to
Delta Park and cordon for 
parallels at Columbia Slouch.

N/A N/A N/A No, no parallels. No, not a sufficient number of parallels.

XViV T ICt TT

FURTHER WITH 
CAP. IMPROV?

Yes. Examine possible toll 
from downtown to Delta Park 
with cordon line at Columbia 
Slough with new capacity 
(above) if needed.

No. Proposed project 
would relieve existing 
congestion problems.

No. Proposed project 
would reduce existing 
congestion.

No. Proposed project 
would relieve existing 
congestion problems.

No. No.

--------------------------------------- 1 1 ■■ • I
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Vw ff" V ^ V* *• .' Evaluation Criteria and Methods

BACKGROUND

Working Paper 1 {Congestion Pricing Implementations to be Addressed in 
the Traffic Relief Options Study) defined congestion pricing for the purposes of 
this study and the range of pricing options that this project will Investigate. 
Working Paper 2 (Framework for Considering Possible Effects of Congestion 
Pricing Implementations) proposed an initial framework for considering pricing 
options and their effects. The framework proposed a way of organizing effects 
by type, noting that a categorization of effects implied a categorization of criteria 
(because one typical ly evaluates policy alternatives by their relative 
performance—that is, by their effects—on dimensions one cares about).

Working Paper 4, summarized here, builds on the first two to develop criteria 
and methods that will be.used later in the project to evaluate possible 
congestion pricing options and alternatives..This summary starts with general 
principles, moves to categories of criteria and their measurement, and ends with 
methods for consolidating measurements into an overall ranking of alternatives. 
For more detail, see the technical appendix to this working paper.

Framework for evaluating potential pricing options

Central to the idea of evaluating public policy are the beliefs that:

Policy alternatives (in this project, those policy alternatives are referred 
to as pricing options) can be described in a way that allows their effects 
(good and bad, benefits and costs) to be identified •. -

• Those effects can be measured or, at least, described

• Policymakers, analysts, and the public can describe the criteria they 
would use to rank their preferences for those effects

• Effects, weighted by criterion, can be summed (or at least displayed) so 
that the best alternative (the one where the total value of the net effects 
is the greatest) can be identified, .

r
//all those positive and negative effects could be identified, estimated, and 

converted to a dollar equivalent (e.g.f this effect has this much value), then 
analysts could talk about the net effect (net benefits) of a policy alternative, and 
could compare those net benefits across alternatives to select the one with the 
greatest net benefits. For several good reasons, no analyst believes that every 
effect can be estimated: the task of this project is to develop an acceptable 
approximation of the biggest effects.

The first round of the evaluation (getting to a small number of possible peak 
period pricing options for later detailed evaluation using the enhanced Metro, 
model) will use information readily available from Metro sources, other studies 
that the consultants are familiar with and the professional literature to describe

WP 4 Criteria ECONorthwest November 96 Page 1



its'deliberatibhs about the relative advantages of the Afferent 
' ' options. A selection of the top 10 alternatives for further review will be made at 

that time. ...

PRINCIPLES FOR ANY EVALUATION PROCESS
Although this working paper is about evaluation criteria, the criteria one 

chooses to evaluate a pricing alternative depend on one s view ofthe proper 
wav to handle many issues about theory, measurement, and methods tha 
inevitably arise during such evaluations. The principles used in this project
include;

• Get the changes in transportation performance measured first. The 
biggest and most direct benefits and costs of any pricing altemative are 
on the performance of the transportation system. Most of those effects ^ 
are measurable using travel demand models (e.g., changes in travel time 
by route and mode, changes in operating cost of cars and transit, 
changes in accidents).

• Evaluate all significant benefits and costs. At the most general level, this 
admonition is self-evident. In detail arid in practice, however, it becomes 
very messy. The advice here is (1) quantify and monetize measurements 
of transportation performance first; (2) quantify and monetize to the 
extent possible the' direct consequences of changes in transportation 
performance: e.g., changes in air quality and noise; (3) descnbeand 
quantify to the extent possible whatever other effects are left, and (4) 
after a preliminary evaluation of distributional effects, redesign the 
pricing options to redistribute benefits (including collected revenues) to 
effectively eliminate (or reduce to the extent possible) negative effects 

on any particular group.
• Pay attention to double-counts. It is easy to count the sarne benefits or

• costs more than once. One way to reduce double counts iS to distinguish 
between means and ends objectives. The ends are the fundarnental
objectives (e.g., net social welfare, which might be subdivided into
objectives about economic effects, environmental effects, social effects, 
and political effects, each of which could be further subdivided by type of 
effect and type of group effected). Means objectives are more detailed 
and describe the ways in which fundamental objectives ca" ^®^.ch'eved 
(e.g,, control of sprawl, consistency with 2040, reduction of VMT). As 
one moves from fundamental to means objectives, one introduces 
double counting that can distort the evaluation.

• Discount to present value. Because benefits and costs are unevenly
distributed over time, and because future benefits and costs are worth
less than present ones, one needs a method to summarize all those 
benefits and costs. Discounting to a present value at a social discounting 
rate (e.g., like an interest rate) is the method accepted by transportation
economists. •

• Marginal analysis: focus on differences among alternatives, for many
effects it may not be necessary to measure them in total; it may be

Page 2 ECONorthwest November 96 WP 4 Criteria



fs 'T Pr/Vacy.jThe.best way/to nanaiaine issue).oi pnyacy.is lo now uicti lui .
C0ll,d 'r'

:^;'^'??v*i^Pt^tentlSHy'6e' collected 'iboui'tlietraye pattiems of individual - v
•, ':, : " "’ '^' '^^ autbrnobilesl Hbwever. there are ways that AVIrbased systems of

■ v ; monitoring and billing could be designed to reduce or eliminate
•■■•**.':^;confidentiality problems, such as setting up pre paid "blind" accounts.

. • Finally, no matter what assurances government gives that information is
not being collected or confidentiality is protected, there may be some 
people who will not believe the safeguards’are adequate. In short, any 
AVI-based alternative must be designed to effectively eliminate potential

. ■ ' invasion of privacy, and must be discounted to some extent because
part of the public will find such alternative less desirable because of the 
potential misuse of the information.

• Informational/demonstration value. Pricing options may differ in how 
. consistent they are with a full regional pricing scheme, or in how much

information they provide about how those schemes would be designed 
and implemented. This sub-criterion probably applies only to the 
subsequent evaluation of demonstration projects, not to the initial 
evaluation of regional pricing systems.

RECOMMENDATION

This category and its four sub-criteria (legality, technology, 
privacy, informational value) should be retained for subsequent 
evaluations of possible options, but be a secondary criterion. If 
weighting is done it should have a low weight. If weighting is not 
done, it should be considered as a qualitative offset to the. 
estimated net benefits of any potential pricing option that is 
riskier, has more legal obstacles than the others or raises 
concerns about privacy.

CRITERION CATEGORY 2: PERFORMANCE OF THE TRANSPORTATION 

SYSTEM

QUESTION ADDRESSED

Does the pricing alternative work efficiently toward congestion relief?

TYPES OF EFFECTS ADDRESSED, AND POSSIBLE MEASUREMENTS

; ; The measures of transportation performance have been Introduced in
previous working papers. To summarize some of the general points:

-i. • ^Improvements in transportation should be a primary goal of any
transportation improvement. In other words, a necessary condition for

■ - making any transportation Investment or adopting any transportation
: policy is that the performance of the transportation system be better than

it would have been without the improvement..
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• Perspective: benefits arid, costs from whose point of view? The

distribution of effects is important and must be considered in addition to 
the aggregate benefits and costs.

SUGGESTED CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING PRICING OPTIONS: 

CATEGORIES AND MEASUREMENTS

Though most projects that try to rigorously evaluate transportation projects 
use similar criteria, there is no universally accepted organization for these 
criteria. That conclusion leads us back to the framework described in Working 
Paper 2. While admittedly not the only way to organize criteria, the framework 
organizes effects in a way that is logical, explainable and reduces or clarifies 
double-counts. It would also lend itself to the weighting of criteria farther along 
in the process, if the Task Force were to favor a scoring-and-weighting 
approach to evaluation.

Criterion category 1: technical feasibility of implementation

QUESTION ADDRESSED

Are there legal or technical obstacles that are unlikely to be overcome at any 
reasonable cost?

TYPES OF EFFECTS ADDRESSED, AND POSSIBLE MEASUREMENTS

Most of the issues here have been resolved as part of the initial specification
of 40 pricing options. The issues here served as screening criteria: they helped 
decide on the initial list of potential options, but after that they have little effect 
on the selection of a preferred option.

• Legality. Most of the legal issues are overarching ones that apply to any 
congestion pricing alternative . If all pricing options have the same legal
obstacles, legal considerations are irrelevant to selecting the best pricing
alternative for a demonstration project.,

• Technology. Technical feasibility can be useful for an initial screening. In 
essence, this criterion allows a preliminary judgment about likely cost

■ before an actual cost analysis is undertaken. After the initial screening, . 
however, the issue of the feasibility of technology is best dealt with as an 

■ issue of cost: the more exotic or extensive the technology, the greater 
. the direct cost of the project (and, potentially, the risk of costs jassodated 

with system failure). These costs can get dealt with under Criterion
Category 2, Transportation Performance. .
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• Cost reductions to drivers (in terms of travel time and vehicle operation) 
are the most important direct benefits of a transportation improvement. 
The costs of building and operating the improvement (and the vehicles 
that ride on it) are its most significant costs.

• Most of the measures of expected system performance are estimated via 
travel.demand models like the one Metro operates and is improving for 
this project. The specific measurements of travel performance that could 
be used in this evaluation include changes in:
Direct Effects

• Direct costs of developing and maintaining the new 
improvements

Travel time

• Costs of operation for users and services providers

• Safety 

Secondary Effects

• Revenues and system finance

•. Amount of travel by type (VMT and mode split)

• Transportation options and choice

Not all of these measurements merit the same attention; some are probably 
double counts. The Technical Appendix to this working paper describes the 
issues in more detail.

RECOMMENDATION

The measures under Travel Performance will be limited to the first 
group described above: direct costs of developing and maintaining the 
new improvements, changes in travel time, changes in operating cost, 
and changes in safety. All of these measures will be quantified (the last 
three with output from the travel demand model), monetized, converted 
to present value, and summarized as a measure of net benefits.

Measures of changes in the amount of travel by type (which directly 
reflects changes and differences in modal attractiveness) will be 
evaluated under Criterion Category 5, Political Feasibility, under the sub- 

. criterion “Consistency with other public policy.” Measures of revenue 
generation will also be discussed here. “Choice" will be built into the 
pricing options themselves and effects on choice will be discussed as a 

' distributional issue under Criterion Category 4, Distributional (Equity) 
Effects.
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CRITERION CATEGORY 3:

QUESTION ADDRESSED

Are the other effects of the pricing alternative on net and in the aggregate, 
positive?

TYPES OF EFFECTS ADDRESSED, AND POSSIBLE MEASUREMENTS

Some general points;

•. Although transportation performance should be a primary goal of any 
transportation improvement, it is clear that such improvements have 

. effects on more than transportation performance.

• Some of these effects are significant.
• Although some of these effects are clearly in addition to the effects on 

transportation performance (e.g., changes in air quality from changes in 
emissions), others are potentially double counts of those changes in 
transportation performance (e.g., changes in land prices and land use as 
a result of changes in travel time).

• Not only are the magnitudes of some of the double counts difficult to sort
out analytically, but the evidence from years of experience with ElSs and
public decisionmaking on public facilities and policies is that the public 
and decisionmakers are less concerned about What economists might 
consider a pure analytical framework than ensuring that all of the 
possible effects that people care about are accounted for.

• For this project, the criteria and the analysis should include
measurements of effects that the Task Force thinks are important, but be 
clear as to whether some of these are double counts and make sure that, 
the weighting process does not result in strong preference given to 
certain effects because they happen to be measured in more than one
way.

• The specific categories of additional primary and secondary (indirect) 
effects that could be used in this evaluation include changes in;

' • Environmental quality

• Air quality

• Noise
• Other environmental effects

• Land use
• Economic activity and development

• Social/neighborhood effects
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RECOMMENDATION v. -

Air pollution and noise can be estimated as a function of output from the 
travel-demand model. The other main environmental effect stems from the 
amount of construction (if any) that the pricirig option entails over the base case . 
For land use, *we will describe general effects on density and location patterns 
(suburbanization), and whether those effects are consistent with other state and 
regional policies and plans as part of Criterion Category 5. For economic 
development, we will comment on general external effects (i.e., ones in addition 
to the economic efficiency effects already measured in Criterion Category 2).
For social effects, there will be a qualitative assessment of the amount of 
disruption to a neighborhood creted by any predicted spillover.

CRITERION CATEGORY 4: DISTRIBUTIONAL (EQUITY) EFFECTS 

QUESTION ADDRESSED

Is the distribution of the effects of the pricing alternative fair?

TYPES OF EFFECTS ADDRESSED, AND POSSIBLE MEASUREMENTS

The main reason that a distributional criterion is needed is because 
alternatives that generate net benefits in the aggregate may not benefit 
everyone equally, and, more importantly, may cause some groups to be worse 
off. The key sub-categories and measurements in this category are the effects 
on;

• Auto tripmakers compared to other tripmakers.
• Low income compared to other incomes. -
• Denser urban areas compared to suburban areas.

For each of these categories, the focus will be on measurements of 
transportation performance described under Category 2. Does one group get 
better transportation performance that either (1) another group pays for but 
does not receive (e.g., a central city alternative costs central city residents but 
primarily benefits suburban commuters), or (2) comes at the expense of the 
travel performance of another group (e.g., auto drivers get reduced travel time 
while transit riders get increased travel time)? Where other types of effects are 
expected to be substantial and varied across alternatives, measurements in 
those categories will be made. j

Note that a description, of the distribution of effects is something that a 
technical analysis can achieve; a description of the fairness of an alternative is 
not. Fairness is a value judgment: ten people could look at the same distribution 
of effects and have ten different opinions about fairness.
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RECOMMENDATION

Under this category the evaluation will discuss how measures in Cntwon.-ijv.-r^w^^/v'^frttv.- 
Category 2, Travel Performance, and Criterion Category 3, Secondary Effects,v;^:•><’•• • 
are distributed among key groups as distinguished by travel mode, income, and
location.

CRITERION CATEGORY 5: POLITICAL FEASIBILITY

QUESTION ADDRESSED

Is there enough support to implement the pricing alternative?

TYPES OF EFFECTS ADDRESSED, AND POSSIBLE MEASUREMENTS

To a large extent, political feasibility is (or should be) a function of the results 
of the measurements in Criterion Categories 2—4: if a pricing alternative 
relative to other alternatives, to building more capacity, or to doing nothing—is 
more efficient and more fair, then it should have greater political feasibility as 
well In practice, however, there is more to political feasibility than just finding 
the best policies on the basis of Criterion Categories 2-4. Our recommendation 
is that it not be part of the initial technical evaluation and weighting of criteria,
but that it be a final screen on alternatives that perform well with respect to
efficiency and equity. There are four subcriteria for this class:

• Compatibility with other public policy (e.g. Transportation Planning mle;
2040, etc.)

.• Public acceptance
• Effects on institutions ■ • •

, Acceptability to decision-makers

RECOMMENDATION

All four sub-criteria will be addressed in the evaluation. Compatibility with 
other public policy will draw from both Criterion Category 2, Travel Performance 
(to discuss changes in VMT), from Criterion Category 3, Secondary Effects (to ■
discuss land use issues like the effect of a pricing option on decentra ization 
and density, and the compatibility of those effects with state, regional, and local 
land use policy) and from Criterion Category 4 (to discuss distribution of effects).

WEIGHTING CRITERIA AND MEASUREMENTS
If criteria are established and measures of performance made, one still must 

decide on the relative importance of each criterion (its weight). Jh^re are at
least two important questions that must be answered about weighting.
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When should weighting occur?. Obviously, weighting cannot occur until : 
after criteria are listed. But once listed, should it occur immediately.(eveny:f;- : 
as part of the process that develops the criteria), or later, after some, . 
most, or all measurement of the criteria has been completed? There are 
arguments for either timing.
The strongest argument for early (ex ante) weighting is that participants
in the weighting can be more objective because they do not yet know
how their preferred projects (if any) will perform. The strongest argument 
for later (ex post) weighting is that it is more realistic: (1) it is hard to 
know how important a criterion should be without having some notion of 
how big are the effects that it comprises, and (2) decisionmakers do and 
must consider more than the things that lend themselves to 
measurement when they make their decisions about preferred 
alternatives.

• How formal should the process be (will there be any math on the test)? It 
could be implicit; where decisionmakers look at measures of
performance, debate them, and then vote on the alternatives that seem 
best without ever assigning weights to the criteria. It could be informal; 
consisting of a discussion and single vote from stakeholders on the 
relative importance of different criteria. Finally, it could be formal and 

. use math-based techniques that try to identify underlying weights 
statistically.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR APPLYING THE METHODS IN THIS STUDY

GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CRITERIA AND WEIGHTING

• Use the five categories of criteria described above, which are con- slstent 
with the way effects have been described in Working Paper 2.
Start with the measurements described above for each category, but be 
prepared to add different measurements if research later in the study 
suggests they are desirable.

• In any weighting scheme, avoid giving weight to criteria or
measurements that are largely counted elsewhere.

• Having evaluated the inherent tradeoffs between ex ante and ex post 
weighting, and the problems of scoring for many criteria and of applying 
weights to criteria not easily scored, our recommendation is to (1) have 
the technical staff gather the best information available about each 
criterion at a given point in the decision process, and (2) for the Task
Force to evaluate that technical information in a structured work session,
during which it would discuss the importance of individual measurements 
as it came to conclusions about the best alternatives to take forward to
the next level of analysis. How that would work is described in more
detail in the next section, which discusses how the 40 possible' options 
might be reduced to 10 alternatives.
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'Get a preliminary indication from the Task Force at its meeting ini'- 
November (1) whether the categories and measurements of the criteria 
are acceptable, and (2) their relative importance.
Using the professional literature and available local data, describe 
general how the 40 possible options, or classes of those options, are 
likely to perform on the criteria. If appropriate, describe how individual 
implementations might be combined into a larger demonstration project.1 
Summarize the evaluation in a matrix format.
Meet with the Task Force in an extended work session that will include 
(1) a discussion of how the implementations perform on the criteria, (2) 
an illustration of how different weightings of the criteria influences 

. rankings, and (3) a decision on the 10 alternatives to take to the next 
level of evaluation.

GETTING FROM 10 IMPLEMENTATIONS TO A PREFERRED 

DEMONSTRATION PROJECT

The same categories of criteria and measurements, and the same general 
process, would apply. The main difference is in the level of data and analysis 
that would be used to evaluate the 10 alternatives.

l|t is possible that upon further evaluation larger projects than the comportent projects will make sense. The reasons for this 
speculation are (1) for ah AVI-based project there are relatively large fixed costs and relatively small marginal costs: thus, 
the more vehicles an implementation covers the more cost-effective it can be; and (2) a major political obstacle to 
implementation can be the feeling of any particular jurisdiction or subarea that it is being singled out—if all areas or - 
jurisdictions in similar circumstances face the same pricing, then it may be more acceptable (e.g., pricing ail freeways into 
downtown Portland may be more effective and more acceptable than pricing only, say. Highway 26).
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Office of the Auditor

To: Councilor Jon Kvistad, Presiding Officer 
Councilor Patricia McCaig 
Councilor Ruth McFarland 
Councilor Susan McLain 
Councilor Don Morissette 
Councilor Lisa Naito 
Councilor Ed Washington 
Mike Burton, Executive Officer
Bruce Warner, Director, Regional Environmental Management 

Department
John Houser, Senior Council /yialyst

From: Alexis Dow, CPA

Date: January 15,1997

Re: Analysis of issues surrounding Change Order No. 7 to Metro’s contract 
with Oregon Waste Systems, Inc. (Waste Management)

Enclosed is an analysis of issues raised by those opposed to the Oregon Waste 
contract amendment.

Major findings appear on the first page of the report. Background and detail are 
presented on subsequent pages.

If you have any questions or comments, please contact me.



Change Order No. 7 for Waste Disposal Services Contract 

Analysis of Issues by the Office of the Auditor

Major Findings

Allegations raised by those opposed to Council adoption of Amendment 7 are 
largely unsupported by our review of the data.

Adoption of Amendment 7 will provide substantial savings to Metro,

Under Amendment 7, Metro will continue to pay above-market rates for waste 
disposal. However, Metro has an existing contract with Waste Management 
and has not been able to negotiate a better deal.

Savings can be passed on to rate payers and we recommend the Metro Council 
take action to start that process if Amendment 7 is approved.

Recycling may not be affected by reduced tip fees, particularly if the tip fees are 
kept within ten percent of the current rates and are based, on the average annual 
waste tonnage rather than incrementally reduced for Amendment 7 tiers.

Background

Metro recently announced the results of lengthy negotiations with Oregon Waste 
Systems, Inc. to reduce the costs of disposing waste at the Columbia Ridge 
Landfill. The results of negotiations, as well as a resolution to approve proposed 
Change Order No. 7 to the Waste Disposal Services Contract, were presented to 
Metro's Regional Environmental Management and Finance Committees on 
December 4, 1996, and later to the Metro Council on December 19, 1996. (Note: 
In this analysis, we will refer to Oregon Waste Systems, Inc. and its affiliate. Waste 
Management of Washington, as Waste Management.)

Competitors of Waste Management, as well as counsel for plaintiffs in a lawsuit 
against Metro and Waste Management, complained to the Council committees that 
the negotiations had not been public and that the Council should not hasten to 
adopt the change order before adequate public input and scrutiny could occur. The 
complainants asked for at least a 30-day delay in Council action. In its December
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19 meeting, the Metro Council discussed the resolution and decided to delay its
decision until January 16, 1997.

Individuals and groups opposed to the proposed amendment stated their views in a
December 18, 1996, Reader Feedback editorial and in a full-page advertisement in
the December 19, 1996, issue of The Oregonian. Their principal allegations
Included:

• The City of Seattle receives lower garbage disposal rates than Metro receives 
from the same company for disposal at the same Oregon landfill.

• The proposed pricing schedule would give Waste Management a competitive 
advantage when competing for business vyith other communities outside the 
Metro area.

• Metro had not promised to pass on any savings realized by the change order to 
rate payers.

• The tiered pricing system, with reduced disposal rates for increasing tonnage, 
will discourage recycling.

• The public did not receive adequate ^notice of the change order to allow 
thorough review and comment.

We analyzed each of these issues and describe our findings below.

Contention: Seattle Will Receive Lower Garbage Disposal Rates Than Metro

Conclusion: Metro's total annual cost per ton for waste transportation and disposal 
should be lower than Seattle's. Metro disposes of considerably more waste at 
Columbia Ridge Landfill than Seattle, and this will allow Metro to take advantage of 
the tiered pricing in Amendment 7. Seattle disposes of approximately 430,000 
tons of waste at Columbia Ridge Landfill each year, and its rates for that tonnage 
are lower than Metro's. However, Metro's reduced rates at higher tonnage bring 
the total yearly cost per ton near or below Seattle's rate.

Transportation Cost Issue

The complainants allege that Seattle's total transportation and disposal costs are 
$23.00 and $18.57 per ton, respectively. Metro Regional Environmental 
Management Department staff estimated Metro's transportation costs would be 
$17.22 per ton in 1997 (staff report dated December 3, 1996). They calculated 
their estimate of $17.22 by updating transportation costs first reported to Metro by 
Waste Management in 1990 ($15.87) for inflation and making further adjustments 
after reviewing current railroad industry pricing information.
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We could not verify or refute the complainants' figures for the transportation and 
disposal components of the Seattle combined base rate. Waste Management was 
not required to disclose the amounts of each component, either when it originally 
bid the Seattle contract or when the company and city recently re-negotiated the 
rates. Because Waste Management is not required to disclose these amounts and 
Metro has no authority to make such a requirement, it may not be possible to verify 
the true amounts. At a Metro Councilor's request. Waste Management provided 
him, the Regional Environmental Management Department Director and the Metro 
Auditor with material describing the transportation costs included in the Seattle 
contract. The material consisted of two pages of railroad per-ton shipping rates, 
container costs, intermodal transportation costs and overhead (labor costs). It 
contained limited documentation that we could verify. The Metro participants were 
required to sign confidentiality agreements promising not to divulge the information 
to unauthorized parties because it was proprietary. Finally, the Metro participants 
could not retain the documents, copy the data or make notes of proprietary 
information.

Total Cost Issue

Regardless of the above costs' validity, we question whether this breakdown is 
necessary to compare Seattle's and Metro's costs. We believe it is instructive to 
compare the total costs of disposal and transportation. We compiled the following 
facts and projections.

Seattle's Total Cost per Ton

Seattle's combined base transportation and disposal rates for the next seven years
are:

$ 44.87 April 1, 1996 through March 31, 1997 (1997 dollars)
41.57 April 1, 1997 through March 31, 2002 (adjusted annually for CPI)
43.73 April 1, 2002, through March 31, 2003.

The base price in the original Seattle contract decreased as tonnage increased 
above 450,000 tons, but the recent amendment eliminated that provision. The 
amendment did allow Seattle to combine its waste with others and Waste 
Management would provide credits to Seattle for each ton of partner waste 
disposed. However, these credits would only be granted on transportation costs 
and are limited,to $3.00 per ton for the first 100,000 tons of partner waste. For 
each ton of partner waste thereafter, the credits are limited to $1.50 per ton. The 
Seattle rate includes DEQ costs paid by Waste Management and the City does not 
reimburse the company separately for this cost.
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Metro's Total Cost per Ton

Metro's current cost of $43.76 per ton is more than $2.00 per ton higher than 
Seattle's $41.57 cost per ton. Metro's approximate current disposal 'cost includes 
charges for transportation (for Jack Gray) and DEQ fees. The DEQ fees are either 
paid directly by Metro or reimbursed to Waste Management. As of November 30,
1996, Metro's cost was:

$ 43.76 Total per-ton transport and disposal cost, including:
$25.51 Base rate

2.51 Approx, per-ton share of Waste Management fixed costs . 
14.50 Jack Gray's transport costs 

1.24 DEQ fees

This total cost does not include the supplemental price adjustment of $0,342 per 
ton for Metro's failure to deliver waste guaranteed to the contractor during the 
initial year of the contract (1990).

Metro's Approximate Total Cost per Ton under Amendment 7

We looked at cost per ton under three levels. The highest cost, for the first 
550,000 tons, is greater than Metro's anticipated annual average cost per ton. Yet 
it is still lower than the current rate of $43.76. The average cost per ton for 
647,200 tons is based on expected annual tonnage estimated in a REM staff 
report. The cost per ton for 720,000 tons represents another likely scenario, given 
current disposal and recycling levels.

$ 42.99 First 550,000 tons (disposal = $27.25)
40.89 Average cost for 647,200 tons (disposal = $25.15)
38.73 Average cost for 720,000 tons (disposal = $22.99)

Direct Comparison of Metro and Seattle Total Costs

The following table compares Metro's disposal rates at the three tonnage tiers 
described in the previous paragraph with Seattle's rate.
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We believe the best comparison of Seattle and Metro costs is obtained by 
comparing current conditions! The City of Seattle's tonnage at Columbia Ridge 
Landfill decreased from 447,221 tons in 1993 to 428,221 tons in 1995. Seattle's 
waste tonnage for fiscal 1997 is expected to approximate 430,000 tons.

As discussed previously, Seattle could reduce the transportation component of its 
disposal cost by combining with partners. We do not know whether Seattle will 
obtain partner waste or the effect of partner waste on Seattle's total waste 
disposal cost. The credits may be shared with partners providing the waste, 
however, any statements regarding the amount, if any, of the credits Seattle would 
pass along to partners would be speculative at best. Likely partners are probably 
limited to communities near Seattle, because they would need to transport their 
waste to the same site Seattle uses for pick-up by Waste Management.

If Seattle found partners to provide enough .waste to increase the 430,000 tons 
now disposed to 647,000 or 720,000 tons and were to take maximum advantage 
of the partner credits, Metro could pay about $38,800 more than Seattle under the 
■first volume and $1,454,400 less under the second.

Contention: Waste Management Will Have an Unfair Advantage Over 

Competitors

Conclusion: Amendment 7 may give Waste Management a competitive advantage 
over its competitors. Eliminating the most favorable rate agreement (MFRA) would 
allow Waste Management to offer lower disposal rates to other governments than it 
offers Metro without rebates to Metro. Further, Metro will continue to pay more
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than market rate under Amendment 7. This could allow Waste Management to bid 
below-market rates to other governments, subsidizing fixed costs with profits from 
their Metro contract.

MFRA

The complainants are currently in litigation to reinstate the most favorable rate 
agreement (MFRA) between Waste Management and Metro. They believe Waste 
Management will gain a competitive advantage over them if the MFRA is 
eliminated. Without the MFRA, Waste Management could offer to dispose of other 
government's waste at lower rates than Metro's.

We are not convinced Metro could benefit from reinstating MFRA without 
expensive litigation with uncertain results. Metro obtained little benefit from the 
MFRA in the past, amounting to about $60,000 for one violation. Waste 
Management eventually shipped the waste to another landfill to avoid further 
payments to Metro under the MFRA.

Since Amendment 4 was signed by the previous executive officer in 1994, Metro 
has not attempted to enforce the MFRA. Metro receives a credit from Waste 
Management in lieu of a most favored rate. We called officials at several of the 
smaller governments now disposing of waste at Columbia Ridge and they reported 
lower disposal rates than Metro's.

Thurston County

The complainants allege Metro has paid for Waste Management's "...fixed 
operating and maintenance costs of the Arlington \an6i\\\..."(Reader Feedback, The 
Oregonian. 12/18/96) through profits received from the Metro disposal contract. 
(The Columbia Ridge Landfill is located at Arlington.) They believe Waste 
Management is able to offer lower rates to other disposers because it must only 
recover its variable costs.

The complainants stated Waste Management is building a monopoly and ". . . is 
already taking advantage of its position and has offered to dispose of garbage from 
Washington's Thurston County for $7 less per ton than it is offering Metro 
ratepayers." (Reader Feedback, Oregonian, 12/18/96) Complainants also 
recommended Metro review the bids for waste transport and disposal when the 
County opened them on January 10, 1997. The complainants later claimed Waste 
Management had asked Thurston County for a delay in the bid date, presumably to 
insure that Change Order No. 7 had been adopted by Metro prior to bid opening.

We contacted a Thurston County official who told us the bids will be opened on 
January 24, 1997. He said several potential proposers had asked for a delay 
because the request for proposal is very complicated. It calls for (1) construction.
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operation and maintenance of a transfer station; (2) transportation of the waste; 
and (3) disposal of the waste in a landfill. He said the county asked for individual 
bids on each component but anticipated a single operator for transportation and 
disposal.

Pierce County

The complainants cited an alleged Waste Management offer to Pierce County, 
Washington, of a total transportation and disposal rate of $27.60 per ton for 
disposal at the Columbia Ridge Landfill. We talked to a Pierce County official who 
stated they asked for but did not receive a formal proposal from Waste 
Management. Pierce County estimated its transportation cost from Tacoma to 
Roosevelt Landfill in Klickitat County has been $24.19 per ton since April, 1995. 
They further estimated a reasonable, total (transportation and disposal) cost at that 
landfill currently ranges from $43.36 to $45.62 per ton. This range exceeds 
Metro's current and proposed costs.

Waste Management evidently introduced the $27.60 rate discussed above in 
response to proposals for a Pierce County landfill. The Pierce County official stated 
the county prepared an environmental impact statement supporting construction of 
an in-county landfill. Waste Management apparently intended to prove long-haul 
transportation and disposal was a better deal for the county than building a landfill. 
Pierce County officials contended that the "...$27.60 is just a number on a piece of 
paper. It's not an evaluated bid. It's not a contract. The long haul cost estimates 
included in the County's [environmental impact statement] were based on actual, 
legally binding contracts." (letter from Pierce County Executive to Seattle District 
Corps of Engineers, 2/27/96).

Tiered Pricing Schedule

The complainants expressed concern the pricing schedule in Amendment 7 will 
adversely affect competing landfills' ability to contract for disposing waste 
generated in communities outside the Metro area. Metro will pay above-market 
rates, as it does now, under Amendment 7. This could have a negative effect on 
competition if Waste Management offers below-market rates to others, using its 
profits from the Metro contract to subsidize the other work. Metro has used a 
different contractor to dispose of ten percent of its waste to prevent a single 
company from establishing a monopoly over Metro's waste disposal. Any 
consideration of the Waste Management contract's effect on competition should 
emphasize Metro's position rather than that of other jurisdictions, landfills or other 
businesses.
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Contention: Metro has not Promised to Pass Savings On to Rate Payers 

The complainants urged Metro to pass on its savings to rate payers. In addition, 
the mayor and commissioners of the City of Portland wrote Metro a letter stating 
that they " ... believed that any amendment to the contract with Waste Management 
should contain provisions for Metro to work with the local jurisdictions to pass 
through any savings to rate payers" (letter dated December 17, 1996). They 
further stated they "strongly believe rate payers should benefit from any disposal 
savings." 

Metro has not committed to pass the cost savings on to rate payers. However, the 
Director of the Regional Environmental Management Department wrote letters 
(dated 12/24/96) to City of Portland elected officials as well as those of other local 
jurisdictions in the Metro area, interested citizens and members of the local solid 
waste industry stating: 

"Metro will have the benefit of a waste disposal rate that approaches 
market conditions and the potential for real savings ... It is our 
expectation that these savings will be passed on as lower tip fees that 
result in lowered costs to the ultimate rate payers." 

Contention: Reduced Disposal Rates May Discourage Recycling 

Regional Environmental Management Department staff analyzed the probable 
impacts of small reductions in Metro's tip fee on recycling activity. Their analysis 
showed: 

• Recycling has become less price-sensitive over time, reflecting 
institutionalization of source-separated waste reduction (e.g., curbside 
recycling) . 

• The tip fee could be reduced to about $70 per ton with minimal impact on 
private investment decisions regarding material recovery facilities. 

• The impact on recycling would be minimized by basing tip fees on the average 
cost per ton rather than the tiered schedule in the change order. 
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We did not conduct independent analyses to verify these conclusions. However, 
general marketing guidelines indicate price changes up to ten per cent usually have 
little effect on purchasing decisions. This suggests changes in the tip fee of as 
much as $7.00 per ton at transfer stations would probably not affect recycling 
levels.

Contention: Public did not Receive Adequate Notice for Review and Comment

The original schedule to approve the change order was short — only 15 days. The 
Council's December 19, 1996, decision to delay approval until January 16, 1997, 
provided more than 40 days for public review and comment. Although the delay 
may have cost Metro as much as $85,000 in waste disposal costs, it provided all 
members of the Council an opportunity to more thoroughly study the change order. 
The delay also provided an opportunity for citizen review in the Solid Waste 
Advisory Committee but not the Rate Review Committee.

Conclusion

It appears to us Change Order No. 7 will give Metro substantial savings on disposal 
costs at Columbia Ridge Landfill, as well as any other competing landfills. These 
savings can be passed on to rate payers. We believe the rates in the change order 
are still probably several dollars above market price. However, because Metro has 
a long-term, competitively bid contract with Waste Management, Amendment 7 
appears to be the best arrangement Metro management is able to negotiate.

Both complainants and others expressed concerns regarding the change order's 
effect on recycling and industry competition. We believe the concerns about 
recycling can be resolved if tip fees resulting from the amendment are based on 
average cost per ton for the year and are not incrementally reduced for Amendment 
7 tiers. By maintaining steady tip fees, recycling levels would likely remain steady. 
The Council may want to assure another contractor receives ten percent of the 
Metro-generated waste to prevent Waste Management from monopolizing waste 
disposal in the Metro region. However, any contract priced above the marginal rate 
under Amendment 7 would eliminate the economic benefit of Amendment 7 for 
Metro on that ten percent.
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Executive
Officer's
Message

CIP balances spending 
proposals with available 
resources

This Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) marks a mile­
stone for Metro. It represents the culmination of the 
agency’s first comprehensive, long-range planning 
process for major capital assets. The plan compiles all 
of Metro’s capital project needs for the next five years 
into one document.

The CIP offers numerous advantages. Among the most 
important are:

♦ Agency-wide capital needs are identified in 
advance of their implementation

♦ Metro’s financial capacity to fund these long­
term needs is assessed

♦ Projects competing for the same funding 
source(s) are readily identified

♦ Related projects and issues are identified and 
addressed concurrently

These advantages have not taken long to manifest 
themselves in Metro’s own CIP process. In this first 
year, Metro has attained some tangible benefits from 
this work.

Creating A Framework

Until now Metro has made decisions about its capital 
projects as part of the annual operating budget or as 
projects have been brought before the Metro Council 
for approval. As a result, Metro typically has worked

with a short-term outlook on projects the year before 
implementation. This plan includes a foreeast of major 
capital needs for the next five years. Departments have 
inventoried existing facilities and major equipment, 
reviewed current projects and assessed future needs to 
arrive at their best estimate of capital asset require­
ments. Where possible, they also have quantified the 
impact of capital projects on operating budgets.

The end result of this process will be better informed 
resource decisions. Although changes to the plan will 
be needed as it is implemented, the plan offers us our 
first, long-range comprehensive look at Metro's largest 
expenditures. This should allow more time to refine 
projects, adjust to changing conditions and consider 
the links among projects as well as between operating 
and capital needs.

Balancing Resources and Spending Needs

A plan for capital project needs would be incomplete 
without a plan for financing those needs. The plan 
includes five-year financial forecasts for the major 
funds from which most of the capital projects would be 
financed. These forecasts project operating revenues 
and expenditures, fund balances and reserves over the 
timeframe covered by the CIP to determine how much 
is available for capital projects. In addition, Metro's 
debt capacity has been analyzed to ensure that it is 
adequate for any new projects to be financed with 
borrowed monies.

Executive Officer's Message



Executive Officer's Message

Funding priorities are 
set for excise tax 
funded projects

The bottom line is a CIP that balances resources with 
spending needs. When the forecasts were prepared, 
conservative assumptions were used and it was pre­
sumed operating and reserve needs would take prece­
dence over capital needs. To make certain that 
resources and needs are balanced, I have had to cull 
from the five-year plan some otherwise very worthy 

projects.

Forecasts assumed no new revenue restrictions. If any 
ballot measures are adopted that affect Metro re­
sources, further cuts to this plan will be necessary.

Making Difficult Choices

Through the CIP it is possible to identify projects that 
compete for the same resources and to set funding 
priorities. Priorities were set at both the department and 

agency levels.

Departments identify and rank projects to be financed 
from sources restricted to functions they administer. If 
resources are iimdequate to meet all needs, departments 
eliminate their lowest ranked projects from consider­
ation. Some projects also compete for funding that is 
not restricted to use by one department. Among Metro 
departments, projects compete primarily for debt 
financing or excise tax funding.

Competition for general obligation debt centers on 
competition for bond referendum election dates.

Because only one project. Convention Center Expan- 
1, within this plan sought G.O. debt financing, itSion

was not necessary to set priorities this time.

Competition, however, is strong for excise tax fimding. 
Four departments submitted a total of nine project 
requests to be financed in part or in whole with excise 
tax funds. Ultimately, the number of projects that can 
be financed with excise tax funds will be determined in 
the operating budget when excise tax forecasts are 
prepared and operating needs are identified. Although 
capital projects will have to compete with operating 
needs for excise tax funds, funding priorities for 
capital projects can and should be set now.

1 have recommended four projects for priority consid­
eration;

♦ Sun system computer replacement

♦ Metro Regional Center office space conversion

♦ HP computer replacement

♦ Print Shop copier replacement

Because these projects are needed to maintain current 
service levels within more than one department, I 
concluded they should be earmarked for excise tax 

funding.
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The CIP shifts the focus 
in the annual budget to 
operating needs

Seeing the Big Picture

Long-range capital improvement plaiming provides a 
comprehensive look at all of Metro’s capital needs. 
This includes looking at how projects interrelate and 
how they affect and are affected by similar issues and 
problems.

Some projects affect the timing, scope and viability of 
other projects. Because projects are considered 
together, it is possible to see connections between 
projects and identify in advance the spillover effects of 
any decisions. It would be much more difficult, if not 
impossible, to identify these “big picture” issues if 
projects were examined on a case-by-case basis.

Similarly, the process makes it possible to look at 
issues that cut across projects and departments and to 
deal with those issues more consistently. Such an 
organization-wide approach to problem-solving results 
in better and longer lasting solutions.

As this plan was being put together, two issues 
repeatedly surfaced as we examined more than 100 
Capital requests;

♦ how will Metro afford in the future to replace 
the new facilities and equipment included in this 
plan

♦ which projects should be subject to 1 percent 
for the arts

I will address the renewal and replacement issue as part 
of my proposed budget. On the 1 Percent for Arts, I 
have directed staff to examine how the current Metro 
code might be modified.

Meeting the Next Challenge

Metro’s first CIP represents a good first effort.
Through it, the timing, scope and financing of all our 
major capital needs has been identified for the ne.xt 
several years. As a result, Metro should be better 
equipped to address policy issues and focus on operat­
ing needs in the annual budget.

Whether this CIP is a success or not will be measured 
in large part by how well it helps decision-making and 
establishes a roadmap for project implementation. Tlie 
CIP will be updated annually. Before the next planning 
cycle is initiated, the process will be evaluated to make 
improvements. If the cooperation of departments and 
interest of the Council in this first CIP is any indica­
tion, I believe it should be a guaranteed success. My 
congratulations and thanks to department directors and 
staff whose efforts made this plan a reality and to the 
Financial Planning and Property Services division staff 
who crafted a workable and prudent final product.

Mike Burton
Metro Executive Officer
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Guide to 

Process and 

Document

This is the first year of Metro’s first CIP. Because 
organization-wide capital improvement planning had 
not been done previously, a process with accompany­
ing procedures and forms had to be established. This 
section of the document describes that process as, well 
as the make-up of this document. It is followed by the 
calendar established to prepare and adopt the agency’s 
first capital improvement plan.

Overview of Process

Metro’s CIP Process involves the four phases de­
scribed below and detailed in the accompanying CIP 
Calendar.

Phase 1: Departmental Submissions. The foundation 
for the CIP is the departments’ capital project requests. 
To develop these requests, departments inventoried 
existing capital assets, prepared a status report on 
current capital projects, and assessed future capital 
needs. The capital project requests, status report, list of 
unfunded projects and major assets inventory com­
prised a department’s CIP submission.

Phase 2: Executive Office Review and CIP Devel­
opment. This phase of the CIP Process involved a 
technical review of departmental submissions and 
preparation of the proposed CIP document following 
the Executive Officer’s review and decisions. The key 
participants in this phase included:

Administrative Services Department - The 
Department conducted a technical review of CIP 
submissions, assessed Metro’s financial capacity to 
fund department requests and made recommendations 
to the Executive Officer and cabinet.

Executive Officer’s Cabinet - The cab inet 
reviewed departmental requests competing for the 
same funding sources (e.g., excise taxes) and recom­
mended funding priorities to the Executive Officer.

Executive Officer - Based upon input from 
the departments. Administrative Services Department 
and cabinet, the Executive Officer decided which 
capital project requests to include in the proposed CIP 
document.

Phase 3: Council Review and CIP Adoption. The 
Council reviews the proposed CIP document, holds a 
public hearing and adopts the Plan. Tlie first year of 
the plan is incorporated into the operating budget for 
the ensuing fiscal year.

Phase 4: CIP Implementation. Once the CIP is 
adopted, departments prepare irnplementation plans for 
approved projects, assign project managers and refine 
project milestones and cost schedules as the first steps 
in CIP implementation.

Overview of Document

The CIP document contains Metro’s plan for fiscal 
years 1997-98 through 2001-02. The document is 
divided into the following sections:

Executive Officer Message. The Executive Officer 
describes his goals for the CIP and makes recommen­
dations on policy issues which affect many of the 
capital projects presented in the Plan.

CIP Overview and Summary. This section presents 
summary' information on capital project funding

Guide to Process and Document
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sources and uses and analysis of debt capacity for 
Metro as a whole.

Project Detail. This section includes detailed descrip­
tions of each proposed capital project grouped by 
department. Project details are preceded by a depart­
mental summary and analysis of funding sources for 
those departments that rely on fund balance to finance 
their projects.

Lists of Unfunded Projects. Those projects that were 
not included in the Plan for lack of funding, insuffi­
cient details or further needs assessment are presented 
in this section. Departments may request that these 
projects be included in future plans as funding'be- s 
comes available or project scope is further defined.

Current Projects Status Reports. By department, 
this section presents information on the status of 
capital projects which were authorized in the FY 1995- 
96 budget or after.

Major Capital Assets Inventories. This section 
presents a department by department inventory of 
capital assets which have a useful life of 5 years or 
more and whose replacement value is greater than 
$50,000.



Metro CIP Calendar

Key Tasks

♦ Financial Planning Issues CIP Manual

♦ Departments Submit Major Assets Inventory

♦ Departments Submit Capital Projects Status Report

♦ Departments Submit Capital Project Requests and List of Unfunded Projects

♦ Financial Plarming and Property Services Complete Evaluation of Departmental

Submissions and Financial Analysis

♦ Executive Officer Meets With Departments Regarding Requests

♦ Executive Officer’s Cabinet Recommends on Competing Projects' Priorities

♦ Executive Officer Makes Capital Project Decisions

♦ Proposed CIP Document Fonvarded to Council

♦ Council Adopts CIP

♦ First Year Projects Incorporated into FY 1997-98 Proposed Budget

Task Completion

June 26, 1996 

July 19 

July 26 

August 23

September 20 

September 30 

October 2 

October 9 

November 1 

December 12 

January' 10, 1997

Guide to Process and Document
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Overview
and
Summary

Three projects account 
for 88 percent of total 
capital project costs

Capital projects are defined in this Capital Improvement 
Plan (CIP) as any physical asset acquired, constructed 
or financed by Metro with a total capital cost of $50,000 
or more and a useful life of at least five years. Metro’s 
proposed CIP for FY 1997-98 through FY 2001-02 
includes 72 capital projects at a total cost of over $309 
million. Of this amount, nearly $69 million or 22 percent 
will have been spent by the end of FY 1996-97 on 13 
continuing projects. The total number of projects 
proposed by Metro departments and associated capital 
costs by fiscal year are presented in the summary table 
below.

Three capital projects - Oregon Convention Center 
Expansion, Oregon Project and Open Space Acquisi­
tions - account for over $271 million or 88 percent of 
Metro’s total capital expenditures. All three projects are

or would be financed through general obligation bonds. 
Bond measures for the Zoo’s Oregon Project and 
Regional Parks and Greenspaces’ Open Space Acquisi­
tions have already been approved by voters.

Of the 72 projects, 37 are new constructions or acquisi­
tions, 5 are expansion or remodeling projects and 30 are 
replacement projects. The largest portion of capital 
project dollars, over $177 million or over 57 percent of 
total dollars, will be spent on new construction or 
acquisitions. Open Space Acquisitions represent $151 
million of this $177 million. Fifty-nine of the 72 projects 
are continuation projects; projects which were approved 
in FY 1996-97 or in a prior fiscal year. The thirteen 
projects that represent initial requests account for $120 
million or 39 percent of total capital project dollars.

Capital Projects Summary
Department Prior Years 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 Total

Administrative Services $1,909,500 $480,200 $96,000 $68,000 ^68,000 $59,000 $2,680,700
Growth Management Services 0 250.000 60.000 60.000 250,000 60.000 680,000
MERC 788.000 31.675.000 57.841.200 5.742,500 320,900 0 96,367.600
Regional Parks and Greenspaces 56.843.800 32.552.700 28.375.400 25,050,000 12,827,300 0 155,649.200
Regional Environmental Mgmt. 3.174.500 5.512.800 1.739.800 1,855,800 1,857,800 600,000 14,740,700
Transportation 2.675.000 160.000 160.000 160,000 1,966,000 166,000 5,287.000
Metro Washington Park Zoo 3.600.000 15.225.000 9.081.300 3,100,000 2,532,300 283,000 33,821.600

Totals $68,990,800 $85,855,700 $97,353,700 $36,036,300 $19,822,300 $1,168,000 $309,226,800

Overview and Summary
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The Convention Center 
Expansion is the only 
new project proposed 
to be financed with 
G.O. Bonds

Sources of Funds

The financing sources for these capital projects vary 
from project to project and department to department. 
With few exceptions, projects typically rely on a single 
source of funds for financing. Three Metro depart­
ments - MERC, Metro Washington Park Zoo and 
Regional Environmental Management - rely on fund 
balance for all their capital projects except major new 
initiatives, such as the Zoo’s Oregon Project and 
MERC’s proposed Convention Center Expansion. The 

three departments that rely heaviest on excise tax 
funding - Administrative Services, Growth Manage­
ment Services and Transportation - are also the three 
departments with the most diverse sources of funding

for their projects. For example. Growth Management 
Services will rely on a mix of grants, excise tax and 
subscriber charges to finance its HP Computer 
System Replacement. A synopsis of major funding 
sources and funding capacity is presented below.

General Obligation Bonds. General obligation bonds 
(G.O. Bonds) are debt repaid through dedicated 
property tax levies. Under Oregon law, all G.O.
Bonds must be approved by voters through a referen­
dum. Eighty-four percent of the total funding for 
capital projects in the CIP is derived from G.O. 
Bonds. The three projects financed through this debt

Sources of Funding

CCISE TAXBONDS
84.51% 0.11%

OTHER
2.30%

FUND BALANCE 
— 8.68%

GRANTS
4.40%

FACILITIES
47.99%

Uses of Funding
LAND

42.43%

EQUIPMENT
1.43%

IGA - PASS 
THROUGHS 

815%



Projections of available 
fund balance have been 
made for the period 
spanning the CIP

are MERC’s Convention Center Expansion, Zoo’s 
Oregon Project and Park’s Open Space Acquisitions. 
The Convention Center Expansion is the sole new 
project that has yet to be approved by voters. If this 
project is approved, Metro will have issued less than 
4.5 percent of its allowable debt limit ($6,874,642,125 
as of October 1, 1996). The resulting net direct debt 
ratio of .428% and net direct and overlapping debt ratio 
of 2.22% (as of June 30, 1996) are also well within 
credit rating guidelines for similar-sized governmental 
jurisdictions.

Fund Balance. The second largest source of funds for 
capital projects, nearly 9 percent of total funds, is fund 
balance. Fund balance, in the form of reserves or 
unrestricted funds, represents Metro’s major source of 
pay-as-you go financing. This financing technique is 
particularly well-suited for small to medium-sized 
projects with a useful life of less than 15 to 20 years.

Because fund balance is used for operating as well as 
capital purposes and can be affected by fluctuations in 
operating revenues and expenditures, Financial Plan­
ning staff and departments prepared projections of fund 
balance available for capital projects for the five years 
spanning the CIP. In the Project Detail departmental 
summaries, these projections are shown for those 
operating funds which will be used to finance proposed 
capital projects in whole or in part.

Grants. Grants comprise about 4.5 percent of total 
funding for capital projects. The single largest grant is 
a pending $2.4 million federal transportation grant 
that will fund Transportation’s Transit Oriented 
Development (TOD) Revolving Program. The TOD 
project was approved by the Council in FY 1996-97. 
Also included in this category are grants, from other 
local governments and private contributions.

Excise Taxes. Metro’s only source of general-purpose 
revenue represents merely a fraction (. 11 percent) of 
total funding for CIP projects. Like other general- 
purpose sources for other governments, however, 
competition for excise tax funding is considerable. 
Because excise tax is a critical source of funding for 
operating needs as well, the Executive Officer has 
earmarked just four capital projects for prioriw 
funding consideration.

Other. Other financing sources represents $8.5 
million or just over 2 percent of total funds allocated 
to capital projects. Five million dollars or more than 
half of these funds are other financing sources for 
MERC’s Oregon Convention Expansion.

Uses of Funds

Capital projects in the proposed CIP consist of 
facilities, land acquisitions, equipment purchases and

Overview and Summary 11
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The largest portion of 
funds (48 percent) 
are allocated to 
facility projects

intergovernmental pass-throughs of $50,000 or more.
A brief review of each use is presented below.

Facilities. More than $148 million or about 48 percent 
of total funds are allocated to a variety of facility 
projects. These projects include the replacement, 
renovation, expansion or new construction of build­
ings, exhibits, roadways, trails, other infrastructure or 
parts thereof As with other capital projects, these 
capital assets must have a minimum useful life of 5 
years to be considered within the CIP. This eliminates 
routine maintenance and repair which are treated as an 

operating expense.

Two facility projects, MERC’s Convention Center 
Expansion and Zoo’s Oregon Project, comprise 81 
percent of total costs within this CIP for facility 
projects. Another $14 million or 9 percent of total 
costs are allocated to Regional Environmental Manage­
ment facility projects.

Land. Over $131 million or 42 percent of total funds 

in the CIP are allocated to land acquisition. Nearly 
$126 million or 96 percent of this total is allocated to 
one project - Regional Parks and Greenspaces’ Open 
Space Acquisitions. This program financed with 
general obligation bonds was approved by the Council 
and voters in FY 1994-95. Not included in this cat­
egory are land acquisitions or improvements required 
for the construction of facilities.

Intergovernmental Pass-Throughs. More than $25 
million or 8.8 percent of total funds are allocated to 
intergovernmental pass-throughs. These pass-throughs 
represent either Metro funds passed-through to local 
governments or assets acquired or constructed by 
Metro for other governmental entities. All but 
$200,000 of these pass-throughs in this plan are 
allocated to the Local Share of the Opens Spaces 
Acquisitions. In this case, Metro used its bonding 
authority to raise monies for other local governments 
within the region to finance park and open spaces 

projects.

Equipment. The remaining $4.4 million or 1.4 percent 
of funds for capital projects are allocated to stand­
alone equipment. As with other capital projects, 
equipment can only qualify for CIP consideration if it 
costs $50,000 or more and has a useful life of 5 years 
or more. Equipment required for new facilities are 
reflected in the costs of those facilities. Computer 
systems are included only if they meet dollar and 
useful-life thresholds and are expected to be replaced 
or purchased in their entirety, not as separate units.



Project
Detail

Every capital project included in the proposed CIP is 
described on a Project Detail form. Only those projects 
recommended by the Executive Officer are included in 
the Plan and shown on these forms. Projects are 
grouped by department and preceded by a departmental 
summary which includes a financial analysis for those 
projects that rely on fund balance as a source of 
funding.

Key to Project Detail

Department Priority. The department original ranking 
of the project among all of the capital project requests 
that it submitted for consideration. Rankings may not 
be in sequence if one or more of the original project 
requests was dropped or placed on the List of Un- 
fimded Projects.

Project Estimates. Estimated capital costs and recom­
mended funding source(s) for the project in the fiscal 
years in which funds will be spent or raised. For 
“continuation” projects, amount of funds e.xpended in 
the prior years is provided. Project expenditures in 
years following FY 2001-02 are listed in the column 
“Beyond FY 2002.”

Capital costs: Proposed facilities or other 
structures show costs in each of the relevant cost 
categories. Projects that only involve the purchase of

equipment should be shown under the “equipment/ 
furnishings” category. Capital costs are expressed in 
1996 dollars, regardless of fiscal year.

Funding source(s): Funding source(s) 
proposed for the project show dollar amounts in the 
years corresponding to the fiscal years in which 
monies will be spent.

Project Description/Justification. Descriptions 
typically include use or purpose of proposed project 
(including relationship to other capital assets or 
projects) and any unique specifications. The narrative 
also briefly identifies the problems the project will 
address and the benefits it will produce. If the project 
is contingent on other projects or decisions, that is 

stated in this section.

Operating budget impact. The increase or decrease 
in operating costs or revenue generated from the 
operation and maintenance of a capital project is 
estimated in this section. It does not include costs 
related to the acquisition or construction of a capital 
project, including debt service costs. Costs and 
revenues for the first full year of operation for the 
project are estimated and expressed in 1996 dollars. If 
the project will increase operating costs (e.g., operat­
ing costs of a new facility), costs are shown as a 
positive. If the project will reduce operating costs

Project Detail 13
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(e.g., installation of a new, energy-efficient heating 
system), savings are shown as a negative number. 
Revenues generated as a result of a project (e.g., parking 
fees at a new parking facility) are also shown as a 
negative. Annual renewal and replacement contribution 
is an estimate of the amount that would have to be 
contributed to set aside monies to replace component 
parts of new facilities or replace equipment which is 

normally purchased outright.

Fund(s). Identifes the fund(s) from which capital costs 
will be appropriated and operating costs will be incurred 

for the project.



Administrative
Services
Department

InfoLink accounts for 
85 percent of the 
department's total 
capital expenditures

The Administrative Services Department proposed nine 
capital projects for Fiscal Years 1997-98 through 
2001-02. The Executive Officer included the three 
projects listed in the table below in his proposed Capital 
Improvement Plan. Capital costs for these three projects 
total about $2.7 million, 69 percent of which will be 
spent in FY 1996-97.

The single largest project, Metro’s new automated 
financial and human resource system called InfoLink, 
was approved by Council in the FY 1996-97 budget. 
Eighty-eight percent of proposed capital costs for the 
department are allocated to this project. All but 
$190,000 of the project’s costs will be financed through 
the existing fund balance for the Support Services Fund.

The remaining two projects would be financed in part or 
in whole with excise tax. These projects must compete 
with several other capital projects as well as with 
operating budget needs which require excise tax fund­
ing.

The six additional projects requested by the department, 
that are not included in the five-year plan, are identified 
in the List of Unfiinded Projects section of this docu­
ment. The Executive Officer chose not to include these 
projects in the Plan at this time for one of three reasons: 
1) need for the project was not firmly established; 2) a 
funding source was not identified; or 3) scope of the 
project was not adequately defined. The department may 
decide to include any of these projects in subsequent 
CIP requests.

Capital Projects Summary
Support Services Fund Prior Years 97-98 98-99 99-00 c 00.01 01-02 Total Funding Source

InfoLink $1,909,500 $363,200 $91,000 $2,363,700
$2,173,700 Fund Balance

$190,000 Internal Serv. Charges

Print Shop Copier Replacement 5,000 68,000 68,000 59,000 200,000
$100,000 Internal Serv. Charges
$100,000 50% from Excise Tax

Totals Sl.909,500 $363,200 $96,000 $68,000 $68,000 $59,000 $2,563,700

General Fund Prior Years 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 Total Funding Source
Metro Regional Center - Office

Space Conversion $117,000 $117,000
$117,000 Fund Balance

100% From Excise Tax

lAdministrative Services Dept. Totals I Sl.909,500 I $480,200 | S96,000 | $68,000 | S68,000 | $59,000 182,680.700

Administrative Services Department Project Detail 15
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Project Detail

PROJECT title: InfoLink Project

Type OF Project:
□ New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division
Administrative Services Department 
Information Management Services Division

Type OF Request:
□ Initial 0 Continuation

Date
Oct, 9.1996

Source of Estimate: □ preliminary Project Start Date
JulyI, 1996

Project Completion Date
June 30,1999

Department Priority
1

Prepared by
Jeff Booth

PRIOTt Years 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2009 i;:2000-01 2001-02 Beyond 2002

Capital Cost:

$1,735,900
173,600

$330,200
33,000

$82,700
8,300

$2,148,800
214,900

Plans & Studies
Land a Right-of-Way
Design a Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other

Total $1,909,500 $363,200 $91,000 * $2,363,700

Funding source:
$1,909,500 $363,200

$91,000

$2,272,700

$91,000

Fund Balance
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $1,909,500 $363,200 $91,000 $2,363,700

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials a Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs 
Renewal a Replacement Contribution

$101,300

$101,300
$295,500

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1999-2000

Fund(s): Support Services Fund
■

Project Description/Justification:
This project replaces Metro’s automated financial and human resource systems. 
Replacement is required by loss of vendor support and anticipated failure of the current 
system in FY 1999-2000. This project includes; software purchases, hardware, training 
and travel expenses, implementation services and contingency. General ledger, 
accounts payable, accounts receivable, billing and purchasing will be in production 
July 1,1997. Human resource and payroll systems will be in production July 1,1997.
The remaining systems \will be implemented in FY 1998-99.

Renewal and replacement is based upon a projected 8-year useful life. Operating costs 
show an increase for maintenance contracts on hardware and software.

Funding Source: Support Services fund balance in FY 96-97 & FY 97-98 and in FY 98-99 
internal service charges. _____________ __________________________ '
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Project Detail

PROJECT title: Metro Regional Center -Office Space Conversion

Type OF Project:
□ New El Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division
Administrative Services department 
Property Services Division 

Type of Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Oct. 16, 1996

Source of Estimate: □ preliminary Project Start Date
July 1997

Project Completion Date
• Aug. 1997

Department Priority
2

Prepared by
Bill Potter

Project Prior Years 1997-98 II 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 12001 02 Beyond 2002s Total

Capital Cost:

$4,500
80,000
31,500

1,000

$4,500
80,000
31,500

1,000

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency - 
1% FOR Art
Other

Total $117,000 $117,000
Funding Source:

$117,000 $117,000Fund Balance
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $117,000 $117,000

Project Description/Justification:

Convert former lease space occupied by the American Advertising Museum into 
usable office space. Provide enclosed office space for attorneys involved in the Open 
Spaces program, and make other minor space aiternations to provide additionai space to 
meet current needs.

The funding for this project would come from the fund balance of the General Fund and 
therefore will compete with other projects for excise tax revenue.

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Servces Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contribution

$3,000

$3,000
N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): General Fund

Administrative Services Department Project Detail 17
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Project Detail

PROJECT title: Copier Replacement in Print Shop

Type of Project:
□ New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division
Administrative Services Department 
Information Management Services Division

Type of Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Oct. 9. 1996

Source of Estimate: 
□ based on design

0 PRELIMINARY Project Start Date Project Completion Date Department Priority
3

Prepared by
Pam Juett

1997-98 1995599 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 ! Beyond 2002 Total

$5,000 $68,000 $68,000 $59,000 $200,000

$5,000 $68,000 $68,000 $59,000 $200,000

$5,000 $68,000 $68,000 $59,000

\

$200,000

$5,000 $68,000 $68,000 $59,000 $200,000

Project
Capital Cost:

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

Total
Funding Source:

Fund Balance 
Grants 
G. O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other

Total

Project Description/Justification:
This project replaces an existing duplicator in the Print Shop with a digital high- speed 
duplicator. The new duplicator will be capable of producing high quality original 
documents directly from office computers via the network. Quality will be greatly 
improved since every document would be an original. Document production speed yvill 
also be improved by 20-40 copies per minute. Increased annual materials and services 
reflects a higher maintenance contract due to added computerization for network capability. 
Renewal and replacement is based upon an estimated 8-year useful life. No additional 
space will be required. On-site outsourcing will be included in the consideration of 
alternatives.

This project competes with others for excise tax revenue. It will be funded by internal 
service charges, 50% of which come from excise tax supported departments.

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contribution

$4,000

$4,000
$37,500

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): Support Services Fund



Growth
Management
Services
Department

Only one Growth 
Management project is 
included in the CIP

Growth Management Services department, which is 
responsible for urban growth management and land- 
use planning, submitted two capital project requests. 
The Executive Officer included the HP Computer - 
Scheduled Replacement project in his proposed CIP 
and placed the other project on the department’s List of 
Unfunded Projects.

The department’s Data Resource Center maintains a 
network of computers to provide the forecasting, 
mapping and decision-making tools needed for Metro 
departments, local governments and private-sector 
subscribers. The project described in the Project Detail 
is the scheduled replacement of the Hewlitt Packard 
computer system which constitutes the main compo­
nents of the network (servers, plotters, workstations).

To keep up with advances in technology and demands 
for sophisticated land-use planning tools, the depart­
ment plans for replacement of the system every three 
years. To even out expenditure requirements and 
facilitate allocation of system costs to grants and 
subscribers, the system is financed through capital 
leases. The Project Detail shows expenditures for 
nearly two scheduled replacements of the system. The 
second scheduled replacement would be completed in 
fiscal year 2002-03. Because the project relies on some

excise tax funding, it will have to compete with other 
capital and operating needs for those funds.

The second project, which is included on the 
department’s List ofUnfiinded Projects, is an expan­
sion of this same computer system. The Executive 
Officer did not include this project in the CIP at this 
time because funding sources have not been secured 
and need for the project has not been fully defined.
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Project Detail
PROJECT title: HP Computer - Scheduled Replacement

Type of Project:
□ New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division
Growth Management Services Departhcnt

Type OF Request:
□ Initial 0 Continuation

Date
Sept. 12. 1996

Source of Estimate: B PRELIMINARY Project Start Date Project Completion Date Department Priority

□ BASED ON DESIGN □ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS July 1997 June 2002 1
Prepared by

Dick Bolen

Capital Cost:

$250,000 $60,000 $60,000 $250,000 $60,000 $680,000

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% for Art
Other

Total $250,000 $60,000 $60,000 $250,000 $60,000 $680,000
. Funding Source:

$250,000 $60,000 $60,000 $250,000 $60,000 $680,000

Fund Balance
Grants
G. 0. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $250,000 $60,000 $60,000 $250,000 $60,000 $680,000

Project Description/Justification: Annual Operating Budget Impact:

This project is for the scheduled replacement of Data Resource Center computer equipment. 
The major infrastructure of the system (servers, piotters, workstations) is scheduied for 
replacement every three years with minor peripherals, ancillary devices and workstation 
enhancements made in the two years between.

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Major replacements are funded by capital leases. Minor replacements are purchased in the 
year needed. All costs are allocated to DRC users through the computer billing system.

Net Annual Operating Costs $0
Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A

Historical allocated costs have been funded by RLIS Storefront sales and subscribers (17%), 
grants (25%), other Metro departments (33%) and excise tax funds (25%). First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1997-98

Fund(s): Planning Fund



Metro
Exposition-
Recreation
Commission

Nineteen of the 41 projects 
requested are included in 
the CIP

The Metropolitan Exposition-Recreation Commission 
(MERC) manages four regional facilities for Metro:
Civic Stadium, Portland Center for Performing Arts 
(PCPA), Oregon Convention Center (OCC) and Portland 
Metropolitan Exposition Center (Expo). MERC submit­
ted 41 capital project requests for consideration. The 
Executive Officer included the 19 projects listed in the 
summary table below and added the rest to the 
Commission’s List of Unfunded Projects which already 
included 14 projects submitted by MERC. One project. 
Damaged Small Wares Replacement, was dropped 
because it did not qualify as a capital project.

The MERC capital projects included in the CIP are 
listed by facility in the summary table below. The single 
largest project is the proposed $90 million Oregon 
Convention Center Completion/Expansion Project. It 
represents 93 percent of total proposed capital expendi­
tures for MERC facilities and would be financed with 
general obligation bond proceeds. MERC will refine 
project costs and evaluate the financing package before 
it requests the Council to approve the project for a bond 
measure. In addition, MERC will examine the possibility 
of including the Expo projects in the bond measure.

Nearly all of the projects proposed for MERC facilities 
are replacement and rehabilitation projects to maintain 
current operations. These projects would be financed 
through their respective fund balances. The fund balance 
projections are shown in the accompanying tables. The 
Civic Stadium and PCPA projects are financed out of 
the Spectator Facilities Fund. Of the 13 projects at the

Convention Center, Civic Stadium and PCPA to be 
financed out of fund balance, all but t\vo are scheduled 
for FY 1997-98. The fund balance in the early years of 
the plan are adequate to finance these projects. Not 
shown in the projections are strategic operating re­
serves and renewal and replacement reserves consid­
ered by the Transition Committee. If these reserves 
were to be established, they would significantly reduce 
the amount of fund balance available to finance capital 
projects in future years.

Tlie proposed projects at Expo and two of the projects 
at the Convention Center, Carpet Replacement and 
Condenser Pipe Replacement, are financed from 
existing reserves. The Expo renewal and replacement 
reserves are included in Regional Parks and Expo Fund 
while the Convention Center renewal and replacement 
reserves are included in a separate Renewal & Replace­
ment Fund. Projections for both funds, including the 
impact of proposed capital projects, are shown on 
separate tables.

The 20 projects that the Executive Officer added to 
MERC’s List of Unfunded Projects include 9 projects 
at the Civic Stadium and 11 projects at the PCPA.
Some of these projects are on the unfunded list due to 
the absence of a viable funding source. Moreover, 
MERC and the Executive Officer agreed that decisions 
on these projects should be deferred until action has 
been taken on the governance and funding of those 
facilities.
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Capital Projects Summary
Oregon Convention Center Prior Years 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 Total Funding Source

Completion/Expansion Project $30,000,000 $55,000,000 $5,000,000 $90,000,000 G.O. Bonds
Carpet Replacement 1,150,000 1,150,000 Fund Balance or G.O. Bonds
Fire Suppression System Pump 150,000 150,000 Fund Balance
Phase II - Concessions Renovation $411,000 300,000 711,000 Fund Balance
Condenser Pipe Replacement 340,000 340,000 Fund Balance
Interior/Exterior Sianaec 200,000 200,000 Fund Balance
Box Office Remodel 55,000 55,000 Fund Balance
65' Boom Lift 55,000 55,000 Fund Balance

Totals $411,000 $30,895,000 $56,355,000 $5,000,000 $92,661,000

Expo Center Prior Years 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 Total Funding Source
Landscaping $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $750,000 Fund Balance
Structural Strengthening; Main Hall 1,236,200 1,236,200 Fund Balance
Structural Strengthening; Hall C 742,500 742,500 Fund Balance
Structural Strengthening; South Hall 70,900 70,900 Fund Balance

Totals $250,000 $1,486,200 $742,500 $320,900 $2,799,600

Civic Stadium Prior Years 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 Total Funding Source
East/MidCeld Bleacher Replacement $330,000 $330,000 Fund Balance
Roof Support System & Interior Painting $77,000 77,000 Fund Balance
Plaza Fencing 50,000 50,000 Fund Balance

Totals $127,000 $330,000 $457,000

pcPa Prior Years 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 Total Funding Source
ASCH; Exterior Rehabilitation $75,000 $75,000 Fund Balance
ASCH; Safety Railing System 50,000 50,000 Fund Balance
NTB; Carpet Replacement 150,000 150,000 Fund Balance
CIVIC; Sound System Replacement 75,000 75,000 Fund Balance
NTB; Electronic Event Signage 100,000 100,000 Fund Balance

Totals $450,000 $450,000

[TotalJVlERC^ro^ec^ I $788,000 I 831.675,000 | $57,841,200 | $5,742,500 | $320,900 | $96,367,6001



Fund Balance Available for Capital Projects
as of October 21,1996

Oregon Convention Center 1996-97 Projections
Operating Fund Adopted Adjusted 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02

Estimated Beginning Fund Balance $11,834,793 $11,834,793 $1,840,548 $2,514,048 $3,520,798 $5,312,798 $5,545,798

Projected Operating Revenues $13,178,917 $13,178,917 $13,498,500 $13,851,750 $15,144,000 $19,462,000 $21,233,000

Less Operating Expenditures ($23,173,162) ($23,173,162) ($12,825,000) ($12,845,000) ($13,352,000) ($19,229,000) ($20,193,000)

Less Required Reserves * 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fund Balance Available for CIP $1,840,548 $1,840,548 $2,514,048 $3,520,798 $5,312,798 $5,545,798 $6,585,798

Less Proposed Capital Projects ($555,000) ($205,000) $0 $0 $0

Fund Balance After CIP $1,840,548 $1,840,548 $1,959,048 $3,315,798 $5,312,798 $5,545,798 $6,585,798

* The Transition Committee considered Strategic Operating Reserves for OCC that equal 15% of the operating expenditures for 
the facility. As these reserves have not formally been established, they are not represented in these financial projections. 
Renewal and Replacement for OCC is represented in a separate Renewal and Replacement Fund.

Oregon Convention Center 1996-97 Projections
Renewal and Replacement Fund Adopted Adjusted 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02

Estimated Beginning Fund Balance $2,429,631 1 $2,429,631 $2,572,609 $2,713,609 $2,862,609 $3,019,609 $4,085,609

Projected Operating Revenues $142,978 1 $142,978 $141,000 $149,000 $157,000 $1,066,000 $1,125,000

Less Operating Expenditures $0 1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Fund Balance Available for CIP $2,572,609 i $2,572,609 $2,713,609 $2,862,609 $3,019,609 $4,085,609 $5,210,609

Less Proposed Capital Projects ($340,000) ($1,150,000)

Fund Balance After CIP $2,572,609 j $2,572,609 $2,373,609 $1,712,609 $3,019,609 $4,085,609 $5,210,609
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Fund Balance Available for Capital Projects
as of October 21,1996

1996-97
(Expo Only) Adopted 1 Adjusted 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02

$3,407,080 i $3,407,080 .$987,157 $1,298,373 $1,179,774 $1,480,925 $1,851,076

Projected Operating Revenues

Less Operating Expenditures

Less Required Reserves *
Renewal and Replacement

$13,844,168

($16,264,091)

0

$13,844,168

($16,264,091)

0

$4,115,000

($3,803,784)

(200,000)

$3,822,000

($3,940,599)

1,086,200

$3,962,000

($3,660,849)

(350,000)

$4,130,000

($3,759,849)

(229,100)

$4,307,000

($3,858,849)

(500,000)

Fund Pf^1^nrf* Availahle fnr CTP $987,157 1 $987,157 $1,098,373 $2,265,974 $1,130,925 $1,621,976 $1,799,226

Proposed Capital Projects
I $0 ($1,486,200) ($748,500) ($320,900) $0

Fund Balance After CIP $987,157 I $987,157 $1,098,373 $779,774 $382,425 $1,301,076 $1,799,226

» The Transition Committee considered Strategic Operating Reserves for Expo that equal 15% of the operating expenditures for the 
facility. As these reserves have not formally been established, they are not represented in these financial projections.

Spectator
Facilities Fund

199«
Adopted

3-97
Adjusted 1997-98 1998-99

Projections
1999-00 2000-01 2001-02

Rpainninp Fund Balance $3,662,271 $3,662,271 $3,639,777 $2,910,777 $1,912,777 $838,777 ($416,223)

Projected Operating Revenues

Less Operating Expenditures

Less Required Reserves *

$9,859,365

($9,881,859)

0

$9,859,365

($9,881,859)

0

$9,228,000

($9,957,000)

0

$9,257,000

($10,255,000)

0

$9,478,000

($10,552,000)

0

$9,705,000

($10,960,000)

0

$10,008,000

($11,285,000)

0

Available for CIP $3,639,777 $3,639,777 $2,910,777 $1,912,777 $838,777 ($416,223) ($1,693,223)

Proposed Capital Projects ($780,000)

$3,639,777 $3,639,777 $2,130,777 $1,912,777 $838,777 ($416,223) ($1,693,223)

* The Transition Committee considered reserves for the PCPA and Civic Stadium: 1) Strategic Operating Reserves that equal 15 % of the
operating expenditures for each facility; and 2) Renewal and Replacement Reserves that equal 1% of the replacement value of the facility and 
equipment. As these reserves have not formally been established, they are not represented in these financial projections.



Project Detail

PROJECT title: OCC - Completion/Expansion of the Oregon Convention Center

Type OF Project:
□ New 0 Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division
MERC
Oregon Convention Center

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Aug. 20, 1996

Source OF Estimate:
□ BASED ON DESIGN

0 PRELIMINARY * Project Start Date Project Completion Date Department Priority
1

Prepared by
H. Teed/J. Blosser

wr-vi^. I k-w. ,
1997-98 1998199 11199912000 2000-01 2001-02 BEYOiiio2002 Total

$400,000

5,500,000
23,100,000

1,000,000

$53,000,000
1,000,000
1,000,000

$1,225,000
2,000,000
1,000,000

775,000

$400,000

5,500,000
77,325,000

3,000,000
3,000,000

775,000

$30,000,000 $55,000,000 $5,000,000 $90,000,000

$25,000,000

5,000,000

$10,000,000
45,000,000 $5,000,000

$10,000,000
75,000,000

5,000,000
$30,000,000 $55,000,000 $5,000,000 $90,000,000

Project Estimates

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% for Art 
Other

Total

Funding Source:
Fund Balance 
Grants 
G. O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other

Total

Project Description/Justification:
Add to existing exhibit hall space, meeting rooms, and ballroom space, with parking for 1,350 
cars, loading docks and lobby/prefunction space. Project wili be constructed over three fiscal 
yearn. New facility will provide for expanded event schedule and much needed meeting 
room/ballroom space for local groups also. This project provides fadlity with competitive 
edge for attracting convention business to the region. Department will refine capital costs 
and operating budget impact, and fully evaluate the financing package prior to placing the

project on the ballot.

Completion of this project is contingent upon the success of a ballot measure election 
proposed for May 1997.

• Source of estimate - preliminary, from ZGF (original architects of facility).

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs $450,000
Materials & Svcs. Costs 250,000
Carttal Outlay Costs
Other Costs 100,000
(Revenues) (750,000)

Net Annual Operating Costs $50,000
Renewal and Replacement Contribution $700,000

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 2001-2002

Fund(s): OCC CAPITAL PROJECT Fund
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PROJECT DETAIL

PROJECT title: OCC - Carpet Replacement

Type OF Project: 
o New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division
MERC
Oregon Convention Center

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Aug. 20, 1996

Source OF Estimate: 
□ based on design

0 PRELIMINARY Project Start Date Project Completion Date Department Priority Prepared by
H. Teed/J. Blosser

Project Estimates

DOwUMBfiTS

PRIOR Years 1997*98 1998-99 ::i1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 BEYOND 2002 Total

$1,150,000
—

$1,150,000

$1,150,000 $1,150,000

$1,150,000 $1,150,000

$1,150,000 $1,150,000

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

Total

Funding Source:
Fund Baunce 
Grants 
G. O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other

Total

Project Description/Justification:

Life of original carpet was to be six years -1996. Facility has experienced more wear due 
to increase in business to the facility. The intent is to match carpet of the current facility with 
that of the expanded facility. If expansion is not approved, carpet would be replaced in FY 
1997-98 or FY 1998-99.

* Amount based on original cost estimate in 1994 plus inflation. Carpet life - 8 yrs, cost $1.5 million.

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs

Materials & Svcs. Costs
CAPrrAL Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contribution *
$0

$187,000

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1999-00

Fund(s): OCC RENEWAL & REPLACEMENT FUND



PROJECT DETAIL

PROJECT title: OCC - Fire Suppression System Pump

Type OF Project:
0 New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division
MERC
Oregon Convention Center

Type of Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
AUG. 20. 1996

Source OF Estimate: 0 PRELIMINARY ‘ Project Start Date Project Completion Date
December 1998

Department Priority
3

Prepared by
J. Blosser

f:PRlOF£;YEARSl 1997-98 1998399111 111999-2000 2000-01 s 1112001102111 ?: Beyond 2002 ;

Capital Cost:

$20,000
130,000

$20,000
130,000

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering 
Construction & Hook-up 
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other

Total $150,000 $150,000

Funding Source:
$150,000 $150,000Fund Balance

Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $150,000 $150,000

Project Description/Justification: Annual Operating Budget Impact:

Risk Management is requiring this addition to the current OCC fire suppression 
system for insurance purposes. This pump would boost the level of water pressure 
throughout the facility which in turn reduces overall Metro building insurance 
coverage.

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs $0
Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1999-2000

* Source of estimate - Based off actual design estimate plus design/architect fees.
Fund(s): OCC OPERATING Fund
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MERC - Oregon Convention Center Project Detail 28

Project DETAIL
PROJECT title: OCC — Concession Stands Renovation, Phase II

Type of Project:
□ New 0 Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division
MERC
Oregon Convention Center

Type OF Request:
□ Initial 0 Continuation

Date
Aug. 20. 1996

Source of Estimate: 0 Bid * 0 preliminary
□ BASED ON DESIGN □ ACTUAI

Project Start Date Project Completion Date Department Priority
4

Prepared by
J. Blosser

Project Estimates

DOCUM^IS

1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 Beyond 2002

$200,000
211,000 $285,000

15,000

$200,000
496,000

. 15,000

$411,000 $300,000 $711,000

$411,000 $300,000 $711,000

$411,000 $300,000 $711,000

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

Total

Funding Source:
Fund Balance 
Grants 
G. O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other

Total

Project Description/Justification:
This will complete the renovation of the concession areas in Exhibit Halls A & C.
Phase I was conripleted in August 1996, and Phase II will have some work 
completed this fiscal year with completion in FY 1997-98. Phase II will add two new 
food court areas and pantries in both exhibit halls. A construction schedule will be provided 
by the Department that indicates which items have been completed and which items have 
yet to be completed.

* Note: Based on actual bid documents for project and adjusted for inflation and construction estimate.

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewal AND Replacement Contribution

N/A
N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): OCC OPERATING Fund



PROJECT Detail

PROJECT title: OCC - Replacement of Condenser Pipe

Type of Project:
□ New 0 Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division
MERC
Oregon Convention Center

Type of Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Aug. 20. 1996

Source of Estimate: 0 preliminary Project Start Date Project Completion Date
Feb. 1998

Department Priority
5

Prepared by
J. Blosser

PROJiKST Estimates 1 Prior Y^si 1997^98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000 01 2001-02 * Beyond 2002 Total

Capital Cost:

$45,000
100,000
195,000

$45,000
100,000
195,000

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other

Total $340,000 $340,000

Funding Source:
$340,000 $340,000Fund Balance

Grants
G. 0. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other - R & R Fund

Total $340,000 $340,000

Project Description/Justification: Annual Operating Budget Impact:

Replacement of 3" and 2" condenser pipe for refrigeration throughout the building - 
pipes that cany chiiled water for refrigeration are experiencing major deterioration 
and possibly some failure. Two approaches are being studied by staff: 1) replace 
current pipe with plastic pipe throughout faciiity, or 2) purchase a smaller system to 
handle necessary refrigeration needs. Staff wiil provide further information, including 
a cost breakdown, on two alternatives being studied.

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs $0
Renewal & Replaoement Contribution $40,000

- First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

* Replacement would be in 15 years @ $600,000. Fund(s): OCC RENEWAL & REPLACEMENT Fund
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MERC - Oregon Convention Center Project Detail 30

PROJECT DETAIL
PROJECT title: OCC “ Interior/Exterior Signage

Type OF Project:
□ New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division
MERC
Oregon Convention Center

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Aug. 20. 1996

Source of Estimate: 0 preliminary * Project Start Date Project Completion Date
June 1998

Department Priority
6

Prepared by
H. Teed/J. Blosser

1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 Beyond:2002 Total

Capital Cost: .

$30,000
75,000
95,000

$30,000
75,000
95,000

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% for Art
Other

Total $200,000 $200,000

Funding Source:
$200,000 $200,000Fund Balance

Grants
G. 0. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other - Operating Fund

Total $200,000 $200,000

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Servces Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contribution**

($50,000)
($50,000)
$40,000

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: FY 1998-99

Fund(s): OCC Operating Fund

Project Description/Justification:
All electronic signage and video information systems need to be updated. OCC needs to 
revamp its information display system with new technoiogy. Some of the work will be done 
in FY 1996-97 with the buik of the equipment, software and eiectronics to be deterrnined 
and finaiized for instaliation in FY 1997-98.

The department wiil provide additional information as to the amount of work, and the totai 
cost of the work compieted in FY 96-97, and revenue caicuiations.

Preliminary estimate plus some initial design work. 
Replacement in 10 years @ $400,000.



Project Detail

PROJECT title: OCC - Box Office Remodel

Type OF Project:
□ New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division 
• MERC

Oregon Convention Center

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Aug. 20, 1996

Source OF Estimate: 
□ based on design

0 PRELIMINARY 
□ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date
Jan. 1999

Project Completion Date
June 1999

Department Priority
7

Prepared by
H. Teed/J. Blosser

iiiiToTpilProject Estimates Prior Years 1997r98t 1998199 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 Beyond 2002

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studes 
Land & Right-of-Way ' 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

$3,500
51,500

Total $55,000

$3,500
51,500

$55,000

Funding Source:
Fund Balance 
Grants 
G. O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other

$55,000

Total $55,000

$55,000

$55,000

Project Description/Justification:
OCC has no real box office to house this function. Staff currently uses storage rooms to 
accomplish the tasks of operating ticket selling during events. Expansion/completion 
of the Center, require additional Box Office space to accommodate the larger facility. 
Completion of this project is contingent upon the passage of the ballot measure to expand 
the facility.

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Servces Costs
Materials & Svos. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs- 
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contribution

$4,500

$4,500

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): OCC Operating Fund
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MERC - Oregon Convention Center Project Detail 32

PROJECT DETAIL

PROJECT title: OCC - Purchase of 65’ Boom Lift

Type of Project:
0 New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division
MERC

Type of Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Aug. .20. 1996

Source of Estimate: 0 PRELIMINARY Project Start Date
Fall 1997

Project Completion Date Department Priority
Feb. 1998 8

Prepared by
H. Teed/J. Blosser

1997^98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 Beyond 2002 Total

Capital Cost:

$55,000 $55,000

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equpment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other-

Total $55,000 $55,000

Funding Source:
$55,000 $55,000Fund Balance

Grants
G. 0. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $55,000 $55,000

Project Description/Justification:
This piece of equipment will allow for maintenance inside the facility as well as 
outside lighting. This will also provide staff access to the high steel in the exhibit 
hall which, currently, staff cannot reach for maintenance needs. This will allow for 
greater efficiency in maintaining the facility by precluding us from waiting and 
renting this piece of equipment. Department will provide additional information regarding 
the calculations of net savings.

Replacement in 15 years at a cost of $70,000.

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contribution *

($5,000)

($5,000)
$4,700

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): OCC Operating Fund



Project Detail

PROJECT title; Landscaping

Type OF Project:
0 New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division
MERC
Expo/Aomnistration

Type OF Request:
□ Initial ^Continuation

Date
Aug. 20. 1996

Source of Estimate: Hpreliminary
□ BASED ON DESIGN □ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date
Spring 1997

Project Completion Date
June 2003

Department Priority
1

Prepared by
C. Bailey/T. Anderegg

Project Estimates 1997.9Sii: igg8>99 1999-2000 :ii2000-01 200110211 :: Beyond 2002; Total

Capital Cost:

$250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $50,000 $800,000

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other

Total $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $50,000 $800,000
Funding Source:

$250,00 $250,000 $250,000 $50,00 $800,000Fund Balance
Grants
G. 0. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $250,000 $250,000 $250,000 $50,000 $800,000

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contribution

$3,750

$3,750
N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 2002-2003

Fund(s): Regional parks and expo fund

Project Description/Justification: The Conditional Use Permit issued by the City of
Portland for the construction of the new exhibit hall states: “The applicant will complete the 
additional 5.5 percent of the cuRent project budget required landscape improvements, plus 
any additional landscaping required by future permits, within seven years of the effective date 
of this Conditional Use approval. To accomplish that goal, the applicant will dedicate 25 
percent of each project budget that exceeds $10,000 to an “Expo Conformance Fund.” Each 
time the fund accumulates $250,000, it will be used for conformance development, until the 
site is brought into conformance with the landscaping requirement. No building permits will 
be issued after seven years from the effective date of this decision unless all the landscaping 
deferred by this decision has been provided.”

Consideration will be given to including this project in the GO Bond funding for the expansion 
of the Convention Center. If not, the project v\nll continue as proposed.
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MERC - Expo Center Project Detail 34

Project Detail
PROJECT title: Structural Strengthening - Main Halls

Type OF Project:
0 New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division
MERC
Expo

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Sept. 18,1996

Source of Estimate: 0 PRELIMINARY* Project Start Date 
Sunwer1998

Project Completion Date
Fall 1998

Department Priority
2

Prepared by
Bailey/Anderegg

Project Estimates Prior Years 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 Beyond 2002 Total

Capital Cost:
$88,300

'176,600
883,000

88,300

$88,300

176,600
883,000

88,300

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other

Total $1,236,200 $1,236,200
Funding Source:

$1,236,200 $1,236,200

Fund Balance
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $1,236,200 $1,236,200

Project Description/Justification: Annual Operating Budget Impact:

Structural strengthening construction is required in order to resist 1991 Uniform
Building Code (UBC) level forces. UBC design forces include both vertical (weight 
of structure plus weight of snow on roof) and lateral (lateral forces due to wind/ 
earthquake) loads. Consideration will be given to including this project in the GO Bond 
funding for the expansion of the Convention Center.

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
CAPrrAL Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs $0
Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A

First Full Fiscal Year OF Operation: 1998-1999

Fund(s): Regional Parks and Expo Fund

* Source of estimate - preliminary, using 1993 KPFF Study



Project Detail

PROJECT title: Structural Strengthening - Hall C

Type of Project:
0 New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division
MERC
Expo

Type OF Request:
0INIT1AL □ Continuation

Project Completion Date Department Priority
Fall 1999 3

Date
Sept. 18,1996

Source of Estimate:
□ based on DESIGN

0 PRELIMINARY*
□ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date 
SuivwER 1999

Prepared by
Bailey/Anderegg

Project Estimates iPRic« Years 1997-98 1998199111 1119991200011 iii20ooioi;ii ii20Qi:i02ii Beyond 2002 Tcmiiiii
Capital Cost:

• •

$49,500

99,000
495,000

99,000

$49,500

99,000
495,000

99,000

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other

Total $742,500 $742,500
Funding Source:

$742,500 $742,500

Fund Balance
Grants
G. 0. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $742,500 $742,500

Project Description/Justification: Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Structural strengthening construction to Exhibit Hall C to resist 1991 Uniform Personal Services Costs
Building Code (UBC) level forces. UBC design forces include both vertical (weight Materials & Svcs. Costs
of structure plus weight of snow on rooO and lateral (lateral forces due to wind/ Capital Outlay Costs
earthquake) loads. Consideration will be given to including this project in the GO Bond Other Costs
funding for the expansion of the Convention Center. (Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs $0
Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A

■ First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1999-2000

* Source of estimate - preliminary, using 1993 KPFF Study.
Fund(s): Regional Parks and Expo Fund
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MERC - Expo Center Project Detail 36

Project Detail

PROJECT title: Structural Strengthening - South Hall

Type of Project:
B New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Source of Estimate: 
□ BASED ON DESIGN

0PREL1MINARY*

Department/Division
MERC
Expo

Project Start Date Project Completion Date

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Sept. 18,1996

Department Priority Prepared by
Bailey/Anderegg

LJ UUvJUMbNI a
Prior Years 1997-98 11998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 200110211 Beyond2002 Total

$5,100

10,100
50,600

5,100

$5,100

10,100
50,600

5,100

$70,900 $70,900

$70,900 $70,900

$70,900 $70,900

Project Estimates

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

Total

Funding Source:
Fund Balance 
Grants 
G. O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other

Total

Project Description/Justification:
Structural strengthening construction to South Hall to resist 1991 Uniform Building
Code (UBC) level forces, UBC design forces include both vertical (weight of 
structures plus weight of snow on rooO and lateral (lateral forces to wind/ 
earthquake) loads. Consideration will be given to including this project in the GO Bond 
funding for the expansion of the Convention Center.

/Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net /Annual Operating Costs $0
Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 2000-2001

Fund(s): Regional Parks and Expo Fund

• Source of estimate - preliminary, using 1993 KPFF Study.__________ ___________________



PROJECT Detail

PROJECT title: Civic Stadium - East/Midfield Bleacher Replacement

Type OF Project:
□ New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division
MERC
CMC Stadium

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Aug. 20,1996

Source of Estimate: 0 preuminary Project Start Date Project Completion Date
Dec. 1997 april1998

Department Priority Prepared by
1 CatJDY CAVANAGH

fpi«t« Years:; kit:i997*9a iil199^:ii: ;:k1999.2Q00|;:; : ¥ :i 2000' 01 :»2001-02: Beyond 2002 Total

Capital Cost:

$15,000
185,000

30,000

100,000

$15,000
185,000

30,000

100,000

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other (Materials)

Total $330,000 $330,000

Funding Source:
$330,000 j

$330,000Fund Balance
Grants
G. 0. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $330,000 $330,000

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contribution

" ($7,500)

($7,500)
$20,000

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1997-98

Fund(s): spec. Facilities Operating Fund

Project Description/Justification:
This project replaces the east/midfield bleachers. The midfield bleachers have 
already been condemned and partially dismantled. The east bleachers are aging 
and require annual inspection and ongoing repair. Health and safety issues are 
becoming a concern. ADA compliance is also an issue. Note: This project should 
be planned for regardless of whether major modernization funding is secured.

Annual Renewal & Replacement contribution: $16,500 (20-year life).
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MERC - Portland Center for the Performing Arts Project Detail 38

Project Detail
PRn.iFCT title: A. ScHNiTZER Concert Hall - Exterior Preservation

Type OF Request:Department/DivisionType OF Project: Sept. 20,19960 Initial □ ContinuationMERC0 Replacement□ Expansion□ New Portland Center for the Performing Arts
Prepared BY/Department PriorityProject Completion DateProject Start Date0 preliminarySource of Estimate: Harriet SherburneSept. 1997July 1997□ actual bid documents□ BASED ON DESIGN TOTALBEYOND 20022001^22000^11999-20001998-991997-98PRIORYEARSPROJECT ESTIMATES

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

Total

$75,000

$75,000

$75,000

$75,000

Funding Source:
Fund Balance 
Grants 
G. O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other

$75,000

$75,000

$75,000

$75,000

Project Description/Justification:
Clean full masonry exterior; repair, regrout, and apply waterproof sealant for weather 
tight exterior. -

Project to be re-done in 15 years.

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

/
$0

. Renewals Replacement Contribution $5,000

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): Spectator Facilities Operating Fund



Project Detail

PROJECT title: a. Schnitzer Concert Hall- Safety Railing System

Type OF Project:
B New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division
MERC
Portland Center for the Performing Arts

Type of Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Aug. 22. 1996

Source OF Estimate: 0PRELIMINARY Project Start Date Project Completion Date
Spring 1998

Department Priority
2

Prepared by
Harriet Sherburne

1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000;1 • 1:20004)1;;? 20014)2 : Beyond 2002? i:iii|TOTAL;|:l;l;i:

Capital Cost:

$7,500
25,000
17,500

\

$7,500
25,000
17,500

Plans & Studies
Land & Rigkt-of-Way
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings '
Project Contingency
1% for Art
Other

Total $50,000 $50,000

Funding Source:
$50,000 $50,000Fund Balance

Grants
G. 0. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $50,000 $50,000

Project Description/Justification:
Design and install rail system along aisles throughout dress circle and balcony 
levels for public convenience and safety. A prototype of this rail has been 
assembled. It vyIII be comprised of rail units which are approximately 1’ wide and 
3’ tall, and will be installed as one to two units per row, per aisle. Thus, there will 
be between 125-150 units installed.

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contrbution

$0
N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): Spectator facilities Operating fund
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MERC - Portland Center for the Performing Arts Project Detail 40

Project Detail

PROJECT title: New Theatre - Carpet Replacement

Type of Project:
New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division
MERC
Portland Center for the Performing Arts

Type of Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Aug. 22. 1996

Source of Estimate:
□ BASED ON DESIGN

0 PRELIMINARY 
□ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date 
July 1997

Project Completion Date 
Sept. 1997

Department Priority 
3

Prepared by
Harriet Sherburne

Project Estimates Prior Years 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 Beyond 2002 Total

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% for Art
Other

Total

$17,000
50,000

133,000

$17,000
50,000

133,000

$150,000 $150,000
Funding Source:

Fund Balance
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total.

$150,000 $150,000

$150,000 $150,000

Project Description/Justification: Annual Operating Budget Impact:

Design, removal of existing carpet, and carpet replacement in all public areas and 
stairs at New Theatre Building. Because of the unique configuration of the building 
(rotunda area, curving stairs, etc.), it is difficult to estimate at this time the total 
square footage of carpet that will be required.

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs $0
Renewal & Replacement Contribute $20,000

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

• Fund(s): Spectator Facilities Operating Fund



Project Detail

PROJECT title: Civic Auditorium - Sound System Replacement

Type OF Project:
□ New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division
MERC
Portland Center for the Performing Arts

Type of Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Aug. 22. 1996

Source of Estimate: 
□ based ON design

0PRELIMINARY 
□ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date 
Fail 1997

Project Completion Date 
Winter 1998

Department Priority 
4

Prepared by
, Harriet Sherburne

Project Estimates Prior Years 1997-98 1998-99 : 11999-2000 2000-01 : ;s;i2001|02 Beyond 2002 iliiiisToTAi^-
Capital Cost:

$10,000
25,000
40,000

$10,000
25,000
40,000

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other

Total $75,000 $75,000
Funding Source:

$75,000 $75,000Fund Balance
Grants
G. 0. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $75,000 $75,000

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs

Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contribution

$0
$7,500

First Full Fiscal Year OF Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): Spectator Facilities Operating Fund

Project Description/Justification:
Replaces full sound system (speakers, sound board, wiring) to current industry 
technoiogy; design, equipment, instaliation.
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MERC - Portland Center for the Performing Arts Project Detail 42

PROJECT DETAIL
PROJECT title: New Theatre - Electronic Event Signage

Type OF Project:
□ New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division 
MERC
Portland Center for the Performing Arts

Project Start Date Project Completion Date

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Aug. 22. 1996

Source of Estimate:
□ BASED ON DESIGN
Project Estimates
Capital Cost:

0 PRELIMINARY Department Priority Prepared by
Harriet Sherburne

orKiNo iwa

1997*95
o

1998-99 1999-2000 1 2000 01 2001-02 B^ond2002

$12,000
13,000
75,000

$12,000
13,000
75,000

$100,000 $100,000

$100,000 $100,000

$100,000 $100,000

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

Total

Funding Source:
Fund Balance 
Grants 
G. O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other

Total

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs

Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contribution

$10,000
1,000

$11,000
$15,000

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): Spectator Facilities operating fund

Project Description/Justification:
Replace obsolete electronic reader board and computer system to publicize events 
and tickets.



Metro Washington 

Park Zoo
The Zoo requested funding for 11 capital projects, all 
of which the Executive Officer included in his proposed 
CIP. All but the Oregon Project, which was approved 
by voters for general obligation bond financing, are 

replacement projects.

The Oregon Project is financed entirely through the 
$28.8 million bond measure approved by the region's 

voters in September 1996.

Allowable interest earnings from bond proceeds will 
generate the additional revenue needed to cover the full 
cost of the $30.5 million project. The project will be 
implemented over four fiscal years to minimize disrup­
tion to Zoo operations and mitigate the potential impact 
on the visitor experience and revenues.

The ten’other capital projects included in the Plan 
involve renovations or replacement of existing facilities 
or major equipment. 'The largest project is the Primates 
project scheduled for construction in FY 2000-01. At a

Capital Projects Summary
Zoo Operating Fund Prior Years 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 Total Funding Source

Primates $1,996,000 $1,996,000 Fund Balance
Washington Park Station Restroom $133,000 133.000 Fund Balance
Bearvvalk Cafe Restroom 75,800 75.800 Fund Balance
Elephant Bam Mechanicals 322.500 322.500 Fund Balance
Penguinarium Mechanicals & Roof $100,000 66,100 166,100 Fund Balance
Polar Bears West 86.500 199,500 286,000 Fund Balance
Elephant Front Yard Fence 61.200 61,200 Fund Balance
Point of Sale System 50.000 50.000 Fund Balance
Train Operations 75,000 72.500 147.500 Fund Balance
Musk Ox Fencing ' 83,500 83,500 Fund Balance

Totals S125,000 $281,300 $100,000 $2,532,300 $283,000 $3,321,600

1 Zoo Capital Fund Prior Years 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 Total 1 Funding Source I

1 Oregon Proiect $3,600,000 $15,100,000 $8,800,000 $3,000,000 $30,500,000 I G. 0. Bonds 1

$3,600,000 $15,225,000 $9,081,300 $3,100,000 $2,532,300 $283,000 $33321,600 1
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All projects except 
the Oregon Project 
will be financed 
through fund balance

cost of nearly $2 million, the proposed rehabilitation of 
the Primates building accounts for about 60 percent of 
the department’s total capital project expenditures not 
including Oregon Project expenditures.

All of these projects would be financed from the Zoo 
Operating Fund balance. Financial projections assume 

the following:

♦ Attendance remains at FY 96-97 levels until the 

Oregon Project opens
♦ Admission prices do not increase while prices 

for food and retail are adjusted for inflation
♦ FTE increases reflect staffing increases related 

to the Oregon Project
♦ Operating costs are adjusted for pay plan and 3 

percent inflation

Based on the financial projections, the fund balance 
available for capital projects is adequate to finance 
these capital projects and still have sufficient funds

available to satisfy operating reserve needs and future 

capital replacement needs.

The projections do not include a forecast of the operat­
ing budget impact of the proposed capital projects with 
the exception of the Oregon Project. Based upon 
preliminary information provided in the capital project 
requests, however, the estimated operating impact of 
the replacement projects is expected to be minimal.

Because the capital costs of the Oregon Project will be 
financed entirely with bond proceeds and allowable 
interest earnings and the Oregon Project is the only 
project be funded out of the Zoo’s Capital Fund, 
financial projections for that fund are not presented 

here.



Fund Balance Available for Capital Projects

as of October 21,1996

Zoo Operating 1996-97 Projections
Fund Adopted Adjusted 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02

Estimated Beeinning Fund Balance $9,167,210 1 $9,167,210 $8,871,079 $9,638,079 $10,444,079 $11,308,079 $12,206,079

Projected Operating Revenues $15,173,477 1 $15,173,477 $16,338,000 $16,910,000 $17,517,000 $21,221,000 $22,480,000

Less Operating Expenditures ($15,506,667)1 ($15,469,608) ($15,571,000) ($16,104,000) ($16,653,000) ($20,323,000) ($21,240,000)

Less Required Reserves
Renewal and Replacement 0 I (1,250,000) (1,166,117) (1,541,117) (1,759,817) (2,159,817) (117,517)

Fund Balance Available for CIP $8,834,020 1 $7,621,079 $8,471,962 $8,902,962 $9,548,262 $10,046,262 $13,328,562

Less Proposed Capital Projects 0 1 (933,683) (125,000) (281,300) (100,000) (2,542,300) (283,000)

Fund Balance After CIP $8,834,020 1 $6,687,396 $8,346,962 $8,621,662 $9,448,262 $7,503,962 $13,045,562
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Project Detail
PROJECT title: Oregon Project

Type OF Project:
0 New □ Expansion
Source of Estimate:
B BASED ON DESIGN [
Project Estimates

□ Replacement

Department/Division:
Metro Washington Park Zoo

Type OF Request:
□ Initial 0 Continuation

Date
Aug. 28. 1996

□ preliminary Project Start Date Project Completion Date Department Priority
1

Prepared by
Kathy Kiaunis

1997-98 1998-99 1999r2000 2000-01 2001-02 ' Beyond 2002 iiiilfiili

$1,480,000
1,564,200

540,000
15,800

$1,020,000 
11,697,000

2,265,000
118,000

$7,405,200

1,320,000
74,800

$2,524,500

450,000
25,500

$2,500,000
23,190,900

4,575,000
234,100

$3,600,000 $15,100,000 $8,800,000 $3,000,000 $30,500,000

$3,600,000 $15,100,000 $8,800,000 $3,000,000 $30,500,000

$3,600,000 $15,100,000 $8,800,000 $3,000,000 $30,500,000

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

Total

Funding Source:
Fund Balance 
Grants 
G. O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other

Total

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs 
Renewals Replacement contribution

$1,198,000
1,599,000

60,000
(3,092,000)
($235,000)

$30,500*

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: . 2000-01

Fund(s): Zoo Operating/Capital Funds

Project Description/Justification:
Construct new exhibits, replace some existing facilities and create new entrance-way to 
feature endangered native animais, improve conditions for existing animals, improve 
visitor access and enhance the Zoo’s self-sufficiency.

Project includes natural habitats for threatened Oregon animals, including sea otters 
bald eagles, trout and wolverines. Improve conditions for current animal collections, 
including iions, black bears, cougars and beavers. Completes visitor pathways and 
constructs new entranceway near new light-rail station. Replaces outmoded animal 
exhibits and constmcts new restaurant and gift shop.

Based on 3 percent of total project costs with a useful life of 30 years.



Project Detail
PROJECT title: Move Train Operations

Type OF Project:
□ New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division:
Metro Washington Park Zoo

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Oct. 7. 1996

Source of Estimate: 0 PRELIMINARY Project Start Date
July 1997

Project Completion Date
June'1999

Department Priority
2

Prepared by
Kathy Kiaunis

1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 ii|200l|02ii •i Beyond 2002 Total

Capital Cost:

$75,000 $72,500 $147,500

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% for Art
Other

Total $75,000 $72,500 $147,500

Funding Source:
$75,000 $72,500 $147,500Fund Balance

Grants
G. 0. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $75,000 $72,500 $147,500

Project Description/Justification: Annual Operating Budget Impact:

Move train operations, housed in roundhouse, to snow shed area. Current facility has 
reached the end of its useful life and must be moved to accommodate the Oregon Project. 
Existing snow shed will be renovated to serve as a new roundhouse with the addition of a 
concrete pad, plumbing, electrical and exhaust fans. To this, add a track (rail, switches, ties, 
plates, spikes, joint bars, stops) and construct a wash pit and a maintenance pit. A paint 
shed will be added per OSHA requirements.

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

•

Net Annual Operating Costs $0
Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1999-2000

Fund(s): Zoo Operating Fund
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PROJECT Detail

PROJECT title: Point of Sale System

Type OF Project:
□ Expansion□ New____________

Source of Estimate:
□ BASED ON DESIGN

0 Replacement

Department/Division:
Metro Washington park Zoo

Type of Request:
0 Initial 0 Continuation

Date
Oct. 7, 1996

0 PRELIMINARY Project Start Date Project Completion Date Department Priority
3

Prepared by
Kathy Kiaunis

ProjIct Estimates

DOCUMENTS

1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 Beyond 2002 Total

$50,000 $50,000

$50,000 $50,000

$50,000 $50,000

$50,000 $50,000

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

Total

Funding Source:
Fund Balance 
Grants 
G. O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other

Total

Project Description/Justification:
Acquire new point of sale system for admissions, food and retail operations. Existing 
system is antiquated. New system should provide enhanced information for mnning Zoo 
operations and provide better customer service. The 1997-98 initial phase will open with 
new entrance as part of the Oregon Project.

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs $0
Renewal & Replacement Contribution $6,200*

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): Zoo Operating Fund

• Based on estimated 8-year useful life.



Project Detail

PROJECT title: Primates Building

Type of Project:
□ New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division:
Metro Washington Park Zoo

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Aug. 28, 1996

Source of Estimate: 0PRELIMINARY Project Start Date
July 2000

Project Completion Date
June 2001

Department Priority
4

Prepared by
K. Kiaunis

: Project iPwoNY^sii 1997*98 1111998199;;; ;1999*2000l;i 2000-01 2001-02 ;;;; Beyond 2002 Total

Capital Cost:

$1,710,900

225,100
15,000
45,000

-

$1,710,900

225,100
15,000
45.000

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishmgs
Project Contingency
1% for Art
Other

Total $1,996,000 $1,996,000

Funding Source:
$1,996,000 $1,996,000Fund Balance

Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $1,996,000 $1,996,000

Project Description/Justircation: Annual Operating Budget Impact:

Refurbishes existing primate facility constructed in 1950s, including many of its Personal Services Costs

component parts, and makes various improvements to make facility more visitor Materials & Svcs. Costs

friendly. Capital Outlay Costs

Project will include reroofing, replacement of obsolete electrical equipment, skylights, 
hydraulics/doors, plumbing, installation of new boiler and im'gation system, and

Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs $0

removal of asbestos. Improvements may include addition of windows, addition of Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A
artificial trees, enlargement of chimp holding area and improvement of chimp viewing 
area. Beginning next fiscal year. Zoo will begin experimenting with various First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: FY 2001-02
improvements to study various options for visitor improvements and animal 
enrichment.

Fund(s): Zoo Operating Fund
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Project Detail

PROJECT title: Washington Park Station Restrooms

Type OF Project:
El New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division:
Metro Washington Park Zoo

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Aug. 28, 1996

Source OF Estimate: 0 preliminary
□ BASED ON design □ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date 
Sept. 1997

Project Completion Date
Nov. 1998

Department Priority
5

Prepared by
K. Kiaunis

PRIOR Years 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 Beyond 2002 Total

CAPrrAL Cost:

$114,000

15,000
1,000
3,000

$114,000

15,000
1,000
3,000

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% for Art
Other

Total $133,000 $133,000
Funding Source:

$133,000 $133,000Fund Balance
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $133,000 $133,000

Project Description/Justification:
Washington Park train station currentiy uses portabie toilets which are inadequate 
and create security problems. Closest permanent restroom facilities are iocated at the 
rose garden.

This project wiii construct restrooms of 120 square feet each on existing footprint for train 
station. Water and sewer lines of approximately 160 linear feet will be needed to 
service the faciiities. Estimated additional utility costs are based on season of 
May 31 through November 1.

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewals Replacement Contribution

$4,000

$4,000
N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1999-2000

fund(s): Zoo Operating Fund

e#'



Project Detail
PROJECT title: Bearwalk Cafe Restrooms

Type OF Project:
□ New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division:
Metro Washington Park Zoo

Type OF Request:
B Initial □ Continuation

Date
Aug. 28. 1996

Source of Estimate:
□ based ON DESIGN

0 preliminary 
□ actual bid documents

Project Start Date 
Fall 1998

Project Completion Date Department Priority
Fall 1998 6

Prepared by
K. Kiaunis

Project Estimates Prior Years 1997-98 1998^99 199912000 2000-01 i2001i-02i s! Beyond 2002; Total

Capital Cost:

$65,600

8,500

1,700

$65,600

8,500

1,700

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% for Art
Other

Total $75,800 $75,800
Funding Source:

$75,800

■

$75,800Fund Balance
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $75,800 $75,800

Project Description/Justification: Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Refurbish existing restrooms and adjacent mechanicai room in Primate building 
constructed in 1950s. Facilities are reaching the end of their useful life. Plumbing 
and tiling will be replaced as part of this project.

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs $0
Renewals Replacement Contribution N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1999-2000

Fund(s): Zoo Operating Fund
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Project Detail

PROJECT title: Elephant Barn Mechanicals

Type of Project:
□ New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division:
Metro Washington park Zoo

Type of Request:
0 Initial 0 Continuation

Date
Aug. 28. 1996

Source of Estimate: 0PRELIMINARY 
□ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date 
July 2001

Project Completion Date
June 2002

Department Priority
7

Prepared by
K. Kiaunis

Prior Years 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 2001 02 Beyond 2002 Total

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction $282,000 $282,000
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 33,000 33,000
1% FOR Art
Other 7,500 7.500

Total $322,500 $322,500
Funding Source:

$322,500Fund Balance
Grants
G. 0. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

$322,500

Total $322,500 $322,500

Project Description/Justification: Annual Operating Budget Impact:

Replace major building systems and replace cracked wall in the elephant barn. Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs

The bam was constructed in 1958. The original hydraulic pumps and lines for 8 elephant Capital Outlay Costs

doors, exhaust fans and heating systems need to be replaced because they have reached the Other Costs

end of their useful life. Of the total costs, $200,000 is allocated for these replacement which (Revenues)
is expected to have useful of 20 years. Net Annual Operating Costs $14,100

Renewal & Replacement Contribution $14,100
One of the bull elephants has damaged and cracked the east wall of Room 1 which has 
created a potential safety hazard. The cost to replace the entire cement wall is estimated at 
$50,000.

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 2000-01

Fund(s): Zoo Operating Fund

#<



Project Detail

PROJECT title: Penguinarium Mechanicals & Roof

Type OF Project:
□ Expansion 0 Replacement□ New_____________________

Source of Estimate: Hpreliminary
□ BASED ON DESIGN □ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Department/Division :
Metro Washington Park Zoo

Type OF Request: 
a Initial 0 Continuation

Date
Aug. 28, 1996

Project Start Date
Winter 1999

Project Completion Date
Summer2001

Department Priority
8

Prepared by
K. Kiaunis

TOTAii
PROJECT EWMATES PRIOR YEARS 1997-98 1998199 1999-2000 2000101 2001-02 Beyond 2002

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

$86,500

11,000

2,200
Total

$56,800

7.500 
600

1.500
$99,700 $66,400

Funding Source:
Fund Balance 
Grants 
G. O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other

$99,700 $66,400

Total $99,700 $66,400

$143,300

-18,500
600

3,700
$166,100

$166,100

$166,100

Project Description/Justircation:
This project includes replacement of HVAC equipment in 1999-2000 and facility’s 
shake roof with composite material (5,800 square feet), both of which are nearing 
the end of their useful life.

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs $0
Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 2001-02

Fund(s): Zoo Operating Fund
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PROJECT Detail

PROJECT title: Polar Bears - West

Type OF Project:
□ New □ Expansion B Replacement

Department/Division:
Metro Washington park Zoo

Type OF Request:
0 Initial o Continuation

Date
Aug.. 28, 1996

Source OF Estimate: Bpreliminary
□ BASED ON DESIGN □ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date
Winter 2000

Project Completion Date
Spring 2002

Department Priority
9

Prepared by
K. Kiaunis

Total;:PflaiEeiT Estimates PriorYears 1997-98 1998199 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 Beyond 2002

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

$74,500

9,500

2,000

$170,800

22,500
1,700
4,500

Total $86,000 $199,500

$245,300

32,000
1,700
6,500

$285,500

Funding Source:
Fund Balance 
Grants 
G. O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other

$86,000 $199,500

Total $86,000 $199,500

$285,500

$285,500

Project Description/Justification:
Project includes replacement and re-engineering of filtration system in 2000-01 
which is nearing the end of its useful life and niay not meet new USDA standards 
for marine mammal water quality.

Project also includes improvements to exhibit to enhance the environment for 
the animals which are not able to see out of the exhibit. The department will 
examine a variety of enrichment options before initiating this portion of the 
project.

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs 
Renewal & Replacement Contribution

$0
$8,600

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 2002-03

Fund(s): Zoo Operating Fund



Project Detail

PROJECT title: Elephant Front Yard Fence

TVpe OF Project:
□ New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division:
Metro Washington Park Zoo

Type of Request 
0 iNmAL □ CoNTINUATION

Date
Aug. 28.1996

Source of Estimate: 0 preliminary Project Start Date
July 2000

Project Completion Date
June 2001

Dep;\RTMENT Priority
10

Prepared bY
K. Kiaunis

Project Estimates PRIOR YEARS 1997^8* 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 BBVONb2002 Total

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency

$52,900

$6,900

$52,900

6,900
1% FOR Art

Other 1,400 1,400
Total $61,200 $61,200

Funding Source:
$61,200 $61,200Fund Balance

Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $61,200 $61,200

Project Description/Justification:
Replacement of four foot high wood fence which surrounds elephant front yard 
and serves as primary visitor barrier. Fence is approximately 200 linear feet. 
Originally constructed in 1994, fence will be replaced with one of non-wood 
material which should extend useful life to 20 years and require less maintenance. 
Zoo will study its design specifications for these and other exhibits to determine 
proper trade-offs between aesthetic and durability.

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contribution

$0
$300

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 2001-02

Fund(s): Zoo Operating Fund
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Project Detail
PROJECT title: Musk Ox Fencing

Type OF Project:
□ New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division :
Metro Washington Park Zoo

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Aug. 28. 1996

Source of Estimate: 0 PRELIMINARY Project Start Date
Oct. 2000

Project Completion Date
Dec. 2000

Department Priority
11

Prepared by
K. Kiaunis

1997^98 1998199 1999-20001: 1120004)1 2001-02 Beyond 2002 Total

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency

$72,200

9,400

$72,200

9,400

1% FOR Art
Other 1,900 1,900

Total $83,500 $83,500

Funding Source:
$83,500 $83,500

Fund Balance
Grants
G. 0. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $83,500 $83,500

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs 
Renewals Replacement Contribution

$0
$5,600

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 2001-02

FUND(s): Zoo OPERATING FUND

Project Description/Justification:
Replace musk ox exhibit and off-exhibit fence consisting of pressure-treated wood 
of approximately 400 feet in length. Nearing the end of its useful life, the new fence will 
be more durable and improve the aesthetics of the exhibit. The current fencing is 
the original from the constmction of the exhibit in 1987. Expected useful life of new 
fence is 15 years.



Regional
Environmental
Management
Department

The department will 
prepare master facilify 
plans for the transfer 
stations

The Regional Environmental Management department, 
which is responsible for solid waste management and 
planning in the region and the operation of Metro’s 
solid waste transfer stations, submitted 24 capital 
project requests for fiscal years 1997-98 through 
2001-02. The Executive Officer included 21 of these 
projects in the proposed CIP. The other three projects 
were placed on the department's List of Unfitnded 
Projects.

The projects included in the plan are shown in the 
summary table below. These projects are grouped by 
one of three restricted accounts available within the 
Solid Waste Revenue Fund to finance capital projects: 
General Account, Renewal & Replacement Account 
and St. Johns Landfill Account.

The projects to be financed through the General 
Account Capital Reserve represent new capital assets 
to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of Metro’s 

. two transfer stations: Metro Central and Metro South. 
The first three projects - Metro South Traffic Im­
provements, Metro South Tip Floor Extension and 
Metro South Public Unloading Area - are essential to 
reduce wait times which otherwise could adversely 
affect business. Most of the remaining projects in­
crease recovery rates at the transfer stations to help the 
department meet its long-range waste reduction goals. 
Several of the projects must be coordinated to ensure 
successful implementation. To achieve better coordina­
tion between projects and a proper assessment of

capital needs, the department will prepare master 
facility plans for both Metro Central and Metro South 
transfer stations.

The projects to be financed through the Renewal and 
Replacement Account are replacements of equipment 
and rehabilitation of facilities needed to maintain the 
operation of the transfer stations. Under bond 
convenants, Metro is required to maintain adequate 
reserves to finance capital asset replacements. Every 
three years, the department contracts \vith an engineer­
ing firm to assess the condition of equipment and 
facilities and calculate annual contribution amounts to 
the Renewal and Replacement Account. All but the 
Truck Wash project are routine replacements. The 
truck wash needs to be rebuilt because of storm 
damage and will be relocated if a Public Unloading 
Area is constructed. Not shown here are replacements 
of capital assets which do not qualify as capital 
projects.

The St. Johns Landfill Account is restricted to financ­
ing capital projects needed to close the St. Johns 
Landfill. Four of the six projects are contingent upon 
resolution of related issues. The Closure of Parcel A 
and Maintenance Building would not be undertaken 
until an assessment of soil and groundwater conditions 
is complete and a decision is made to purchase or lease 
Parcel A from the City of Portland and to close it. The 
Gas Recovery Project is contingent upon successful 
completion of negotiations and approval of a contract
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Capital Projects Summary
Funding SourceTotal01-0200-0199-0098-9997-98Prior YearsGeneral Account — Capital Reserve

Metro South Fund Balance
Trafilc Improvements

Metro South Fund Balance
Commercial Floor Extension

Metro South Fund Balance
Public Unloading Area

Metro Central Fund Balance260,000Dry Waste Products
Metro Central Fund Balance160,600Storage and Training Rooms
Metro South Fund Balance

H2W Facility Relocation
Metro South Fund Balance

Material Recovery
Metro South & Central Fund Balance

Video Surveillance
Metro South Fund Balance

Office Space Addition
Metro South Fund Balance285,600Public Recycling Drop-off
Metro South Fund Balance130,000Groundwater Recovery

Totals
Funding Source01-0200-0199-0098-9997-98Prior YearsRenewal & Replacement Account 

Metro South Fund Balance
Truck Wash Relocation

Metro Central Fund Balance,404.000
MSW #1 Processing Line

Metro South Fund Balance156,000156,000Sewer Improvements
Metro South Fund Balance

Replace Fire Sprinklers
Metro South & Central Fund Balance

Computer Network
Metro South Fund Balance

Compactor Replacement
Metro Central Fund Balance

Wood Line

Totals



97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 Total Funding Source

Gas Recovery $1,600,000 $371,000 $1,971,000 Fund Balance

Maintenance Building 180,000 131,000 311,000 Fund Balance

Additional Gas Wells 71,500 71,500 Fund Balance

Additional Monitoring Wells 65,000 65,000 Fund Balance

Environmental Improvements 236,000 644,000 $590,000 $90,000 $90,000 1,650,000 Fund Balance

Closure of Parcel A 411,000 1,000,000 1,411,000 Fund Balance

Totals $2,427,000 $2,282,500 $590,000 $90,000 $90,000 $5,479,500

1 ■ ■■Regional Environmental
1 Management Department Totals $3,174,500 $5,512,800 $1,739,800 $1,855,800

$1,857,800 1 $600,000
$14,740,700

All capital projects 
are financed from 
fund balance.

to sell landfill gas to a neighboring industry. The 
Environmental Improvements are projects which may 
be needed to satisfy Oregon Department of Environ­
mental Quality requirements to complete the closure of 
the landfill. Both gas and monitoring wells are the only 
projects that are not contingent on any other actions.

All of the above projects are financed from the Solid 
Waste Revenue fund balance. The table below shows 
the projected fund balance available for capital 
projects for the fiscal years covered by the CIP. The 
major assumptions used in making these projections 

include:

♦ Revenue tons will increase a total of 5 percent 
at Metro facilities and 6 percent at non-Metro 
facilities over the five-year period

♦ Metro Tip Fees and Regional User Charges 
will remain at $75 per ton and $17.50 per ton, 
respectively

♦ Transfer station, transportation and disposal 
contracts will be adjusted for inflation as 
provided in those contracts; all non-tonnage 
material and service costs will increase 3 
percent each year

♦ FTE remain at the FY 1996-97 levels

♦ Personal service costs increase each year by 
the FY 1996-97 pay plan percent increase

The amounts shown for Capital Reserves, Renewal & 
Replacement reserves and St. Johns Closure reserves 
are net of the amounts allocated for the proposed 
capital projects to be financed from those reserves. 
These projections show that sufficient fund balance is 
available to finance all of the department’s capital 
projects without jeopardizing operating and other 
reserves. Based on the forecast, the department would 
need to replenish its Capital Reserves by FY 1999-00
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Fund Balance Available for Capital Projects

as of October 21,1996

ProlectlonsSolid Waste 2001-022000-011999-001998-991997-98AdjustedAdoptedRevenue Fund
$31,770,893$33.220.893$34,338,893$34,158,893$34,562,893$35,153,445$35,153,445Estimated Beomnine Fund Balance
$60,261,000$59,479,000$58,748,000$58,066,000$57,424,000$59,794,855$59,456,915

($65,079,000)($60,929,000)($59,866,000)($57,886,000)($57,828,000)($60,385,407)($73,104,839)

Projected Operating Revenues

Less Operating Expenditures

Less Required Reserves 
Debt Service 
Renewal & Replacement 
Capital Reserve 
Rate Stabilization 
Working Capital 
Reserves (Metro Central) 
Landfill Closure 

Total Required Reserves

(1,399,882)
0

(1,619,134)
(3,135,708)
(6,718,095)
(2,951,884)

0
(15,824,703)

(1,399,882)
(3,225,622)
(2,595,034)
(3,141,409)
(6,718,095)
(3,065,330)
(3,981.861)

(24,127,233)

(1,403,000)
(4,139,000)

0
(3,314,000)
(6,565,000)
(3,065,000)
(2,628.500)

(1,407,000)
(3,970,000)

0
(3,496,000)
(6,794,000)
(3,065,000)
(2,038,500)

(21,114,500) (20,770,500)

(1,406,000)
(4,436,400)

0
(3,687,000)
(7,057,000)
(3,065,000)
(1,948,500)

(2,397,000)
(3,334,200)

0
(3,892,000)
(7,309,000)

.(3,065,000)
(1,858,500)

(21,599,900) (21,855,700)

(1,370,000)
(2,005,000)

0
(4,106,000)
(7,590,000)
(3,065,000)
(1,858,500)

(19,994,500)

Fund Balance available for CIP

Less Proposed Capital Prqects

$5,680,818 $10,435,660 $13,044,393 $13,568,393 $11,620,993

($600,000)($1,856,800)($1,854,600)($1,740,000)($5,507,400)($3,172,300)
$6,358,393$8,058,393$9,766,393$11,828,393$7,536,993$7,263,360$5,680,818



PROJECT DETAIL

PROJECT title: Landfill Gas Recovery Project

Type of Project:
El New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division:
Regional Environmental Management Department 
Engineering and Analysis

Type of Request:
B Initial □ Continuation 
□ Revision

Date:
Aug. 20, 1996

Source of Estimate: El PRELIMINARY Project Start Date:
Fall 1996

Project Completion Date:
Sunwer1997

Department Priority
1

Prepared by:
Robin Smoot

Project Estimates ! PRIOR Years 1998-99 1999*2000 2000-01 200110211 * BEYOND 2002 Total

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other

Total

Funding Source:
Fund Balance-Landfiu Closure 
Grants
G. 0. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

$240,000
1,360,000 $371,000

$240,000
1,731,000

$1,600,000 $371,000 $1,971,000

$1,600,000 $371,000 $1,971,000

$1,600,000 $371,000 $1,971,000

Project Description/Justification:

Metro is presently negotiating an agreement to provide landfill gas as heat energy for the 
Ashgrove Cement Plant. The design firm of Harding Lawson and Associates is completing 
the design. An arrangement is being negotiated whereby Metro will receive revenue from the 
sale of the landfill gas which will offset the pipeline construction costs and result in profits 
which will also offset some of the cost for closure of St. Johns Landfill. Planned 
expenditures for the recovery system include $1,371,000 for the compressor and 
associated mechanical and electrical construction, $360,000 for installation of the pipeline to 
Ashgrove, and $240,000 for engineering and right-of-way. Financial and legal analysis will be 
conducted as well as an assessment of the operating budget impact. Project contingent upon 
successful contract negotiations.

Annual Operating Budget Impact

Personal Services Costs 
' Materials & Svcs. Costs

Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contribution

Not available
N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): Soud Waste Revenue, Landfill Closure Acct.
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PROJECT DETAIL

PROJECT title: St. Johns Landfill - Maintenance Building

Type OF Project:
B New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division:
Regional Environmental Management Department 
Engineering and Analysis

Type of Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation 
□ Revision 

Date:
Aug. 20.1996

Source of Estimate:
□ BASED ON DESIGN

0 preliminary 
□ actual bid documents

Project Start Date:
Fall 1996

Project Completion Date:
Fall 1997

Department Priority:
________ 2

2001-02 rBeyond 2002

Prepared by:
Robin Smoot

mmmmPROJECT Estimated Prior Years 1997-98 1998-99 199912000 2000-01

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

Total

Funding Source:
Fund Balance-Landfill Closure
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

$20,000
160,000 $62,000

29,000
40,000

$180,000 $131,000

$180,000 $131,000

$180,000 $131,000

$20,000
222,000

29,000
40,000

$311,000

$311,000

$311,000

Project Description/Justification:
Metro will be required to operate, maintain and evaluate the environmental Improvements at 
St. Johns Landfill for at least 30 years after closure is complete. Tasks include mowing, 
establishing native vegetation, inspecting and repairing damage to the cover system caused 
by erosion, settlement and gas pressure. The gas collection system must be carefully 
maintained to avoid air pollution, underground fires and rupture of the liner. Metro must also 
monitor groundwater, storm and surface water, sediment and fish tissue to detect any adverse 
environmental impact. The maintenance building is required for maintenance and storage of 
required equipment such as a backhoe, agricultural tractors, all terrain vehicles, power 
equipment, monitoring equipment and tools. In addition, the maintenance building will provide 
a safe environment for on-site personnel with decontamination showers, proper lifting 
equipment and protection from the elements when using power equipment in inclement 
weather. A number of alternatives have been evaluated and a report is available. Multiple 
uses of the facility and costa will be refined before project initiation. Project contingent upon 
decision regarding closure of Parcel A._______________________________________ _______

Annual Operating Budget Impact

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs (start-up)
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewals Replacement Contribution •

• $4,500
12,500

$17,000
N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): Solid Waste Revenue, Landfill Closure Acer.



Project Detail

PROJECT title: St. Johns Landfill - Additional Gas Wells

Type OF Project:
B New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division:
Regional Environmental Management Department 
Engineering and Analysis

Type OF Request:
El Initial □ Continuation 
□ Revision

Date:
Aug. 20, 1996

Source of Estimate:
□ based ON design

B preliminary 
o actual bid documents

Project Start Date: 
Fall 1997

Project Completion Date: 
Spring 1998

Department Priority: 
3

Prepared by:
Robin Smoot

Project Estimates Prior Years 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 Beyond 2002 Total

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other

Total
Funding Source:

Fund Balance-Landfill Closure 
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

$65,000

6,500

$65,000

6,500

$71,500 $71,500

$71,500 $71,500

$71,500 $71,500

Annual Operating Budget Impact
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual O perating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contribution

N/A
N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): Solid Waste Revenue, Landfill Closure Acct.

Project Description/Justification:

A number of temporary gas vents have been installed in the liner to prevent/mitigate the 
effects of bubbling due to an excessive volume of gas being generated at St. John Landfill. 
Metro on-site personnel estimated in January 1996 that an additional eight vertical gas wells 
may be required in order to close the temporary vents. Metro did not include this work in the 
1996 construction season on the closure contract to determine if continued operation of the 
gas collection system would draw down the volume of gas under the liner to reduce or 
eliminate the requirement for more wells.
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Project Detail

PROJECT title: St. Johns Landfill - Additional Monitoring Wells

Type OF Project:
0 New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division:
Regional Environmental Management Department 
Engineering and Analysis

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation 
□ Revision

Date:
Aug. 20, 1996

Source OF Estimate: 0 PRELIMINARY Project Start Date: 
Fall 1997

Project Completion Date:
Summer 1998

Department Priority:
4

Prepared by:
Robin Smoot

Project Estimates Prior Years 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2009 2000-01 2001-02 Beyond 2002 Total

Capital Cost;
Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other

Total
Fundino source:

Fund Balance-Landfill Closure 
Grants
G. 0. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

$65,000 $65,000

$65,000 $65,000

$65,000 $65,000

$65,000 $65,000

Project Description/Justification:

Metro is currently analyzing the groundwater monitoring data from the existing wells and 
piezometers on and around the St. Johns Landfill. In addition the 5 H-wells which are drilled 
at the center of each sub-area through the refuse have an uncertain lifespan due to 
differential settlement which can cause enough distortion that samples cannot be collected.

The analysis is not yet complete and the requirement cannot be accurately quantified. In any 
case, work should be done In dry weather for economy and protection of the landfill cover. 
July and August 1997 would be a good time. The estimated cost for 10 wells at 75’ each is 
approximately $65,000.

* Sampling and testing will increase the operating budget by $1,300, and 4 person-hours per 
well per year. Estimates based on 10 wells.__________________________ ____________ __

Annual Operating Budget Impact
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs! Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contribution

$860
13,000

$13,860*
N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): Solid Waste Revenue, Landfill Closure Acer.



Project Detail

PROJECT title: St. Johns Landfill - Environmental Improvements

Type OF Project:
0 New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division:
Regional Environmental Management Department 
Engineering and Analysis

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation 
□ Revision

Date:
Aug. 20, 1996

Source of Estimate: 0 preliminary
□ BASED ON design □ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date: 
Fall 1996

Project Completion Date: 
Summer 2000

Department Priority: 
6

Prepared by:
Robin Smoot

Project Estimates Prior Years 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 Si *2000-01 2001-02 Beyond 2002 Total

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other

Total

$36,000

50,000
100,000
50,000

$37,000

65,000
348,000
194,000

$9,000

581,000

$9,000

81,000

$9,000

81,000

$100,000

115,000
1,191,000

244,000

$236,000 $644,000 $590,000 $90,000 $90,000 $1,650,000
Funding Source:

Fund Balance-Landfill Closure 
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

$236,000 $644,000 $590,000 $90,000 $90,000 $1,650,000

$236,000 $644,000 $590,000 $90,000 $90,000 $1,650,000

Project Description/Justification: Annual Operating Budget Impact

Metro expects to complete the landfill cover at St.Johns Landfill and submit the final CQA 
report to DEQ by December 1996. Additional effort will be required to complete the closure 
and satisfy all regulatory requirements. Elements of cost envisioned at this time include:
1. Seepage Control

a. Cutoff walls to eliminate seeps (100 LF x $500/LF) $ 500,000

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

b. Trees 50,000 Net Annual Operating Costs Not available*
c. Extend liner for anchor Trench to eliminate gas seeps 150,000 Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A
d. Miscellaneous seep control measure 150,000

2. Condensate Handling
a. Collection improvements (new pump etc) 100,000

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 2001-2002

b. Condensate Treatment (flare injection or WOK system) 150,000
4. Establish Native Vegetation 450,000
3. Drainaoe improvements 100.000

TOTAL $ 1,650,000

Fund(s): Solid Waste Revenue, Landfill Closure Acct.

Operating budget impact will be assessed and negotiations with DEQ concluded before project is initiated.
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Project Detail

PROJECT title: St. Johns Landfill - Closure of Parcel A

Type OF Project:
0 New 0 Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division :
Regional Environmental Management Department 
Engineering and Analysis

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation 
□ Revision

Date:
Aug. 20. 1996

Source OF Estimate: 0preliminary
- n BASED ON DESIGN □ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date: Project Completion Date: Department priority: PrepakLD by.
• Fall 1996 Summer 1997 7 Robin Smoot

Project Estimates Prior Years 1997-98 1998-99 nil 999-2000 aooo-otis 2001-02 1 Beyond 2002 Total

Capital Cost;
Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other

Total

Funding Source:
Fund Balance-Landfill Closure 
Grants
G. 0. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

$37,500

100,000
273,500 $1,000,000

-

$37,500

100,000
1,273,500

$411,000 $1,000,000 $1,411,000

$411,000 $1,000,000 $1,411,000

$411,000 $1,000,000 $1,411,000

Project Description/Justification :
Parcel A is a 19-acre site on the north side of Columbia Blvd. lying astride the only access to 
the St. Johns Landfill, it is currently owned by the City of Portland and occupied by Metro 
under a land-use agreement. Existing real property belonging to Metro includes truck scales, 
scalehouse and an office building, currently used by Metro contractors and staff engaged in 
the maintenance of the landfill and the gas system, and in the construction of the landfill 
cover and associated systems. Parcel A has been used to dispose of waste, mainly ash from 
the old incinerator, but the materials are well compacted and stable. The site is suitable for 
construction/development. A study is under way by Kleinfelder, jointly funded by the City of 
Portland and Metro, to determine character of the material below grade and to evaluate the 
possible environmental threat to the Columbia Slough. The City of Portland is willing to 
transfer this parcel to Metro. The land is valuable to Metro for maintenance of the landfill 
during the 30-yr. post-closure period, and for the support of any short- or long-term land-use 
planned for the area. Closure requirements for Parcel A will depend on the results of the 
survey and analysis. The estimated cost of $1,375,000 is based on closing the parcel to the 
same standard DEQ required for the landfill. An alternative analysis isn’t currently possible. 
Based on $3/sq. ft for industrial real estate, current value is @ $2,500,000. Closure of Parcel 
A is continqent upon closure approval and proposed uses of the parcel.

Annual Operating Budget Impact

Personal Servces Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contribution

$0
N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: n/a

fund(s): Scud Waste Rb/bmue laacrllclcsufeAoct-



PROJECT Detail

PROJECT title: Metro South - Traffic Improvements, New Scale, Scalehouse

Type of Project:
0 New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division:

ENat^NSA'DANflLYaS

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation 
□ Revision

Date:
Aug 20. 1996

Source OF Estimate: 0 preliminary
□ BASED ON DESIGN □ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date:
W|NTH?1996

Project Completion Date:
SUMVBR1997

Depi\rtment Priority:
1

Prepared jy:
^^CBNSvtxrr

Project Estimates Prior Years iii1997|98|il 1998-99 1999-2000 2000501 2001-02 Beyond 2002 Total

Capital Costs
PL/NS& S-RHB

Ria-fr-CpWAY
DE30^& ENGlvra^NG 
CCfSIRUCnCN 
EQURVB'JI/FLFMSHNGS - 
PRQJHTCcMINCBsCY
1% FCRArt
0-n-BR

Total

$15,100
70,000
75,000
23,200

700

$46,000

15,000
500

$15,100
116,000
75,000
38,200

1,200

$184,000 $61,500 $245,500

$184,000 $61,500 $245,500FLhOBA/NCE-C/SFiTA.REEff\E
Gpms
G. O. BcfCS
ReeUEBCMDS
0-n-BR

Total $184,000 $61,500 $245,500

Project Description/Justification:
This project includes removal of some of the curbs and planter areas to increase the size and 
number of traffic lanes for queuing vehicles as well as adding a 35-foot automated truck 
scale and a small scale booth. This is the consultant’s estimate from the conceptual design. 
Metro South has problems getting customers through the three scales without backing up 
traffic to the street and back into the building at times. A fourth scale will help to increase the 
number of customers that the facility can serve and reduce traffic back-ups. The traffic 
improvements will enhance the usability of the new scale. Adding a new public unloading 
area and/or relocating the H2W facility will effect the design of traffic improvements.
This project will add about $3,000 to materials and sen/ices, and assumes an automated 
system ($20,000). If not automated, as many as two full-time scalehouse employees will be 
needed ($56,200).
This project will require that 10% of the cost of equipment be added to the renewal and 
replacement account each year.________________________________ ■________

Annual Operating Budget Impact

PffQCNflLSB^^CECoSIS
maih^iajs& Sub costs 
CaTTA-OuiiayCoSTS
0-n-eRCosrs
(Revbue^

Net Annual Operating Costs

RBBAAL& RffL/YHVBJrCCNIPIBLmCN

$3,000

$3,000
$7,500

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): Solid Waste Revenue, General Acct.
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Project Detail

PROJECT title: Metro South - Relocate Truck Wash

Type of Project:
□ New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division:
Regional Environmental Management Department 
Engineering and Analysis

Type OF Request: 
0 Initial oCor 
□ Revision

rriNUATION
Date:

Aug. 20, 1996

Source of Estimate: 0 preliminary
□ BASED ON DESIGN □ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date:
Summer 1997

Project Completion Date:
Spring 1998

Department Priority:
1

Prepared by:
Robin Smoot

Project Estimates PriorYears 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 : 12001-02 BeTond2002 Total::!:
Capital Cost:

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other

Total
Funding Source:

Fund Balance - Renew/Replace 
Grants
G. 0. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

$8,000
80,000
16,000

$8,000
80,000
16,000

$104,000 $104,000

$104,000 $104,000

$104,000 $104,000

Project Description/Justification: Annual Operating Budget Impact

The truck wash would be moved to enhance traffic flow on the site and to facilitate other 
projects being considered by the department (e.g., new public unloading area, latex bldg.). 
This is the consultant’s estimate from the conceptual design. The project will be included in a 
master facility plan for the transfer station. The current truck wash has been a continual 
source of oil and grease contamination, causing sewer effluent to exceed permit quantities 
for oil. The design of the new truck wash will include measures to improve the quality of 
sewer effluent. The new truck wash would include three bays for cleaning and pressure 
washing equipment to reduce water consumption.
The truck wash will require improvements to fortify the structure for wind load, to reduce the 
water consumption and to improve the quality of the disposed water. These improvements 
will need to be made even if the truck wash is not relocated.

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs $0
Renewal & Replacement Contribution $6,900*

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): Solid Waste Rev Renewal & replacement Acct.

* Renewal and Replacement contribution based on useful life of 15 years.



Project Detail
PROJECT title: Metro South - Extend the Commercial Floor

Type OF Project:
□ New EI Expansion □ Repucement

Department/Division:
Regional Environmental Management Department 
Engineering AND Analysis

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation 
□ Revisio

Date:
Aug. 20. 1996

Source of Estimate: 0 preliminary
□ based ON DESIGN □ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date:
Fall 1996

Project Completion Date:
Fall 1997

a.U
J

Q

WTMENT Priority:
2

Prepared eiy:
Robin Smoot

Project Estimates PRK«Ye/«tS 1997-96 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 BEYOND20021 Total

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other

Total
Funding Source:

Fund Balance-Capital Reserve 
Grants
G. 0. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

$17,000
100,000

20,000

$70,000

14,000

$17,000
170,000

34,000

$137,000 $84,000 $221,000

$137,000 $84,000 $221,000

$137,000 $84,000 $221,000

Project Description/Justification: Annual Operating Budget Impact

Metro will extend the tipping floor on the commercial side of the transfer station by 2,500 sq. 
ft. This will provide space for the operator to recover dry wood waste processing. Recovery 
of wood and yard debris will reduce the system cost for waste disposal. This will also 
increase the capacity for commercial users. This is the consultant’s estimate from the 
conceptual design. Without this extension there is not sufficient space to store and

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

process the wood and yard debris being delivered to the facility. Net Operating Costs Not available*
Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A

* Savings from avoided cost will more than offset any increase in operating expenses. The
First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

facility Operations Contractor will be responsible for increases in operating expenses.
Operating budget impact will be assessed before project is initiated. Fund(s): Solid Waste Revenue, General Acct.
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PROJECT title:
Project Detail

Metro South - Sewer Improvements

Type of Project:
□ New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division:
Regional Environmental Management Department 
Engineering and Analysis 

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation 
□ Revision ________

Prepared by:

Date:
Aug. 20, 1996

Source of Estimate:
□ BASED ON DESIGI

Department Priority:
D DOCUMENTS

Prior Years 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 Beyond2002 Total

$12,000
120,000

24,000

$12,000
120,000

. 24,000

$156,000 $156,000

$156,000 $156,000

$156,000 $156,000

Project Estimates 
Capital Cost:

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

Total

Fundino Source:
Fund Balance-Renew/Replace

Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

Annual Operating Budget Impact

This project includes repiadng the current 4” sewer main with larger pipe and the main sewer 
lift station with a hewer and larger tank. These improvements will update the sewer system to 
prevent overflows and reduce operating cost. This includes 2,000 feet of new pipe and 
trenching, new pumps and a 2,000 gallon lift station. The department will assess the 
operating budget impact and will include the project in a master facility plan.

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Operating Costs N/A

It4^4-^ 0^1 ifk rtrrwktn Inn larno fnrfhp riirrpnt <^PWPr SVStsm. Th6 tfUCk W3Sh, Renewal & Replacement Contribution Not available

compactor addition and the hazardous waste building have been added since the original 
building was built. They all contribute to increased sewer flow. First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1999-2000

The current lift station has flooded several times in the past few yearn. These improvernents 
will prevent overflows. Increased pips sizes will also improve pumping efficiency, reducing 
operating costs.

Fund(s): solid waste Revenue, Ren. & Replace. Acct.



Project DETAIL
PROJECT TITLE: METRO SOUTH - PUBLIC UNLOADING AREA

Type of Project:
B New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Dmsion:
Regional Environmental Management Department 
Engineering and Analysis

Type of Request:
El Initial □ Continuation 
□ Revision

Date:
Aug. 20. 1996

Source of Estimate:
□ BASED ON DESIGN

0 PRELIMINARY 
□ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date:
Fall 1996

Project Completion Date:
Fall 1997

Department Priority:
3

Prepared by:
Robin Smoot

Project Estimates Prior Years 1997-95 111998199111 li;999l2O0li «200Qi0111 2001-02 Beyond 2002 Total

Capital Cost;
Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering 
Construction

$36,700
105,000

$15,800
420,000

$52,500
525,000

Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% for Art
Other

21,000
1,000

84,000
4,200

105,000
5,200

Total $163,700 $524,000 $687,700
Funding Source:

Fund Balance-Capital Reserve $163,700 $524,000 $687,700
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $163,700 . $524,000 $687,700

Project Description/Justification: ‘Annual Operating Budget Impact

This project includes construction of a public waste unloading area and a recycling drop-off Personal Services Costs

area near the current truck wash. This project wili need to be coordinated with reiocating the Materials & Svcs. Costs

H2W facility and the truck wash. This project wili also impact traffic improvements. Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs

This project will help separate public from commercial activities, therefore reducing 
commercial queuing time and increasing public and commercial capacity. This project will 
also allow the current public area to be used for material recovery. Metro has always sought 
ways to improve material recovery. This project must be complete to do the material recovery 
project. This project is still in its conceptual phase and options are still being considered.

(Revenues)
Net Operating Costs Not available

Renewals Replacement Contribution N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99
This is the consultant’s estimate from the conceptual design.

Changes to the operating cost wiil be negotiated with the operations contractor. Fund(s): Solid Waste Revenue, General Acer.
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Project Detail
PROJECT title: Metro South - Replace Fire Sprinklers in Main Building

Type of Project:
□ New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division:
Regional Environmental Management Department 
Engineering AND Analysis 

Type of Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation 
□ Revision 

Date:
Aug. 20, 1996

Source of Estimate: 0 preliminary Project Start Date: Project Completion Date: Department Priority:
4

Prepared by:
Robin Smoot

uUUWUMCNId

pRWii*lfEWil 1997-98 iPi1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 2001412 Beyond2002 Total

$10,000

6,000
40,000

$186,000
$10,000
186,000

6,000
40,000

$56,000 $186,000 $242,000

$56,000 $186,000 $242,000

$56,000 $186,000 $242,000

Project Estimates
Capital Cost:

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

Total

Funding Source:
Fund Balance- Renew/Replace
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

Annual Operating Budget Impact
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Operating Costs 
Renewal & Replacement Contribution

None
N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1999-2000

Fund(s): Solid Waste Revenue, Ren. & Replace. Acct.

Project Description/Justification:

The existing fire sprinkler system is beginning to show signs of deterioration. Replacement is 
expected to occur in January 1999.



Project Detail
PROJECT title: Metro South and Metro Central - Computer Network

Type OF Project:
□ New □ Expansion El Replacement

Department/Division:
Regional Environmental Management Department 
Environmental Services

Type OF Request:
El Initial □ Continuation 
□ Revision 

Date:
August 20. 1996

Source of Estimate: El preliminary Project Start Date:

PROJECT Estimates 
Capital Cost:

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% for Art 
Other

Total
Funding Source:

Fund Balance - Renew/Replace 
. Grants 
G. O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Other

Total

Project Completion Date: Department Priority:
5

Prepared by:
Robin Smoot

1999-97 1997-99 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 200i;mi ilBEYdNO 2002 Total

$120,000 $120,000

$120,000 $120,000

$120,000 $120,000

$120,000 $120,000

Project Description/Justification:
Purchase of computer networking hardware to replace existing equipment, which is located 
in a harsh environment. Life expectancy of PC equipment is normally 3-5 years; this project 
would allow for system-wide replacement after five years of use of current equipment.

Annual Operating Budget Impact
Personal Services Costs 
Materials & Svcs. Costs 
Capital Outlay Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Operating Costs 
renewal & replacement Contribution

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation:

$0
$10,000

2000-2001

Fund(s): Solid Waste Revenue, Ren. & Replace. Acct.
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Project Detail
PROJECT title: Metro South - Compactor Replacement

Type OF Project:
□ New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division:
Regional Environmental Management Department 
Engineering AND Analysis •

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation 
□ Revision__________

Department Priority

Date:
Aug. 20. 1996

Source of Estimate:
□ BASED ON DESIGN

0 PRELIMINARY Project Start Date: Project Completion Date: Prepared by:
Robin Smoot

Project Estwiates 
Capital Cost:

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

Total

Funding Source:
Fund Balance- Renew/Replace
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

D documents
Prior Years 1997-ga 1998-99 1999-2000 200CPli sTotAi

$15,000
750.000
150,000

$15,000
750,000
150,000

$30,000
1,500,000

300.000

$915,000 $915,000 $1,830,000

$915,000 $915,000 $1,830,000

$915,000 $915,000 $1,830,000

Project Description/Justification:
Replace the SSI compactors at Metro South and Metro Central. The compactors were 
installed in 1991 and were expected to have a 20-year life; however, these units were early 
models and have received heavy use. Preliminary analysis indicates that replacement in 
2000and 2001 would be more economical than repair. This project will be included in a 
master facility plan for the transfer station. The department will evaluate fully reasons for 
shorter than expected useful life.

Annual Operating Budget Impact
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Operating Costs $0
Renewal & Replacement Contribution $91,500

These costs are estimated from the renewal and replacement report wth 20% for contingency 
and 2% for construction/installation. Renewal and replacement contribution is based upon
a 20-year useful life.

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 2001-2002

Fund(s): Solid Waste Revenue, Ren. & Replace. Acct.



Project Detail

PROJECT title: Metro South - Relocate H2W

Source of Estimate: 0 preliminary Project Start Date: Project Completion Date: Department Priority: Prepared by:
□ based on design □ actual bid documents Fall 1996 Fall 1998 6 Robin Smoot

Type OF Project:
0 New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division:
Regional Environmental Management 
Engineering and Analysis

Type of Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation 
□ Revision

Date:
Aug. 20, 1996

Project Estimates 
Capital Cost:

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

Total
Funding Source:

Fund Balance-Capital Reserve
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

Prior Years 1997.98 1998^99 1999.2000 iiiiioiiii 2001-02 iiieiliiii Tiiii

$110,000 $27,500
1,100,000

220,000

$275,000

55,000

$137,500
1,375,000

275,000

$110,000 $1,347,500 $330,000 $1,787,500

$110,000 $1,347,500 $330,000 $1,787,500

$110,000 $1,347,500 $330,000 $1,787,500

Project Description/Justification: The existing H2W building was severely damaged by the Annual Operating Budget Impact

1996 flood. The repair costs exceeded $250,000, which does not include the cost of lost 
supplies and the increased operating cost while the facility was out of service. The DEQ and 
Oregon City have expressed their desire to see this facility relocated to a site above the 100 
year flood plain. Because of heavy use, the current facility is no longer large enough to store 
and process all the material received in the best manner possible. There is no space to

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

expand the current building, therefore a new building would have to be located on a different Net Operating Costs N/A
area of the site or on another property. If relocated on-site, the current H2W facility could be Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A
used for a public recycling drop off. This request reflects building at a different location 
on-site. Options for size and layout are still being considered. Other properties are also 
being considered. This project is still in its conceptual phase, therefore, detailed cost

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1999-2000

analysis / option comparisons haven't been done. Because on-site options will impact traffic 
and public unloading improvements, project feasibility needs to be assessed soon. Evalua­
tion of household hazardous waste programs should be completed before project is initiated. 
Project will be included in master facility plan for the transfer station.

Fund(s): Solid Waste Revenue, General Acct.
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Project Detail

PROJECT title: Metro South - Material Recovery

Type OF Project:
0 New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division:
Regional Environmental Mgmt. / Engineering and Analysis

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation 
□ Revision

Date:
Aug. 20, 1996

Source of Estimate: 0 preliminary Project Start Date: Project Completion Date:
Fall 1998

Department Priority:
7

Prepared by:
Robin Smoot, x1689

PROJECT Estimates 
Capital Cost:

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

Total
Funding Source

Fund Balance-Capital Reserve
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

PworYear^ 1997-98 1995*99 1999-2900 2000-01 2001*02 Beyond2002 Total

$16,300
10,400

150,000
28,800

. $2,600

7,200

$16,300
13,000

150,000
36,000

$205,500 $9,800 $215,300

$205,500 $9,800 $215,300

$205,500 $9,800 $215,300

Project Description/Justification: Annual Operating Budget Impact

Construct push walls, install conveyors and access ways to facilitate material recovery from 
commercial waste. This project would be dependent on building a new public unloading area. 
This project will be further evaluated after the impact of planned Material Recovery Facilities 
is better understood. This is the consultant’s estimate from the conceptual design. Metro 
could increase recycling and diversion of non putrescible waste at Metro South by 
constructing and operating a material recovery area. This could reduce the system cost for 
disposal. This will also help Metro to achieve Regional recycling goals and operating cost will 
be offset by the avoided cost of disposal. This project will be included in a master facility 
plan for the transfer station. Savings from avoided cost will more than offset any increase in 
operating expenses. The facility Operations Contractor will be responsible for increases in 
operating expenses. The department will asses the operating budget impact before project 
initiation. Metro should increase the renewal and replacement contribution to 20% of 
equipment cost.

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Operating Costs Not available
Renewals Replacement Contribution $30,000

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1999-2000

Fund(s): Solid Waste Revenue, General Acct.



Project Detail

PROJECT title: Metro South & Metro Central - Video Surveillance System

Source OF Estimate: 0 PRELIMINARY Project Start Date: Project Completion Date: Department Priority: Prepared by:
□ BASED ON DESIGN □ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS Fall 1997 Spring 1998 8 Robin Smoot

Type of Project:
0 New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division:
Regional Environmental Management Department 
Environmental Services

Type OF Request:'
0 Initial □ Continuation 
□ Revision

Date:
Aug. 20, 1996

1990-97 1997-90 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 BEYOND 2002 Total

$5,000
5,000

50,000

$5,000
5,000

50,000

$60,000 $60,000

$60,000 $60,000

$60,000 $60,000

PROJECT estimates

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

Total

Funding Source;
Fund Balance-Capital Reserve
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

Project Description/Justification: Annual Operating Budgt Impact

For system design, purchase, and installation of a real-time video surveillance system. 
Placements of cameras in all tipping areas, wash racks, scalehouses and processing areas. 
System would be accessible from any PC on site and in the headquarters building, allowing 
monitoring of activities, transactions, etc. This project will be included in a master 
facility plan for the transfer station.

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs ''
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Operating Costs Not available
Renewal and Replacement set-aside is based upon a 5-year useful life. Renewal and Replacement Contrbution $10,000

First Full Fiscal Year op Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): Soud Waste Revenue, General Acct.
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Project Detail

PROJECT title: Metro South - Office Space Addition

Type OF Project:
0 New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division:
Regional Environmental Management Department 
Engineering AND Analysis •

Type of Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation 
□ Revision

Date:
Aug. 20. 1996

Source of Estimate: 0 preliminary Project Start Date:
SuiuWER 1997

Project Completion Date:
Spring 1998

Department Priority:
9

Prepared by:
Robin Smoot

Project Estimates 1937-98 1998-99 1939-2009 2009-91 2001-02 BEVOND2002 Total

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering 
Construction

$4,000
40,000

$4,000
40,000

Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other

8,000 -
8,000

Total $52,000 $52,000

Funding Source:
Fund Balance-Capital Reserve $52,000 $52,000
Grants
G. 0. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $52,000 $52,000

Project Description/Justification:
Add office space to the facility to accommodate a work station for staff to work on projects. 
Also provides additional space for record and file storage. Approximately 400 square feet will 
be added. Currently boxes of files are stored in the control room. The control room could be 
better used as a meeting and training room without all the files. The above costs are based 
upon using trailer or modular building space. Internal control and safety issues with regard 
to storage of records will be assessed and project \will be included in a master 
facility plan for the transfer station.

Annual Operating Budget Impact

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Operating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contribution

$500

$500
N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): Solid Waste Revenue, General Acer.



PROJECT
Project Detail

title: Metro South - Public Recycling Drop-Off

Type OF Project:
0 New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division:
Regional Environmental Management Department 
Engineering and Analysis

Type OF Request: 
0 Initial DConi 
□ Revision

riNUATION
Date:

Aug. 20. 1996

Source of Estimate: 0 preliminary
□ based on design □ actual bid documents

Project Start Date:
Fall 1999

Project Completion Date:
Fall 2000

Department Priority:
10

Prepared by:
Robin Smoot

Project Estimates

CartalCost:
Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

Total

Funding Source:
Fund Balance-Cartal Reserve
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

Prior
Years

1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 Beyond2002 Total

$21,800
118,000
21,800

$100,000
21,800

$21,800
218,000

43,600

1,200 1,000 2,200

$162,800 $122,800 $285,600

$162,800 $122,800 $285,600

$162,800 $122,800 $285,600

Project Description/Justification: Annual Operating Budget Impact

Public recycling is currently done in the unloading area of the public side of the transfer 
station.The public must weigh on the scales twice if they do not want the weight of their 
recyclable items included in there disposal charge. This project would separate recycling 
from disposal so that the public could drop off recyclable items before weighing at the scale. 
This project is stiil in its conceptual phase and no alternative costs are availabie. This is the 
consuitant’s estimate from the conceptual design. The department will assess operating 
budget impact and include the project in a master facility plan. This project will require 
the relocation of the H2W facility. It will also impact the final design of the public 
unloading area and traffic improvements.

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Operating Costs Not availabie
Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 2001-2002

1

Fund(s): Soud Waste Revenue, General Acct.

Regional Environmental Management Department Project Detail 79



Regional Environmental Management Department Project Detail 80

Project Detail

PROJECT title: Metro South - Groundwater Recovery Modifications

Type OF Project:
0 New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division:
Regional Environmental Management Department 

'Engineering AND Analysis 

Type OF Request:
0 Initial o Continuation 
□ Revision

Department Priority:

Date:
Aug. 20, 1996

Source of Estimate: 0 preliminary Project Start Date:

Project EsTimai«& 
Capital Cost:

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

Total

Fii^iNG Source:
Fund Balance 
Grants .
G. O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds 
Capital Reserve/Op. Revenue 

Total

Project Completion Date: Prepared by:
Robin Smoot

D DOCUMENTS
PRIOR Years 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 8EYORO2002 Total

$10,000
100,000

20,000

$10,000
100,000

20,000

$130,000 $130,000

$130,000

c

$130,000
$130,000 $130,000

Project Description/Justification:
This project would separate the groundwater collection system under the compactors from the 
sewer system. This project would include concrete cutting and patching, the addition of a wet 
well, pumps and piping. The project vwll be coordinated with the SSI Compactor
Replacement and included in a master facility plan for the transfer station.

Annual Operating Budget Impact

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

This is an order of magnitude estimate. Renewal and replacement costs have not yet been 
considered. The department will assess operating budget impact before project initiation.

Net Operating Costs Not available
Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 2001-2002

Fund(s): Solid waste Revenue, General Acct.



Project Detail
PROJECT title: Metro Central - Replace MSW #1 Processing Line

Type OF Project:
□ New O Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division:
Regional Environmental Management 
Engineering and Analysis

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation 
□ Revision .

Date:
August 20,1996

Source of Estimate:
□ BASED ON DESIG^

0 PRELIMINARY Project Start Date: Project Completion Date: Department Priority:
2

Prepared by:
Robin Smoot

Project Estimates 
Capital Cost:

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

Total

Funding Source:
Fund Balance- Renew/Replace
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

PR)«»^ Years 1997-96 1998199? 1999-ZOOO 1:12900-01 2001-02 IBEYONO2002 Total

$36,000
360,000
72,000

$36,000
360,000

72,000

$36,00
360,00

72,00

■

$108,000
1,080,000 

216,000

$468,000 $468,000 $468.00 $1.404.000

$468,000 $468,000 $468,00 $1.404,000

$468,000 $468,000 $468,00 $1,404,000

Annual Operating Budget Impact

Metro’s inventory of assets shows this equipment being replaced in 1999. Staff believes 
that this can be replaced over a three-year period. This project will be included in a master 
plan for the transfer station.

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Operating Costs $0
Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 2000-2001

Fund(s): Solid Waste Revenue, Renewals Replacement Acct.
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Project Detail
PROJECT title: Metro Central - Dry Waste Projects

Type OF Project:
□ New 0 Expansion □ Replacement

DEPARTMENT/DlVIS10N:r
Regional Environmental Management 
Engineering AND Analysis 

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation 
□ Revision

Prepared by:

Date:
Aug. 20. 1996

Source of Estimate:
□ BASED ON design

0 PRELIMINARY Project Start Date: Project Completion Date: Department Priority
4 Robin Smoot

PROJECT ESTWAtES 
Capital Cost:

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

Total

Funding Source:
Fund Balance-Capital Reserve
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

D DOCUMENTS

Prior YiSiiPj !igii99Tlagii? 111:998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 BEYOND2002 TOTAL

$20,000
$200,000

40,000 •

$20,000
200,000
40,000

$20,000 $240,000 $260,000

$20,000 $240,000 $260,000

$20,000 $240,000 $260,000

Project Description/Justification:
Push wall, conveyors and a dust suppression system are being considered for the diy waste 
recovery system at Metro Central. This process line has proven to be successful. 
Improvements to the system could increase the storage capacity and processing rate for dry 
waste.

Annual Operating Budget Impact
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capttal Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

There will be additional costs to maintain new mechanical equipment and increases to the 
renewai and repiacement account, but these would be offset by savings from the avoided 
cost to dispose of the dry waste. This is an order of magnitude estimate. Refined estimates 
wiil be deveiop before push walls and conveyors are installed.

Net Operating Costs Not available*
Renewals Replacement Contribution N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

* Savings from avoided cost wiil more than offset any increase in operating expenses. The 
faciiity Operations Contractor wiil be responsible for increases in operating expenses. Fund(s): Solid Waste Revenue, General Acct.



PROJECT Detail

PROJECT title: Metro Central - Storage and Training Rooms

Type OF Project:
B New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division:
Regional Environmental Management 
Engineering and Analysis

Type of Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation 
□ Revision

Date:
Aug. 20, 1996

Source of Estimate: 0 preliminary Project Start Date: Project Completion Date:
Suh/wer 1997

Department Priority:
5

Prepared by:
Robin Smoot

Pri^IY earSII 1997-98 1998^9 1999-2000 *200015111; 112001-02 Beyond2002 Total,

$12,300
100,000

20,000
500

$23,000

4,600
200

$12,300
123,000

24,600
700

$132,800 $27,800 $160,600

$132,800 $27,800 $160,600

$132,800 $27,800 $160,600

Project Estimate?
Capital Cost:

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art*
Other

Total
FuiffllNG Source:

Fund Balance-Capital Reserve
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

Project Description/Justihcation:
Metro Central needs a room to meet with visitors and train employees. The facility also 
needs additional storage room for spare parts and tools. This project will provide2,000 
square feet for both training and storage. The cost is estimated at approximately 80 
dollars per square foot. The training room will be 1,000 sq. ft. to provide space for 30 
people and special equipment. The storage area will be 1,000 sq. ft. for tools and spare 
parts. The department will consider the project as a part of a master facility plan for the 
transfer station.

Based upon one-half of construction costs to reflect space allocated for general 
public use.________________________ ______________________ •

Annual Operating Budget Impact

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Operating Costs
Renewal & Replacement Contribution

$1,000

$1,000
N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-1999

Fund(s): Solid Waste Revenue, General Acct.
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Project Detail

PROJECT title: Metro Central -Woodline

Type of Project:
□ New □ Expansion BI Replacement

Department/Division:
Regional Environmental Management 
Engineering and Analysis

Type of Request:
□ Initial □ Continuation
□ Revision 

Date:
Aug. 20, 1996

Source of Estimate: □ PRELIMINARY Project Start Date: Project Completion Date: Department Priority:
7

Prepared by:
Robin Smoot

Project Estimates 
Capital Cost:

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

Total

Funding Source:
Fund Balance - Renew/Replace
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

F^loft Years 1997*98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000*91 2091*02 Beyond 200211

$100,000
$500,000

100,000
$500,000

100,000

$100,000
1,000,000 

200,000

$100,000 $600,000 $600,000 $1,300,000

$100,000 $600,000 $600,000 $1,300,000

$100,000 $600,000 $600,000 $1,300,000

Annual Operating Budget Impact

Metro’s inventory, of assets shows this equipment being replaced in 1997, but Staff believes 
that the work can wait until 2001. The inventory of major capital assets has been updated to 
reflect the year 2001 replacement. The project w/ill be included in a master facility plan 
for the station.

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Operating Costs $0

Renewal and Replacement contribution is based upon a 20-year useful life. Renewal & Replacement Contribution $65,000

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 2002-2003

- Fund(s): Solid Waste Revenue, Ren. & Replace. Acct

<1



Regional Parks 

and Greenspaces 

Department

Fourteen of the 
department's 21 
capital project 
requests are 
included in the CIP

The Regional Parks & Greenspaces Department, which 
maintains Metro’s regional system of interconnected 
natural areas, parks, trails and greenways, submitted 
21 capital project requests. The Executive Officer 
included the 14 projects listed in the summary table 
below in the proposed CIP and placed 6 other projects 
on the department’s List of Unfunded Projects. The 
remaining project. Regional Parks General Deferred 
Maintenance, although deemed essential by the Execu­
tive Officer, did not qualify as a capital project.

The two largest projects included in the plan are the 
Open Spaces acquisitions previously approved by the 
Council and financed with general obligation bonds 
authorized by the voters in the 1995 spring election. 
These acquisitions comprise over 81 percent of the 
nearly $155.6 million in capital expenditures proposed 
by the Executive Officer. In addition, 11 of the 12 
other projects are financed in large part with the Local 
Share of these Open Spaces bonds. Projects which 
represent new construction or acquisitions are financed 
entirely from bond proceeds or other sources restricted 
for specific purposes. Many of the projects will be 
refined as master plans for their respective sites are 
completed.

The Oxbow Park project and the two Smith and Bybee 
Lakes projects would be financed in part from trust 
fund balance. The projections for the Smith and Bybee 
Lakes Trust Fund and the Regional Parks Trust Fund,

shown below and from which these projects would be 
financed, are based upon the following major assump­
tions:

♦ Personal services will increase by 1996-97 pay 
plan percentages each year and seasonal 
employee pay will increase 10 percent every 3 
years

♦ Materials and services will increase 3 percent 
each year and central service transfers will 
increase 5 percent each year

♦ Interest accures on fund balance at 5.5 percent 
per year

These projections show that sufficient fund balance is 
available to finance these projects.

The six projects which were placed on the 
department’s List of Unfunded Projects either were 
not fully defined or did not identify viable funding 
sources. Three of the projects identified excise tax as 
a potential funding source but given higher priority 
needs and the lack of precedent for such funding the 
Executive Officer believed those projects could not 
effectively compete for limited excise tax resources at 
this time.
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Capital Projects Summary
Regional Parks & Expo Fund Prior Years 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 Total 1 Funding Source

Ancient Forest Preserve
$13,300 $93,400 $55,100 $161,800

$150,000 G.O. Bonds
$11,800 Other

Blue Lake Park
41.000 164,000 205,000 $205,000 G.O. Bonds

100,000 100.000 200,000 $200,000 G.O. Bonds
Burlington/Sauvie Island

150,000 150,000
$100,000 Grants
$50,000 G.O. Bonds

M. James Gleason
750,000 750,000

$660,000 Grants
$90,000 G.O. Bonds

Howell Territorial Park
55,000 220,000 275.000 $275,000 G.O. Bonds

Multnomah County
600.000 300,000 900,000 $900,000 G.O. Bonds

Oxbow Park
192.300 769,000 961,300

$185,000 Trust Fund Balance *
$776,300 G.O. Bonds

Oxbow Park
460,300 460,300 $460,300 G.O. Bonds

Springwater Corridor
50.000 200.000 250.000 $460,300 G.O. Bonds

Totals S804J00 $1,254,700 $2,254,400 $4J13,400

Regional Parks Trust Fund c.

Open Spaces Fund Prior Years 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 Total Funding Source

38.000.000 25.000.000 25.000.000 25.000.000 12.827,300 125.827.300
• $125,427,300 G.O. Bonds

$400,000 Other

18.000,000 6.000.000 1.000,000 25.000,000 $25,000,000 G.O. Bonds

Totals $56,000,000 $31,000,000 $26,000,000 $25,000,000 $12,827,300 $150,827,300

Smith & Bybee Trust Fund Prior Years 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 Total Funding Source

Smith and Bybee Lakes
2.500 10.500 105,000 50.000 168.000

$6,000 Trust Fund Balance
$162,000 Portland Local Share

Smith and Bybee Lakes
37,000 287.500 16,000 340.500

$70,500 Trust Fund Balance 
$270,000 Port Mitigation

Totals $39,500 $298,000 $121,000 $50,000 $508,500

IHegional Parks and I 1 $28,375,400 $25,050,000 1 $12,827,300 | $155,649,200



Fund Balance Available for Capital Projects
as of October 21,1996

1996-97 Projections
TrastFund Adopted Adjusted 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02

Estimated Beginning Fund Balance $336,411 $342,158 $366,273 $381,798 $398,176 $415,456 $433,686

Projected Operating Revenues $28,921 $28,921 $20,145 $20,998 $21,900 $22,850 $23,853

Less Operating Expenditures ($34,806) ($4,806) ($4,620) ($4,620) ($4,620) ($4,620) ($4,620)

Less Required Reserves
Operating Reserve 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Required Reserves 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fund Balance Available for CIP $330,526 $366,273 $381,798 $398,176 $415,456 $433,686 $452,919

Proposed Capital Projects 0 0 (37,000) (148,000) .0 0 0

Fund Balance After CIP $330,526 $366,273 $344,798 $250,176 $415,456 $433,686 $452,919

Smith and Bybee Lakes 1996-97 Projections

Trust Fund Adopted Adjusted 1997-98 1998-99 1999-00 2000-01 2001-02

Estimated Beginning Fund Balance $2,831,734 $3,432,587 $3,190,088 $3,110,608 $3,016,604 $2,906,822 $2,779,918

Projected Operating Revenues $213,466 $213,466 $190,455 $186,083 $180,913 $174,875 $167,895

Less Operating Expenditures ($455,965) ($455,965) ($269,935) ($280,086) ($290,695) ($301,779) ($313,363)

Less Required Reserves
Operating Reserve 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total Required Reserves 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Fund Balance Available for CIP $2,589,235 $3,190,088 $3,110,608 $3,016,604 $2,906,822 $2,779,918 $2,634,450

Proposed Capital Projects 0 (17,000) (38,500) (21,000) 0 0 0

Fund Balance After CIP $2,589,235 $3,173,088 $3,072,108 $2,995,604 $2,906,822 $2,779,918 $2,634,450
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Project Detail

Project Title: Oxbow Park’s Deferred Maintenance

Type OF Project:
□ New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division
Regional Parks & Greenspaces Department 
Operations & Maintenance Division

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Sept. 6,1996

Source of Estimate: 0PRELIMINARY Project Start Date 
July 1998

Project Completion Date
June 1999

Department Priority
1

Prepared BY
Dan Kromer

1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-0Tii :? 2001.02 Beycmd 2002 Total

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering 
Construction $457,000 $457,000
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art*
Other

3,300 3,300

Total $460,300 $460,300

Funding Source:
Fund Balance
Grants (state marine board)
G. O. Bonds (open spaces) 
Revenue Bonds
Other

$460,300 $460,300

Total $460,300 $460,300

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs (.1 fte) $4,600
Materials & Svcs. Costs (1% of cost) $4,600
Capital Outlay Costs (inittal-equip.)
Other Costs
(Revenues-userfees) ($5,000)

Net Annual Operating Costs $4,200
Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A

First Full Fiscal Year OF Operation: 1999-2000

Fund(s); Parks and Expo Fund

Project Description/Justification:
This project was identified by the March 1996 department Needs Assessment. The funding 
for this project will come from Multnomah County’s local share money of the Open Spaces 
bond measure. Project may be administered by department’s Planning and Capital 
Development division. Included in the project is the replacement of 3 group camp shelters 
and a group picnic area shelter. The largest portion of the project ($333,700) involves the 
upgrading and improvement of the water system. Costs and project will be further refined 
upon completion of the Oxbow Master Plan.

Based on cost of shelters.



Project Detail

Project Title: M. James Gleason Boat Ramp Renovation

Type of Project:
□ New □ Expansion El Replacement

Department/Division
Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department 
Operations & Maintenance Division

Type of Request:
El Inttial □ Continuation

Date
Sept. 6, 1996

Source of Estimate:
□ BASED ON DESIGN

El preliminary 
□ actual bid documents

Project Start Date 
July 1998

Project Completion Date 
June 1999

Department Priority 
3

Prepared by
Dan Kromer

Project Estimates Prior Years 1997-98 1998199 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02! iBEyoND 2002; Total

Capital Cost:

$742,500

7,500

$742,500

7,500

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other

Total $750,000 $750,000
Funding Source:

$660,000 
$ 90,000

$660,000 
$ 90,000

Fund Balance
Grants (state marine board)
G. 0. Bonds (open spaces) 
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $750,000 > $750,000

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs (.5 fte) $22,900
Materials & Svcs. Costs (3% of cost) 22,500
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs
(Revenues-increase in user fees) ($25,000)

Net Annual Operating Costs $20,400
Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1999-2000

Fund(s): Parks and Expo Fund

Project Description/Justification:
This project is for a complete facility upgrade and renovation. The project is contingent upon 
receipt of $660,000 from the Oregon State Marine Board which has committed verbally to this 
project. The $90,000 local match for this project will come from Multnomah County’s local 
money from the Open Spaces bond measure. This project was identified by the March 1996 
department Needs Assessment and may be administered by the department’s Planning and 
Capital Development division. Costs may be refined once the Master Plan for the Columbia 
River Management unit is completed.
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Project Title:
Project Detail

Burlington/Sauvie Island Boat Ramp Renovation

Type OF Project:
□ New □ Expansion 0 Replacement

Department/Division
Regional Parks & Greenspaces Department 
Operations & Maintenance Division

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Sept. 27. 1996

Source of Estimate: 0 preliminary
□ BASED on design □ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS
Project Estimates

Project Start Date
July 1998

Project Completion Date
June 1999

Department Priority
4____

2001*02

Prepared by
Dan Kromer 

TotaiI
Prior Years 1997108 1998-99?;?! 1999-2000 2000-01 Beyond 2002

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other

$148,500

1,500

$148,000

1,500

Total $150,000 $150,000

Funding Source:
Fund Balance
Grants (state marine board)
G. O. Bonds (open spaces) 
Revenue Bonds 
Other

Total

$100,000
50,000

$100,000
50,000

$150,000 $150,000

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs (.2fte) $9,200
Materials & Svcs. Costs (5% of cost) 7,500
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs
(Revenues-user fees) ($6,500)

Net Annual Operating Costs $10,200
Renewals Replacement Contribution N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1999-2000

fund(s): Parks and Expo Fund

Project Description/Justification:
This project is for a complete facility upgrade and renovation. The project is contingent upon 
receipt of $100,000 from the Oregon State Marine Board which has committed verbally to this 
project. The $50,000 local match for this project wiil come from Muitnomah County’s iocal 
share money from the Open Spaces bond measure. This project was identified by the March 
1996 department Needs Assessment. Project may be administered by the department’s 
Planning and Capital Development division, increase in operating costs are contingent on 
implementation of user fees.



Project Detail

Project Title: Burlington Bottom Improvements

Type OF Project:
0 New 0 Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Dmsion
Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department
Planning and Capital Development Division

Type of Request:
□ Initial 0 Continuation

Date
Sept. 11,1996

Source of Estimate: □ preuminary
□ based on design □ actual bid documents

Project Start Date
July 1, 1996

Project Completion Date
June 30, 1998

Department Priority
6

Prepared by
Patrick Lee

j! Project Estimates prior Years 1997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 BEyON02002 Total

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art 
Other-IGA $100,000

Total $100,000
$100,000 $200,000
$100,000 $200,000

Funding Source:
Fund Balance 
Grants
G. O. Bonds - Open Spaces
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

$100,000 $100,000 $200,000

$100,000 $100,000 $200,000

Project Descriptton/Justification: Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Trail and access improvements at Bonneville Power Administration’s (BPA) Personal Services Costs

Burlington Bottom wildlife refuge. Funds wiil be transferred to BPA/ODFW. The Materials & Svcs. Costs
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) manages the site for BPA. Capital Outlay Costs
Revenues from Multnomah County’s Local Share of Open Space bond revenues Other Costs - Landbanking

will support this project. There wiil be no operating budget impact for Metro. (Revenues)
Construction details will be addressed through an intergovernmental agreement to Net Annual Operating Costs $0
be negotiated this fiscal year. Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): Parks and Expo Fund
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Project Detail

Project Title: Springwater Corridor Trail Construction

Type OF Project:
B New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division
Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department 
Planning and Capital Development Division

Type OF Request:
□ Initial 0 Continuation

Date
Sept. 11.1996

Source of Estimate: 0 preliminary
□ based on design □ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date 
July 1996

Project Completion Date 
June 1998

Department Priority 
7

Prepared by
Patrick Lee

Project Estimates Prior Years 1997-98 1998-99 1999*2000 2000-01 2001-02 Beyond2002 Total

Capital Cost:

$50,000
$200,000

$50,000
$200,000

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% for Art
Otter

Total $50,000 $200,000 $250,000
Funding Source:

$50,000 $200,000 $250,000

Fund Balance
Grants
G. 0. Bonds - Open Spaces 
Revenue Bonds
Otter

Total $50,000 $200,000 $250,000

Project Description/Justification: Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Construction of 1.15 miles of the Springwater Corridor Traii from the Gresham city 
iimits to Rugg Road at the Clackamas County boundary. If funds allow, some 
trailhead improvements along the Corridor in Multnomah County could be built.
City of Portland owns the Corridor. Construction details to be addressed through an 
intergovernmental agreement to be negotiated this fiscai year. Revenues from

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Multnomah County’s Local Share of Open Space bond funds. Either City of Portland Net Annual Operating Costs $0
or City of Gresham wiii assume management responsibility. No operating budget impact for Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A
Metro.

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): parks and Expo Fund



Project Detail

Project Title: Ancient Forest Preserve Interior Trail and Parking

Type OF Project:
PI New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division
Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department 
Planning and Capital Development Division

Type OF Request:
□ Initial EI Continuation

Date
Oct. 3, 1996

Source of Estimate: 0 preliminary
□ based ON design 0 actual bid documents

Project Start Date
July 1996

Project Completion Date
June 1999

Department Priority 
^ 8A

Prepared BY
Patrick Lee

: Project Estimates Prior Years 1997-98 1998-9911 1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 Beyond 20021 iiiiilTtaiiiiiii
Capital Cost:

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency

$13,300
$92,500 $54,600

$13,300
147,100

1% FOR Art
Other

900 500 ... 1,400

Total $13,300 $93,400 $55,100 $161,800
Funding Source:

Fund Balance
Grants
G. 0. Bonds - Open Spaces 
Revenue Bonds

$13,300 $93,400 $43,300 $150,000

Other 11,800 11,800
Total $13,300 $93,400 $55,100 $161,800

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs 
Renewal & Replacement Contribution

$9,300
2,500

$11,800
N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1999-2000

Fund(s): Parks and Expo Fund

Project Description/Justification:
Phase I of public use improvements at the Ancient Forest Preserve north and west 
of Forest Park as articulated in the Master Plan adopted by Council June 1996. 
Facilities include construction of a trail within the 38-acre old growth stand and 
construction of a parking area.- Annual operating impact is pro-rated from Master Plan 
to reflect Phase 1 improvements only. Friends of Forest Park is the owner of the 
stand. Negotiations concerning assumption of management responsibility by 
Metro and possible transfer of title to Metro are under way. Friends of Forest Park 
will continue to partner in development and operations of the preserve.
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Project Detail

Project Title: Howell Territorial Park - Multnomah County Local Share

Type of Project:
0 New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division
RegionalParksandGreenspacesDepartment
Planning and Capital Development Division

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Oct. 3. 1996

Source of Estimate: 0 preliminary
□ based ON DESIGN □ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date
July 1997

Project Completion Date
June 1999

Dep/vrtment Priority 
9A

Prepared BY
Patrick Lee1i

EsfiMAiESiiiiiiliiitiiii^ Prior Years 1997-98 til 11998-99 1999-2000! 2000^1 2001-02 Beyond 2002# Total

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipivent/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% for Art
Other

Total

$55,000
$217,800

2,200

$55,000
$217,800

2,200

$55,000 $220,000 $275,000
Funding Source:

Fund Balance
Grants
G. O. Bonds - Open Spaces 
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

$55,000 $220,000 $275,000

$55,000 $220,000 $275,000

Project Descriptton/Justification: Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Public use improvements at Howell Territorial Park on Sauvie Island. A Master Plan Personal Services Costs - 0.25 FTE $11,500
is being prepared and will be considered by the Council this fiscal year. Master Plan Materials & Svcs. Costs - 2% of cost 8,100
will include proposed improvements, phasing, costs of operating and maintaining the Capital Outlay Costs - equipment 18,000
improved facility and potential revenue generation resulting from improvements. Other Costs

Facilities may include construction of new group picnic shelters, installation of all weather (Revenues) - user fees (4,000)
parking lot, and new rest rooms. Please refer to the April 1996 department Needs Net Annual Operating Costs $33,600
Assessment for individual breakdown of costs. Oregon Historical Society will continue Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A
to be a partner with the department in development and operations of the park. Master
Plan will likely result in changes in cost/revenue assumptions. First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1999-2000

Fund(s): Parks and Expo Fund



• •

Project Detail

PROJECT title: Oxbow Park - Multnomah County Local Share

Type OF Project:
0 New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division
Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department
Planning and Capital Development Division

Type OF Request:
0 Initial □ Continuation

Date
Oct. 3. 1996

Source OF Estimate: 0 preliminary
□ based ON DESIGN □ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date
July 1997

Project Complehon Date
June 1999

Department Priority
10A

Prepared by
Patrick Lee

iIPriorYeaRs.^/ 1997-98 iil99a^9i 1999-2000 20004>1 2001-02 Beyond 2002 liiiiidfAiiiii

Capital Cost:

$192,300
$765,700

3,300

$192,300
765,700

3,300

Plans a Studies
Land a Right-of-Way
Design a Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art*
Other

Total $192,300 $769,000 $961,300
Funding Source:

$37,000

155,300

$148,000

621,000

$185,000

776,300

Fund Balance - Parks Trust 
Grants
G. 0. Bonds - Open Spaces 
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $192,300 $769,000 $961,300

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs - 0.5 FTE $22,900
Materials a Svcs. Costs - 2% of cost 24,600
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs
(Revenues) - user fees (8,000)

Net Annual Operating Costs $39,500
Renewal a Replacement Contribution $25,000**

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1999-2000

Fund(s): Parks and Expo Fund

Project Description/Justification:
Public use improvements at Oxbow park, southeast of Troutdale. Master Plan Is 
being prepared and should be considered by Council this fiscal year. Master Plan 
will include proposed improvements, phasing, costs of operating and 
maintaining the improved facility and potential revenue generation resulting from 
improvements. Facilities may include electrical system Improvements and 
extension, irrigation facilities, new fuli service group picnic/camping facilities, road 
realignment, trail Improvements, construction of a nature/environmental education 
center, and various other amenities. Please refer to the April 1996 
department Needs Assessment for an individual breakdown of costs. Master Plan 
will likely result In changes in the costs/revenue assumptions.

* Assumes $325,000 of improvements will be eligible for 1% for Arts.
** Assumes 10% of $250,000 cost of irrigation and electrical equipment.
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. Project Detail

PROJECT title: Blue Lake Park - Eastside Wetlands Enhancement

Source of Estimate: 0 PRELIMINARY Project Start Date Project Completion Date Department Priority Prepared by
□ based on design □ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS July 1996 June 1998 11A Patrick Lee

Type of Project:
0 New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division
Regional parks and Greenspaces Department 
Planning and Capital Development Division

Type of Request:
□ Initial 0 Continuation

Date
Sept. 27. 1996

Project Estimates Prior Years 1997198 11998^9111 199922000 2000201 2001*02 iBi$iHii20oz Total

Capital Cost:

$41,000
$162,400

1,600

$41,000
$162,400

1,600

Plans & Studies .
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other

Total $41,000 $164,000 $205,000
Funding Source:

$41,000 $164,000 $205,000

Fund Balance
Grants
G. O. Bonds - Open Spaces 
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $41,000 $164,000 $205,000

Project Description/Justification:

Enhancement of wetlands located in the eastern portion of Blue Lake Regional Park.
Project will include public use improvements such as an access trail and sheltered 
observation platform to facilitate educational use and Interpretive signage. Project is 
funded through Multnomah County's local share of Open Spaces bond revenues. Operating 
costs calculated on a pro-rata basis (4.2%) of costs (^8,441).

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewals Replacement Contrbuton

$1,200

$1,200
N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

Fund(s): Parks and Expo Fund



Project Detail

Project Title: Multnomah County Local Share Acquisitions

Type OF Project:
El New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division
Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department
Planning and Capital Development Division

Type of Request:
□ Initial 0 Continuation

Date
Sept. 11,1996

Source of Estimate: 0 preuminary
□ based ON DESIGN □ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date
July 1995

Project Completion Date
June 1998

Department Priority
12

Prepared by
Patrick Lee

Project Estimates Prior Years 1997-98 1998-99 1999-200011; *2000-01 2001-02 Beyond 2002 Tot«1$
Capital Cost:

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art*
Other

$600,000 $300,000 $900,000

Total $600,000 $300,000 $900,000
Funding Source:

Fund Balance 
Grants
G. O. Bonds - Open Spaces
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total

$600,000 $300,000 $900,000

$600,000 $300,000 $900,000

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs - Landbanking 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contribution

$5,000

$5,000
N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

Fund{s): Parks and Expo Fund

Project Description/Justification:
Purchase of land in Multnomah County in the Whitaker Ponds, Tryon Creek and Johnson 
Creek watersheds. Whitaker Ponds is in northeast Portland near 47th Street; Tryon Creek is 
in the southwest Portland/Lake Oswego vicinity. Acquisitions in Johnson Creek would focus 
in the Gresham vicinity in order to protect a botanically unique tree species, the Hogan 
Cedar. Landbanking costs are estimaged at $83 per acre (estimated total of 60 acres). 
Long-term operations and maintenance may become the responsibility of local jurisdictions 
pending future discussions. Actual timing of expenditures is dependent on the willing seller 
feature of program.
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Project Detail

PROJECT title: Smith & Bybee Lakes
Dam Removal from Bybee Lake and Construction of Water Control Structure in N. Slough

Type OF Project:
0 New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division
Regional parks and Greenspaces Department
Planning & Capital Development Division

Type OF Request:
□ Initial 0 Continuation

Date
Oct. 2, 1996

Source of Estimate: □ preliminary
□ based ON DESIGN 0 ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date
July 1996

Project Completion Date
June 1999

Department Priority 
13A

Prepared by
PATRICK Lee

:::PTOJECT:EsTWWTES:ipiii^^ ipRIORYEARSt 1997.98 ill1998^99:«: ii1999i2000 20004)1 112001102*! |Beyono2002» Total

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies $20,000 $20,000
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering 16,000 16,000
Construction $287,500 287,500
Equipment/furnishings $16,000 16,000
Project Contingency
1% for Art
Other - Permits 1.000 1,000

Total $37,000 $287,500 $16,000 $340,500
Funding Source:

Fund Balance $17,000 $37,500 $16,000 $70,500
Grants
G. O. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other - Port Mitigation 20,000 250,000 270,000

Total $37,000 $287,500 $16,000 $340,500

Project Description/Justification: Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Since adoption of the Master Plan, a water control structure and pump have been proposed 
to enhance management for wildlife habitat. Biological and other studies recommend the 
removal of the present structure and construction of a water control stmcture in the North 
Slough to return the system to a tidal freshwater marsh. This is consistent with the goal 
statement in the Natural Resources Management Plan for Smith and Bybee Lakes. Structure

Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

not anticipated to increase operation costs. First priority for capital improvement is the Net Annual Operating Costs $0
water control structure. Capital expenditures from the Trust Fund would be limited so as Renewal & Replacement Contribution $1,600*
not to deplete the fund balance which generates interest to operate the facility. Thus, 
proposed construction spending schedule will be dependent on rate of attraction of outside 
revenues.

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1998-99

* Assumes 10% annual replacement cost for equipment.
Fund(s): Smith & Bybee Lakes Trust Fund



PROJECT Detail

PROJECT title: Smith and Bybee Lakes 
40-Mile Loop Trail on the Perimeter of the St. Johns Landfill

Type of Project:
0 New □ Expansion O Replacement

Department/Division
Regional parks and Greenspaces Department 
Planning and Capital Development Division

Type of Request:
□ Initial 0 Continuation

Date
Sept. 27,1996

Source of Estimate: 0 preliminary
□ BASED ON DESIGN □ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date
July 1996

Project Completion Date
June 2000

Department Priority
13B

Prepared by
Patrick Lee

PMdli^ESTIMATES Prior Years 1997-98 1998-99 W999?2000 2000-91 2001 02 Beyond 2002 TdtAiJIiii
Capital Cost:

Plans & Studies 
Land & Right-of-Way 
Design & Engineering 
Construction 
Equipment/furnishings 
Project Contingency 
1% FOR Art*
Other - Permits

$2,500

Total $2,500

$2,500

7,000

1,000

$99,000
5,000

1,000

$49,500

500

Funding Source:
$10,500 $105,000 $50,000

Fund Balance 
Grants 
G. O. Bonds 
Revenue Bonds
Other - Portland Local Share

Total
$2,500

$1,000

$9,500
$2,500 $10,500

$5,000

$100,000
$105,000

$50,000
$50,000

$5,000

7,000
148,500

5,000

1,500
1,000

$168,000

$6,000

$162,000
$168,000

Project Descriptton/Justtfication: Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Construction of improvements in the Smith and Bybee Lakes Natural Resources
Management area pursuant with the Recreation Master Piaii adopted by Council in 1992. 
Improvements are proposed to the trail system, landfill road access and parking. Capital 
expenditures from the Trust Fund would be limited so as not to deplete the fund balance 
which generates interest to operate the facility. Proposed construction spending will be 
dependent on receipt of funds through Portland Local Share or other outside revenues.

Personal Services Costs - .25 FTE
Materials & Svcs. Costs - 4% of cost 
Capital Outlay Costs - Equipment
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

$17,100
6,700
5,000

Net Annual Operating Costs $28,800
Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 2000-01

* Assumes all construction subject to 1% for Arts.
Fund(s): Smith and Bybee Lakes Trust fund

Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department Project Detail 99



Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department - Open Spaces Project Detail 100

Project Detail

PROJECT title: Open Spaces Local Share

Type OF Project:
0 New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division
Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department
Open Spaces Division

Type of Request:
□ Initial 0 Continuation

Date
Aug. 22, 1996

Source of Estimate: □ prel
□ BASED ON DESIGN □ ACTUAL BID

IMINARY
DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date Project Completion Date Department Priority I Prepared by
Jan. 1996 Jan. 1999 1 1 J iM Desmond

PripriYeaRsI :P|i-l997r98 1995099 1999-2000HI iizDooioiiii 1120014)2 BevoND2002 Total

$18,000,000 $6,000,000 $1,000,000 $25,000,000

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering 
Construction (Improvements) 
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other - IGA

Total $18,000,000 $6,000,000 $1,000,000 - $25,000,000
Funding Source:

$18,000,000 $6,000,000 $1,000,000 $25,000,000

Fund Balance
Grants
G. O. Bonds - Open Spaces 
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $18,000,000 $6,000,000 $1,000,000 $25,000,000

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contrbution
$0

N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1996-97

Fund(s): Open Spaces Fund

Project Descripdon/Justification:
The Open Spaces local share acquisition and park improvements program is governed by 
the bond measure and Implementation Work Plan. Overall policy directives'are also found 
in the Greenspaces Master Plan. The $135.6 million bond measure was established with 
$25 million set aside for the local share program. Metro has established IGAs with 26 
jurisdictions to cover transfer of local share bond funds. All IGAs to be completed in 3 years, 
the three-year projections listed above are estimated and subject to change due to such 
variables as how each jurisdiction proceeds with their local share program, willing sellers, 
market conditions, etc. Interest on the bond balance is not included in the local share 
program. Operating budgets are the responsibility of each jurisdiction. Multnomah County 
local share operating budget impact is included in the Parks Operations and Maintenance 
Project Details.



Project Detail

PROJECT title: Open Spaces Land Acquisition

Type OF Project:
B New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division
Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department
Open Spaces Division

Type OF Request:
□ Initial 0 Continuation

Date
Aug. 21, 1996

Source of Estimate: □ preliminary
□ based on design □ actual bid documents

Project Start Date
Jan. 1996

Project Completion Date
Jan. 2001

Department Priority
1A

Prepared by
Jim Desmond

Project Estimates Prior Years 997-98 1998-99 1999-2000 2000411111 ;2001|G2i! IBey6nd2D02 Total

Capital Cost:

$37,850,600

149,400

$24,900,400

99,600

$24,900,400

99,600

$24,900,400

99,600

$12,777,500

49,800

$125,329,300

498,000

Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering 
Construction (Stabilization) 
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% for Art
Other

Total $38,000,000 $25,000,000 $25,000,000 $25,000,000 $12,827,300 $125,827,300
Funding Source:

$37,600,000

400,000

$25,000,000 $25,000,000 $25,000,000 $12,827,300 $125,427,300

400,000

Fund Balance
Grants
G. O. Bonds - Open Spaces 
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $38,000,000 $25,000,000 $25,000,000 $25,000,000 $12,827,300 $125,827,300

Project DESCRipnoN/JusTiFicATioN:
The Open Spaces acquisition program is governed by the bond measure and implementation 
work plan. Overall policy directives are also found in the Greenspaces Master Plan. The 
$135.6 millon bond measure was established with $25 million set aside for the local share 
program. The remaining $110.6 million fund for regional projects is administered by 
Metro. The'five-year projections for the program listed above are estimated and subject 
to change due to variables such as willing sellers, market conditions, etc. Interest on the 
annual bond balance minus expenditures was estimated at 5%, but actual numbers are 
subject to change based on market rates and arbitrage limits. The operating budget impact 
is covered in the Parks Operations and Maintenance Project Detail.

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contrbution

N/A
N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1996-97

Fund(s): Open Spaces Fund
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Transportation
Department

The department's 
largest project, the 
TOD Revolving Plan, 
was authorized in the 
FY1996-97 budget

The Transportation Department, which is the metropoli­
tan planning organization for the region, submitted three 
capital requests. The Executive Officer included the Sun 
System Computer Replacement and Transit Oriented 
Development (TOD) Revolving Plan in his proposed 
CIP. The Community Roads and Bridges program was 
placed on the department’s List of Unfunded Projects 
until a source of funding could be secured. This pro­
gram, which would provide pass-through funds for local 
road and bridge construction projects within the region, 
may be proposed in a future CIP if a viable funding 
source can be identified.

Neither of the two capital projects included in the plan 
would be financed from fund balance. The Sun System

used for travel forecasting modeling is scheduled for 
replacement every three years and financed through a 
capital lease like Growth Management Services’ Hewlitt 
Packard Computer System. About 9 percent of the 
$812,000 requested for nearly two full lease cycles 
would need to be funded through the excise tax and 
therefore compete with other excise-tax funded capital 
and operating needs.

The TOD Revolving Fund was approved by the Council 
in the FY 1996-97 budget and will be initially financed 
through a federal grant. A second cycle of loans sched­
uled for FY 2000-01 would be financed from proceeds 
from the sale or lease of land purchased with the grant 
funds.

Capital Projects Summary
Planning Fund Prior Years 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 Total Funding Source

Sun Systems Computer
Replacement $160,000 $160,000 $160,000 $166,000 $166,000 $812,000

$738,920 Other 
$73,080 9% from Excise Tax

Transit Oriented Development
Regional Revolving Fund $2,675,000 1,800,000 4,475,000

$1,800,000 Land Sale Proceeds
$2,675,000 Grants

Totals $2,675,000 $160,000 $160,000 $160,000 $1,966,000 $166,000 $5,287,000

.iTransportation Department Totals | $2,675,000 | S160,000 | S160.000 | $160,000 | Sl,966,000 | S166,000 | $5.287.000l
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PROJECT title:
Project Detail

Sun System Computer Replacement

Type OF Project:
□ New □ Expansion B Replacement

Department/Division
Transportation Department 
Travel Forecasting

Type OF Request:
B Initial □ Continuation

Date
Sept. 30,1996

Source OF Estimate: . Bpreuminary 
□ based ON design □ actual bid documents

Project Start Date 
July 1997

Project Completion Date
June 2000*

Department Priority Prepared by
J. Kirk/K Rutkowski

? PRbjidr:EstjMAitiiiililii* Prior Years 1997-98 1998-99 1999^00011 iiiiooosOliii 112001102* iBEYOSe20021 Total

Capital Cost:
Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contingency
1% FOR Art
Other

Total

$160,000 $160,000 $160,000 $166,000 $166,000 $812,000

$160,000 $160,000 $160,000 $166,000 $166,000 $812,000
Funding Source:

Fund Balance
Grants
G. 0. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total
$160,000 $160,000 $160,000 $166,000 $166,000 $812,000
$160,000 $160,000 $160,000 $166,000 $166,000 $812,000

Project DEScRipnoN/JusriFicAnoN: Annual Operating Budget Impact:
This project calls for the replacement of computer equipment used by the Travel Forecasting Personal Services Costs

section of the Transportation Department for the development and application of travel Materials & Svcs. Costs

demand forecasting models. Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs

The financing mechanism for this project would be through a capital lease. Annual lease 
payments would be approximately $160,000 per year. Capital lease payments are allocated

(Revenues)
Net Annual Operating Costs $0

to users and individual projects (i e. grants, excise tax funds) through a computer billing Renewal & Replacement Contribution N/A
system. Approximately 9%, or $14,400 of the annual lease payments are funded with excise 
tax. First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1997-98

* Capital replacement purchases are scheduled to occur every 3 years. Total capital costs are Fund(s): Punning Fund
estimated at approximately $400,000 in FY 1997-98 and $437,000 in FY 2000-01. <



Project Detail

PROJECT title: Transit Oriented Development Regional Revolving Fund

Type of Project:
0 New □ Expansion □ Replacement

Department/Division
Transportation Department

Type of Request:
□ Initial , 0 Continuation

Date
Sept. 30, 1996

Source of Estimate: 0 preliminary
□ BASED ON DESIGN □ ACTUAL BID DOCUMENTS

Project Start Date
July 1996

Project Completion Date
June 2000*

Department Priority
2

Prepared by
J. Kirk/K. Rutkowski

i! PROJECT Prior Years 1997-96 il1998i99iii 199912009 2000-01 2001-02 B6YONt):2002 Total

Capital Cost:
$275,000

2,400,000 $1,800,000
$275,000

4,200,000
Plans & Studies
Land & Right-of-Way
Design & Engineering
Construction
Equipment/furnishings
Project Contngency
1% FOR Art
Other

Total $2,675,000 $1,800,000 $4,475,000
Funding Source:

$2,675,000

$1,800,000

- 2,675,000

$1,800,000

Fund Balance
Grants
G. 0. Bonds
Revenue Bonds
Other

Total $2,675,000 $1,800,000 $4,475,000

Annual Operating Budget Impact:
Personal Services Costs
Materials & Svcs. Costs
Capital Outlay Costs
Other Costs 
(Revenues)

Net Annual Operating Costs

Renewal & Replacement Contribution

$149,000
51,000

$200,000
N/A

First Full Fiscal Year of Operation: 1996-97

Fund(s): Planning Fund

Project Description/Justircation:
This project establishes a revolving fund to provide funding for a series of joint development 
projects adjacent to light rail stations, the sites for transit supportive development are 
acquired, then sold or leased in parcels to private entities, with specific restrictions and 
conditions for construction of Transit Oriented Development (TOD)/livable community 
project(s).

This project is initially funded by a federal Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act 
(ISTEA) grant in FY 96-97 and further funding from the sale or lease of land purchased with 
the grant funds.

* It is anticipated that all parcels will be acquired in FY 96-97 and that the land will be leased or sold 
and revenue from that activity will be available for use in FY 2000-01 for further acquisition of land. 
Hence, the ‘revolving’ nature of the project.
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Lists of
Unfunded
Projects

Projects included on these lists are those projects which 
the Executive Officer deemed worthy of future consider­
ation but are not included in the proposed CIP for one of 
the following reasons: 1) sufficient funds are not 
available to finance the project, 2) scope of the project 
requires further definition, or 3) alternatives need to be 
explored. As funds become available or projects are 
refined, departments may request their inclusion in the 
CIP. These lists will help the Executive Officer and 
Council to learn the full extent of Metro’s capital needs.

Key To Unfunded Lists

Project Title - Name given to project by the depart­
ment.

Type of Project - Indicates whether project is a “New” 
capital asset, or an “Expansion” or “Replacement” of an 
existing asset.

Department Priority - Indicates whether project is a 
“High”, “Medium,” or “Low” priority relative to other 
projects.

Estimated Project Cost - Preliminary estimate of 
capital costs for the project expressed in 1996 dollars.
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List of Unfunded Projects

Department Prepared by Date Page No.
Administrative Services Department Dennis Strachota Oct. 23,1996 1 OFl

Project Tiue Type OF Project Departwent
PRIORtTY

Estimated
Project

Cost

Desktop Computer Upgrade

Upgrade InfoUnk Hardware and Database

Eriiergency Electrical Generator

Records Management

Regional Center Phase I Build-Out

Regional Center Phase II Build-Out

Replacement

Expansion

New

New

Expansion

Expansion

High

Medium

Medium

Low

Medium

Low

$400,000

$100,000

$236,000

$250,000

$1,176,000

$990,000



List of Unfunded Projects

Prepared by Date Page No.
Dennis Strachota OCT. 23, 1996 1 OF 1

Department
GROWTH Management Services Department

Prcmect Title TVpe OF Project Department
PRIORITY

Estimated
Project

COST

HP Computer Expansion Expansion High $325,000
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List of Unfunded Projects

Department
MERC / Expo Center

Prepared BY Date Page No.
C. Bailey/T. Anderegg 8-19-96 1 OF 1

Project Title type OF Project Department
Priority

Estimated
PROJECT

Cost

Asphalt floor Replacement Medium $405,000
Interior/exterior painting Replacement Medium $250,000
Lighting Replacement Medium $610,000
Heating/ventilation Replacement Medium $175,000
Facility expansion:

Exhibit Hall C Expansion Low $2,250,000
South Hall Expansion Low $2,250,000



List of Unfunded Projects

Department
MERC / Portland Center for the Performing Arts

Prepared by
Dennis Strachota

Date Page No.
1 OF 1

Project Title Type of Project Department
PRIORITY

Estimated
Project

Cost

Civic Auditorium

Replace Lighting Control System Replacement High $250,000

Restroom Expansion Expansion High $250,000

Electronic Event Signage Replacement High $300,000

Arlene Schnitzer Concert Hall

Sound System Replacement Replacement High $75,000

Carpet Replacement Replacement High $90,000

Reupholster Seats - Orchestra Level Replacement High $65,000

New Theatre Buildina

Sound System Replacement Replacement . High $75,000

Reupholster Seats - Intermediate Replacement High $50,000

Reupholster Seats - Winningstad Replacement High $80,000

Restructure Intermediate Theatre Stage Replacement High $120,000
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List of Unfunded Projects

Department Prepared by Date Page No.
MERC / Civic Stadium Candy Cavanagh 8-20-96 1 OF 1

Project Ttu£ Type of Project Department
PRIORITY

Estimated
Project

Cost

Seismic upgrade; health, safety issue; poss. regulatory implications Modernization High . $3,500,000

ADA Compliance; Redesign of Facility Physical Components (wherever 
possible) to meet federal American With Disabilities Act Modernization High $550,000

Locker Room Remodel and Additions/Tenant Parking Modernization High $1,300,000

Restroom Modernization Modernization High $1,300,000

Concessions Modernization Modernization High $500,000

Ticket Services Upgrade Modernization High $200,000

Signage/Scoreboard Modernization Modernization High $400,000

Full Concourse Expansion and Upgrade Modernization High $5,000,000

Turf Replacement Replacement High $1,500,000

Engineering/Design of Modernization Project Modernization High $330,000

Old Locker Rooms Remodel Modernization High $70,500
Facility Lighting Upgrade Replacement High $66,000

Scoreboard Replacement Modernization High $175,000

Replace Facility Sound System Replacement High $78,100.

Field Maintenance Equipment Replacement High $138,000

Paint Facility Exterior Replacement High $125,000

Signage Replacement High $50,000



List of Unfunded Projects

Department Prepared by Date Page No.
REGIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT DENNIS STRACHOTA OCT. 23.1996 1 OF 1

TYPE OF Project DEPAR’mEMT
Priority

Estimated
PROJECT

Cost

Metro Central Structural Modifications 

Metro Central Public Transfer Improvements 

St. Johns Landfill Tractor Mowers

Expansion

Expansion

New

Medium

High

High

$130,000

$390,000

$75,000
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List of Unfunded Projects

Department
REGIONAL Parks and Greenspaces Department

Prepared by Date Page No.
Dennis Strachota OCT. 23, 1996 1 OFl

Typfop projeot DEPARTMENT
PRiomry

Estimates
Project

Cost

Blue Lake Water System

Ancient Forest Preserve Access Trail and Improvements

Howell Territorial Park

Oxbow Park Capital Improvements

Smith and Bybee Lakes Land Acquisition, Education Facility and Caretaker 
Residence

Replacement

New

New

New

New

Medium

High

High

High

Medium

$457,000

$126,900

$535,000

$693,800

$2,332,000



List of Unfunded Projects

Department Prepared by Date Page No.
Transportation Department Dennis Strachota Oct. 23,1996 1 OF 1

Project Tme Type OF Project Department
Priority

Estimated
Project

Cost

Community Roads and Bridges Program New High $200,000,000
to

$400,000,000
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Capital
Projects
Status
Reports

The Capital Projects Status Report is used to report on 
the progress toward completion of projects approved in 
prior budgets and to assist with preparing the CIP. 
Included are all projects still in progress or completed 
since the start of FY 1995-96. Status reports are 
grouped by department.

Key to Status Reports

Project Title. Title by which projects were referenced 

in last budget.

FY First Authorized. The fiscal year in which fimds 
were first appropriated for these projects.

Project Status. The status of the project is identified, 
using the following abbreviations: COM = Com­
pleted, TBC = To Be Continued, CAN = Canceled.

Completion Date. The actual completion date for 
projects designated as COM, or the expected comple­
tion date for projects designated as TBC.

Original Cost Estimate. Estimate of total project 
costs when the project was first authorized.

Revised Cost Estimate. Estimate of total project costs 
as of completion of the form.

Expenditures/Encumbrances. The total funds ex­
pended or encumbered for projects as of June 30, 
1996.
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Capital Projects Status Report

Department
Administrative Services Department 
Information Management Services Division

Prepared by
Ann Clem / Berit Stevenson

Date
July 26, 1996

Page No.
1 OF 1

Project Tstle:
FY First 

Authorized Project Status
Completion

Date
Original Cost 

Estimate
Revised Cost 

Estimate
Expenditures/
Encunsrances

Metro Regional Center.

InfoLink

Washington Park: 

Washington Park parking lot

1996-97 TBC 1999

1995-96 TBC June 1997

$2,363,700

$1,696,500

. $2,363,700

$2,375,000

$11,425

$140,000



Capital Projects Status Report

Department
MERC / Oregon Convention Center (OCC)

Prepared by
J. Blosser

Date
Aug. 23, 1996

Page No.
1 OF 1

Project trruK
FY First

Authorjzbd Project $TATo$
Completion

Date
Oriqinal- Cost

E$timate
Revised Cost 

Estimate
Expenotures/
Encumbrances

Concession stands renovation, Phase 2 

Security office remodel

Interior/exterior signage upgrade 

Concession stands renovation, Phase 1

Information/Business Center remodel

1996-97

1996-97

1996-97

1995-96

1995-96

TBC

TBC

TBC

COM

COM

Unknown

May - June 
1997

Unknown

July 1996

June 1996

$411,000

$70,000

$100,000

$524,000 
(1994 est)
$80,000

$411,000

$60,000

$115,000

$836,300

$0

$0

$0

$836,300

$82,100
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Capital Projects Status Report

Department
MERC / Expo Center

Prepared by
C. Bailey / T. Anderegg

Date
Aug. 19,1996

Page No.
1 OFl

Projeot Title:
FY First 

AUTHORUGO EOT Status
Completion

Date
ORIGtttALCoST

Estimate
Revised Cost

ESDMATS
Expenditures/
Encumbrances

Construction of New Hall 

South Hall Restrooms 

Concessions Upgrades

1996

1997 

1996

TBC

TBC

TBC

Feb. 1997 

June 1997 

Nov.1996

$12,000,000

$50,000

$450,000

$13,500,000

$50,000

$450,000

$12,197,230

$50,000

$431,000



Capital Projects Status Report

Department
MERC / Portland Center for the Performing Arts (PCPA)

Prepared by
H. Teed

Date
Aug. 20,1996

Page No.
1 OFl

PROffiCrTlTtEt
FY First 

Authorized Project Status
Completion

Date
ORioiNAt Cost 

Estimate
Revised Cost 

Estimate
Expenditures/
Encumsrances

Civic Auditorium - refurbishment/reconditioning/ 
upholstering of seats

All buildings - concessions upgrades

FY 1995-96

FY 1995-96

TBC

TBC

Feb. 1997

Nov.1996

$109,600

$350,000

$120,000

$350,000

$41,560

$305,500
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Capital Projects Status Report

Department
MERC / Civic Stadium

Prepared by
Candy Cavanagh

Date
Aug. 20, 1996

Page No.
1 OF 1

Project Title:
FT Fm$r 

Authorized Project Status
COMPtEnOH

Date
ORtGINAL CC$r 

Estimate
Revised Cost 

Estimate
Expenditures^
EncussAances

Exterior painting, includes graphics

Plaza fencing

Midfield bleacher improvements

Concessions upgrades

1995-96

1995-96

1995-96

COM

TBC

CAN

June 1996 $60,000

$75,000
(1/2 in FY 95-96; 
1/2 in FY 96-97)

.$100,000

1995-96 COM June 1996 $100,000

$56,000

$50,000
to

$60,000

$225,000
to

$400,000

$100,000

$56,000

Project still 
being 

analysed

Full
replacement 

scheduled for 
FY 97-98

$100,000



Capital Projects Status Report

Department
Regional Environmental Management Department

Prepared by '
Jim Watkins, Engineering & Analysis Mgr.

Date
July 26, 1996

Page No.
1 OFl

Project Tm.fi:
FY First 

Authorized Project Status
Completion

Date
Original Cost 

Estimate
f?EVt3E0CO3T

Estimate
ExPENfWTURfis/
Encumbrances

Metro South Station

Automated transaction system for scalehouses 

Truck wash water recycling system 

Latex paint processing building 

Compactor roof extension

St. Johns Landfill 

Install final cover system 

Subgrade and roads 

Gas management system

1996-97

1995- 96

1996- 97 

1995-96

1991-92

1991-92

1991-92

TBC

TBC

TBC

TBC

TBC

TBC

TBC

$100,000

$70,000

$278,000

$42,000

$15,400,000

$5,720,000

$3,300,000

$75,000

$60,000

$0

$0

$0

$0

$15,400,000 

$5,720,000 

■ $3,300,000
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Capital Projects Status Report

Department
Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department 
Planning and Capital Development Division

Prepared BY .
Patrick Lee

Date
July 26, 1996

Page No.
1 OFl

Project Title:
FY First

Authorized Project Status
Completion

Date
Original Cost 

Estimate
RevisstCdst

Estimate
ExPENorruREsT
Encumbrances

Multnomah Countv Local' Share:

Whitaker Ponds Acquisition 1995-96 TBC June 1997 $300,000 $300,000 $0
Hogan Cedars/Johnson Creek Acquisition 1995-96 " TBC June 1997 $300,000 $300,000 $0
Tryon Creek Linkages Acquisition 1995-96 TBC June 1997 $300,000 $300,000 $0
Ancient Forest Public Use Improvements 1995-96 TBC Sept. 1998 $150,000 $150,000 $0
Howell Temtorial Park Improvements 1995-96 TBC Sept. 1998 $275,000 $275,000 $0
Oxbow Regional Park Improvements 1995-96 TBC Sept. 1998 $1,250,000 $1,250,000 $0
Burlington Bottom Public Use Improvements 1995-96 TBC Sept. 1998 $200,000 $200,000 $0
M. James Gleason Boat Ramp Improvements 1995-96 TBC Sept. 1998 $90,000 $90,000 $0
Sauvie Island Boat Ramp Improvements 1995-96. TBC Sept. 1998 $50,000 $50,000 $0
Blue Lake Regional Park Eastside Wetlands 1995-96 TBC Sept. 1998 $205;000 $205,000 $0
Springwater Corridor Trail Improvements 1995-96 TBC Oct. 1997 $250,000 $250,000 $0



Capital Projects Status Report

Department
Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department 
Open Spaces Acquisition Division 

Prepared by
Jim Desmond (program mgr)

Date
July 29.1996

Page No.
1 OF 1

Project Title:

Regional share land acquisition

Local share land acquisitions

Pf First 
Authorized Project Status

1995-96 TBC

1995-96 TBC

COMPLETIOH
Date

2000-01

1998-99

Original Cost
Estimate

$110,600,000

$25,000,000

Revised Cost
Estimate

$116,389,422 
($110.6 M from 
bonds;
$5,389,422 in 
interest through 
6-30-96; 
$400,000 in 
outside funds 
through 6-30-96) 
Note: interest 
and outside 
funds will 
continue to 
increase in 
subsequent yrs

$25,000,000

Expenditures^
Encumbrances

$10,326,236

$4,260,577

Capital Projects Status Reports 125



Capital Projects Status Reports
126

Capital Projects Status Report

Department
Transportation Department

Prepared by
Jenny Kirk

Date
Aug. 30. 1996

Page No.
1 OFl

Project Tm,E:
FV First 

Authorized Bioject Status
COMPlETtOH

Date
ORKiNAt Cost 

Estimate
REVITEOCOSr

Estimate Encumbrances

Transit Oriented Development (TOD) Land 
Acquisition Revolving Fund Program June 1997 TBC 2-3 years $2,400,000



Capital Projects Status Report

Department
Metro Washington Park Zoo

Prepared by
K. Kiaunis

Date
July 26.1996

Page No.
1 OF 1

PROJEcrTm-E:
FY First

Authorized Project Status
Completion

Date
Original Cost

Estimate
Revised Cost

ES'DMATE
Expenditures/
Encumbrances

Chimp Climbing Structure 1995-96 COM 5/96 $70,000 $90,000 $90,000

Elephant Interpretives 1995-96 TBC * $75,000

Roof Repairs 1996-97 TBC 6/97 $120,000

Elephant Back Yard Remodel 1996-97 TBC 6/97 $250,000

Oregon Project 1996-97 TBC Spring 2000 $30,500,000

Slide Wall - Train Loop 1995-96 COM 8/96 $102,050 $128,549

* Contingent on securing donor.
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Major
Capital
Assets
Inventories

The Inventory of Major Capital Assets provides 
critical information on Metro’s most significant 
capital assets, including their age, condition and 
replacement cost. Inventories are grouped by depart­
ment in this section. This information should assist 
with identifying the scope and timing of capital project 
needs, particularly renewal and replacement projects.

Asset. Those capital assets, such as buildings, major 
equipment, land and trails, whose replacement cost as 
a unit exceeds $50,000. Generally, the component 
parts of an asset are not listed separately. For ex­
ample, the HVAC system in a building is listed 
separately but is factored into the replacement cost of 
the building.

Original Purchase/Construction Cost. If available, 
these costs are identified in the inventories.

Latest Major Improvement/Repair. If known, the 
latest improvement, repair or replacement of the asset 
or component part exceeding $10,000 is listed.

B. Good - Deficiencies that are not potentially 
urgent, but which, if deferred longer than 3 to 5 
years, will affect the use of the asset or cause 
significant damage to it.

C. Fair - Potentially urgent deficiencies which, 
if not corrected within two years, will become 
urgent needs. .

D. Poor - Urgent needs to be completed within 
one year, such as correcting a safety problem, 
eliminating damaging deteriorations, complying 
with environmental or other codes.

Target Replacement Year. The year targeted for 
replacement or major overhaul/renovation of each 
asset is listed.

Estimated Replacement Cost. The cost of acquiring a 
new asset of equal utility expressed in 1996 dollars is 
shown.

Condition. The overall condition of each asset, except 
land parcels, is provided using the following scale:

A. Excellent - No discernible deficiencies; no 
major repairs are anticipated within the next five 
years.
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Inventory of Major Capital Assets

Department: Administrative Services Department Prepared by Date Page No.
Property Services Division Bert Stevenson / Pam Juett Sept. 10,1996 1 OF 1

Asset
Year
Built/

AcQUjaeD

ORICINAL
Purchase/

Construction
Cost

Latest Major 
Imprdvement/Repvur CoNomoN

Target
Replacement

Year

Estimated
Replacement

COST

Metro Regional Center

Office building

Grand & Irving garage

Northern Telecom PBX

Phone system for Metro Regional Center

Financial system

Kodak 300 copier

1991

1991

1991

1988

1989

$18,800,000

$4,400,000

$215,000

$680,000-

$77,500

N/A

N/A

N/A

2013

2013

2003

N/A

N/A B

1996-1999

1998

$20,000,000

$7,275,000

$500,000

$2,363,720

$200,000



Inventory of Major Capital Assets

Department Prepared by Date Page No.
MERC / Oregon Convention Center (OCC) H. Teed/J. Blosser 8-20-96 1 OF 2

Year
Bull,!/

Acqwreo

Original
Purchase/

Construction
Cost

Latest major 
Improvement/Repair Condition

Target
Replacement

Year

Estimated
Replacement

cost
Oregon Convention Center building

Consisting of 150,000 sq. ft. of coiumn-free exhibit 
space; a 25,000-sq. ft. baiiroom; 28 meeting rooms 
with a total of 30,000 sq. ft. & 55,000 sq. ft of lobby 
space, includes: -

- kitchen facilities
- heating & ventilation equipment
- plumbing fixtures
- two passenger elevators, 4,000 lb. capacity ea.
- two freight elevators, 12,000 lb. capacity ea.
- four escalators
- twin 311’ glass towers

1990 $65,000,000

)

A N/A $54,000,000

Yard lighting 1990 Included A N/A $200,000
Plaza/landscaping/walkways 1990 above B N/A $1,450,000
Paved parking lot, 861 spaces 1990 cost A N/A $630,000
1-5 parking lot, 166 spaces 1992 $365,000 A N/A $325,000
Sixteen sections folding bleachers containing 2,222 

seats
1994 $787,000 4 A N/A $1,200,000

Exhibit Hall folding partitions, 750’ 24’ 1990 Original B 2005 $1,640,000
Food service kitchen equipment (feeding capacity 

of 12,000)
1990 construction B N/A $1,800,000

Meridian telephone system, 700 lines 1990 cost A N/A $940,000
Graphic design equipment 1990 tt B 1998-99 $350,000
Electrical support equipment 1990 u A N/A $550,000
Kohler generator w/200-gallon diesel tank 1990 u A N/A $170,000
Performance stage - 40 x 60 1990 u B . 2005 $80,000
Meeting room risers 1990 tt B 2005 $60,000
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Inventory of Major Capital Assets

Department Prepared by Date Page No.
MERC / Oregon Convention Center (OCC) H. Teed / J. Blosser 8-20-96 2 of2

Original
Year Purchase/ Latest Major Target Estimated
Built/ Construction Improvement/Repair Condition Replacement Replacement

’ Acquired Cost Year cost

Xerox copier 1993 $35,000 Leasing now A N/A $70,000
Exhibit tent, 40’x 112’ 1992 $46,000 1997 C 1998 $62,000
Art in facility 1990 Original — A N/A $950,000
AA/ support/system PA system, speaker w/video. 1990 construction 1995 B N/A $1,000,000

cable & switching
Meeting room chairs, tables, etc. 1990 costs 1994,1995 & 1996 A N/A $925,000
Rolling stock: truck fork lifts, high lift - 30-pallet 1990 u A & B Ongoing $300,000

jacks, sweeper scrubber
Computer system facility management stations 1991 $450,000 1995 A 1996 $750,000
Event related equipment 1990 tt Update as needed B N/A $200,000
Office furniture - MERC OCC 1990 « Update as needed B N/A $100,000



Inventory of Major Capital Assets

Department Prepared by Date Page No.
MERC / Expo Center H. Teed / Chris bailey 8-19-96 1 OFl

Year
Built/

Acquired

Original
Purchase/

Construction
Cost

Latest Major 
Improvement/Repair Condition

Target
Replacement

Year

Estimated
Replacement

COST

Exposition faciltiy, including:

- Exhibit Hall A (East Hall) 1930 Infomiation Restroom Upgrade D 1997 $ 2,999,000
- Exhibit Hall B 1930 not 1995 D through 2,165,000
- Exhibit Hall C 1930 available D 2000 2,848,000
- South Hall 1980 D - 1,766,000
-West Hall 1960 D 437,000
- Storage building 1930 u D 218.000

TOTAL $10,433,000

Yard fence 1960 u B $ 206,000

Yard lighting 1960 u B $ 157,000

Paved parking area - 2,700 spaces & gravel 1930 u Repairs and B $ 875,000
parking for 800 spaces (gravel parking M paving - 1995
will be replaced with paved parking in II

conjunction with completion of the new U

building) II '
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Inventory of Major Capital Assets

Department
MERC / Portland Center for the Performing Arts (PCPA)

Prepared by
H. Teed / H. Sherburne

Date
8-19-96

Page No.
1 OF 3

ORIOiftAL
Year Purchase/ Latest Major Target Estimated
Built/ Construction Improvement/Repair Condition Replacement Replacement

AraawRED COST Year COST

Civic Auditorium building, including; Built 1917 Information not 1968 Full B $30,000,000
available

- attached heating & ventilation equipment
- plumbing fixtures
- two passenger elevators, 5,000 lb. capacity

one passenger elevator, 6,000 lb. capacity

Contents of Civic Auditorium: 1968

- fly system 1996-Ropes B $400,000
- lighting/dimmer system C $250,000
- sound system C $400,000
- electrical room B $150,000
- draperies B $250,000
- carpet Part replaced 1996 B $100,000
- seating, box seats, lobby furniture & curtains Renewed 1996 B $450,000
- concessions fixtures equipment Remodel 1995 B $200,000
- box office fixtures, equipment B $100,000
- Baldwin 9' grand piano B $70,000
- Steinway.7’ grand piano B $50,000



Inventory of Major Capital Assets

Department
MERC / Portland Center for the Performing Arts (PCPA)

Prepared by
H. Teed/H. Sherburne

Date
8-19-96

Page No.
• 2 OF 3

Original
Year Purchase/ Latest Major Target Estimated
BUILT/ CON$TRUCTION Improvement/Repair CONDITION REPLACEMENT Replacement

Acquired Cost ■ Year • COST

Arlene Schnitzer Concert Hall building, including: 1927 1984 Full Remodel B $25,000,000

- heating & ventilation equipment
- low pressure heating boiler
- three passenger elevators, 2,000 lb., 2,700 lb.

and 5,000 lb. capacity
. - one freight elevator, 4,000 lb. capacity

Schnitzer contents: 1984

- fly system 1996 - Ropes B $170,000
- lighting/dimmer system B $250,000
- light board B $50,000
- Steinway 6’upright piano B $40,000
- Steinway 9’grand piano B $70,000
- Steinway 7’grand piano B $50,000
- modular symphony shell B $250,000
- electrical switchgear equipment B $90,000
- sound system C $250,000
- draperies B $300,000
- seating, box seats, lobby furniture B $450,000
- concessions fixtures, equipment B ‘ $100,000
- carpet B $75,000
- ornamental antique chandeliers & light B $300,000

fixtures system
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Inventory of Major Capital Assets

Department Prepared by Date Page No.
MERC / Portland Center for the Performing Arts (PCPA) H. Teed / H. Sherburne 8-19-96 3 OF 3

Asset
Year
Built/

Acquired

Original 
Purchase/ 

Construction 
Cost

Latest Major 
Improvement/Repair CoNornoN

Target
Replacement

Year

Estimated
Replacement

COST

New Theatre building, including;

- heating & ventilation equipment
- three passenger elevators, 3,000 lb. capacity 

each
- one freight elevator, 5,000 lb. capadty
- two theatres:

• Intermediate Theatre
• Dolores Winningstad Theatre

New Theatre building contents:

- fly & rigging system - Intermediate Theatre
- fly & rigging system - Winningstad Theatre
- lighting system-IntermediateTh.
- lighting system - Winningstad Th.
- sound system - Intermediate Th.
- sound system - Winningstad Th.
- electrical room
- draperies - Intermediate Th.
- draperies - Winningstad Th.
- seating - Intermediate Th.
- seating - Winningstad Th.
- backstage cafe, kitchen, fixtures & equipment
- box office fixtures & equipment
- antique T grand piano
- Steinway 7’ grand piano
- carpet
- electronic reader board

1987 Information not 
available

None

1987 None

B

B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
B
D
D

2001-02 
(Int. Th. stage)

Not
determined

1999-00
1999-00

Not
determined

a

2001-02
2001-02

Not
determined

1997-98
1997-98

$35,000,000

$300,000
$135,000
$600,000
$325,000
$450,000
$400,000
$150,000
$300,000
$130,000
$150,000
$50,000

$350,000
$100,000
$50,000

$150,000
$100,000
$120,000



Inventory of Major Capital Assets

Department Prepared by Date Page No.
MERC / Civic Stadium Candy Cavanagh 8-20-96 1 of2

Asset
Year
Built/

Acquired

Original 
Purchase/ 

Construction 
Cost

Latest Major 
Jmprovement/Repair Condition

Target
Rewlacement

Year

Estimated
Replacemen

tcost

Open air stadium, concrete structure which 
includes grandstand seating w/20,843 capacity, 
offices, locker rooms, press box and viewing 
room concession stands & commissary, 
restrooms, HVAC equipment, plumbing, 
electrical, field lighting towers, field fencing & 
exterior ticket booths.

NOTE: General ongomg capital maintenance is $62,000 for FY 
1996-97 and is estimate to reach $76,000 by FY 2001-02.

East/mid-field bleachers (steel scaffolding & wood 
plank freestanding bleachers)

Artificial turf 

Sound system 

Scoreboard/message center

1926

1956

1991

1995

1975 to 
1983

$500,000 orig. 
construction 
cost. $21 

million pchse. 
price MAC to 
city in 1966.

Building priv. 
owned & op. by 

MAC when 
built

$1,200,000

$56,000

10-yr.
sponsorship 
arrgmt (est. 
$100,000).

Bldg, managed 
by

Park Bureau

Exterior painting in 
1996; $56,000

Concession 
equipment: $100,000

Ongoing repair

Ongoing repair

Ongoing repair

C
(seismic,

ADA
concerns)

B

FY 2000-01: 
General 

moderniza-tion

FY 1997-98

FY 2000-01

FY 2004-05

FY 2000-01

$15,000,000
to

$18,000,000

NOTE: National 
experts estimate 
to dupfcate an 
urban facility of 
this size & . 
flexibility wil cost 
$45-$50 million.

$225,000 
• to

$400,000

$1,460,000

$71,000

$36,000
to

$200,000 
dep. on 

complexity
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Inventory of Major Capital Assets

Department
MERC / Civic Stadium

Prepared by
Candy Cavanagh

Date
8-20-96

Page No.
2 OF 2

Asset
Year
Buiut/

AcauiRS>

Original
Purchase^

Construction
Cost

Latest Major 
Improvement/Hepair CONCTTfON

T/mOET
Replacement

Year-

Estimated
Replacement

COST ■

Equipment:

Computer system 1996

Pickup truck 

Utility vehicle 

Water vac/sweeper

Scrubber

1979

1993

1981

$31,000
(Stadium
portion

of MERC-wide 
system)

$8,000

$10,925

$17,400

Purchased 
used w/12,000 
lb. trailer for 
transport @ 

$10,000

Normal service

Normal service

Rebuilt auxilliary 
motor in 1995
Ongoing repair

B

A

B

B

Ongoing 
minor repairs 

as needed

FY 2001-02 

FY 2003-04 

FY 2002-03

FY 2002-03

$25,000

$21,000

$53,000

$39,000



Inventory of Major Capital Assets

Department
Regional Environmental Management Department

Prepared by
Jim Watkins

Date
Aug. 27. 1996

Page No.
1 OF 2

Original
Year PURCHASE/ Latest Major Target Estimated
Built/ Construction Improvement/Repair Conwtion Replacement Replacement ;

Acquired Cost Year COST

Metro Central Station

Transfer Building 1990 $8,800,000 B 2025 $10,500,000

Contractor’s Office 1990 * A 2025 $440,000

Metro Office 1990 * A 2025 $160,000

Scalehouse A 1990 * A 2025 $61,000

Scalehouse B 1990 * A 2025 $61,000

Scalehouse C 1990 * A 2025 $61,000

MCS Hazardous Waste Fadlity 1993 $1,089,000 A 2028 $1,300,000

Land 1990 $2,400,000 N/A N/A $2,900,000

AMFAB Compactor 1991 $596,000 Repair Sept. 1995, CC 2002 $750,000
$19,000

SSI Compactor 1991 $535,000 . C 2001 $750,000

SSI Compactor 1991 $677,000 C 2003 $750,000

MSW #1 1991 $905,000 C 1999 $1,080,000

Baler Line 1991 $279,000 C 2011 $650,000

Wood Line 1991 $1,613,000 C 2001 $1,300,000

Standby Generator 1991 * A 2011 $104,000

* Component price included in overall facility price
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Inventory of Major Capital Assets

Department Prepared by Date I Page No.
Regional Environmental Management Department Jim Watkins Al G. 27. 1996 1 2 OF 2

Original
YEAR Purchase/ Latest Major Target estimate^
Built/ Construction Improvement/Repair C<»lt}ftlON Replacement Replacement

Acquired Cost Year cost

Metro South Station

Main Processing Building 1983 $3,500,000 Newventilation, new 
roof, 1993; $650,000

B 2018 $5,000,000

MSS Hazardous Waste Facility 1992 $1,076,000 Repaired extensive 
flood damage, 1996; 
$208,750

B 2022 $1,200,000

Scalehouse A 1983 ♦ B 2018 $63,000

Scalehouse B 1991 $50,000 A 2026 $58,000

AMFAB Compactor 1991 $780,000 Refurbished; 1996 
$90,000

B 2004 $750,000

SSI Compactor 1991 $576,019 C 2001 $915,000

Land, 10 Acres 1975 $169,000 A N/A $600,000

Wash Rack 1983 N/A D 2018 $137,000

Walking Floor 1991 * A 2011 $119,000

St. Johns Landfill

Land, 776 Acres 1991 $1 N/A N/A N/A

Landfill Bridge 1993 $0 Repack expansion 
joints, repair erosion, 
1995

2023 $1,000,000

Final Cover 1991-96 $15,400,000 B 2023 $15,200,000

Sub-grade and Roads 1991-96 $5,720,000 Repaired flood 
damage, 1996

B 2023 $750,000

$3,400,000Gas Management System

* Component price included in overall facility price

1991-96 $3,300,000 B 2006



Inventory of Major Capital Assets

Department: Prepared by: Date:
Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department Dan Kromer 10-8-96

Page No.
1 of4

year
Built/

Acquired

Original
Purchase/

Construction
Cost

LATEST MAJOR
Improvement/Repair CoNomoN

Target
Replacement

Yeah

Estimated
Replacement

COST
Blue Lake Park:
185 acres and house 1960 $613,000 N/A A 2040

House
$2,750,000

Bathhouse (old swim center building) 1962 "$141,258 N/A D 2005 $194,000*
Pool and concrete dock 1962 $85,293 1992

Dock & Perimeter 
Renovation

A 2017 $236,000*

Refreshment stand/bldg, (food concession) 1965 $68,263 1989
Exterior Renovation

B 2025 $92,000*

Curry Building (office and warehouse) 1965 $60,731 N/A A 2025 $81,000*
Sanitary sewer system 1969 $57,709 N/A A 2019 $75,000*
Picnic shelters (3) 1987 $177,800 N/A A 2017 $195,000*
New swim beach and building 1989 $465,400 N/A A 2049 $501,000*
Road system realignment 1989 $225,000 N/A A 2014 $242,000*
Lake house & food cone, exterior renovation 1989 $80,000 N/A B 2019 $86,000*
Wetland, pathway and trail 1989 $165,000 N/A A 2014 $178,000*
Picnic shelters (2) 1990 $154,900 N/A A 2020 $165,000*

Estimated replacement cost in 1996 dollars based on a 1.1 % per year increase over purchase/construction cost per Risk & Contract Management division of the Administrative Services 
Department.
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Inventory of Major Capital Assets

Department: Prepared by: Date: Page No.
Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department Dan Kromer 10-8-96 2 OF 4

YEAR
Built/

Acquired

Original
Purchase/

Construction
Cost

Latest Major 
Improvement/Repair Condition

TARGET
Replacement

Year

Estimated
Replacemen

T COST
Chinook Landina Marine Park:
Major site development/improvements 1991 $2,515,924 1991 A Unknown $2,654,300*

Restroom buiiding 1991 $166,000 N/A A Unknown $175,130*

Irrigation system (14,340') • 1991 $72,000 N/A A Unknown $75,960*

Concrete boat ramp 1991 $100,000 N/A A 2016** $105,500*

Boarding and steel piles 1991 $110,000 N/A A 2016** $116,050*

Transient floats, gangway and steel piles 1991 $68,000 N/A A 2016** $71,740*

Storm drainage 1991 $66,000 N/A A Unknown $69,630*

Electrical system 1991 $90,000 N/A A Unknown $94,950*

Asphalt pavement (5.2 acres) 1991 $200,000 N/A A 2016** $211,000*

Estimated replacement cost in 1996 dollars based on a 1.1% per year increase over construction cost per Risk and Contract Management division of the 
Administrative Services Department.
Estimated life span per Oregon State Marine Board recommendations.



Inventory of Major Capital Assets

Department: Prepared by: Date: Page No.
Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department Dan Kromer 10-8-96 3 OF 4

Asset
Year
Buiut/

AcoaiREO

Original
Purchase^

Construction
Cost

Latest Major 
Improvement/Repair CofiiomoN

Target
Replacement

Year

Estimated
Replacement

COST
Glendoveer Golf Course:
232 acres with 36 holes, pro shop, restaurant, 

driving range and indoor racquetball courts.
1974 $3,000,000 1992

tee renovation
B 2024

(building
renovation)

$7,500,000*

M. James Gleason Boat Ramo:
Six acres that consist of five launching lanes, 181 

trailer and 59 single vehicle parking lot and 660 
ft. of dock.

Oxbow Park:

1959 $7,500 1996
basin dredging

1998-99* $1,250,000'

1,000 acres that includes 45 campsites, a
residence, park office, pump house, four picnic 
shelters, workshop and vehicle storage 
buildings.

1960 $123,950 N/A 1997-98
(major

improvement)

$2,500,000*

Includes improvements made to the facilities and land since the original acquisition. 

Estimated life span per Oregon State Marine Board recommendations.

Based upon estimated replacement value of like facility.
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Inventory of Major Capital Assets

Department: Prepared by: Date: Page No.
Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department Dan Kromer 10-8-96 4 of4

Asset
Year
Built/

Acquired

Original
Purchase/

Construction
Cost

Latest Major 
Improvement/Refair Condition

Target
Replacement

Year

Estimated
Replacement

COST

Howell Territorial Park:
93 acres that includes an historical house and barn. 1962

house
$6,500 1992

exterior
renovation

B

•)

N/A N/A

Land addition - 73 acres. 1967 $37,160 N/A N/A N/A

Barn 1970 $60,000 N/A 2030 $100,000

Land addition - 20 acres.. 1996 $100,000 N/A N/A N/A

Smith and Bvbee Lakes:

Original purchase price (land) 1992-93 $311,760 N/A N/A N/A $322,050*

Trail development 1994 $58,000 N/A A Unknown $59,280*

Viewing blinds and signage 1995 $56,322 1996** A Unknown $59,940*

Beaaar’s-tick Wildlife Refuoe:

Wetland restoration 1993 $74,915 1993 N/A Unknown $77,390*

* Estimated replacement cost in 1996 dollars based on a 1.1% per year increase over purchase/construction cost per Risk & Contract Management division of the 
Administrative Services Department.
Extensive repairs required due to February 1996 flood damage.
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Year
BUILT/

Acoumeo

Original
Purchase/

Construction
Cost

Latest Major 
Improvement/Repair CONpITION

Target
Replacement

Year

Estimated
REPLACEMENT

cost
Prnnfirtv File Number. Seller Name and Acres:
3.2 Northridge: 45 acres 1996 $1,125,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A

3.3 Younger 10.47 acres 1996 $240,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A

3.4 McEwen: 9.16 acres 1995 $199,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A

4.1 JJ & Assoc.: 39.85 acres 1995 $330,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A

4.2 Spencer 148.5 acres 1996 ■

Land $505,932 N/A N/A N/A N/A

House $53,568 N/A D N/A N/A

6.1 Campfire/Tolinda: 1.7 acres 1995 $60,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A

6.2 JJ & Assoc.: 115 acres 1995 $225,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A

6.3 Wyatt: 4.75 acres 1995 $59,900 N/A N/A N/A N/A

11.3 Stalke: 114 acres 1996

Land (includes barn) $255,000 N/A D N/A N/A
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Department Regional Parks and Greenspaces Department
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Date
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Page No.
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Orioinal.
Year Purchase/ LATEST Major Target eSTJMATEO
BuiLt/ Construction Improvement/Repair CoNomoN Replacement Replacement

Acquirec Cost Year COST
Prooertv File Number. Seller Name and Acres;

12.1 Goheen: 342.02 acres 1996
Land $2,564,007 N/A N/A N/A N/A

House $96,630 New roof, windows. C N/A
leak repairs, paint

Bam $24,220 N/A D N/A

12.3 Lewis: 32 acres 1996 '

Land and Timber $260,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A

House & outbuildings $115,000 N/A D N/A N/A
(scheduled to be demolished)

14.1 Lindstrom: 11 acres 1996 $180,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A

14.2 Foley/Tree Products: 9.6 acres 1996 $404,000 N/A D N/A N/A
(includes house, but no value on hse.)

14.4 Jensen: 2.24 acres (Metro currently 1996 $100,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A
owns 100%, but will own 50% with City
of Portland when IGA is completed
and funds transferred.)

16.1 Shiels: 2.14 acres (2/3 Metro) 1996 $220,000 N/A N/A N/A . N/A
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Original
Asset Year Purchase/ Latest Major Target Estimated

Built/ CONSTRUCTION Improvement/Repajr CDNOmON REPLACEMENT . Replacement

ACQUIRE COST Year COST
Prooertv File Number. Seller Name and Acres: '

20.5 Marquam Woods: 18.8 acres 1996 $1,400,560 N/A N/A N/A N/A

20.1 Whitaker-Klein: 5 acres 1995 $100,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A

20.2 Whitaker - Talbert (includes house) 1995 $85,000 N/A C N/A N/A
0.6 acres

20.3 Whitaker - Stickler 0.6 acres 1995

Land $55,000 N/A N/A N/A N/A

House . $55,000 N/A D N/A N/A

20.4 Whitaker - Krueger (includes house) 1995 $110,000 N/A D N/A N/A
0.6 acres

25.1 Willamette Cove: 27 acres 1996 $854,000 N/A N/A - N/A N/A
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Department:
Transportation Department
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■ Jenny Kirk
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Page No.
1 OFl

Asset
Year
Built/

Acquired

ORtQINAL
Purchase/

Construction
Cost

Latest Major 
Improvement/Repair Condition

Target
Replacement

Year

Estimated
Replacement

COST

Sun System Computer 1991 $200,000 Upgrade in 1995 Good upgrade in 
1997-98

$400,000
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ORIGIRAL
Purchase/ Latest Major Target Estimated

Construction Improvement/Repair CONCXTION Replacement Replacement
Cost Year COST

Not Available Renovation 1991-92 B 2000-01 $275,000

Not Available Seal concrete 1996 B post 2021 $55,000

$316,805 Renovation 1996 B post 2021 $350,000

Not Available Banquet room 
refurbished 1994

C post 2021 $2,500,000

$8,148,490 B 1997-98 $1,500,000

$116,000 B 2018

Not Available Naked mole rat 
added 1994

B 2001-2006 $750,000

$914,320 1988 B 2006-2010 $1,200,000

$757,063 Refurbished 1994 B 1999-00 $650,000

$2,737,759 Refurbished 1995 B 1997-98 $1,400,000

Not Available Refurbished 1995 C 1999-00 $300,000

$2,825,000 B 2001-00 $1,100,000

$4,977,667 B 1997-98 $1,700,000

$1,367,301 B 1997-98 $1,200,000

$400,488 C 2006 $2,500,000

Not Available Remodel 1981 C 2006 $2,700,000

Not Available D 1997-98 $1,200,000

Asset
Year
Built/

Acquired

Elephant complex 

Hay barn

Elephant museum

AfriCafe, banquet rooms, kitchen

Africa Savannah, zebras, hippo/rhino barn and 
exhibit
Pygmy goat barn and exhibit 

Treetops buildings and exhibits

Administration building 

Penguinarium 

Polar bears - West 

Bears - East*

Alaska Tundra buildings and exhibit 

Rain forest buiidings and exhibits 

Cascades buildings and exhibits*

Feline buiiding and exhibits 

Primate building and exhibit 

Tiger Cafe and entry compiex*

Scheduled for replacement or improvement in whole

1958

1989 

1986 

1988 

1993

1992

1989.

1988

1983

1985

1950

1988

1990 

1982 

1955 

1955

or in part as part of Oregon Project
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Department Prepared by Date Page No.
Metro Washington Park Zoo Kathy Kiaunis July 18, 1996 2 OF 2

Original
Year Purchase/ Latest Major Target Estimated
Built/ Construction Improvement/Repair CONDITfON Replacement Replacement

AdQUlREb Cost COST

Bird of Prey mews Not available D 1996-97 $340,000

Zoo railroad main station* 1959 Canopy patched
1995

C 1997-98 $210,000

Animal Management buildings Major renovation
1993

B Post 2021 $1,800,000

Children’s Zoo buildings* D 1997-98

Commissary $29,799 C 1997-98 $670,000

Facilities Management office and shops 1980 Renovation 1990-91 B 2001-2006 $550,000

BearWalk Cafe C 1997-98 $170,000

Vollum Aviary 1988 B 2016-2020 $562,200

Insect Zoo Remodeled trailer, 
set on foundation

C 2001-2006 $90,000

1991
Snow Shed 1992 B $200,000

Sankuru Trader 1990 C 1996-97 $150,000

Elk Meadow 1992 $345,500

Railroad/Washington Park Station • C 2000-01 $110,000

Railroad/track 3.2 miles @ 65 lineal feet B $1,098,200

Railroad/#! passenger train B $500,000

Railroad/#2 passenger train B $300,000

Railroad/#5 passenger train C 1996-97 $190,000

Slide wall/Highway 26 1996 A $128,500

* Scheduled for replacement or improvement in whole or in part a s part of Oregon Project -


