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Agenda 
 
MEETING:  METRO COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING – revised 2/5/07 
DATE:   February 8, 2007 
DAY:   Thursday 
TIME:   2:00 PM 
PLACE:  Metro Council Chamber  
 
CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 
 
1. INTRODUCTIONS 
 
2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS 
 
3. CONSENT AGENDA 
 
3.1 Consideration of Minutes for the February 1, 2007 Metro Council Regular Meeting. 
 
4. ORDINANCES - SECOND READING 
 
4.1 Ordinance No. 06-1099B, Amending Metro Code Section 5.02.075  Liberty 

Regarding Waivers of Fees for Disposal of Solid Waste from the Metro Region. 
 
4.2 Ordinance No. 07-1137, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Code Sections Newman 

3.07.120, 3.07.130 and 3.07.1120 and Adding Metro Code Section 3.07.450 
to Establish a Process and Criteria for Changes to the Employment and 
Industrial Areas Map, and Declaring an Emergency. 

 
5. RESOLUTIONS 
 
5.1 Resolution No. 07-3767, For the Purpose of Entering Orders Relating to  Liberty 

Claims by Alfred C. & Alveran F. Bothum; Donald B. Bowerman,  
W. Leigh Campbell & Ceille W. Bowerman; Ella Mae & Kenneth Larson; 
Arthur A. Lutz, James H. Gilbaugh, Jr., Linda Gilbaugh, Deanna S. Hval,  
Steven B. Hval & Scott R. Hval; Sharon Daily McCulloch-Gilson; 
MPR Development Co.; Regis & Rosalie Raujol; and Kent Seida for 
Compensation under ORS 197.352.  

 
5.2 Resolution No. 07-3772, A Resolution Designating the Oregon Convention Park 

Center Headquarters Hotel Project as a Council Project and Assigning a 
Lead Councilor and Council Liaison. 

 



6. CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD 
 
6.1 Resolution No. 07-3748, Resolution of Metro Council, Acting as the  Park 

Metro Contract Review Board, Adopting Findings Granting an Exemption 
to the Metro and MERC Contracting Rules, Authorizing Acceptance of 
PDC’s Contracting Process, Authorizing Exclusive Negotiations with the 
Selected Project Team, and Authorizing Use of Alternative Contracting 
Methods for Design, Construction, Management, Operation and Financing 
of the OCC Headquarters Hotel. 

 
7. ORDINANCES – SECOND READING CONTINUED 
 
7.1 Ordinance No. 07-1140, For the Purpose of Amending the FY 2006-07  Park 

Budget and Appropriations Schedule Amending the Metropolitan 
Exposition Recreation Commission (MERC) Operating Fund and 
Declaring an Emergency. 

 
8. CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER COMMUNICATION 
 
9. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION 
 
ADJOURN 

Television schedule for February 8, 2007 Metro Council meeting 
 
Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington counties, 
and Vancouver, Wash.  
Channel 11  -- Community Access Network 
www.tvctv.org --  (503) 629-8534 
2 p.m. Thursday, Feb. 8 (live) 
 

Portland 
Channel 30 (CityNet 30)  -- Portland 
Community Media 
www.pcmtv.org -- (503) 288-1515 
8:30 p.m. Sunday, Feb. 11 
2 p.m. Monday, Feb. 12 
 

Gresham 
Channel 30  -- MCTV 
www.mctv.org  -- (503) 491-7636 
2 p.m. Monday, Feb. 12 
 

Washington County 
Channel 30  -- TVC-TV 
www.tvctv.org  -- (503) 629-8534 
11 p.m. Saturday, Feb. 10 
11 p.m. Sunday, Feb. 11 
6 a.m. Tuesday, Feb. 13 
4 p.m. Wednesday, Feb. 14 
 

Oregon City, Gladstone 
Channel 28  -- Willamette Falls Television 
www.wftvaccess.com  -- (503) 650-0275 
Call or visit website for program times. 
 

West Linn  
Channel 30  -- Willamette Falls Television 
www.wftvaccess.com  -- (503) 650-0275 
Call or visit website for program times. 
 

 
PLEASE NOTE: Show times are tentative and in some cases the entire meeting may not be shown 
due to length. Call or check your community access station web site to confirm program times. 
 
Agenda items may not be considered in the exact order. For questions about the agenda, call Clerk of the 
Council, Chris Billington, (503) 797-1542. Public hearings are held on all ordinances second read and on 
resolutions upon request of the public. Documents for the record must be submitted to the Clerk of the 
Council to be considered included in the decision record. Documents can be submitted by e-mail, fax or mail 
or in person to the Clerk of the Council. For additional information about testifying before the Metro 
Council please go to the Metro website www.metro-region.org and click on public comment opportunities. 
For assistance per the American Disabilities Act (ADA), dial TDD 797-1804 or 797-1540 (Council Office). 
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 
 

AMENDING METRO CODE SECTION 
5.02.075 REGARDING WAIVERS OF 
FEES FOR DISPOSAL OF SOLID 
WASTE FROM THE METRO REGION 

)
)
)
)
) 

 ORDINANCE NO. 06-1099-AB 
 
Introduced by Chief Operating Officer, 
Michael J. Jordan with the concurrence of 
Council President, David Bragdon 

 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to Metro Code 2.20.030, the Chief Operating Officer is responsible 
for the proper administration of all affairs of Metro, including the administration of collection of 
fees related to the disposal of solid waste; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Metro Council has directed the Chief Operating Officer to develop and 
implement improvements to the granting of permits for waiving fees for the disposal of solid 
waste from the Metro Region; and 
 
 WHEREAS, efficient program administration often requires changes to rules and 
practices; and 
 
 WHEREAS, it is appropriate to delegate to the Chief Operating Officer the full authority 
to implement Council directives and carry out his duties as Metro’s chief administrative officer; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Metro Council desires to delegate to the Chief Operating Officer 
authority to develop, maintain, administer and enforce such permits for the waiver of fees for 
disposal of solid waste generated within the Metro region; now therefore, 
 

THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS that Metro Code Section 5.02.075 is amended as 
follows: 
 

 
5.02.075 Special Exemption from Disposal Fees 
 
 (a) The Chief Operating Officer may issue on such terms as the Chief Operating 
Officer finds appropriate a special exemption permit to a public agency, local government, or 
qualified non-profit entity as specified in Code Section 5.07.030(a), (b), (c), (d) and (j) that 
functions to waive for the purpose of waiving fees for disposal of solid waste generated 
within the Metro region.  Prior to issuing such a permit the Chief Operating Officer shall 
render the following findings: 
 
  (1) Total aggregate disposal fees to be waived for the entity requesting waiver 
will not exceed $5,000 per Metro fiscal year; 
 
  (2) The waiver of fees will address or remedy a hardship suffered by the 
applicant, or the public interest will be served by waiver of the disposal fees; 
 
  (3) The waste in question is acceptable for disposal at a Metro facility; 
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  (4) The amount of the waiver is covered by budgeted funds; and 
 
  (5) If the applicant for a special exemption permit is a nonprofit entity, such 
entity is qualified as specified in Code Section 5.07.030(a), (b), (c), (d) and (j). 
 
 (b) The Chief Operating Officer shall notify the Metro Council 14 days in advance of 
the date of issuance of an exemption permit under this section by filing a written report of the 
proposed action, including required findings, with the Clerk of the Council.  If the Council 
notifies the Chief Operating Officer within the 14-day period of its intent to review the 
proposed waiver, the Chief Operating Officer shall not issue the permit unless so authorized 
by the Council. 
 
 (b) Commencing in Metro fiscal year 2007-08 and in each fiscal year thereafter, the 
Chief Operating Officer shall provide the Metro Council with an annual report showing (1) 
the amount of solid waste recycled and disposed under the special exemption permits granted 
by the Chief Operating Officer during such fiscal year; and (2) the total expenditures arising 
from the exemption permits granted.  

 
 
ADOPTED by the Metro Council this __ day of   , 2007. 
 
  

 
       
David Bragdon, Council President 
 

 
Attest: 
 
 
       
Christina Billington, Recording Secretary 

 
Approved as to form: 
 
 
       
Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney 
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STAFF REPORT 
 
IN CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 06-1099B FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING 
METRO CODE SECTION 5.02.075 REGARDING WAIVERS OF FEES FOR DISPOSAL OF SOLID 
WASTE FROM THE METRO REGION 
 
 
January 29, 2007 Drafted by: Jan O’Dell 
 
BACKGROUND 

A special exemption from disposal fees exists in Metro Code Section 5.02.075 that allows Metro’s Chief 
Operating Officer to waive disposal fees under certain circumstances. This ordinance would amend Metro 
Code to remove language describing administrative procedures for the disposal fee waiver program, while 
retaining the ability for the Chief Operating Officer to waive fees. Criteria and administrative procedures 
for issuing disposal vouchers as part of Metro’s Community Cleanup Program will be defined in an 
Executive Order. The Executive Order will include recycling and reporting requirements to help ensure 
the program supports Metro Council goals. 

Program History 

The exemption from disposal fees provision in Metro Code is a key element of Metro’s Cleanup Program, 
which helps deter incidents of illegal dumping, assist residents in disposing of bulky items and supports 
recycling and reuse of materials collected at such events. 

In early 2006, Council directed staff to examine the program and meet with disposal voucher program 
participants to discuss options for meeting Council goals and addressing community needs. Discussions 
with program participants led to recommendations for clarifying eligibility requirements and 
administrative procedures. 

Following these discussions with program participants, the Metro Council met in work session to review 
the program. Council directed staff to proceed with amending Metro Code and creating an Executive 
Order that defines eligibility requirements and administrative procedures. The Executive Order is attached 
to this staff report and marked as Attachment 1. 

Reason For Change 

The amended Code deletes administrative procedures for waiving disposal fees, but retains the Chief 
Operating Officer’s authority to waive disposal fees for a variety of activities that serve the public good 
(e.g.: community clean-up events, flood debris removal, illegal dumpsite clean ups). An Executive Order 
has been drafted that includes criteria and procedures for administering the program. These changes will 
result in a program that provides greater flexibility to respond to future needs is less labor-intensive to 
administer and helps ensure that the program is managed to achieve Council objectives. 
 
“B” version of Ordinance:  
On January 18, 2007, Metro Council discussed the A version of the Ordinance, proposed some 
changes to it, and voted to continue it until February 8, 2006. Council directed staff to change the 
Ordinance to include an annual reporting function that will keep Council informed of the expenditures 
authorized by the Chief Operating Officer, and the amount of waste recycled and disposed under the 
program. This requirement is included as section ‘b’ in the ordinance. 

The other change made was to delete a reference to Metro Code section 5.07.030c as an eligibility 
criterion for disposal voucher program applicants. This criterion was written to address organizations 
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receiving recycling credits from Metro, and is not appropriate or needed for the disposal voucher 
program. Metro Code section 5.07.030 is attached to this staff report and marked as Attachment 2. 

Requirements related to recycling, publicity, annual per-agency caps, allowed and disallowed activities, 
annual reporting requirements and staff’s responsibility to ensure fair and equitable access to the 
program through the Metro region are included in the draft Executive Order, included with this report 
as Attachment 1. 

ANALYSIS/INFORMATION 
 

1. Known Opposition  
 There is no known opposition. 
 
2. Legal Antecedents   
 This requires a change to Metro Code. 
 
3. Anticipated Effects   
 No change in Metro’s ability to provide exemption from disposal fees for eligible groups and 

approved activities. 
 
4. Budget Impacts  
 None.  

 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
  
The Chief Operating Officer recommends approval of Ordinance No. 06-1099-B. 
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EXECUTIVE ORDER #_________ 
EFFECTIVE DATE: ____________, 2007 
SUBJECT: Community Clean-up Program 
 
The purpose of this Executive Order is to set forth procedures and establish criteria for 
Metro’s Community Cleanup program, including administrative procedures for the 
disposal fee waivers, administered by Metro’s Solid Waste and Recycling Department. 
 
I. GENERAL 
 
A) Metro contributes to the livability of the region by supporting community cleanups 

and events that enhance the appearance, livability and safety of neighborhoods; deter 
incidents of illegal dumping; provide the opportunity to recycle; and provide 
opportunities to educate citizens about waste prevention, reuse and recycling.  

B) In support of these goals, Metro administers a disposal fee waiver program for solid 
waste collected at cleanups sponsored by neighborhood associations, local 
governments and eligible non-profit organizations. 

C) Provision is made in Metro Code 5.02.075 for exemption from disposal fees for waste 
generated in the Metro region.  

D) Any qualified agency or group within the Metro region may apply for disposal 
vouchers. Approval is contingent upon the applicant meeting specific criteria, 
including a commitment to source-separate waste and provide recycling of materials 
collected at the event. 

II. ELIGIBILITY FOR DISPOSAL VOUCHERS 

a) Qualified agencies are neighborhood associations, local governments and non-profit 
organizations. (Metro Code 5.07.030(a), (b), (d) and (j). 

b) Systems and opportunities for reuse and recycling must be an integral part of any 
cleanup activity or community event requesting disposal vouchers. 

c) The per-agency limit for vouchers is $5,000. 

d) Events receiving disposal vouchers must provide benefit to the population at large 
(within the qualifying organization’s service area), and cannot solely benefit one 
organization or that organization’s membership. 

e) Qualified activities shall include the following: neighborhood coalition and 
neighborhood association cleanup events; cleanup of private property when a voucher 
is requested by a local government or non-profit in order to address an economic 
hardship of the resident; natural resource-area cleanups; home rehabilitation for low-
income citizens; and community events that provide the opportunity for recycling 
education and outreach to large numbers of people. 

f) Disallowed waste includes the following: hazardous waste; waste not acceptable at a 
regional transfer station; commercially generated waste, including construction and 
demolition waste. 
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III. PROCEDURES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 
Disposal voucher applicants 

a. Apply for vouchers at least 10 working days in advance of the event date; send proof 
of non-profit status, if not already on record at Metro. 

b. Recognize Metro in all publicity about the clean up event, including on-site at the 
event. 

c. Provide recycling, reuse and waste-prevention opportunities and information at the 
event. 

d. Use the vouchers by the expiration date, and return to Metro any unused vouchers no 
later than 30 days after the last event. 

e. Send Metro an annual report that summarizes the amount and types of waste collected 
and recycled at the events, samples of event publicity, number of people served. 

 
Metro Solid Waste and Recycling Department 

a) Review each disposal voucher request for adherence to criteria; track vouchers used 
by applicants to ensure adherence to $5,000/agency cap. 

b) Provide recycling and reuse information and assistance to cleanup coordinators 
(printed and web site information, referrals, consultation). 

c) Publicize the Community Cleanup Program and Disposal Fee Waivers throughout the 
Metro region, with special emphasis on Metro Council districts that historically have 
applied for fewer vouchers. 

d) Compile a year-end report for review by the Metro COO and Metro Council. The 
report will include amount of material recycled/disposed, vouchers by applicant, 
samples of Metro’s outreach, an overview of program participants’ publicity of the 
program, and an analysis of voucher expenditures relative to the adopted budget and 
by Metro Council district. 

e) At such times as Metro reviews the community cleanup program or considers making 
any changes to it, the Solid Waste and Recycling Department will ensure that all 
program participants are notified. 
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(Effective 1/6/03) 5.07 - 3 JULY 2006 EDITION 
 

Metro Code 
Chapter 5.07 

Recycling Credits 
 
.   .   .    
 
5.07.030 Eligibility Criteria 
An organization qualifies to receive a recycling credit if the following criteria have been 
documented during the annual application process: 
 

(a) The organization must be classified as a nonprofit organization under Section 
501(c)(3) of the United States Internal Revenue Code. Furthermore, the organization submits an 
annual report on Federal Form 990 (Return of Organization Exempt for Income Tax). 

 
(b) The organization must be registered as a nonprofit organization with the Corporation 

Commission of the State of Oregon. 
 
(c) The organization submits an annual report to the Oregon Department of Justice 

Charitable Trust Section and provides assistance to needy citizens of the region and opportunities 
for employment to those in need of assistance and rehabilitation. 
 

(d) The organization does not contract with for-profit organizations to collect, process, or 
sell used goods. 
 

(e) The organization must be engaged, as a primary form of revenue, in the processing of 
donated goods for resale or reuse. 
 

(f) The organization facilitates the opportunity to reuse and recycle for the general public 
via curbside collection of donated goods or staffing of drop-off sites. 

 
(g) The waste reduction activities of the organization divert a significant amount of 

material that might otherwise be landfilled. A significant amount is defined as a minimum of 250 
tons per year of donated goods that are either reused or recycled. 

 
(h) The organization is a credit customer in good standing at Metro disposal facilities. 
 
(i) The organization submits annual waste reduction data to the Metro solid waste 

Director by February 15th of each year which documents the organization’s recycling level for 
the preceding calendar year using a methodology approved by Metro. 

 
(j) No portion of Metro funds authorized by this program will benefit any religious 

function of any religious organization.  
 

(Ordinance No. 90-362A, Sec. 1. Amended by Ordinance No. 02-974, Sec. 1.) 
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 

 
FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING METRO CODE 
SECTIONS 3.07.120, 3.07.130 AND 3.07.1120; 
ADDING METRO CODE SECTION 3.07.450 TO 
ESTABLISH A PROCESS AND CRITERIA FOR 
CHANGES TO THE EMPLOYMENT AND 
INDUSTRIAL AREAS MAP; AND DECLARING AN 
EMERGENCY 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
)

 
Ordinance No. 07-1137 
 
Introduced by Chief Operating Officer 
Michael J. Jordan, with the concurrence of 
Council President David Bragdon 

 
 
 WHEREAS, Title 4 (Industrial and Other Employment Areas) of the Urban Growth Management 

Functional Plan (“UGMFP”) prescribes limitations on certain uses in Industrial Areas, Regionally 

Significant Industrial Areas and Employment Areas and makes reference to an “Employment and 

Industrial Areas Map,” which depicts the boundaries of these areas for regulatory purposes; and 

 WHEREAS, the Metro Council wishes to provide a process and criteria for making changes to 

the designations of Regionally Significant Industrial Areas, Industrial Areas and Employment Areas on 

the Title 4 Employment and Industrial Areas Map; and 

 WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Policy Advisory Committee has reviewed the proposed 

amendments and recommends their approval; and 

 WHEREAS, the Council held a public hearing on the proposed amendments on January 18, 2007, 

and considered public comment on the amendments; now, therefore, 

 
 THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS as follows: 
 
SECTION 1.  Metro Code Sections 3.07.120 and 3.07.130 are amended to read as follows:  
Sections 3.07.120 and 3.07.130 of Title 1 (Requirements for Housing and Employment Accommodation) 
of the UGMFP are hereby amended as shown in Exhibit A, attached and incorporated into this ordinance, 
to clarify mapping procedures for territory added to the UGB. 
 
SECTION 2.  Metro Code Section 3.07.450 is amended to read as follows:  Section 3.07.450 is hereby 
added to Title 4 (Industrial and Other Employment Areas) of the UGMFP as shown in Exhibit B, attached 
and incorporated into this ordinance, to prescribe a process and criteria for amendments to the 
Employment and Industrial Areas Map. 
 
SECTION 3.  Metro Code Section 3.07.1120 is amended to read as follows:  Section 3.07.1120 of Title 
11 (Planning for New Urban Areas) of the UGMFP is hereby amended as shown in Exhibit C, attached 
and incorporated into this ordinance, to clarify mapping procedures for territory added to the UGB. 
 
SECTION 4.  The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law in Exhibit D, attached and incorporated into 
this ordinance, explain how these amendments comply with Metro’s Regional Framework Plan and state 
land use planning laws. 
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SECTION 5.  This ordinance is necessary for the immediate preservation of public health, safety and 
welfare because, without this ordinance, there is no clear process for amending the Employment and 
Industrial Areas Map in Title 4 of the UGMFP and no specific criteria for such amendments.  Metro has 
received a number of requests from local governments for amendments that involve economic 
development and need immediate attention.  This ordinance provides a process and criteria for 
amendments to the map.  Therefore, a emergency is declared to exist.  This ordinance shall take effect 
immediately, pursuant to section 39(1) of the Metro Charter. 
 
 ADOPTED by the Metro Council this __ day of  , 2007. 
 
  

 
       
David Bragdon, Council President 
 

 
Attest: 
 
 
       
Christina Billington, Recording Secretary 

 
Approved as to form: 
 
 
       
Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney 
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Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 07-1137 
Amendments to Title 1 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan 

 
 
TITLE 1:  REQUIREMENTS FOR HOUSING AND EMPLOYMENT ACCOMMODATION 
 
3.07.120  Housing and Employment Capacity 
 
A. Each city and county shall determine its capacity for housing and 

employment in order to ensure that it provides and continues to 
provide at least the capacity for the city or county specified in 
Table 3.01-7 3.07-1, supplemented by capacity resulting from 
addition of territory to the UGB.  Local governments shall use 
data provided by Metro unless the Metro Council or the Chief 
Operating Officer determines that data preferred by a city or 
county is more accurate. 

 
B. A city or county shall determine its capacity for dwelling units 

by cumulating the minimum number of dwelling units authorized in 
each zoning district in which dwelling units are authorized.  A 
city or county may use a higher number of dwellings than the 
minimum density for a zoning district if development in the five 
years prior to the determination has actually occurred at the 
higher number. 

 
C. If a city annexes county territory, the city shall ensure that 

there is no net loss in regional housing or employment capacity, 
as shown on Table 3.07-1, as a result of amendments of 
comprehensive plan or land use regulations that apply to the 
annexed territory. 

 
D. After completion of its initial determination of capacity,  each 

city or county shall report changes in its capacity by April 15 
of the first calendar year following completion of its initial 
determination and by April 15 of every following year. 

 
3.07.130  Design Type Boundaries Requirement 
 
For each of the following 2040 Growth Concept design types, city and 
county comprehensive plans shall be amended to include the boundaries 
of each area, determined by the city or county consistent with the 
general locations shown on the 2040 Growth Concept Map or on maps 
adopted by ordinances adding territory to the UGB: 
 
Central City--Downtown Portland is the Central City which serves as 
the major regional center, an employment and cultural center for the 
metropolitan area. 
 
Regional Centers--Seven regional centers will become the focus of 
compact development, redevelopment and high-quality transit service 
and multimodal street networks. 
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Station Communities--Nodes of development centered approximately one-
half mile around a light rail or high capacity transit station that 
feature a high-quality pedestrian environment. 
 
Town Centers--Local retail and services will be provided in town 
centers with compact development and transit service. 
 
Main Streets--Neighborhoods will be served by main streets with retail 
and service developments served by transit. 
 
Corridors--Along good quality transit lines, corridors feature a high-
quality pedestrian environment, convenient access to transit, and 
somewhat higher than current densities. 
 
Employment Areas--Various types of employment and some residential 
development are encouraged in employment areas with limited commercial 
uses. 
 
Industrial Areas--Industrial area are set aside primarily for 
industrial activities with limited supporting uses. 
 
Regionally Significant Industrial Areas--Industrial areas with site 
characteristics that are relatively rare in the region that render 
them especially suitable for industrial use. 
 
Inner Neighborhoods--Residential areas accessible to jobs and 
neighborhood businesses with smaller lot sizes are inner neigh-
borhoods. 
 
Outer Neighborhoods--Residential neighborhoods farther away from large 
employment centers with larger lot sizes and lower densities are outer 
neighborhoods. 
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Exhibit B to Ordinance No. 07-1137 
Amendments to Title 4 Of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan 

 
 
TITLE 4:  INDUSTRIAL AND OTHER EMPLOYMENT AREAS 
 
Add the following section: 
 
3.07.450  Employment and Industrial Areas Map 
 
A. The Employment and Industrial Areas Map is the official depiction 

of the boundaries of Regionally Significant Industrial Areas, 
Industrial Areas and Employment Areas. 

 
B. If the Metro Council adds territory to the UGB and designates all 

or part of the territory Regionally Significant Industrial Area, 
Industrial Area or Employment Area, after completion of Title 11 
planning by the responsible city or county, the Chief Operating 
Officer shall issue an order to conform the map to the boundaries 
established by the responsible city or county. The order shall 
also make necessary amendments to the Habitat Conservation Areas 
Map, described in section 3.07.1320 of Title 13 of this chapter, 
to ensure implementation of Title 13. 

 
C. A city or county may amend its comprehensive plan or zoning  

regulations to change its designation of land on the Employment 
and Industrial Areas Map in order to allow uses not allowed by 
Title 4 upon a demonstration that: 

 
 1. The property is not surrounded by land designated on the 

map as Industrial Area, Regionally Significant Industrial 
Area or a combination of the two; 

 
 2. The amendment will not reduce the jobs capacity of the city 

or county below the number shown on Table 3.07-1 of Title 1 
of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, or the 
amount of the reduction is replaced by separate and 
concurrent action by the city or county; 

 
 3. If the map designates the property as Regionally 

Significant Industrial Area, the subject property does not 
have access to specialized services, such as redundant 
electrical power or industrial gases, and is not proximate 
to freight loading and unloading facilities, such as trans-
shipment facilities; 

 
 4. The amendment would not allow uses that would reduce off-

peak performance on Major Roadway Routes and Roadway 
Connectors shown on Metro’s 2004 Regional Freight System 
Map below standards in the Regional Transportation Plan, or 
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  exceed volume-to-capacity ratios on Table 7 of the 1999 
Oregon Highway Plan for state highways, and would not 
require added road capacity to stay within the standards or 
ratios; 

 
 5. The amendment would not diminish the intended function of 

the Central City or Regional or Town Centers as the 
principal locations of retail, cultural and civic services 
in their market areas; and 

 
 6. If the map designates the property as Regionally 

Significant Industrial Area, the property subject to the 
amendment is ten acres or less; if designated Industrial 
Area, the property subject to the amendment is 20 acres or 
less; if designated Employment Area, the property subject 
to the amendment is 40 acres or less. 

 
D. The Chief Operating Officer shall revise the Employment and 

Industrial Areas Map by order to conform to an amendment made by 
a city or county pursuant to subsection C of this section within 
30 days after notification by the city or county that no appeal 
of the amendment was filed pursuant to ORS 197.825 or, if an 
appeal was filed, that the amendment was upheld in the final 
appeal process. 

 
E. After consultation with Metropolitan Policy Advisory Committee, 

the Council may issue an order suspending operation of subsection 
C in any calendar year in which the cumulative amount of land for 
which the Employment and Industrial Areas Map is changed during 
that year from Regionally Significant Industrial Area or 
Industrial Area to Employment Area or other 2040 Growth Concept 
design type designation exceeds the industrial land surplus.  The 
industrial land surplus is the amount by which the current supply 
of vacant land designated Regionally Significant Industrial Area 
and Industrial Area exceeds the 20-year need for industrial land, 
as determined by the most recent “Urban Growth Report: An 
Employment Land Need Analysis”, reduced by an equal annual 
increment for the number of years since the report. 

 
F. The Metro Council may amend the Employment and Industrial Areas 

Map by ordinance at any time to better achieve the policies of 
the Regional Framework Plan. To approve an amendment, the Council 
must conclude that the amendment: 

 
 1. Would not reduce the jobs capacity of the city or county 

below the number shown on Table 3.07-1 of Title 1 of the 
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan; 

 
 2. Would not allow uses that would reduce off-peak performance 

on Major Roadway Routes and Roadway Connectors shown on 
Metro’s 2004 Regional Freight System Map below standards in 
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  the Regional Transportation Plan, or exceed volume-to-
capacity ratios on Table 7 of the 1999 Oregon Highway Plan 
for state highways, and would not require added road 
capacity to stay within the standards or ratios; 

 
 3. Would not diminish the intended function of the Central 

City or Regional or Town Centers as the principal locations 
of retail, cultural and civic services in their market 
areas; 

 
 4. Would not reduce the integrity or viability of a traded 

sector cluster of industries; 
 
 5. Would not create or worsen a significant imbalance between 

jobs and housing in a regional market area; and 
 
 6. If the subject property is designated Regionally 

Significant Industrial Area, would not remove from that 
designation land that is especially suitable for industrial 
use due to the availability of specialized services, such 
as redundant electrical power or industrial gases, or due 
to proximity to freight transport facilities, such as 
trans-shipment facilities. 

 
G. Amendments to the Employment and Industrial Areas Map made in 

compliance with the process and criteria in this section shall be 
deemed to comply with the Regional Framework Plan. 

 
H. The Council may establish conditions upon approval of an 

amendment to the Employment and Industrial Areas Map under 
subsection F to ensure that the amendment complies with the 
Regional Framework Plan and state land use planning laws. 

 
I. By January 31 of each year, the Chief Operating Officer (COO) 

shall submit a written report to the Council and the Metropolitan 
Policy Advisory Committee on the cumulative effects on employment 
land in the region of the amendments to the Employment and 
Industrial Areas Map made pursuant to this section during the 
preceding year.  The report shall include any recommendations the 
COO deems appropriate on measures the Council might take to 
address the effects. 
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Exhibit C to Ordinance No. 07-1137 

Amendments to Title 11 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan 
 
 
TITLE 11:  PLANNING FOR NEW URBAN AREAS 
 
3.07.1120  Urban Growth Boundary Amendment Urban Reserve Plan 
Requirements  Planning for Territory Added to the UGB 
 
All territory added to the Urban Growth Boundary UGB as either a major 
amendment or a legislative amendment pursuant to Metro Code chapter 
3.01 shall be subject to adopted comprehensive plan provisions 
consistent with the requirements of all applicable titles of the Metro 
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan and in particular this Title 
11.  The comprehensive plan provisions shall be fully coordinated with 
all other applicable plans.  The comprehensive plan provisions shall 
contain an urban growth plan diagram and policies that demonstrate 
compliance with the RUGGO, including the Metro Council adopted 2040 
Growth Concept design types.  Comprehensive plan amendments shall 
include: 
 
A. Specific plan designation boundaries derived from the general 

boundaries of design type designations assigned by the Council in 
the ordinance adding the territory to the UGB. 

 
AB. Provision for annexation to the district and to a city or any 

necessary service districts prior to urbanization of the 
territory or incorporation of a city or necessary service 
districts to provide all required urban services. 

 
BC. Provision for average residential densities of at least 

10 dwelling units per net developable residential acre or such 
other densities that the Council specifies pursuant to section 
3.01.040 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. 

 
CD. Demonstrable measures that will provide a diversity of housing 

stock that will fulfill needed housing requirements as defined by 
ORS 197.303.  Measures may include, but are not limited to, 
implementation of recommendations in Title 7 of the Urban Growth 
Management Functional Plan. 

 
DE. Demonstration of how residential developments will include, 

without public subsidy, housing affordable to households with 
incomes at or below area median incomes for home ownership and at 
or below 80 percent of area median incomes for rental as defined 
by U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development for the 
adjacent urban jurisdiction.  Public subsidies shall not be 
interpreted to mean the following:  density bonuses, streamlined 
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 permitting processes, extensions to the time at which systems 
development charges (SDCs) and other fees are collected, and 
other exercises of the regulatory and zoning powers. 

 
EF. Provision for sufficient commercial and industrial development 

for the needs of the area to be developed consistent with 2040 
Growth Concept design types.  Commercial and industrial 
designations in nearby areas inside the Urban Growth Boundary 
shall be considered in comprehensive plans to maintain design 
type consistency. 

 
FG. A conceptual transportation plan consistent with the applicable 

provision of the Regional Transportation Plan, Title 6 of the 
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan, and that is also 
consistent with the protection of natural resources either 
identified in acknowledged comprehensive plan inventories or as 
required by Title 3 of the Urban Growth Management Functional 
Plan.  The plan shall, consistent with OAR Chapter 660, Division 
11, include preliminary cost estimates and funding strategies, 
including likely financing approaches. 

 
GH. Identification and mapping of areas to be protected from 

development due to fish and wildlife habitat protection, water 
quality enhancement and mitigation, and natural hazards 
mitigation, including, without limitation, all Habitat 
Conservation Areas, Water Quality Resource Areas, and Flood 
Management Areas.  A natural resource protection plan to protect 
fish and wildlife habitat, water quality enhancement areas, and 
natural hazard areas shall be completed as part of the 
comprehensive plan and zoning for lands added to the Urban Growth 
Boundary prior to urban development.  The plan shall include 
zoning strategies to avoid and minimize the conflicts between 
planned future development and the protection of Habitat 
Conservation Areas, Water Quality Resource Areas, Flood 
Management Areas, and other natural hazard areas.  The plan shall 
also include a preliminary cost estimate and funding strategy, 
including likely financing approaches, for options such as 
mitigation, site acquisition, restoration, enhancement, and 
easement dedication to ensure that all significant natural 
resources are protected. 

 
HI. A conceptual public facilities and services plan for the 

provision of sanitary sewer, water, storm drainage, 
transportation, parks and police and fire protection.  The plan 
shall, consistent with OAR Chapter 660, Division 11, include 
preliminary cost estimates and funding strategies, including 
likely financing approaches. 
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IJ. A conceptual school plan that provides for the amount of land and 

improvements needed, if any, for school facilities on new or 
existing sites that will serve the territory added to the UGB.  
The estimate of need shall be coordinated with affected local 
governments and special districts. 

 
JK. An urban growth diagram for the designated planning area showing, 

at least, the following, when applicable: 
 
 1. General locations of arterial, collector and essential 

local streets and connections and necessary public 
facilities such as sanitary sewer, storm sewer and water to 
demonstrate that the area can be served; 

 
 2. Location of steep slopes and unbuildable lands including 

but not limited to wetlands, floodplains and riparian 
areas; 

 
 3. Location of Habitat Conservation Areas; 
 
 4. General locations for mixed use areas, commercial and 

industrial lands; 
 
 5. General locations for single and multi-family housing; 
 
 6. General locations for public open space, plazas and 

neighborhood centers; and 
 
 7. General locations or alternative locations for any needed 

school, park or fire hall sites. 
 
L. A determination of the zoned dwelling unit capacity of zoning 

districts that allow housing. 
 
KM. The plan amendments shall be coordinated among the city, county, 

school district and other service districts. 
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Exhibit D to Ordinance No. 07-1137 
Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law 

 
 
Ordinance No. 07-1137 amends various provisions of the Urban Growth Management Functional 
Plan (UGMFP) in order to establish a process and criteria for amendments to the Employment 
and Industrial Areas Map of Title 4 (Industrial and Other Employment Areas).  The ordinance 
also clarifies the process for adjusting UGMFP maps and tables (housing and employment 
capacities) following completion of planning under Title 11 (Planning for New Urban Areas) of 
territory added to the UGB.  The practical effects of these changes are as follows: 
 

• Title 4 now provides specific procedures for changes to Title 4’s Employment and 
Industrial Areas Map, some of which are initiated by cities and counties and others by the 
Metro Council 

• Title 4 now provides specific criteria derived from the policies of the Regional 
Framework Plan for review of proposed changes to the Employment and Industrial Areas 
Map  

• Titles 1 and 11 more clearly set forth the process for bringing maps and tables of the 
UGMFP into conformance with city and county planning under Title 11 of territory 
newly added to the UGB.  The Metro Council assigns general design-type designations to 
the territory in the ordinance which adds the territory to the UGB.  The city or county 
responsible for planning the new territory develops comprehensive plan and zoning 
designations that generally conform to Metro’s design-type designation.  After adoption 
by the city or county, Metro conforms UGMFP maps and tables to the local maps. 

 
Ordinance No. 07-1137 does not change any of the regulatory boundaries contained in the maps.  
The ordinance, therefore, does not change requirements under the functional plans as they apply 
to any particular property under Metro’s jurisdiction. 
 
I. STATEWIDE PLANNING GOALS 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 1 – Citizen Involvement:  Metro provided notice of the proposed 
amendments to stakeholders and the general public by following the notification requirements in 
its acknowledged code.  Metro provided notice to the Oregon Department of Land Conservation 
and Development Commission as provided in ORS 197.610 and OAR 660-018-0020.  Metro 
sought and received comment from its Metropolitan Policy Advisory Committee (MPAC), which 
sought the advice of its Metropolitan Technical Advisory Committee (MTAC). On January 18, 
2007, the Metro Council held a public hearing on the proposed ordinance.  The Council 
concludes that these activities conform to Metro’s code and policies on citizen involvement and 
comply with Goal 1. 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 2 – Land Use Planning:  Metro sought and received comment from the 
local governments and special districts that comprise the metropolitan region.  The Metro 
Charter establishes MPAC, composed principally of representatives of local governments, 
special districts and school districts in the region, and requires the Metro Council to seek its 
advice on amendments to the Regional Framework Plan and its components, such as the 
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UGMFP.  MPAC reviewed Ordinance No. 07-1137 and recommended revisions to the draft, 
some of which the Council adopted.  The Council concludes that the ordinance complies with 
Goal 2. 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 3 – Agricultural Lands:  Ordinance No. 07-1137 amends various 
provisions of the UGMFP to establish a process and criteria for amendments to the Title 4 
Employment and Industrial Areas Map and to clarify the process for adjusting UGMFP maps and 
tables following completion of planning under Title 11 of territory added to the UGB.  Because 
the maps have no regulatory effect outside the UGB, the Council concludes that Goal 3 does not 
apply to the amendments. 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 4 – Forest Lands:  Ordinance No. 07-1137 amends various provisions 
of the UGMFP to establish a process and criteria for amendments to the Title 4 Employment and 
Industrial Areas Map and to clarify the process for adjusting UGMFP maps and tables following 
completion of planning under Title 11 of territory added to the UGB.  Because the maps have no 
regulatory effect outside the UGB, the Council concludes that Goal 4 does not apply to the 
amendments. 
 
 Statewide Planning Goal 5 – Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic Areas, and Open Spaces:  
Ordinance No. 07-1137 amends various provisions of the UGMFP to establish a process and 
criteria for amendments to the Title 4 Employment and Industrial Areas Map and to clarify the 
process for adjusting UGMFP maps and tables following completion of planning under Title 11 
of territory added to the UGB. Because the amendments made by the ordinance do not change 
the boundaries on any map that applies to resources protected by Goal 5, the Council concludes 
that the ordinance is consistent with Goal 5. 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 6 – Air, Land and Water Resources Quality:  Ordinance No. 07-1137  
amends various provisions of the UGMFP to establish a process and criteria for amendments to 
the Title 4 Employment and Industrial Areas Map and to clarify the process for adjusting 
UGMFP maps and tables following completion of planning under Title 11 of territory added to 
the UGB.  The amendments do not affect resources protected by Goal 6.  The Council concludes, 
therefore, that the amendments are consistent with Goal 6. 
  
Statewide Planning Goal 7 – Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards:  Ordinance No. 07-
1137 amends various provisions of the UGMFP to establish a process and criteria for 
amendments to the Title 4 Employment and Industrial Areas Map and to clarify the process for 
adjusting UGMFP maps and tables following completion of planning under Title 11 of territory 
added to the UGB.  The amendments do not affect areas subject to natural disasters and hazards.  
The Council concludes, therefore, that the amendments are consistent with Goal 7. 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 8 – Recreational Needs:  Ordinance No. 07-1137 amends various 
provisions of the UGMFP to establish a process and criteria for amendments to the Title 4 
Employment and Industrial Areas Map and to clarify the process for adjusting UGMFP maps and 
tables following completion of planning under Title 11 of territory added to the UGB.  The 
amendments do not affect recreational needs.  The Council concludes, therefore, that the 
amendments are consistent with Goal 8. 
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Statewide Planning Goal 9 – Economic Development:  Ordinance No. 07-1137 amends various 
provisions of the UGMFP to establish a process and criteria for amendments to the Title 4 
Employment and Industrial Areas Map and to clarify the process for adjusting UGMFP maps and 
tables following completion of planning under Title 11 of territory added to the UGB. The 
ordinance does not change any of the regulatory boundaries contained in the maps and,  
therefore, does not change requirements under the functional plans as they apply to any 
particular industrial or employment land.  Thus, although Goal 9 does not apply to Metro, the 
Council concludes that the ordinance is consistent with the goal. 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 10 – Housing:  Ordinance No. 07-1137 amends various provisions of 
the UGMFP to establish a process and criteria for amendments to the Title 4 Employment and 
Industrial Areas Map and to clarify the process for adjusting UGMFP maps and tables following 
completion of planning under Title 11 of territory added to the UGB.  The ordinance does not 
apply to land available for housing.  The Council concludes that Goal 10 does not apply to the 
amendments. 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 11 – Public Facilities and Services:  Ordinance No. 07-1137 amends 
various provisions of the UGMFP to establish a process and criteria for amendments to the Title 
4 Employment and Industrial Areas Map and to clarify the process for adjusting UGMFP maps 
and tables following completion of planning under Title 11 of territory added to the UGB.  Goal 
11 will apply to proposed changes to the Title 4 map pursuant to this ordinance, but this 
ordinance itself does not amend or affect any public facility plan.  The Council concludes that 
the amendments are consistent with Goal 11.   
 
Statewide Planning Goal 12 – Transportation: Ordinance No. 07-1137 amends various provisions 
of the UGMFP to establish a process and criteria for amendments to the Title 4 Employment and 
Industrial Areas Map and to clarify the process for adjusting UGMFP maps and tables following 
completion of planning under Title 11 of territory added to the UGB.  Goal 12 will apply to 
proposed changes to the Title 4 map pursuant to this ordinance, but this ordinance itself does not 
amend or affect the Regional Transportation Plan or any city or county transportation system 
plan.  The Council concludes that the amendments are consistent with Goal 12.   
 
Statewide Planning Goal 13 – Energy Conservation:  Ordinance No. 07-1137 amends various 
provisions of the UGMFP to establish a process and criteria for amendments to the Title 4 
Employment and Industrial Areas Map and to clarify the process for adjusting UGMFP maps and 
tables following completion of planning under Title 11 of territory added to the UGB.  The 
amendments do not affect energy resources.  The Council concludes, therefore, that the 
amendments are consistent with Goal 13.   
 
Statewide Planning Goal 14 – Urbanization:  Goal 14 governs the establishment and change of 
UGBs.  Ordinance No. 07-1137 does not apply outside the UGB and does not apply to changes 
to the UGB.  Goal 14 also requires management of “urbanizable land” within UGBs “…to 
maintain its potential for planned urban development until appropriate public facilities and 
services are available or planned.”   The ordinance does not change any of the regulatory 
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boundaries contained in the maps.  For these reasons, the Council concludes that the amendments 
are consistent with Goal 14. 
 
Statewide Planning Goal 15 – Willamette River Greenway:  Ordinance No. 07-1137 amends 
various provisions of the UGMFP to establish a process and criteria for amendments to the Title 
4 Employment and Industrial Areas Map and to clarify the process for adjusting UGMFP maps 
and tables following completion of planning under Title 11 of territory added to the UGB.  Goal 
15 will apply to proposed changes to the Title 4 map pursuant to this ordinance for land that lies 
within the greenway, but this ordinance itself does not change any of the regulatory boundaries 
contained in the maps and,  therefore, does not change requirements under the functional plans as 
they apply to any particular industrial or employment land.  The Council concludes that the 
amendments are consistent with Goal 15.   
 
II. REGIONAL FRAMEWORK PLAN 
 
Policy 1.4 – Economic Opportunity:  Ordinance No. 07-1137 amends various provisions of the 
UGMFP to establish a process and criteria for amendments to the Title 4 Employment and 
Industrial Areas Map and to clarify the process for adjusting UGMFP maps and tables following 
completion of planning under Title 11 of territory added to the UGB.  This ordinance itself does 
not change any of the regulatory boundaries contained in the maps and does not change 
requirements under the functional plans as they apply to any particular industrial or employment 
land.  The ordinance, however, does establish criteria for changes to the Title 4 map.  Criteria in 
the ordinance derive in part from Policy 1.4 [subsections 3.07.450(C) and (F)]. The Council 
concludes that the amendments are consistent with Policy 1.4.  
 
Policy 1.5 – Economic Vitality: Ordinance No. 07-1137 amends various provisions of the 
UGMFP to establish a process and criteria for amendments to the Title 4 Employment and 
Industrial Areas Map and to clarify the process for adjusting UGMFP maps and tables following 
completion of planning under Title 11 of territory added to the UGB.  This ordinance itself does 
not change any of the regulatory boundaries contained in the maps and does not change 
requirements under the functional plans as they apply to any particular industrial or employment 
land.  The ordinance, however, does establish criteria for changes to the Title 4 map.  Criteria in 
the ordinance derive in part from Policy 1.5 [subsections 3.07.450(C) and (F)]. The Council 
concludes that the amendments are consistent with Policy 1.5. 
 
Policy 1.13 – Participation of Citizens:  The public involvement actions described above under 
Statewide Planning Goal 1 comply with Metro’s code and Policy 1.13. 
 
Policy 1.15 – Centers: Ordinance No. 07-1137 amends various provisions of the UGMFP to 
establish a process and criteria for amendments to the Title 4 Employment and Industrial Areas 
Map and to clarify the process for adjusting UGMFP maps and tables following completion of 
planning under Title 11 of territory added to the UGB.  This ordinance itself does not change any 
of the regulatory boundaries contained in the maps and does not change requirements under the 
functional plans as they apply to any particular industrial or employment land.  The ordinance, 
however, does establish criteria for changes to the Title 4 map.  Criteria in the ordinance derive 
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in part from  Policy 1.15 [subsections 3.07.450(C) and (F)]. The Council concludes that the 
amendments are consistent with Policy 1.15. 
 
Policies 2.20 – Regional Freight System – and 2.21 – Regional Freight System Investments: 
Ordinance No. 07-1137 amends various provisions of the UGMFP to establish a process and 
criteria for amendments to the Title 4 Employment and Industrial Areas Map and to clarify the 
process for adjusting UGMFP maps and tables following completion of planning under Title 11 
of territory added to the UGB.  Changes to the map and to subsequent land uses can have 
significant effects on the regional freight system.  This ordinance itself does not change any of 
the regulatory boundaries contained in the maps and does not change requirements under the 
functional plans as they apply to any particular industrial or employment land.  The ordinance, 
however, does establish criteria for changes to the Title 4 map.  Criteria in the ordinance derive 
in part from Policies 2.20 and 2.21 [subsections 3.07.450(C) and (F)]. The Council concludes 
that the amendments are consistent with these policies. 
 
Because Ordinance No: 07-1137 does not make any changes to design-type designations or the 
Title 4 map itself and addresses only process and criteria for future amendments to the Title 4 
Employment and Industrial Areas Map, the following policies of the Regional Framework Plan 
do not apply to the ordinance: 
 
 Policy 1.1 – Urban Form 
 Policy 1.2 – Built Environment 
 Policy 1.3 – Affordable Housing 
 Policy 1.6 – Growth Management 
 Policy 1.7 – Urban/Rural Transition 
 Policy 1.8 – Developed Urban Land 
 Policy 1.9 – Urban Growth Boundary 
 Policy 1.10 – Urban Design 
 Policy 1.11 – Neighbor Cities 
 Policy 1.12 – Protection of Agriculture and Forest Resource Land 
 Policy 1.16 – Residential Neighborhoods 
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STAFF REPORT 
 
 

IN CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 07-1137, FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
AMENDING METRO CODE SECTIONS 3.07.120, 3.07.130 AND 3.07.1120; ADDING 
METRO CODE SECTION 3.07.450 TO ESTABLISH A PROCESS AND CRITERIA FOR 
CHANGES TO THE EMPLOYMENT AND INDUSTRIAL AREAS MAP; AND 
DECLARING AN EMERGENCY    
 

              
 
Date: January 12, 2007      Prepared by: Richard Benner 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
Title 4 of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan (UGMFP) places some limitations on uses and 
land divisions in Regionally Significant Industrial Areas (RSIAs), Industrial Areas and Employment 
Areas.  The Title 4 “Employment and Industrial Areas Map” sets the boundaries of those 2040 Growth 
Concept design type designations and determines which land in the region is subject to Title 4 limitations.  
Local governments in the region rely upon the map to bring their comprehensive plans and land use 
regulations into compliance with Title 4.  From time to time, a city or county wants to change its plan or 
zone designation for land on the Title 4 map.  To remain in compliance with the UGMFP, these changes 
usually require an amendment to the map. 
 
In recent weeks, Metro has received letters from cities requesting changes to the Title 4 map in order for 
those cities to allow uses on the subject properties that do not comply with Title 4.  Also, the Metro 
Planning Department maintains an informal list of proposed map changes suggested by city and county 
planning departments.  Neither Title 4 itself nor other provisions of the UGMFP provide a process or 
criteria to guide Metro Council review of these requests.  In the absence of a specific process, all such 
requests require the Council to adopt an ordinance, through its customary process, to amend the Title 4 
map, regardless how large or small, significant or insignificant.  Because neither Title 4 itself nor the 
Regional Framework Plan (RFP) specifies criteria or particular policies in the RFP to guide consideration 
of proposed Title 4 map amendments, it is unclear which policies of the RFP apply to the request.  
Because the policies of the RFP are general in nature, cities and counties, landowners and the Council 
itself, face a large degree of uncertainty when considering a proposal. 
 
Proposed Ordinance No. 07-1137 addresses these issues by providing procedures and criteria for 
consideration of proposed amendments to the map.  The ordinance offers two procedures for map 
amendments.  Smaller proposals (based upon size of the subject property) are left for cities and counties 
to decide on their own.  Metro can participate in city or county land use hearing to express any concerns it 
has.  If a city or county makes an amendment, Metro later conforms the Title 4 map to the local change.  
Larger proposals come to the Metro Council for consideration.  In addition, the Council remains free to 
consider changes to the map – to make small adjustment or correct errors, for example – at any time, as it 
has done in the past.  The ordinance also provides criteria to guide these local and Council decisions.  The 
criteria are derived from the policies of the RFP and the preface to Title 4. 
 
The proposed amendments to Title 1 (Requirements for Housing and Employment Accommodation) and 
Title 11 (Planning for New Urban Areas) conform those titles to the amendments to Title 4 and clarify the 
process for adding land to the Title 4 map following local planning for new urban areas under Title 11. 
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ANALYSIS/INFORMATION 
 
1. Known Opposition:  Two principal issues have been raised by some cities, counties and stakeholders 

with the proposed ordinance and previous versions of it: 
• Sending any proposed map amendments to the Metro Council means there will be decisions at 

two levels – local and regional – subject to two sets of criteria and two potential appeals to 
LUBA.  This, of course, is an issue with the current situation as well. 

• The criteria are seen as either too strict, meaning few proposed map amendments will meet them 
and prevent appropriate changes, or too lenient, meaning many amendments will meet them and 
inappropriately reduce the employment land base. 

 
2. Legal Antecedents: The Metro Council adopted Title 4 and the Employment and Industrial Areas 

Map in 1996 as part of the UGMFP.  The Council amended Title 4 and the map on December 5, 
2002, to establish RSIAs.  Statewide Planning Goal 14 requires Metro to ensure capacity for 
employment within the UGB.  Changes to the process or criteria for Title 4 maps amendments may 
indirectly raise issues over the adequacy of the UGB’s employment capacity. 

 
3. Anticipated Effects:  Adoption of the ordinance would likely speed the consideration of proposed 

amendment of the Title 4 map, reduce the number of changes that must come to the Metro Council 
for decision, reduce the uncertainty over criteria for decision-making, and reduce the number of 
appeals to LUBA.  Adoption of the ordinance is unlikely to raise issues under Goal 14, although 
decisions on specific proposed map amendments may. 

 
4. Budget Impacts:  Adoption of the ordinance would likely reduce local and Metro costs of processing 

proposed amendments to the Title 4 map. 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
  
Adopt Ordinance No. 07-1137, after consideration of amendments to the ordinance that may be  
recommended by MPAC at its January 24, 2007, meeting. 
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 
 
FOR THE PURPOSE OF ENTERING                           Resolution No. 07-3767 
ORDERS RELATING TO THE CLAIMS 
BY ALFRED C. & ALVERAN F. BOTHUM;               Introduced by Chief Operating Officer 
DONALD B. BOWERMAN, W. LEIGH                        Michael Jordan with the concurrence of  
CAMPBELL & CEILLE W. BOWERMAN;                  Council President David Bragdon 
ELLA MAE & KENNETH LARSON;  
ARTHUR A. LUTZ, JAMES H.  
GILBAUGH, JR., LINDA GILBAUGH,  
DEANNA S. HVAL, STEVEN B. HVAL &  
SCOTT R. HVAL; SHARON DAILY  
MCCULLOCH-GILSON; MPR DEVELOPMENT  
CO.; REGIS &ROSALIE RAUJOL; AND KENT  
SEIDA FOR COMPENSATION UNDER  
ORS 197.352 
 
 WHEREAS, Alfred C. and Alverna F. Bothum; Donald B. Bowerman, W. Leigh 
Campbell and Ceille W. Bowerman; Ella Mae and Kenneth Larson; Arthur Lutz, James H. 
Gilbaugh, Jr., Linda Gilbaugh, Deanna S. Hval, Steven B. Hval and Scott R. Hval; Sharon Daily 
McCulloch-Gilson; MPR Development Co.; Regis and Rosalie Raujol; and  Kent Seida have 
filed claims for compensation under ORS 197.352 contending that Metro regulations have 
reduced the fair market value of properties they own; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the Chief Operating Officer reviewed the claims and submitted reports to 
the Metro Council pursuant to section 2.21.040(c) of the Metro Code recommending dismissal of 
the claims for the reason that the properties lie outside Metro’s urban growth boundary and, 
therefore, are not subject to the regulations that are the bases for the claims; now, therefore 
 
 BE IT RESOLVED that the Metro Council 
 
 1.  Accepts the report of the Chief Operating Officer (COO) on each claim. 
 
 2. Enters Orders No. 07-009 through 07-016, attached, dismissing the claims for  
  compensation. 
 
 3. Directs the Chief Operating Officer (COO) to send a copy of the appropriate order 
  to the claimants and the local government with land use responsibility for the  
  property, together with the appropriate report of the COO, and to post all of the  
  orders and reports at the Metro website. 
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ADOPTED by the Metro Council this 8th day of February 2007.  
 
 
 
       David Bragdon, Council President 
 
Approved as to form: 
 
 
 
Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney  
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Order No. 07-009 
 

RELATING TO THE ARTHUR C. AND ALVERNA F. BOTHUM 
CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION UNDER ORS 197.352 

 
 
Claimant: Arthur C. and Alverna F. Bothum 
 
Property: 12800 N.W. Springville Road, Portland, OR 
  Township 1 North, Range 1 West, Section 16, Lot 12  
 
Claim:  Metro regulations reduce the fair market value of property 
 
 
 Claimants submitted the claim to Metro pursuant to ORS 197.352.  This order is based upon the 
report prepared by the Chief Operating Officer (“COO”) pursuant to section 2.21.040(c) of the Metro 
Code. 
 
 The Metro Council has considered the report of the COO, attached to this order. 
 
 IT IS ORDERED THAT: 
 
 The claim of Arthur C. and Alverna F. Bothum for compensation is dismissed because the subject 
property does not lie within Metro’s urban growth boundary and is not subject to land use regulations as 
defined in ORS 197.352(11)(B). 
 
 ENTERED this 25th day of January, 2007. 
 
  

 
       
David Bragdon, Council President 
 

Approved as to form: 
 
 
       
Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney 

 

 



CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION 
UNDER ORS 197.352 

AND METRO CODE CHAPTER 2.21 
 

REPORT OF THE CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 
 

In Consideration of Order No. 07-009 
For the Purpose of Entering an Order 

Relating to the Claim of Arthur C. and Alverna F. Bothum 
 

January 3, 2007 
 
 
METRO CLAIM NUMBER:  Claim No. 07-009 
 
NAME OF CLAIMANTS:   Arthur C. and Alverna F. Bothum 
 
MAILING ADDRESS:    12800 N.W. Springville Road, Portland, OR 
 
PROPERTY LOCATION:    12800 N.W. Springville Road, Portland, OR 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:    T 1 North, R 1 West, Section 16, Lot 12 
 
DATE OF CLAIM:     December 4, 2006 
 
 

I. CLAIM 
 
Claimants Arthur C. and Alverna F. Bothum seek compensation for a claimed reduction in fair market 
value of their property as a result of Metro land use regulations.  Claimants seek a waiver of the 
regulations to allow the division of the property for residential development. 
 
 

II. SUMMARY OF COO RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Chief Operating Officer (“COO”) recommends that the Metro Council dismiss the claim for the 
reason set forth in section III of the report. 
 
 

III. PRELIMINARY REVIEW 
 
1. Timeliness of Claim 
 
ORS 197.352(5) requires that a written demand for compensation be made: 
 
 a. For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted prior to the effective date of 

Measure 37, within two years of that date or the date a public entity applies the regulation 
to the property as an approval criterion in response to a land use application submitted by 
the owner; or 
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 b. For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted after the effective date of 
Measure 37, within two years of the enactment of the regulation or of the date the owner 
of the property submits a land use application for the property in which the regulation is 
an approval criterion. 

 
The claimants based their claim on Metro land use regulations adopted prior to the effective date of 
Measure 37.  Claimants filed their claim on December 4, 2006, the last day to file without having to 
submit a land use application in which the regulation is an approval criterion.  The claim is timely. 
 
2. Location of Property 
 
Metro regulations subject to claims under ORS 197.352 apply only inside the urban growth boundary 
(“UGB”).  The claimants’ property lies outside the UGB.  The land use regulation that is the basis of the 
claim does not apply to claimants’ property. 
 
3. Land Use Regulation 
 
The claim does not make reference to a specific Metro land use regulation.  It is apparent from the claim, 
however, that claimants believe a Metro regulation prohibits them from dividing their property.  No 
Metro regulation applies outside the UGB. 
 
4. Interest in Land 
 
Metro Code section 2.21.020(c) defines “owner” to mean the owner of the property or any interest 
therein.  To be valid, the claimant must have been the owner at the time the Metro regulation first became 
applicable to claimant’s property, and must have remained the owner.  The Bothums have been the 
owners of the property for a long time.  However, because no Metro land use regulation applies to the 
property, it is not possible to determine whether the Bothums are “owners” within the meaning of the 
Metro Code. 
 

IV. COO Recommendation 
 
Metro Code section 2.21.040(b) requires the COO to make a preliminary analysis to determine whether a 
claim meets the basic requirements for full review.  The Bothums’ property lies outside the UGB.  No 
Metro land use regulation under ORS 197.352 applies to land outside the UGB.  Therefore, the Bothums’ 
claim does not meet the basic requirements for further review.  The COO recommends that the Metro 
Council dismiss the claim pursuant to Metro Code 2.21.040(c) and 2.21.060(a)(1). 
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Order No. 07-010 
 

RELATING TO THE DONALD B. BOWERMAN, W. LEIGH CAMPBELL AND  
CEILLE W. CAMPBELL CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION UNDER ORS 197.352 

 
 
Claimant: Donald B. Bowerman, W. Leigh Campbell and Ceille W. Campbell 
 
Property: Pete’s Mountain Road and Schaeffer Road 
  Township 3 South, Range 1 East, Section 3, Tax Lots 01100, 01101 and 01102  
 
Claim:  Metro Code Chapters 3.01 and 3.07 
 
 Claimants submitted the claim to Metro pursuant to ORS 197.352.  This order is based upon the 
report prepared by the Chief Operating Officer (COO) pursuant to section 2.21.040(c) of the Metro Code. 
 
 The Metro Council has considered the report of the COO, attached to this order. 
 
 IT IS ORDERED THAT: 
 
 The claim of Donald B. Bowerman, W. Leigh Campbell and Ceille W. Bowerman for 
compensation is dismissed because the subject property does not lie within Metro’s urban growth 
boundary and is not subject to land use regulations as defined in ORS 197.352(11)(B). 
 
 ENTERED this 25th day of January, 2007. 
 
  

 
       
David Bragdon, Council President 
 

Approved as to form: 
 
 
       
Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney 
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CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION 
UNDER ORS 197.352 

AND METRO CODE CHAPTER 2.21 
 

REPORT OF THE CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 
 

In Consideration of Order No. 07-010 For the Purpose of Entering an Order 
Relating to the Claim of Donald B. Bowerman, W. Leigh Campbell and Ceille W. Campbell 

 
January 3, 2007 

 
 
METRO CLAIM NUMBER:  Claim No. 07-010 
 
NAME OF CLAIMANTS:   Donald B. Bowerman, W. Leigh Campbell  
     and Ceille W. Campbell 
 
MAILING ADDRESS:    Bowerman & Boutin, LLP, P.O. Box 100 
     Oregon City, OR  97045 
 
PROPERTY LOCATION:    Near Pete’s Mtn. Rd and Schaffer Rd. 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:    T 3 South, R 1 East, Section 3, Tax Lots 
     01100, 01101 and 01102 
 
DATE OF CLAIM:     December 1, 2006 
 
 

I. CLAIM 
 
Claimants seek compensation for a claimed reduction in fair market value of their property as a result of 
Metro land use regulations.  Claimants seek a waiver of the regulations to allow the division of the 
property for residential development. 
 
 

II. SUMMARY OF COO RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Chief Operating Officer (“COO”) recommends that the Metro Council dismiss the claim for the 
reason set forth in section III of the report. 
 
 

III. PRELIMINARY REVIEW 
 
1. Timeliness of Claim 
 
ORS 197.352(5) requires that a written demand for compensation be made: 
 
 a. For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted prior to the effective date of 

Measure 37, within two years of that date or the date a public entity applies the regulation 
to the property as an approval criterion in response to a land use application submitted by 
the owner; or 
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 b. For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted after the effective date of Measure 

37, within two years of the enactment of the regulation or of the date the owner of the 
property submits a land use application for the property in which the regulation is an 
approval criterion. 

 
The claimants based their claim on Metro land use regulations adopted prior to the effective date of 
Measure 37.  Claimants filed their claim on December 1, 2006.  The claim is timely. 
 
2. Location of Property 
 
Metro regulations subject to claims under ORS 197.352 apply only inside the urban growth boundary 
(“UGB”).  The claimants’ property lies outside the UGB.  The land use regulations that are the basis of 
the claim do not apply to claimants’ property. 
 
3. Land Use Regulation 
 
The claim does not make reference to a specific Metro land use regulation.  It is apparent from the claim, 
however, that claimants believe Metro regulations prohibit them from dividing their property.  No Metro 
regulation applies outside the UGB. 
 
4. Interest in Land 
 
Metro Code section 2.21.020(c) defines “owner” to mean the owner of the property or any interest 
therein.  To be valid, the claimant must have been the owner at the time the Metro regulation first became 
applicable to claimant’s property, and must have remained the owner.  Claimants have been the owners of 
the property for a long time.  However, because no Metro land use regulation applies to the property, it is 
not possible to determine whether claimants are “owners” within the meaning of the Metro Code. 
 
 

IV. COO Recommendation 
 
Metro Code section 2.21.040(b) requires the COO to make a preliminary analysis to determine whether a 
claim meets the basic requirements for full review.  The subject property lies outside the UGB.  No Metro 
land use regulation under ORS 197.352 applies to land outside the UGB.  Therefore, the claim does not 
meet the basic requirements for further review.  The COO recommends that the Metro Council dismiss 
the claim pursuant to Metro Code 2.21.040(c) and 2.21.060(a)(1). 



Order No. 07-011 
 

RELATING TO THE ELLA MAE AND KENNETH LARSON 
CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION UNDER ORS 197.352 

 
 
Claimants: Ella Mae and Kenneth Larson 
 
Property: Township 2 North, Range 1 West, Sections 28, 28C, 28CA and 28D 
 
Claim:  Metro Code Chapter 3.07, Title 13 
 
 Claimants submitted the claim to Metro pursuant to ORS 197.352.  This order is based upon the 
report prepared by the Chief Operating Officer (“COO”) pursuant to section 2.21.040(c) of the Metro 
Code. 
 
 The Metro Council has considered the report of the COO, attached to this order. 
 
 IT IS ORDERED THAT: 
 
 The claim of for compensation is dismissed because the subject property does not lie within 
Metro’s urban growth boundary and is not subject to land use regulations as defined in ORS 
197.352(11)(B). 
 
 ENTERED this 25th day of January, 2007. 
 
  

 
       
David Bragdon, Council President 
 

Approved as to form: 
 
 
       
Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney 
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CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION 
UNDER ORS 197.352 

AND METRO CODE CHAPTER 2.21 
 

REPORT OF THE CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 
 

In Consideration of Order No. 07-011 
For the Purpose of Entering an Order 

Relating to the Claim of Ella Mae and Kenneth Larson 
 

January 3, 2007 
 
 
METRO CLAIM NUMBER:  Claim No. 07-011 
 
NAME OF CLAIMANTS:   Ella Mae and Kenneth Larson 
 
MAILING ADDRESS:    Donald Joe Willis, Schwabe, Williamson & 
     Wyatt, 1211 SW Fifth Ave., Suites 1600- 
     1900, Portland, OR  97204-3795 
 
PROPERTY LOCATION:    Multnomah County 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:    T 2 North, R 1 West, Section 28, four Tax Lots; 
     Section 28C, Tax Lots 100 and 101; Section 28CA, 
     Tax Lot 100; Section 28D, Tax Lot 500 
 
DATE OF CLAIM:     December 1, 2006 
 
 

I. CLAIM 
 
Claimants seek compensation for a claimed reduction in fair market value of their property as a result of 
Metro’s Title 13 (Nature in Neighborhoods) of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.  
Claimants seek a waiver of the regulations to allow boat houses, moorage facilities, marine construction, a 
ramp and an RV park. 
 
 

II. SUMMARY OF COO RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Chief Operating Officer (“COO”) recommends that the Metro Council dismiss the claim for the 
reason set forth in section III of the report. 
 
 

III. PRELIMINARY REVIEW 
 
1. Timeliness of Claim 
 
ORS 197.352(5) requires that a written demand for compensation be made: 
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 a. For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted prior to the effective date of 
Measure 37, within two years of that date or the date a public entity applies the regulation 
to the property as an approval criterion in response to a land use application submitted by 
the owner; or 

 
 b. For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted after the effective date of Measure 

37, within two years of the enactment of the regulation or of the date the owner of the 
property submits a land use application for the property in which the regulation is an 
approval criterion. 

 
The claimants based their claim on Metro land use regulations adopted prior to the effective date of 
Measure 37.  Claimants filed their claim on December 1, 2006.  The claim is timely. 
 
2. Location of Property 
 
Metro regulations subject to claims under ORS 197.352 apply only inside the urban growth boundary 
(UGB).  The claimants’ property lies outside the UGB.  The land use regulations that are the basis of the 
claim does not apply to claimants’ property. 
 
3. Land Use Regulation 
 
Title 13 (Nature in Neighborhoods) of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan has not yet been 
acknowledged by the Land Conservation and Development Commission.  It does not yet apply, therefore, 
to any property within the urban growth boundary. 
 
4. Interest in Land 
 
Metro Code section 2.21.020(c) defines “owner” to mean the owner of the property or any interest 
therein.  To be valid, the claimant must have been the owner at the time the Metro regulation first became 
applicable to claimant’s property, and must have remained the owner.  Claimants have been the owners of 
the property for a long time.  However, because no Metro land use regulation applies to the property, it is 
not possible to determine whether claimants are “owners” within the meaning of the Metro Code. 
 
 

IV. COO Recommendation 
 
Metro Code section 2.21.040(b) requires the COO to make a preliminary analysis to determine whether a 
claim meets the basic requirements for full review.  The subject property lies outside the UGB.  No Metro 
land use regulation under ORS 197.352 applies to land outside the UGB.  The claim is based upon Title 
13 (Nature in Neighborhoods) of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan.  Title 13 does not yet 
apply to land in the region.  Therefore, the claim does not meet the basic requirements for further review.  
The COO recommends that the Metro Council dismiss the claim pursuant to Metro Code 2.21.040(c) and 
2.21.060(a)(1). 
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Order No. 07-012 
 

RELATING TO THE ARTHUR A. LUTZ, JAMES H. GILBAUGH, JR., 
LINDA GILBAUGH, DEANNA S. HVAL,STEVEN B. HVAL & SCOTT 

R. HVAL CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION UNDER ORS 197.352 
 
Claimants: Arthur Lutz, James H. Gilbaugh, Jr., Linda Gilbaugh, Deanna S. Hval, Steven B. Hval 

and Scott R. Hval 
 
Property: Township 1 South, Range 2 West, Section 16D, Tax Lots 00100, 00101 and 00199 
 
Claim:  Metro Code Chapter 3.09 
 
 Claimants submitted the claim to Metro pursuant to ORS 197.352.  This order is based upon the 
report prepared by the Chief Operating Officer (COO) pursuant to section 2.21.040(c) of the Metro Code. 
 
 The Metro Council has considered the report of the COO, attached to this order. 
 
 IT IS ORDERED THAT: 
 
 The claim of Arthur Lutz, James H. Gilbaugh, Jr., Linda Gilbaugh, Deanna S. Hval, Steven B. 
Hval and Scott R. Hval for compensation is dismissed because the subject property does not lie within 
Metro’s urban growth boundary and is not subject to land use regulations as defined in ORS 
197.352(11)(B). 
 
 ENTERED this 25th day of January, 2007. 
 
  

 
       
David Bragdon, Council President 
 

Approved as to form: 
 
 
       
Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney 
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CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION 

UNDER ORS 197.352 
AND METRO CODE CHAPTER 2.21 

 
REPORT OF THE CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 

 
 

In Consideration of Order No. 07-012 
For the Purpose of Entering an Order 

Relating to the Claim of Arthur Lutz, James H. Gilbaugh, Jr., 
Linda Gilbaugh, Deanna S. Hval, Steven B. Hval and Scott R. Hval  

 
January 3, 2007 

 
 
METRO CLAIM NUMBER:  Claim No. 07-012 
 
NAME OF CLAIMANTS:   Arthur Lutz, James H. Gilbaugh, Jr., Linda Gilbaugh, Deanna S. 

Hval, Steven B. Hval and Scott R. Hval 
 
MAILING ADDRESS:    Steven B. Hval, Hagen O’Connell, LLP 
     121 SW Morrison Street, Suite 1500 
     Portland, Oregon  97204 
 
PROPERTY LOCATION:    Washington County 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:    T 2 South, R 2 West, Section 16DO, 
     Tax Lots 100, 101 and 199 
 
DATE OF CLAIM:     December 1, 2006 
 
 

I. CLAIM 
 
Claimants seek compensation for a claimed reduction in fair market value of their property as a result of 
Metro Code chapter 3.09 (Local Government Boundary Changes).  Claimants seek a waiver of the 
regulations to allow a municipality to extend urban services from within the urban growth boundary (UGB) 
to the subject property outside the UGB for residential development. 
 
 

II. SUMMARY OF COO RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Chief Operating Officer (“COO”) recommends that the Metro Council dismiss the claim for the reason 
set forth in section III of the report. 
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III. PRELIMINARY REVIEW 
 
1. Timeliness of Claim 
 
ORS 197.352(5) requires that a written demand for compensation be made: 
 
 a. For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted prior to the effective date of Measure 

37, within two years of that date or the date a public entity applies the regulation to the 
property as an approval criterion in response to a land use application submitted by the 
owner; or 

 
 b. For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted after the effective date of Measure 

37, within two years of the enactment of the regulation or of the date the owner of the 
property submits a land use application for the property in which the regulation is an 
approval criterion. 

 
The claimants based their claim on Metro regulations adopted prior to the effective date of Measure 37.  
Claimants filed their claim on December 1, 2006.  The claim is timely. 
 
2. Location of Property 
 
Metro regulations subject to claims under ORS 197.352 apply only inside the urban growth boundary 
(“UGB”).  The claimants’ property lies outside the UGB. 
 
3. Land Use Regulation 
 
The regulations that are the basis of the claim – Metro Code chapter 3.09 – are not “land use regulations” as 
defined by ORS 197.352 or Metro Code chapter 2.21.  Chapter 3.09 is not part of the Regional Framework 
Plan, any functional plan, or any regional goals or objectives. 
 
4. Interest in Land 
 
Metro Code section 2.21.020(c) defines “owner” to mean the owner of the property or any interest therein.  
To be valid, the claimant must have been the owner at the time the Metro regulation first became applicable 
to claimant’s property, and must have remained the owner.  Claimants have been the owners of the property 
for a long time.  However, because no Metro land use regulation applies to the property, it is not possible to 
determine whether claimants are “owners” within the meaning of the Metro Code. 
 
 

IV. COO Recommendation 
 
Metro Code section 2.21.040(b) requires the COO to make a preliminary analysis to determine whether a 
claim meets the basic requirements for full review.  The subject property lies outside the UGB.  No Metro 
land use regulation under ORS 197.352 applies to land outside the UGB.  The regulation cited as the basis 
for the claim is not a “land use regulation” subject to claims under ORS 197.352 or Metro Code chapter 
2.21.  Therefore, the claim does not meet the basic requirements for further review.  The COO recommends 
that the Metro Council dismiss the claim pursuant to Metro Code 2.21.040(c) and 2.21.060(a)(1). 

Page 2 of 2 - Report of Chief Operating Officer on Metro Claim No. 07-012 
 m:\attorney\confidential\7.2.2.16\07-3767.COO Report.07-012.Lutz.001 
 OMA/RPB/kvw (01/08/07) 



Order No. 07-013 
 

RELATING TO THE SHARON DAILY MCCULLOCH-GILSON CLAIM 
FOR COMPENSATION UNDER ORS 197.352 

 
Claimant: Sharon Daily McCulloch-Gilson 
 
Property: 6065 S.W. River Road, Hillsboro 
  Township 1 South, Range 2 West, Section 21, Tax Lot 01300 
 
Claim:  Metro Code Chapter 3.09 
 
 Claimants submitted the claim to Metro pursuant to ORS 197.352.  This order is based upon the 
report prepared by the Chief Operating Officer (“COO”) pursuant to section 2.21.040(c) of the Metro 
Code. 
 
 The Metro Council has considered the report of the COO, attached to this order. 
 
 IT IS ORDERED THAT: 
 
 The claim of Sharon Daily McCulloch-Gilson for compensation is dismissed because the subject 
property does not lie within Metro’s urban growth boundary and is not subject to land use regulations as 
defined in ORS 197.352(11)(B). 
 
 ENTERED this 25th day of January, 2007. 
 
  

 
       
David Bragdon, Council President 
 

Approved as to form: 
 
 
       
Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney 
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CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION 
UNDER ORS 197.352 

AND METRO CODE CHAPTER 2.21 
 

REPORT OF THE CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 
 

In Consideration of Order No. 07-013 
For the Purpose of Entering an Order 

Relating to the Claim of Sharon Daily McCulloch-Gilson 
 

January 3, 2007 
 
 
METRO CLAIM NUMBER:  Claim No. 07-013 
 
NAME OF CLAIMANT:  Sharon Daily McCulloch-Gilson 
 
MAILING ADDRESS:  John Shonkwiler, Attorney at Law 
     13425 SW 72nd Ave., Tigard, OR 97223 
 
PROPERTY LOCATION:  6065 SW River Road 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:  T 1 South, R 2 West, Section 21, Tax Lot 1300 
 
DATE OF CLAIM:   November 30, 2006 
 
 

I. CLAIM 
 
Claimant seeks compensation for a claimed reduction in fair market value of her property as a result of 
Metro regulations.  Claimant seeks a waiver of the regulations to allow the division of the property for 
residential development. 
 
 

II. SUMMARY OF COO RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Chief Operating Officer (“COO”) recommends that the Metro Council dismiss the claim for the 
reason set forth in section III of the report. 
 
 

III. PRELIMINARY REVIEW 
 
1. Timeliness of Claim 
 
ORS 197.352(5) requires that a written demand for compensation be made: 
 
 a. For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted prior to the effective date of 

Measure 37, within two years of that date or the date a public entity applies the regulation 
to the property as an approval criterion in response to a land use application submitted by 
the owner; or 
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 b. For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted after the effective date of Measure 
37, within two years of the enactment of the regulation or of the date the owner of the 
property submits a land use application for the property in which the regulation is an 
approval criterion. 

 
The claimant bases her claim on Metro land use regulations adopted prior to the effective date of Measure 
37.  Claimant filed her claim on November 30, 2006.  The claim is timely. 
 
2. Location of Property 
 
Metro regulations subject to claims under ORS 197.352 apply only inside the urban growth boundary 
(“UGB”).  The claimant’s property lies outside the UGB.  The land use regulations that are the basis of 
the claim do not apply to claimant’s property. 
 
3. Land Use Regulation 
 
Among the regulations that are the basis of the claim is Metro Code chapter 3.09.  This chapter does not 
contain “land use regulations” as defined by ORS 197.352 or Metro Code chapter 2.21.  Chapter 3.09 is 
not part of the Regional Framework Plan, any functional plan, or any regional goals or objectives. 
 
4. Interest in Land 
 
Metro Code section 2.21.020(c) defines “owner” to mean the owner of the property or any interest 
therein.  To be valid, the claimant must have been the owner at the time the Metro regulation first became 
applicable to claimant’s property, and must have remained the owner.  Claimant has been the owners of 
the property for a long time.  However, because no Metro land use regulation applies to the property, it is 
not possible to determine whether claimant is an “owner” within the meaning of the Metro Code. 
 
 

IV. COO Recommendation 
 
Metro Code section 2.21.040(b) requires the COO to make a preliminary analysis to determine whether a 
claim meets the basic requirements for full review.  The subject property lies outside the UGB.  No Metro 
land use regulation under ORS 197.352 applies to land outside the UGB.  Among the regulations cited as 
the basis for the claim is Metro Code chapter 3.09, which is not a “land use regulation” subject to claims 
under ORS 197.352 or Metro Code chapter 2.21.  Therefore, the claim does not meet the basic 
requirements for further review.  The COO recommends that the Metro Council dismiss the claim 
pursuant to Metro Code 2.21.040(c) and 2.21.060(a)(1). 
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Order No. 07-014 
 

RELATING TO THE MPR DEVELOPMENT CO. CLAIM 
FOR COMPENSATION UNDER ORS 197.352 

 
 
Claimant: MPR Development Co. 
 
Property: Washington County 
  Township 1 South, Range 1 West, Section 31D, Tax Lot 00800 
 
Claim:  Metro Code Chapters 3.07 and 3.09 
 
 
 Claimants submitted the claim to Metro pursuant to ORS 197.352.  This order is based upon the 
report prepared by the Chief Operating Officer (“COO”) pursuant to section 2.21.040(c) of the Metro 
Code. 
 
 The Metro Council has considered the report of the COO, attached to this order. 
 
 IT IS ORDERED THAT: 
 
 The claim of MPR Development Co. for compensation is dismissed because the subject property 
does not lie within Metro’s urban growth boundary and is not subject to land use regulations as defined in 
ORS 197.352(11)(B). 
 
 ENTERED this 25th day of January, 2007. 
 
  

 
       
David Bragdon, Council President 
 

Approved as to form: 
 
 
       
Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney 
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CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION 
UNDER ORS 197.352 

AND METRO CODE CHAPTER 2.21 
 

REPORT OF THE CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 
 

In Consideration of Order No. 07-014 
For the Purpose of Entering an Order 

Relating to the Claim of MPR Development Co. 
 

January 3, 2007 
 
 
METRO CLAIM NUMBER:  Claim No. 07-014 
 
NAME OF CLAIMANTS:  MPR Development Co. 
 
MAILING ADDRESS:   Donald Joe Willis 
     Schwabe, Williamson & Wyatt 
     1211 SW Fifth Ave., Suites 1600-1900 
     Portland, OR  97204-3795 
 
PROPERTY LOCATION:    Washington County 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:    T 1 South, R 1 West, Section 31D, 
     Tax Lot 800 
 
DATE OF CLAIM:     November 30, 2006 
 

I. CLAIM 
 
Claimant seeks compensation for a claimed reduction in fair market value of its property as a result of 
Metro Code chapter 3.09 (Local Government Boundary Changes).  Claimant seeks a waiver of the 
regulations to allow a municipality to extend urban services from within the urban growth boundary 
(UGB) to the subject property outside the UGB for residential development. 
 
 

II. SUMMARY OF COO RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Chief Operating Officer (“COO”) recommends that the Metro Council dismiss the claim for the 
reason set forth in section III of the report. 
 
 

III. PRELIMINARY REVIEW 
 
1. Timeliness of Claim 
 
ORS 197.352(5) requires that a written demand for compensation be made: 
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 a. For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted prior to the effective date of 
Measure 37, within two years of that date or the date a public entity applies the regulation 
to the property as an approval criterion in response to a land use application submitted by 
the owner; or 

 
 b. For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted after the effective date of Measure 

37, within two years of the enactment of the regulation or of the date the owner of the 
property submits a land use application for the property in which the regulation is an 
approval criterion. 

 
The claimants based their claim on Metro regulations adopted prior to the effective date of Measure 37.  
Claimants filed their claim on November 30, 2006.  The claim is timely. 
 
2. Location of Property 
 
Metro regulations subject to claims under ORS 197.352 apply only inside the urban growth boundary 
(UGB).  The claimants’ property lies outside the UGB. 
 
3. Land Use Regulation 
 
The regulations that are the basis of the claim – Metro Code chapter 3.09 – are not “land use regulations” 
as defined by ORS 197.352 or Metro Code chapter 2.21.  Chapter 3.09 is not part of the Regional 
Framework Plan, any functional plan, or any regional goals or objectives. 
 
4. Interest in Land 
 
Metro Code section 2.21.020(c) defines “owner” to mean the owner of the property or any interest 
therein.  To be valid, the claimant must have been the owner at the time the Metro regulation first became 
applicable to claimant’s property, and must have remained the owner.  Claimant has been the owner of 
the property for a long time.  However, because no Metro land use regulation applies to the property, it is 
not possible to determine whether claimant is an “owner” within the meaning of the Metro Code. 
 
 

IV. COO Recommendation 
 
Metro Code section 2.21.040(b) requires the COO to make a preliminary analysis to determine whether a 
claim meets the basic requirements for full review.  The subject property lies outside the UGB.  No Metro 
land use regulation under ORS 197.352 applies to land outside the UGB.  The regulation cited as the basis 
for the claim is not a “land use regulation” subject to claims under ORS 197.352 or Metro Code chapter 
2.21.  Therefore, the claim does not meet the basic requirements for further review.  The COO 
recommends that the Metro Council dismiss the claim pursuant to Metro Code 2.21.040(c) and 
2.21.060(a)(1). 
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Order No. 07-015 
 

RELATING TO THE REGIS & ROSALIE RAUJOL 
CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION UNDER ORS 197.352 

 
 
Claimants: Regis and Rosalie Raujol 
 
Property: Clackamas County 
  Township 2 South, Range 1 East, Section 22D, Tax Lots 01700, 01800, 02000 and 02301 
 
Claim:  Metro Code Chapter 3.07, Titles 3 and 13 and Chapter 3.01 
 
 
 Claimants submitted the claim to Metro pursuant to ORS 197.352.  This order is based upon the 
report prepared by the Chief Operating Officer (“COO”) pursuant to section 2.21.040(c) of the Metro 
Code. 
 
 The Metro Council has considered the report of the COO, attached to this order. 
 
 IT IS ORDERED THAT: 
 
 The claim of Regis and Rosalie Raujol for compensation is dismissed because the subject 
property does not lie within Metro’s urban growth boundary and is not subject to land use regulations as 
defined in ORS 197.352(11)(B). 
 
 ENTERED this 25th day of January, 2007. 
 
  

 
       
David Bragdon, Council President 
 

Approved as to form: 
 
 
       
Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney 
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CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION 
UNDER ORS 197.352 

AND METRO CODE CHAPTER 2.21 
 

REPORT OF THE CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 
 

In Consideration of Order No. 07-015 
For the Purpose of Entering an Order 

Relating to the Claim of Regis & Rosalie Raujol 
 

January 3, 2007 
 
 
METRO CLAIM NUMBER:  Claim No. 07-015 
 
NAME OF CLAIMANT:  Regis & Rosalie Raujol 
 
MAILING ADDRESS:   Bowerman & Boutin, LLP, P.O. Box 100 
     Oregon City, OR  97045 
 
PROPERTY LOCATION:  1090 S. Station Lane, West Linn, OR  97068 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:  T 2 South, R 1 East, Section 22D, Tax Lot 
     01800, 02000, 02301 and 01700 
 
DATE OF CLAIM:   November 24, 2006 
 
 

I. CLAIM 
 
Claimants seek compensation for a claimed reduction in fair market value of their property as a result of 
Title 3 and 11 of Metro’s Urban Growth Management Functional Plan and Metro’s UGB code.  
Claimants seek a waiver of the regulations to allow the division of the property for residential 
development. 
 
 

II. SUMMARY OF COO RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Chief Operating Officer (“COO”) recommends that the Metro Council dismiss the claim for the 
reason set forth in section III of the report. 
 

III. PRELIMINARY REVIEW 
 
1. Timeliness of Claim 
 
ORS 197.352(5) requires that a written demand for compensation be made: 
 
 a. For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted prior to the effective date of 

Measure 37, within two years of that date or the date a public entity applies the regulation 
to the property as an approval criterion in response to a land use application submitted by 
the owner; or 
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 b. For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted after the effective date of Measure 

37, within two years of the enactment of the regulation or of the date the owner of the 
property submits a land use application for the property in which the regulation is an 
approval criterion. 

 
The claimant bases her claim on Metro land use regulations adopted prior to the effective date of Measure 
37.  Claimant filed her claim on November 24, 2006.  The claim is timely. 
 
2. Location of Property 
 
Metro regulations subject to claims under ORS 197.352 apply only inside the urban growth boundary 
(“UGB”).  The claimants property lies outside the UGB.  The land use regulations that are the basis of the 
claim do not apply to claimant’s property. 
 
3. Land Use Regulation 
 
Metro regulations subject to claims under ORS 197.352 apply only inside the urban growth boundary 
(“UGB”).  The claimants property lies outside the UGB.  The land use regulations that are the basis of the 
claim do not apply to claimants’ property. 
 
4. Interest in Land 
 
Metro Code section 2.21.020(c) defines “owner” to mean the owner of the property or any interest 
therein.  To be valid, claimants must have been the owners at the time the Metro regulation first became 
applicable to claimants’ property, and must have remained the owners.  Claimants have been the owners 
of the property for a long time.  However, because no Metro land use regulation applies to the property, it 
is not possible to determine whether claimants are “owners” within the meaning of the Metro Code. 
 
 

IV. COO Recommendation 
 
Metro Code section 2.21.040(b) requires the COO to make a preliminary analysis to determine whether a 
claim meets the basic requirements for full review.  The subject property lies outside the UGB.  No Metro 
land use regulation under ORS 197.352 applies to land outside the UGB.  Therefore, the claim does not 
meet the basic requirements for further review.  The COO recommends that the Metro Council dismiss 
the claim pursuant to Metro Code 2.21.040(c) and 2.21.060(a)(1). 
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Order No. 07-016 
 

RELATING TO THE KENT SEIDA CLAIM  
FOR COMPENSATION UNDER ORS 197.352 

 
 
Claimant: Kent Seida 
 
Property: Clackamas County 
  Township 2 South, Range 1 East, Section 26, Tax Lot 00200; Section 15C, 
  Tax Lot 00102;  Section 16, Tax Lots 1015 and 01021 
 
Claim:  Metro regulations 
 
 Claimants submitted the claim to Metro pursuant to ORS 197.352.  This order is based upon the 
report prepared by the Chief Operating Officer (“COO”) pursuant to section 2.21.040(c) of the Metro 
Code. 
 
 The Metro Council has considered the report of the COO, attached to this order. 
 
 IT IS ORDERED THAT: 
 
 The claim of Kent Seida for compensation is dismissed because the subject property does not lie 
within Metro’s urban growth boundary and is not subject to land use regulations as defined in ORS 
197.352(11)(B). 
 
 ENTERED this 25th day of January, 2007. 
 
  

 
       
David Bragdon, Council President 
 

Approved as to form: 
 
 
       
Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney 
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CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION 
UNDER ORS 197.352 

AND METRO CODE CHAPTER 2.21 
 

REPORT OF THE CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 
 

In Consideration of Order No. 07-016 
For the Purpose of Entering an Order 

Relating to the Claim of Kent Seida 
 

January 3, 2007 
 
 
METRO CLAIM NUMBER:  Claim No. 07-016 
 
NAME OF CLAIMANTS:  Kent Seida 
 
MAILING ADDRESS:   Russell L. Baldwin 
     Attorney at Law 
     P.O. Box 1242 
     Lincoln City, OR  97367 
 
PROPERTY LOCATION:  Clackamas County 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:  T 2 South, R 1 East, Section 26, Tax Lot 
     00200; Section 15C, Tax Lots 00102 and 00200;  
     Section 16, Tax Lots 01021 and 01015 
 
DATE OF CLAIM:   November 30, 2006 
 
 

I. CLAIM 
 
Claimant seeks compensation for a claimed reduction in fair market value of their property as a result of 
Metro land use regulations.  Claimant seeks a waiver of the regulations to allow division of the property 
for residential development. 
 
 

II. SUMMARY OF COO RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Chief Operating Officer (“COO”) recommends that the Metro Council dismiss the claim for the 
reason set forth in section III of the report. 
 
 

III. PRELIMINARY REVIEW 
 
1. Timeliness of Claim 
 
ORS 197.352(5) requires that a written demand for compensation be made: 
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 a. For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted prior to the effective date of 
Measure 37, within two years of that date or the date a public entity applies the regulation 
to the property as an approval criterion in response to a land use application submitted by 
the owner; or 

 
 b. For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted after the effective date of Measure 

37, within two years of the enactment of the regulation or of the date the owner of the 
property submits a land use application for the property in which the regulation is an 
approval criterion. 

 
The claimant bases his claim on Metro land use regulations adopted prior to the effective date of Measure 
37.  Claimant filed his claim on November 30, 2006.  The claim is timely. 
 
2. Location of Property 
 
Metro regulations subject to claims under ORS 197.352 apply only inside the urban growth boundary 
(“UGB”).  Claimant’s property lies outside the UGB.  The land use regulations that are the basis of the 
claim do not apply to claimant’s property. 
 
3. Land Use Regulation 
 
The claim does not make reference to a specific Metro land use regulation.  It is apparent from the claim, 
however, that the claimant believes Metro regulations prohibit him from dividing his property.  No Metro 
regulation applies outside the UGB. 
 
4. Interest in Land 
 
Metro Code section 2.21.020(c) defines “owner” to mean the owner of the property or any interest 
therein.  To be valid, the claimant must have been the owner at the time the Metro regulation first became 
applicable to claimant’s property, and must have remained the owner.  Claimant has been the owner of 
the property for a long time.  However, because no Metro land use regulation applies to the property, it is 
not possible to determine whether claimant is an  “owner” within the meaning of the Metro Code. 
 
 

IV. COO Recommendation 
 
Metro Code section 2.21.040(b) requires the COO to make a preliminary analysis to determine whether a 
claim meets the basic requirements for full review.  The subject property lies outside the UGB.  No Metro 
land use regulation under ORS 197.352 applies to land outside the UGB.  Therefore, the claim does not 
meet the basic requirements for further review.  The COO recommends that the Metro Council dismiss 
the claim pursuant to Metro Code 2.21.040(c) and 2.21.060(a)(1). 
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Order No. 07-017 
 

RELATING TO THE RICHARD W. CHILDERS CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION  
UNDER ORS 197.352 

 
 
Claimant: Richard W. Childers 
 
Property: Western Clackamas County 
  Township 3S, Range 1W, Section 18, Tax Lot 1200   
 
Claim:  Metro regulations restrict the division of the land 
 
 Claimants submitted the claim to Metro pursuant to ORS 197.352.  This order is based upon the 
report prepared by the Chief Operating Officer (“COO”) pursuant to section 2.21.040(c) of the Metro 
Code. 
 
 The Metro Council has considered the report of the COO, attached to this order. 
 
 IT IS ORDERED THAT: 
 
 The claim of Richard W. Childers is dismissed because the subject property does not lie within 
Metro’s urban growth boundary and is not subject to land use regulations as defined in ORS 
197.352(11)(B). 
 
 ENTERED this 8th day of February, 2007. 
 
  

 
       
David Bragdon, Council President 
 

Approved as to form: 
 
 
       
Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney 
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CLAIM FOR COMPENSATION 
UNDER ORS 197.352 

AND METRO CODE CHAPTER 2.21 
 

REPORT OF THE CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER 
 

In Consideration of Order No. 07-017 
For the Purpose of Entering an Order 

Relating to the Claim of Richard W. Childers 
 

January 3, 2007 
 
 
METRO CLAIM NUMBER:  Claim No. 07-017 
 
NAME OF CLAIMANTS:  Richard W. Childers 
 
MAILING ADDRESS:   Ronald E. Dusek 
     Ronald E. Dusek, P.C. 
     2875 Marylhurst Drive 
     West Linn, OR  97068-1304 
 
PROPERTY LOCATION:  Clackamas County 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:  Township 3S, Range 1W, Section 18, Tax Lot 1200 
 
DATE OF CLAIM:   November 20, 2006 
 

I. CLAIM 
 
Claimants seek compensation for a claimed reduction in fair market value of their property as a result of 
Metro’s regulations.  Claimants seek a waiver of the regulations to allow land division for residential 
development. 
 
 

II. SUMMARY OF COO RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Chief Operating Officer (“COO”) recommends that the Metro Council dismiss the claim for the 
reason set forth in section III of the report. 
 
 

III. PRELIMINARY REVIEW 
 
1. Timeliness of Claim 
 
ORS 197.352(5) requires that a written demand for compensation be made: 
 
 a. For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted prior to the effective date of 

Measure 37, within two years of that date or the date a public entity applies the regulation 
to the property as an approval criterion in response to a land use application submitted by 
the owner; or 
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 b. For claims arising from a land use regulation enacted after the effective date of 

Measure 37, within two years of the enactment of the regulation or of the date the owner 
of the property submits a land use application for the property in which the regulation is 
an approval criterion. 

 
The claimants based their claim on Metro land use regulations adopted prior to the effective date of 
Measure 37.  Claimants filed their claim on November 20, 2006.  The claim is timely. 
 
2. Location of Property 
 
Metro regulations subject to claims under ORS 197.352 apply only inside the urban growth boundary 
(“UGB”).  The claimants’ property lies outside the UGB.  The land use regulations that are the basis of 
the claim does not apply to claimants’ property. 
 
3. Land Use Regulation 
 
Metro regulations subject to claims under ORS 197.352 apply only inside the UGB.  No Metro land use 
regulations apply to claimant’s property 
 
4. Interest in Land 
 
Metro Code section 2.21.020(c) defines “owner” to mean the owner of the property or any interest 
therein.  To be valid, the claimant must have been the owner at the time the Metro regulation first became 
applicable to claimant’s property, and must have remained the owner.  Claimants have been the owners of 
the property for a long time.  However, because no Metro land use regulation applies to the property, it is 
not possible to determine whether claimants are “owners” within the meaning of the Metro Code. 
 
 

IV. COO Recommendation 
 
Metro Code section 2.21.040(b) requires the COO to make a preliminary analysis to determine whether a 
claim meets the basic requirements for full review.  The subject property lies outside the UGB.  No Metro 
land use regulation under ORS 197.352 applies to land outside the UGB.  Therefore, the claim does not 
meet the basic requirements for further review.  The COO recommends that the Metro Council dismiss 
the claim pursuant to Metro Code 2.21.040(c) and 2.21.060(a)(1). 
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 
 
 

RESOLUTION DESIGNATING THE OREGON 
CONVENTION CENTER HEADQUARTERS 
HOTEL PROJECT AS A COUNCIL PROJECT 
AND ASSIGNING A LEAD COUNCILOR AND 
COUNCIL LIAISON 

)
)
) 
) 

RESOLUTION NO. 07-3772 
 
Introduced by Councilor Rod Park 

 
 

WHEREAS, the Metro Council is responsible for the operation of the Metropolitan 
Exposition and Recreation Commission (MERC), including the Oregon Convention Center 
(OCC); and  

WHEREAS, the mission of the OCC is to maximize economic benefits for the 
metropolitan region and the state of Oregon, while protecting the public investment in the facility; 
and 

WHEREAS, the cumulative economic effects of the OCC from 1990 to 2005 amount to 
$6.0 billion in total convention spending and 92,620 FTE jobs in the Tri-County metropolitan 
region, as well as $185 million in tax revenue in the state of Oregon, according to the cumulative 
annual reports by the independent consulting firm KPMG measuring the regional economic 
impact of the OCC; and  

WHEREAS, METRO and MERC are responsible for ensuring the OCC operates in a 
fiscally responsible manner; and 

WHEREAS, METRO and MERC have considered multiple policy alternatives to operate 
the OCC in a fiscally responsible manner, while continuing to support the OCC mission of 
maximizing the regional economic impact of the OCC; and  

WHEREAS, the development of a Headquarters Hotel (HQ Hotel) adjacent to the OCC 
has been identified as a policy option to meet these goals; and 

WHEREAS, projects that are of a scope and complexity that, for purposes of efficiency, 
would benefit from the focused attention of a subset of the Council are designated by the Metro 
Council as Council Projects and are assigned a Lead Councilor and Council Liaisons; and 

 WHEREAS, the Oregon Convention Center Headquarters Hotel is such a project with 
policy questions relating to economic benefit, cost, feasibility, equity and centers development; 
and 

 WHEREAS, the Council President, working with members of the council, has designated 
councilors to play lead and liaison roles; now therefore 

BE IT RESOLVED: 
That the Council hereby designates the Oregon Convention Center Headquarters Hotel as a Metro 
Council Project; and that Metro Councilor Rod Park is hereby designated as lead Metro Councilor 
and that Metro Councilor Rex Burkholder is hereby designated Metro Council Liaison on this 
Project.   
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ADOPTED by the Metro Council this 8th day of February 2007. 
 
 
 

 
David Bragdon, Council President 

 
 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
        
Alison Kean Campbell, Metro Senior Assistant Attorney 
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STAFF REPORT  
 
 

IN CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 07-3772, A RESOLUTION OF 
METRO COUNCIL, DESIGNATING THE OREGON CONVENTION CENTER 
HEADQUARTERS HOTEL PROJECT AS A COUNCIL PROJECT AND ASSIGNING 
A LEAD COUNCILOR AND COUNCIL LIASON. 

             
 
Date: January 25, 2007 
Prepared by: Nick Popenuk     
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
In 1989 voters approved general obligation bonds to finance the development of the Oregon 
Convention Center.  The project cost was $90 million, and the OCC opened in 1990.  Its mission 
is to maximize economic benefits for the metropolitan region and the state of Oregon, while 
protecting the public investment in the facility.   
 
The consulting firm KPMG issues an annual report measuring the regional economic impact of 
the OCC.  The most recent report was completed in May 2006 and summarizes the economic 
impact of the 2005 calendar year.  The report is attached as Attachment 1.  The report found the 
OCC was responsible for $551.6 million in total convention spending in 2005, and that the OCC 
generated $21.8 million in annual tax revenue and 8,300 FTEs of employment in 2005.  
According to the KPMG annual reports, the cumulative economic effects of the OCC from 1990 
to 2005 amount to $6.0 billion in total convention spending and 92,620 FTE jobs in the Tri-
County metropolitan region, as well as $185 million in tax revenue in the state of Oregon.  A 
chart, generated by KPMG, summarizing the cumulative economic impact of the OCC is attached 
as Attachment 2.   
 
Despite the significant economic impact the OCC has on the region, the facility itself is struggling 
with a projected gap in fund balance.  The Oregon Convention Center is forecasted to experience 
a strategic fund balance gap of over $1 million in fiscal years 2007-2008 increasing to a fund gap 
of almost $4.2 million in fiscal year 2013-2014 under current conditions. 
 
The forecasted funding gap is a result of excess, unused capacity in the Center.  The OCC 
significantly expanded its facilities in 2003 in response to full occupancy rates in the original 
convention space and industry demand for increased convention space.  However, due in part to 
the lack of adjacent hotel space dedicated to large room blocks to serve national conventions, the 
expanded OCC has struggled to attract the large, national conventions necessary to occupy the 
expanded space.   
 
Metro and the Metropolitan Exposition and Recreation Commission (MERC) have considered 
several alternative policies to solve the OCC funding gap.  These alternatives included: 
maintaining the status quo and continuing to invest Metro and regional dollars to fund the 
convention center; converting the OCC into a civic center; the development of a privately owned 
HQ Hotel; and the development of a publicly owned HQ Hotel.   The alternative of providing free 
rent and transportation to the OCC as an inducement to national conventions was also discussed, 
however, the Portland Oregon Visitors Association (POVA) reports that this inducement is 
already provided to national conventions through allocation of the Visitor Development Fund. 
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Every year POVA completes an annual Lost Business Report explaining why national 
conventions opted against coming to Oregon.  The top reasons reported to POVA for this lost 
business in 2006 were: 1) lack of an adjacent HQ Hotel  – 249,339 room nights, 2) Date 
Availability – 29,849 room nights, 3) Cost/Rate – 17,083 room nights, 4) Larger Facility – 0 
room nights.  A chart from POVA’s Lost Business Report summarizing the reasons for lost 
business is attached as Attachment 3.  POVA’s lost business report illustrates that the lack of a 
convention center headquarters hotel is by far the most significant obstacle to attracting more 
convention business to the Oregon Convention Center. 
 
After considering all of these alternatives, the option that provides the most likelihood of solving 
the OCC funding gap while still promoting and achieving the OCC’s mission of maximizing 
regional economic impact, while also providing public control over the Project and providing 
public equity in return for public expenditures, is a publicly-owned and privately-operated 
convention center headquarters hotel model.  
 
REPORTS/ANALYSIS 
 
Since 2003, several independent studies were commissioned on the impact and feasibility of a 
headquarters hotel.  Those studies include: 
 

• 2003 – Strategic Advisory Group (SAG) 
• 2005 – KPMG, LLP. 
• 2006 – PKF Consulting 
• 2006 – ECONorthwest 

 
These reports are attached as Attachments 4, 5, 6 and 7 respectively.  The Strategic Advisory 
Group was engaged collaboratively by Metro, MERC, PDC, POVA and the Tri-County Lodging 
Association (TCLA).  The SAG study concluded that an appropriately sized headquarters hotel 
would be necessary in order for the OCC to maximize its positive economic impact on the Metro 
region.  The study projected that over 30 years the benefits to the Metro region and the State of 
Oregon from a convention center headquarters hotel would add millions of additional hotel room 
nights and millions of dollars in additional spending, and thousands of additional jobs supported 
each year. 
 
The KPMG report estimated the regional benefit of a 600-room convention center Headquarters 
Hotel would range from $83.8 to $111.7 million annually and approximately 1,250 to 1,600 full-
time jobs within the area’s convention industry would be needed to support the new convention 
business (laundry services, florists, audio/visual providers, and the like). 
 
The PKF study recommended that an OCC Headquarters Hotel contain 600 rooms with 41,000 
square feet of function space, which would have an impact of preventing an erosion of current 
OCC convention volume of an estimated 25,000 rooms per night annually by 2013, and that 
competitive hotels’ rates and occupancies would likely be equal to or greater than that achieved 
without such a hotel, and that a Headquarters’ Hotel would provide a catalyst for new business 
relocation to the hotel’s area and would also provide significant economic impact via jobs, taxes, 
and income. 
 
The ECONorthwest study examined the economic impact of a convention center Headquarters 
Hotel in Portland, and concluded that such a hotel would generate expenditures of almost $50 
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million in the Portland region in 2013 (in 2004 dollars), which expenditures would generate a 
total economic impact of over $100 million in business sales and $40 million in labor income, 
and the equivalent of almost 1500 full-time jobs in the Portland region in 2013; and that the 
present value in 2006 of future benefits generated by the Headquarters hotel is $850 million to 
$1.4 billion in business sales, $340 million to $653 million in labor income, and the equivalent of 
278 to 2,058 annual full-time jobs. 
 
KNOWN OPPOSITION 
 
There is no known opposition to this resolution designating the Council project and a Council 
liaison.   Significant doubts remain as to whether a publicly owned and financed HQ Hotel is 
financially feasible and whether it will eliminate the strategic fund gap and achieve the OCC 
mission of maximizing economic impact to the region.  Metro has received letters from the Tri-
County Lodging Association and  the Oregon Lodging Association detailing their concerns 
regarding a publicly owned hotel of this size.  Both stakeholders who support and oppose the 
development of a publicly owned and financed Convention Center Hotel, agree that more 
information is needed before any final decisions are made regarding development of a 
Convention Center Hotel.  This resolution will designate the Project as one that the Metro 
Council will investigate, allowing Metro staff to do the necessary research to determine if 
development of a Convention Center Hotel is the best policy option to achieve the OCC mission 
of maximizing economic benefits to the region and eliminate the OCC strategic fund gap. 
 
LEGAL ANTECEDENTS 
 
 
Simultaneous to the consideration of this Metro Council Resolution 07-3772, the Metro Council 
is also considering two other resolutions regarding the OCC Headquarters Hotel Project: 
Resolution 07-3748, “ADOPTING FINDINGS GRANTING AN EXEMPTION TO THE 
METRO AND MERC CONTRACTING RULES, AUTHORIZING ACCEPTANCE OF PDC’S 
CONTRACTING PROCESS, AUTHORIZING EXCLUSIVE NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE 
SELECTED PROJECT TEAM; AND AUTHORIZING USE OF ALTERNATIVE 
CONTRACTING METHODS FOR DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, MANAGEMENT, 
OPERATION AND FINANCING OF THE OCC HEADQUATERS HOTEL,” and Resolution 
07-3777, “AMENDING THE LEGISLATIVE AGENDA TO SEEK LOTTERY FUNDS TO 
SUPPORT CONSTRUCTION OF A HEADQUARTERS HOTEL ADJACENT TO THE 
OREGON CONVENTION CENTER.” 
BUDGET IMPACTS 
 
The budget impacts of this resolution are staff and Councilor time.  This resolution designates the 
Oregon Convention Center Headquarters Hotel as a Metro Council Project.  It does not seek 
authorization of any specific agreements, nor does it obligate Metro to commit any hard costs to 
the Project. 
 
ANTICIPATED EFFECTS 
 
Adopting Resolution No. 07-3772 would recognize Metro as lead agency investigating  the 
Oregon Convention Center Headquarters Hotel Project.  The resolution would authorize Metro 
staff to further research feasibility of the Project and remaining policy questions.  Possible next 
steps include: negotiations with the Development Team, meet with key project stakeholders, build 
partnerships with other beneficiaries of OCC operations, contract with an independent consultant 
to conduct an in depth project feasibility study and research and consider financing options. 
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RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
The Office of the Chief Operating Officer recommends adoption of this resolution. 
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April 12, 2006

Mr. Jeffrey Blosser, Director
Oregon Convention Center
P. O. Box 12210
Portland, Oregon  97212

Dear Mr. Blosser: 

Per our agreement dated March 22, 2004, we have completed our economic and fiscal impact analysis update 
for the Oregon Convention Center’s operations in 2005.  The report presented herein includes the summary of 
findings and principal conclusions from our research.  

The findings contained in the report reflect analysis of primary and secondary sources of information.  We have 
utilized sources that are deemed to be reliable but cannot guarantee their accuracy.  Moreover, estimates and 
analysis regarding the analysis are based on trends and assumptions and, therefore, there will usually be 
differences between the estimated and actual results because events and circumstances frequently do not 
occur as expected, and those differences may be material.

May 5, 2006

Mr. Jeffrey Blosser, Director
Oregon Convention Center
P. O. Box 12210
Portland, Oregon  97212

Dear Mr. Blosser: 

Per our agreement dated March 22, 2004, we have completed our economic and fiscal impact analysis update 
for the Oregon Convention Center’s operations in 2005.  The report presented herein includes the summary of 
findings and principal conclusions from our research.  

The findings and assumptions contained in the report reflect analysis of primary and secondary sources 
including information from management at the Oregon Convention Center.  We have utilized sources that are 
deemed to be reliable but cannot guarantee their accuracy.  Moreover, estimates and analysis are based on 
trends and assumptions and, therefore, there will usually be differences between the projected and actual results 
because events and circumstances frequently do not occur as expected, and those differences may be material.  
We have no obligation, unless subsequently engaged, to update this report or revise this analysis as presented 
due to events or conditions occurring after the date of this report.

KPMG LLP Telephone 813-223-1466
Suite 1700 Fax 813-223-3516
100 North Tampa Street Internet www.us.kpmg.com
Tampa, Florida  33602

KPMG LLP, a U.S. limited liability partnership, is the U.S.
member firm of KPMG International, a Swiss cooperative. 1
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April 12, 2006

Mr. Jeffrey Blosser, Director
Oregon Convention Center
P. O. Box 12210
Portland, Oregon  97212

Dear Mr. Blosser: 

Per our agreement dated March 22, 2004, we have completed our economic and fiscal impact analysis update 
for the Oregon Convention Center’s operations in 2005.  The report presented herein includes the summary of 
findings and principal conclusions from our research.  

The findings contained in the report reflect analysis of primary and secondary sources of information.  We have 
utilized sources that are deemed to be reliable but cannot guarantee their accuracy.  Moreover, estimates and 
analysis regarding the analysis are based on trends and assumptions and, therefore, there will usually be 
differences between the estimated and actual results because events and circumstances frequently do not 
occur as expected, and those differences may be material.

2

In accordance with the terms of our engagement letter, the accompanying report is restricted to internal use by 
the Oregon Convention Center and may not be relied upon by any third party for any purpose.  Notwithstanding 
these limitations, it is understood that this document is subject to public information laws and as such can be 
made available to the public.  Neither this report, nor any portion thereof, may be used for any other purpose 
without the prior written consent of KPMG LLP.

This analysis was prepared under the Consulting Standards issued by the American Institute of Certified Public 
Accountants (AICPA) and does not constitute an examination, compilation or agreed upon procedures in 
accordance with the standards established by the AICPA.  As such, we do not express an opinion or any other 
form of assurance on whether the prospective financial statements are presented in conformity with AICPA 
presentation guidelines or on whether the underlying assumptions provide a reasonable basis for the 
presentation.

The client has authorized reports to be sent electronically for its convenience.  However, only the final hard copy 
report should be viewed as our work product.

We have enjoyed working on this engagement and our on-going relationship with the Oregon Convention Center 
and look forward to the opportunity to provide you with continued service.

Sincerely,
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The Oregon Convention Center (OCC) is owned by METRO, a regional government, and managed by Metropolitan 
Exposition-Recreation Commission (MERC), a seven-member commission which is a subsidiary of METRO.  MERC also 
provides management and stewardship of other regional public assembly facilities including the Portland Center for the 
Performing Arts and the Portland Metropolitan Exposition Center. Originally opened in September of 1990, the OCC 
currently offers the following components subsequent to its expansion in April of 2003:

• Exhibit Space:  255,000 square feet of contiguous space divisible into six exhibit halls

• Ballroom Space:  59,400 square feet of total space, which includes a 25,200-square foot ballroom and a 
34,200-square foot ballroom

• Meeting Space:  50 rooms totaling 52,330 square feet of meeting space

• Skyview Terrace: 7,000 square feet

• Parking:  800-space underground parking garage on-site and 2,500 parking spaces within walking 
distance

• Technology:  High-speed wired and wireless (Wi-Fi)

In addition, the Portland Development Commission (PDC), in conjunction with MERC and the Portland Oregon Visitors 
Association (POVA), sought developers for construction of a headquarters hotel near the OCC.  Four proposals were 
received and were evaluated by a headquarters hotel evaluation committee comprised of representatives from MERC, 
POVA, OCC, the Tri-County Lodging Association, the Lloyd Business Improvement District, the Lloyd District 
Transportation Management Association, the Portland Office of Finance and Administration, the N/NE Economic 
Development Alliance, PDC, the Lloyd District Community Association and METRO.  After a series of public meetings, 
this committee made a recommendation for a preferred developer to the PDC Executive Director.

Introduction
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Introduction (cont’d)

The PDC Board approved the recommendation of the Executive Director to select Ashforth Pacific and Garfield Traub 
for the headquarters hotel project.  The selected developer will enter into a Memorandum of Understanding and begin 
exclusive negotiations with the PDC.  Upon successful completion of negotiations, the PDC and developer will enter 
into a formal Development Agreement that will detail the development program, project financing and conveyance of 
property. 

The benefits realized from on-going OCC operations are recurring in nature.  This analysis reflects the impact of the 
event activity during calendar year 2005. 

The Tri-County Metropolitan Region benefits from the OCC in a number of ways, including such tangible and 
intangible benefits as:

• Enhancing the area’s image as a business, meetings and tourist destination;

• Receiving regional and national exposure through destination marketing and visitation;

• Providing a first-class meeting venue for area residents and out-of-town delegates/attendees;

• Unifying the market area, creating a more distinct identity;

• Providing a catalyst for urban redevelopment initiatives; and

• Generating additional economic activity and enhanced fiscal revenues to the Tri-County Metropolitan 
Region.

Each of these benefits is important in assessing the benefit of the on-going operations of the OCC to the Tri-County 
Metropolitan Region.  While the value of most of these benefits is difficult to measure, the economic activity generated 
by the OCC within the Tri-County Metropolitan Region can be quantified in terms of spending, employment and 
earnings.  As such, this analysis summarizes the estimated direct, indirect and induced economic benefits and tax 
benefits associated with the OCC’s operations for the entire Tri-County Metropolitan Region as well as by individual 
county.  
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Overview of OCC Event Activity 

The convention and meetings industry is comprised of several types of events with varying space 
requirements.  The following describes the primary event types hosted at the OCC.  

• Convention - An assembly of attendees from an association, corporation or other organization, meeting 
for a common purpose which typically require hotel/motel rooms. 

• Tradeshow - An assembly of members from common trade associations or other organizations, meeting 
to buy and sell products, exchange information and generally conduct business via the use of exhibit 
booths.  Tradeshows are usually not open to the public.

• Meeting - Any gathering of persons for a common cause such as annual meetings, religious meetings, 
seminars and other public assemblies.

• Public Show - Any assembly of members of common trade associations, organizations and/or other 
groups who meet solely to sell, display or demonstrate their wares and services to the general public 
where an admission fee may or may not be charged.

• Food & Beverage Event - Special events requiring catering services such as luncheons, receptions and 
banquets.

During calendar year 2005, the OCC hosted 572 events, which accounted for a total attendance of 
approximately 723,900.  This event activity represents an increase of 15 events and approximately 80,200 in 
total attendance from the prior year.  The pages that follow summarize event activity at the OCC in terms of  
number of events, attendance and attendee days.
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Overview of OCC Event Activity – Number of Events

The number of public shows and meetings increased between 2004 and 2005.  Consistent with most 
convention centers, meetings comprised the largest number of events at the facility, accounting for 
approximately 53% of the total number of events in 2005.  However, meetings are not typically a large 
economic impact generator.  The OCC experienced a slight decrease in the number of conventions/ 
tradeshows from 93 in 2004 to 87 in 2005.  In addition, the number of food and beverage events also 
decreased for the second consecutive year.  

Comparison of the Number of Events at the OCC
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Overview of OCC Event Activity – Total Attendance

Public shows, conventions/tradeshows and meetings all experienced an increase in total attendance 
between 2004 and 2005.  Historically, public shows account for the highest percentage of attendance at the 
facility, of which the annual International Auto Show is one of the largest.  Although attendance at this event 
decreased by more than 9,000 people between 2004 and 2005, this single event still accounted for 
approximately 19% of total attendance at public shows.  Despite a decline in the number of conventions/ 
tradeshows, total attendance for these events increased by approximately 8,400 people.  In addition, total 
attendance at meetings increased for the fourth consecutive year. 

Comparison of Total Attendance at the OCC
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Overview of OCC Event Activity – Total Attendee Days

The number of attendee days is an important component in the methodology used to calculate economic impact.   
For conventions/tradeshows, meetings as well as food and beverage events, an attendee day is defined as total 
attendance multiplied by the event length.  For example, a three-day convention with 600 delegates equates to 
1,800 attendee days which reflects that the same number of delegates return to the event each of the three days.  
Conversely, attendee days for public shows are assumed to be the same as total attendance since most attendees 
generally attend a public show only once during the event.  Total attendee days at conventions/tradeshows 
increased by 23% from nearly 560,000 in 2004 to just over 668,000 in 2005, which is important since these events 
typically generate the greatest amount of economic impact within the surrounding areas.

Comparison of Total Attendee Days at the OCC
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Overview of OCC Event Activity – Scope 

When estimating economic impact, the scope of event activity is important because different spending amounts 
are applied to attendees based on whether they are attending State/local or national/regional/international events.  
As shown in the table below, approximately 85% of all events hosted at the OCC were State/local in scope.  
However, approximately 43% of the conventions/tradeshows and 83% of related attendee days were generated 
from national/regional/international events.

 

Event Type
State/ 
Local

National/ 
Regional/ 

International Total
State/ 
Local

National/ 
Regional/ 

International Total

Conventions & Tradeshows 50 37 87 119,004 569,082 688,086
Meetings 270 35 305 70,570 20,136 90,706
Other 165 15 180 429,168 26,349 455,517

Total 485 87 572 618,742 615,567 1,234,309

Summary of Event Activity at the OCC in 2005 by Scope

Attendee DaysNumber of Events
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Methodology

An assessment of the economic benefits that could potentially accrue to the Tri-County Metropolitan Region as 
a result of the on-going operations of the OCC can be approached in several ways.  The approach used in this 
analysis considers the expense side of convention center operations as well as attendee, association and 
exhibitor spending for documentation of the initial direct impacts to a community.  All expenses generated by 
convention center operations from salaries and wages, repairs and maintenance, contract services, 
administrative, marketing, utilities, insurance, etc. as well as an estimate of spending for attendees, associations 
and exhibitors using the facility are used as an initial measure of economic activity within the marketplace.  Once 
the amount for direct spending is estimated, a multiplier is applied to generate the total (direct, indirect and 
induced) spending, earnings and employment associated with the project.  This "multiplier" effect is estimated in 
this analysis using a regional economic forecasting model provided by the Minnesota IMPLAN Group, Inc.  

The economic activity directly generated through the on-going operations of the OCC and the spending of its 
users affects more than just the facility and immediately surrounding land uses.  As this money ripples through 
the economy, several other economic sectors are impacted and jobs are created.  For example, when a caterer 
purchases food for an event at the OCC everyone from the wholesaler to the farmer that produced the food is 
impacted.  In addition, local governmental entities that tax these economic transactions also benefit.  The 
following are the specific aggregate industries used in this analysis:

• hotel/entertainment;
• eating and drinking places;
• transportation;
• retail trade;  
• electric, gas, water & sanitary services; and
• business services.
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Methodology (cont’d)

Once the total economic impact for the Tri-County Metropolitan Region is estimated, a percentage of the total is 
allocated to each of the three counties.  Allocations for hotel spending are based on the historical transient lodging 
tax receipts for each county as a percentage of the total collections within the Tri-County Metropolitan Region.  
Allocations for all other spending are calculated in the same manner based on historical information on travel 
spending as provided by Dean Runyan Associates to the Oregon Tourism Commission.  The table below 
summarizes the allocations for hotel and all other spending used in this analysis.

   County
Hotel 

Spending
All Other 

Spending
Clackamas 8.37% 12.40%
Multnomah 80.35% 74.10%
Washington 11.28% 13.50%

Total 100.00% 100.00%

% Allocation

Source: Dean Runyan Associates. 
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Methodology (cont’d)

The three categories of measurement used to assess the economic impact of a project are spending, 
earnings and employment which are defined below:

• Total spending (output) represents the total direct and indirect/induced spending effects generated 
by the project.  This calculation measures the total dollar change in spending (output) that occurs in 
the local economy for each dollar of output delivered to final demand.

• Personal earnings represent the wages and salaries earned by employees of businesses 
associated with or impacted by the project.  In other words, the multiplier measures the total dollar 
change in earnings of households employed by the affected industries for each additional dollar of 
output delivered to final demand.

• Employment represents the number of full and part-time jobs supported by the project.  The 
employment multiplier measures the total change in the number of jobs supported in the local 
economy for each additional $1.0 million of output delivered to final demand.

In addition to the economic impact analysis, fiscal benefits or tax revenue impacts that result from on-going 
operations of the OCC are also estimated.  The governmental entities considered in this fiscal analysis are 
Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington Counties, as well as METRO and the State of Oregon.  Revenues 
generated from hotel/motel occupancy tax, excise tax, motor vehicle rental tax, business income tax and 
personal income tax are calculated.  All amounts depicted in this report are presented in 2005 dollars unless 
otherwise noted.
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Summary of Estimated Economic Benefits from 
On-Going OCC Operations

The table to the right summarizes the estimated 
economic impacts generated from operations of the 
OCC in 2005 in terms of total direct and 
indirect/induced spending, employment and earnings 
for the entire Tri-County Metropolitan Region as well 
as the allocation of this spending among the three 
individual counties using the method previously 
described.  The pages that follow discuss each 
component in more detail.  

Total Economic Benefits: Tri-County Region
Direct Spending $322,395,000
Indirect/Induced Spending $229,251,000
Total Direct and Indirect/Induced Spending $551,646,000

Total Direct and Indirect/Induced Employment (# of FTE jobs) 8,300
Total Direct and Indirect/Induced Earnings $243,422,000

Total Economic Benefits:
Direct Spending $36,441,000
Indirect/Induced Spending $26,005,000
Total Direct and Indirect/Induced Spending $62,446,000

Total Direct and Indirect/Induced Employment (# of FTE jobs) 900
Total Direct and Indirect/Induced Earnings $27,756,000

Total Economic Benefits:
Direct Spending $244,380,000
Indirect/Induced Spending $173,631,000
Total Direct and Indirect/Induced Spending $418,011,000

Total Direct and Indirect/Induced Employment (# of FTE jobs) 6,300
Total Direct and Indirect/Induced Earnings $184,141,000

Total Economic Benefits:
Direct Spending $41,575,000
Indirect/Induced Spending $29,615,000
Total Direct and Indirect/Induced Spending $71,190,000

Total Direct and Indirect/Induced Employment (# of FTE jobs) 1,100
Total Direct and Indirect/Induced Earnings $31,525,000

Notes:  
Amounts are presented in 2005 dollars.
FTE denotes full-time equivalent employees.
There may be slight differences due to rounding.

Estimated Economic Benefits To the Tri-County Metropolitan Region 
From OCC Operations  in 2005

Clackamas County

Multnomah County

Washington County
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Summary of Direct Spending

The first step in calculating economic impact is estimating the direct spending.  The benefits generated at the 
local level result from the impact of direct spending both by attendees and activities that support events held 
at the OCC.  Direct spending impacts from operations are annually recurring in nature.  The primary types of 
spending quantified in this analysis include:

• Attendee spending, including out-of-town delegates and local attendees;

• Association spending;

• Exhibitor spending; and

• Budgetary spending by the OCC.

Per capita attendee spending amounts are estimated based on the Convention Expenditure and Impact 
Study conducted by Destination Marketing Association International (DMAI), formerly the International 
Association of Convention and Visitors Bureaus (IACVB), which reflects the spending patterns of thousands 
of convention and meeting delegates from a broad base of meeting types.  The 2004 Convention 
Expenditure and Impact Study provides the spending attributes for regional/national business, however, 
State/local spending attributes were unavailable due to an inadequate sample.  Thus, figures from the 2002 
Convention Income Survey were used.  All amounts were inflated by a 3% annual inflation rate to reflect 
2005 dollars.  
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Summary of Direct Spending (cont’d)

Attendee Spending

Through information from management, OCC events were analyzed to separate out attendees at regional/ 
national events from those at State/local events.  The DMAI Convention Income Survey provides spending 
estimates by scope of event.  For purposes of this analysis, high impact attendees are defined as those that stay 
overnight in a hotel room.  In general, low impact attendees are local patrons at consumer shows, civic events 
and meetings.  As such, adjustments are made to the DMAI spending amounts to account for low impact 
spending.  Based on information provided by the OCC and for purposes of this analysis, all attendees at 
regional/national/international events are classified as high impact.  In addition, 30% of State/local convention/ 
tradeshow attendees and 5% of attendees at all other State/local events are considered high impact.  All 
remaining attendees are classified as low impact.  

The following table presents the total spending characteristics per delegate day for delegates.

Regional/ 
National

Per Day Spending High Impact Low Impact High Impact

Delegate $234.94  $26.77  $269.48  
Note:     In 2005 dollars.
Source: DMAI. 

State/Local
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Summary of Direct Spending (cont’d)

Association & Exhibitor Spending

Sponsoring organizations have substantial investments in the events that they host.  These organizations purchase 
goods and services from either the convention center, food and beverage contractor or from outside sources.  Items 
such as exhibit space and equipment rental are typically provided by the convention center, which are reflected as 
revenues for the provider.  Since this spending is eventually reflected in the budgetary spending by the convention 
center, these amounts are excluded from association spending to avoid double counting.  Estimated association 
spending amounts are provided by the DMAI Convention Expenditure and Impact Study and are based on 
spending per attendee day. 

The DMAI Convention Expenditure and Impact Study also provides spending estimates for exhibitors per attendee 
day.  Adjustments to these estimates are made to avoid double counting similar to association spending. Based on 
conversations with DMAI representatives, exhibitor spending at State/local events can be higher than that at 
regional/national events since these exhibitors are more likely from the local area.  Thus, they tend to spend a 
greater portion of their exhibit-related expenses within their own community.  Conversely, exhibitors attending 
regional/national events are likely to spend a greater portion of their expenses where they are based as opposed to 
the event location.

Association and exhibitor spending per delegate day are presented below.

Per Day Spending
State/ 
Local

Regional/ 
National

Association1 $14.68  $15.45  
Exhibitor1 $114.36  $72.38  
Note:    1 Amounts are for 2005 spending per delegate.  
Source: DMAI. 
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Summary of Direct Spending (cont’d)

Budgetary spending by the OCC 

Budgetary spending refers to the “expense side” generated by the OCC.  Regardless of the source or magnitude of
the revenues that the building produces, this analysis focuses on the operating expenditures occurring in the Tri-
County economies.  Based on information provided by management, the OCC had approximately $17.9 million in 
operating expenditures in 2005.

Summary of Direct Spending

Based on information provided by the OCC for 2005 and the DMAI spending estimates, the total direct spending 
related to OCC attendees, associations and exhibitors as well as budgetary spending is estimated to be 
approximately $322.4 million in 2005.  The table below shows the breakdown of estimated direct spending among 
these groups.  

Category 2005
Attendee Spending $195,090,000
Association Spending 109,365,000
OCC Budgetary Spending 17,940,000

Total Direct Spending $322,395,000
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Indirect/Induced Spending

The economic activity generated through the on-going operations of the OCC affects more than just the facility.
In preparation for new spending in the economy, several other economic sectors are impacted and jobs are 
created.  It is a common misconception to assume that the indirect/induced spending occurs subsequent to the 
purchase of the good as an "after effect."  To further illustrate this point, consider that raw materials are 
purchased, labor is hired, and goods are produced, transported and marketed to retailers before the attendee 
spending takes place.  To yield direct spending, several intermediary levels of spending must occur first.  

Manufacturer 

Packager 
Distributor

Transporter

Retailer

Attendee

Indirect/Induced Economic Activity Direct Economic Activity
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Multipliers

In an effort to quantify the inputs needed to produce the total output, economists have developed multiplier 
models.  This “multiplier” effect is estimated in this analysis using a regional economic forecasting model 
provided by Minnesota IMPLAN Group, Inc., a private economic modeling company.  The format and data is 
based on models developed and maintained by the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic 
Analysis (BEA).  One of the major advantages of this type of model is that it is sensitive to both location and 
type of spending, and has the ability to provide induced/indirect spending, employment and earnings 
information by industry category. 

The direct spending amounts estimated from operations of the OCC are applied to the multipliers in order to 
calculate estimates for total spending, total earnings and total employment (jobs).  The Tri-County 
Metropolitan Region multipliers used in this analysis are shown in the following table.

Category Spending Employment Earnings

Hotels/Entertainment 1.6847 31.4 0.6865
Eating & Drinking Places 1.7526 31.5 0.6504
Retail Trade 1.5825 22.8 0.6681
Transportation 1.7919 15.6 0.6513
Utilities 1.3344 4.6 0.3390
Business Services 1.7315 20.6 0.9230
Source:  IMPLAN.

Oregon's Tri-County Metropolitan Region Multipliers
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Summary of Estimated Total Spending in the  
Tri-County Metropolitan Region

Outputs from the model indicate that total (direct and induced/indirect) spending generated within the Tri-County 
Metropolitan Region from OCC operations in 2005 is estimated to be approximately $551.6 million, which is 
31% higher than in 2004.  This difference in total spending is likely attributable to increases in total attendee 
days (21%), total conventions/tradeshows attendee days (23%), total high impact attendee days (39%) and total 
regional/national/international attendee days (50%).  In 2005, approximately 55% of total attendees days were 
high impact days compared to 47% in 2004.
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Summary of Estimated Total Spending By County
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Estimated total spending increased by approximately 34% in Clackamas County, 32% in Multnomah County 
and 25% in Washington County.
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Summary of Estimated Total Employment in the 
Tri-County Metropolitan Region

Based on the IMPLAN model, which calculates the number of jobs per $1.0 million in spending, it is estimated 
that the economic activity associated with OCC operations generated approximately 8,300 total jobs in 2005 in 
the Tri-County Metropolitan Region, an increase of approximately 2,100 jobs from 2004.  These jobs are 
created in many sectors of the economy, which both directly and indirectly support the increased level of 
business activity in the area. 
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Summary of Estimated Total Employment by County
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As with total spending, estimated total employment increased in each of the three counties between 2004 and 
2005.  Washington County experienced the largest percentage increase in employment (38%) followed by 
Multnomah (34%) and Clackamas (29%) counties.  
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Summary of Estimated Total Earnings in the 
Tri-County Metropolitan Region

Estimates by IMPLAN indicate that total earnings in the Tri-County Metropolitan Region generated from OCC 
operations were approximately $243.4 million in 2005.  
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Summary of Estimated Total Earnings By County
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In terms of estimated total earnings, Clackamas County increased by approximately 34% between 2004 and 2005 
followed by Multnomah County (31%) and Washington County (24%). 
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Fiscal Impacts Analysis

The estimated spending generated by the on-going operations of the OCC create tax revenues for the Tri-
County Metropolitan Region.  Experience in other markets suggests that while a significant portion of the direct 
spending would likely occur near the facility, additional spending occurs in other areas within the Tri-County 
Metropolitan Region, particularly spending such as business services and the everyday living expenses of 
residents.

Major tax sources potentially impacted by OCC operations were identified in order to estimate the taxable 
amounts to apply to each respective tax rate.  Although other taxes, such as property taxes and gasoline taxes,
may be impacted by the on-going operations of the OCC, this analysis estimates revenues generated from the 
following taxes based on the direct and indirect/induced spending amounts previously discussed: 

Multnomah County
Transient Lodgings Tax
Personal Income Tax
Motor Vehicle Rental Tax
Business Income Tax

Washington County
Lodging Tax

State of Oregon
Personal Income Tax
Transient Lodging (Hotel/Motel) Tax
Corporate Excise and Income Tax

METRO
Excise Tax

Clackamas County
Transient Room Tax
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Summary of Estimated Fiscal Impacts 
Generated From OCC Operations in 2005 

Tax revenues generated from OCC operations and related spending in 2005 are estimated to be $21.8 million.   

State of Oregon
Personal Income Tax $7,088,000
Transient Lodging Tax 878,000
Corporate Excise and Income Tax 851,000
Total $8,817,000

METRO
Excise Tax $1,065,000
Total $1,065,000

Clackamas County
Transient Room Tax $661,000
Total $661,000

Multnomah County
Transient Lodgings Tax $8,109,000
Personal Income Tax 1,197,000
Motor Vehicle Rental Tax 1,073,000
Business Income Tax 142,000
Total $10,521,000

Washington County
Lodging Tax $693,000
Total $693,000

Total Tax Benefits $21,757,000

Estimated Fiscal Impacts from OCC Operations in 2005
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Summary of Estimated Total Fiscal Impacts 
Generated From OCC Operations

As shown below, estimated fiscal impacts generated from OCC operations increased by approximately 37% 
between 2004 and 2005, which is primarily attributable to the increase in attendees and related spending.
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Summary of Assumptions Used in the 
Fiscal Impacts Analysis

The pages that follow outline the assumptions utilized in this analysis to calculate the estimated fiscal benefits 
generated by the State of Oregon, METRO, and the three individual counties in the Tri-County Metropolitan 
Region.

State of Oregon

Personal Income Tax – The State of Oregon imposes a personal income tax, which is calculated on a graduated 
scale.  Personal income tax is the State of Oregon’s largest source of revenue.  Based on information from the 
State of Oregon Department of Revenue, the Statewide effective tax rate for personal income is 5.6%.  For 
purposes of this analysis, personal income tax is calculated by applying the effective tax rate of 5.6% to 52% of 
total earnings, which represents the State’s average taxable income as a percentage of total income. 

Transient Lodging Tax – Effective in 2004, public and private lodging providers began paying a 1% State lodging 
tax.  This tax is in addition to and not in place of any local transient lodging tax.  This tax continuously 
appropriates funds to the Oregon Tourism Commission to promote tourism programs in Oregon. For purposes of 
this analysis, the 1% tax rate is applied to 100% of hotel spending.

Corporate Excise and Income Tax – Corporate excise and income tax is the second largest source of revenue for 
the State. All corporations doing business in Oregon pay excise tax while corporations not doing business in the 
State but having income from an Oregon source pay income tax.  The corporate tax rate is 6.6% of Oregon net 
income. For purposes of this analysis and based on information from the State of Oregon Department of 
Revenue, the 6.6% tax rate is applied to 4% of direct spending in order to reflect net income.
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Summary of Assumptions Used in the 
Fiscal Impacts Analysis (cont’d)

METRO

Excise Tax – METRO imposes an excise tax of 7.5% of total earned revenues of facilities owned or operated by 
MERC.  The tax is remitted on a monthly basis to METRO and is a General Fund Revenue which goes toward the 
funding of general government activities as well as various planning, parks and green spaces activities.  For 
purposes of this analysis, the actual excise tax amount paid by the OCC is used.

Clackamas County

Transient Room Tax – Clackamas County imposes a 6% transient room tax on hotels, defined as any structure or 
any portion of any structure which is occupied or intended or designed for transient occupancy for 30 days or less 
for dwelling, lodging or sleeping purposes.  Revenues generated by this source are allocated as follows:  two 
points are used for administration purposes, a flat fee is allocated to help fund the County Fair and the remaining 
amount goes to the Tourism Development Council Fund which is used to promote tourism.  The flat fee allocated 
to the County was originally set at $250,000 per year and is adjusted by CPI annually.  For fiscal year 2005, the 
flat fee was approximately $343,000.  

In addition to the 6% tax rate imposed by Clackamas County, several cities in the County also impose additional 
transient room taxes, which range from 3% to 5%.  For purposes of this analysis, a tax rate of 9% is applied to 
100% of direct hotel spending in the County.  Although all tax revenue is generated within the County, the County 
only retains six of the nine points while the various cities within the County receive the remaining amount. 
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Summary of Assumptions Used in the 
Fiscal Impacts Analysis (cont’d)

Multnomah County

Transient Lodgings Tax – Multnomah County imposes a tax of 11.5% of the rent charged by the operator of any 
structure or any portion of any structure which is occupied or intended or designed for transient occupancy for 
30 days or less for dwelling, lodging or sleeping purposes.  This tax is allocated as follows:

• the base rate of 5% is allocated to the County’s general fund

• a 1% surcharge rate of the tax is used for contracting with private organizations for the promotion, 
solicitation, procurement and service of County convention business and tourism

• a 3% surcharge rate of the tax is allocated to the excise tax fund of which hotel operators can deduct 5% 
of the 3% for administrative costs.  The remaining amount is dedicated to various projects such as the 
OCC, the Portland Center for the Performing Arts, and the Regional Arts and Culture Council 

• a 2.5% surcharge rate of the tax is allocated to the Visitors Facilities Trust Account (VFTA) of which hotel 
operators can deduct 5% of the 2.5% for administrative costs

For purposes of this analysis, the tax rate of 11.5% is applied to 100% of direct hotel spending in Multnomah 
County. 

Personal Income Tax – In addition to the State’s personal income tax, the County levies an additional 1.25% on 
Oregon’s taxable personal income.  For purposes of this analysis, the 1.25% tax rate is applied to 52% of total 
earnings in Multnomah County consistent with the methodology described earlier related to the personal income 
tax imposed by the State of Oregon.  This tax sunset at the end of calendar year 2005.  
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Summary of Assumptions Used in the 
Fiscal Impacts Analysis (cont’d)

Motor Vehicle Rental Tax – Multnomah County levies a tax on the rental of motor vehicles from a 
commercial establishment doing business in the County if the rental is for a period of 30 days or less.  The 
total tax rate is 12.5% of the rental fee charged by the commercial establishment for the rental.  The tax is 
remitted to the County on a quarterly basis.  The collections from the base rate of 10% is allocated to the 
County’s general fund while the remaining 2.5% is allocated to the OCC. For purposes of this analysis, the 
tax rate of 12.5% is applied to 50% of direct local transportation in Multnomah County.

Business Income Tax – A business income tax is imposed on each person doing business within Multnomah 
County equal to 1.45% of the net income from that business within the County.  This tax is administered by 
the City of Portland.  For purposes of this analysis, the business income tax rate of 1.45% is applied to 4% of 
total direct spending in order to reflect net income.

Washington County

Lodging Tax – Washington County levies a 7% tax on short term stays in hotels, motels and RV parks.  
Currently, one point is dedicated to the Fair Board to support the County Fair and one point is dedicated to 
the Washington County Visitors Association to expand tourism.  The remaining five points are split between 
the County and cities and are primarily used to fund functions like public safety, public health, transportation 
and other local government services.  At the present time, no city in Washington County has its own lodging 
tax.  For purposes of this analysis, the 7% tax rate is applied to 100% of direct hotel spending in Washington 
County.  In addition, there is currently a measure on the May ballot to increase the lodging tax from 7% to 
9%.  



Oregon Convention Center
Economic Impact Results

1990-2005

01/31/2007

Total 
(millions) Direct Indirect Total

County 
Lodging

Vehicle 
Rental

City 
Lodging

Metro 
Excise

State 
Income

County 
Income

State 
Business

County 
Business FTEs

1990 13.7 8.2 5.5 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 102
1991 326.0 141.7 184.3 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 5,578
1992 345.4 150.6 194.8 1993 figures are cumulative for 1990-1993 5,632
1993 341.8 150.7 191.1 29,177 12,812 3,013 n/a 378 10,972 n/a 2,002 n/a 5,285
1994 430.2 188.6 241.6 12,360 5,351 1,235 n/a 222 4,672 n/a 880 n/a 6,539
1995 389.9 175.0 214.9 11,457 4,772 1,134 n/a 654 4,089 n/a 808 n/a 5,463
1996 377.9 164.9 213.0 11,537 4,778 1,202 n/a 652 4,218 n/a 687 n/a 5,179
1997 311.7 142.4 169.3 8,720 3,616 849 n/a 630 2,995 n/a 630 n/a 3,842
1998 467.2 240.4 226.8 6,468 5,921 547 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 7,700
1999 477.4 246.2 231.2 7,424 6,835 589 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 7,900
2000 306.4 158.5 147.9 7,430 4,987 481 1,962 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 5,100
2001 359.0 184.8 174.2 14,482 5,460 517 1,907 645 5,221 n/a 732 n/a 5,900
2002 380.1 195.7 184.4 15,469 5,922 562 2,117 615 5,607 n/a 646 n/a 6,200
2003 481.4 269.8 211.6 20,958 8,165 738 2,179 924 6,930 1,132 890 146 7,700
2004 420.8 245.9 174.9 18,261 7,122 801 2,340 1,061 5,452 917 487 81 6,200
2005 551.6 322.4 229.2 21,757 10,341 1,073 1,065 7,088 1,197 851 142 8,300
Cumulative 
Totals 5,980.5 2,985.8 2,994.7 185,500 86,082 12,741 10,505 6,846 57,244 3,246 8,613 369 92,620

Convention Spending EmploymentTax Revenues (thousands)

Oregon Convention Center
Economic Impact Results

1990-2005
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July 8, 2005

Mr. Jeffrey Blosser, Executive Director
Oregon Convention Center
777 NE Martin Luther King, Jr. Boulevard
Portland, Oregon  97232

Dear Mr. Blosser: 

Per our amended agreement dated May 6, 2005, we have completed our hypothetical, order-
of-magnitude estimate of the economic and fiscal impacts that may be generated by the 
construction and operation of a proposed headquarters hotel adjacent to the Oregon 
Convention Center.  The report presented herein includes the summary of findings and 
principal conclusions from our research.  

The findings contained in the report reflect analysis of primary and secondary sources of 
information.  We have utilized sources that are deemed to be reliable but cannot guarantee 
their accuracy.  Moreover, estimates and analysis regarding the economic and fiscal impacts 
are based on trends and assumptions and, therefore, there will usually be differences between 
the estimated and actual results because events and circumstances frequently do not occur as 
expected, and those differences may be material.
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The accompanying analysis was prepared for internal use by the Oregon Convention Center.  
In accordance with the terms of our agreement, the accompanying economic and fiscal impact 
analysis is restricted to internal use and may not be relied upon by any third party for any 
purpose.  We have no obligation, unless subsequently engaged, to update this report or revise 
this analysis as presented due to events or conditions occurring after the date of this report.  
Notwithstanding these limitations, it is understood that this document is subject to public 
information laws and, as such, can be made available to the public. Neither this report, nor any 
portion thereof, may be used for any other purpose without the prior written consent of KPMG 
LLP.

Because the procedures we performed do not constitute an examination of prospective 
financial statements in accordance with standards established by the American Institute of 
Certified Public Accountants, we do not express an opinion or any other form of assurance on 
whether the prospective financial statements are presented in conformity with AICPA 
presentation guidelines or on whether the underlying assumptions provide a reasonable basis 
for the presentation. 

We have enjoyed working on this engagement and our relationship with the Oregon 
Convention Center, and look forward to the opportunity to provide you with continued service.

Sincerely,



4

IntroductionIntroduction
The Oregon Convention Center (OCC) is owned by a regional government known as 
Metro and managed by a seven-member commission, which is a subsidiary of Metro 
called the Metropolitan Exposition-Recreation Commission (MERC).  MERC also 
provides management and stewardship of other regional public assembly facilities, 
including the Portland Center for the Performing Arts and the Portland Metropolitan 
Exposition Center.

The OCC originally opened in September of 1990 and unveiled an expansion in April of 
2003.  The OCC currently offers 255,000 square feet of exhibit space and over 100,000 
square feet of meeting and ballroom space.  Since the opening of the expanded center, 
the OCC has hosted 80 to 90 conventions and tradeshows annually. These events 
represent primarily regional, national and international groups that attract out-of-town 
guests.  Attendees at conventions and tradeshows generate spending at hotels, 
restaurants, retail, entertainment and transportation establishments.

The Portland Oregon Visitors Association (POVA) indicated that there are currently 
slightly more than 2,000 hotel rooms within close proximity to the OCC.  Of these rooms, 
approximately 1,300 are considered “first-class” hotel rooms.  Based on POVA records, 
a total of thirty groups representing future bookings from 2004 through 2012 were lost, in 
2004 alone, due to the lack of a headquarters hotel. The vast majority of these groups 
are national or international in scope, representing nearly 240,000 room nights and more 
than 85,000 attendee days.  Groups that are not choosing to host their event in Portland 
represent significant potential economic impact to the community in the form of 
spending, jobs and earnings.
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IntroductionIntroduction (cont’d)(cont’d)
Given the potential benefits from these groups the Portland area is currently losing, the OCC has 
assessed the merits of developing a hotel to serve as its headquarters property, while also serving the 
needs of the greater marketplace.  Effort has been made by the community to understand the 
potential demand for a headquarters hotel while also studying the potential impact to the local hotel 
market and community as a whole.  The following summarizes the major findings from two studies 
that have been completed in the last five years:

Evaluation of Hotel Market Conditions & Impact Analysis of a Convention Hotel – Economics 
Research Associates, 2001

ERA found that the full economic impact of the OCC expansion would not be fully realized if the 
facility did not offer a more competitive hotel package.  The study states this could include 
development of a headquarters property and/or more larger hotels willing to dedicate 250+ room 
blocks to OCC event-related activity.  At the time of this study, the Portland hotel market was weak 
due to a slowing in demand (after years of substantial growth) and an increase in supply.  Consultants 
estimated a range of impacts from incremental delegate spending due to additional hotel supply under 
both weak and strong assumed hotel market conditions.  Under weaker conditions, the 
expansion/renovation of an existing property appeared most appropriate.  ERA added that under 
stronger market conditions, the development of a new, 600 to 800-room headquarters property would 
be a more appropriate strategy.  

The report set forth three alternative hotel development strategies that the City could employ to 
respond to then current hotel market conditions while still planning for future hotel supply to serve the 
OCC.  These included:  a firm stance of no public subsidy, remaining ambiguous to keep options 
open, and providing public subsidy when under improved market conditions and actively planning for 
such a time.  The report laid out other considerations for the City, including the potential to restrict 
competition by limiting the development of smaller, limited-service properties that could ultimately 
dilute the market for a full-service, larger-scale property.  In addition, ERA recommended that the land 
parcels in the immediate vicinity of the OCC be preserved to maintain the option of future hotel 
development.



6

IntroductionIntroduction (cont’d)(cont’d)

Convention Center Hotel Strategic Plan – Strategic Advisory Group, 2003

In preparation for the opening of the OCC expansion, POVA retained Strategic Advisory 
Group (SAG) to create a strategic plan aimed at maximizing the potential for city-wide 
conventions while minimizing any negative impact on the lodging market.  Findings 
suggested that the expanded OCC would not be able to capture much of its new target 
market (due to greater rentable space) based on its lack of a headquarters hotel 
property.  Recommendations were made to address the market needs in a three-step 
process:  maximizing the existing hotel supply downtown via an institutionalized 
transportation program between downtown hotels and the OCC; redeveloping existing 
hotels proximate to the OCC; and subsidize development of additional rooms adjacent to 
the OCC.

Based on SAG’s interview of meeting planners, the OCC could attract 40% to 45% of its 
target market should a 500- to 600-room headquarters hotel be developed.  Findings 
suggested such a property could generate over 15,000 incremental room nights 
annually.  One of SAG’s assumptions was that no other full-service hotel would be 
developed in the Portland market. Estimates of construction costs and incremental 
economic benefits generated by different hotel development scenarios were prepared.  
In addition, financing requirements, potential funding strategies and the public’s return on 
investment were also outlined.
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IntroductionIntroduction (cont’d)(cont’d)

Subsequent to these studies, the Portland Development Commission (PDC) issued a 
Headquarters Hotel Implementation Strategy that’s objective was to identify the full array of 
developer interest and potential approaches to the project.  In September 2004, the PDC 
issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) to qualified hotel developers interested in creating a 
public/private partnership to build a headquarters hotel for the OCC.  The RFP specifically 
states that the winning developer/operator will be required to enter into a Room Block 
Agreement with MERC which reserves the greater of (a) 75% of the newly developed or 
rehabilitated rooms or (b) 500 rooms for potential OCC-related bookings for a specified period 
and makes the rooms available to OCC users at a to-be-negotiated competitive group discount 
rate.

The overall goal, according to the PDC, is to attract more large conventions and tradeshows to 
the OCC, as well as to leverage the economic benefits of the center to the City of Portland, 
add quality jobs for the local workforce, and increase tax revenues.  Four developer/operator 
proposals were received in December 2004 and are currently under review.  
Recommendations for the winning bid are expected in May, with final approval by the PDC 
likely occurring in June.
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IntroductionIntroduction (cont’d)(cont’d)

As outlined in the RFP for the proposed headquarters hotel issued by the PDC, development 
objectives of the property include the following:

Maintain Portland’s current market share in the regional, national and international
meetings market

Expand Portland’s position in the group meetings market by attracting groups with a
headquarter hotel requirement and/or a larger committable room block

Provide POVA with a room block of 400 to 500 rooms

Maximize positive impact to other area hotels

Increase economic impact of the OCC and thereby maximize impact to the area’s economy

Minimize public investment and risk
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IntroductionIntroduction (cont’d)(cont’d)

KPMG was retained to assist the OCC in preparing a hypothetical, order-of-magnitude 
estimate of the economic and fiscal impacts that may be generated by the construction and 
operation of a potential headquarters hotel in the Tri-County Metropolitan Region.  Based on 
information provided by OCC management, two development scenarios are presented 
including a 500-room and a 600-room property.  The region includes Clackamas, Multnomah 
and Washington Counties. The study estimates impacts associated with hotel construction and 
operations.  In addition, hypothetical, order-of-magnitude estimates of the direct and total jobs, 
spending and earnings as well as tax revenues that could potentially be generated in the Tri-
County region are presented.

Construction of the proposed hotel would generate direct spending on various goods and 
services.  This spending would create new jobs and earnings, as well as induce further 
spending within the region.  This impact would be a one-time benefit during the construction 
period.

The hypothetical benefits generated from on-going operations of the proposed hotel would be 
recurring in nature.  This analysis reflects the estimated impacts for a possible range of hotel 
operations for each of the two development scenarios.
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Introduction (contIntroduction (cont’’d)d)

The Tri-County Metropolitan Region would benefit from the proposed hotel in a number of 
ways, including such tangible and intangible benefits as:

• Enhancing the area’s image as a business, meetings and tourist destination;

• Receiving regional and national exposure through destination marketing and visitation 
both by tourism agencies within Portland as well as via the national marketing arm of    
the chosen flag;

• Providing a first-class support hotel for the OCC;

• Providing a catalyst for urban redevelopment initiatives in the Lloyd Center District;

• Generating enhanced fiscal revenues; and 

• Generating additional economic activity in the Tri-County Metropolitan Region.

Each of these benefits is important in assessing the benefit of the on-going operations of the 
hotel to the Tri-County Metropolitan Region.  While the value of most of these benefits is 
difficult to measure, the economic activity that may be generated by the proposed hotel within 
the Tri-County Metropolitan Region can be estimated.  This analysis includes order-of-
magnitude estimates of the direct and indirect/induced benefits associated with the 
construction and on-going operations of the property.  These potential benefits are measured 
at the regional level for spending, jobs and income as well as the associated tax revenues. 
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MethodologyMethodology
An assessment of the economic benefits that could potentially accrue to the Tri-County Metropolitan 
Region as a result of the on-going operations of a proposed headquarters hotel for the OCC can be 
approached in several ways.  The approach used in this analysis considers the expense side of hotel 
operations as well as attendee, association and exhibitor spending for estimation of the initial direct 
impacts to a community.  All expenses generated by hotel operations from room department, 
food/beverage department, administrative, advertising, utilities, maintenance, etc. as well as an estimate 
of spending for guests using the hotel, are used as an initial measure of economic activity within the 
marketplace.  With respect to construction impacts, direct spending is estimated as total project costs 
including hard and soft costs.  Once the amount for direct spending is estimated, a multiplier is applied to 
generate the total (direct, indirect and induced) spending, earnings and employment associated with the 
project.  This "multiplier" effect is estimated in this analysis using a regional economic forecasting model 
provided by the Minnesota IMPLAN Group, Inc. (IMPLAN). The economic impact amount generated 
represents the order-of-magnitude total impact to the Tri-County Metropolitan Region. 

The economic activity directly generated through the construction and on-going operations of the 
proposed hotel and the spending of its users affects more than just the property and immediately 
surrounding land uses.  As this money ripples through the economy, several other economic sectors are 
impacted and jobs are created.  For example, when a caterer at the hotel purchases food for an event, 
everyone from the wholesaler to the farmer that produced the food is impacted.  In addition, local 
governmental entities that tax these economic transactions are also impacted.

The following are the specific aggregate industries used in this analysis:

new construction
hotel/entertainment
eating and drinking places
transportation

retail trade
electric, gas, water & sanitary services
business services
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Methodology (contMethodology (cont’’d)d)

The three categories of measurement used to assess the economic impact of a project are 
spending, earnings and employment which are defined below:

Total spending (output) represents the total direct and indirect/induced spending effects 
generated by the project.  This calculation measures the total dollar change in spending 
(output) that occurs in the local economy for each dollar of output delivered to final demand.

Personal earnings represent the wages and salaries earned by employees of businesses 
associated with or impacted by the project.  In other words, the multiplier measures the total 
dollar change in earnings of households employed by the affected industries for each 
additional dollar of output delivered to final demand.

Employment represents the number of full and part-time jobs supported by the project.  The 
employment multiplier measures the total change in the number of jobs supported in the 
local economy for each additional $1.0 million of output delivered to final demand.

In addition to the economic impact analysis, fiscal benefits or tax revenue impacts that may 
potentially result from the on-going operations of the proposed hotel are also estimated.  
The governmental entities considered in this fiscal analysis are Clackamas, Multnomah and 
Washington Counties, as well as the State of Oregon.  Potential revenues generated from 
hotel/motel occupancy tax, motor vehicle rental tax, business income tax and personal 
income tax are calculated.  All amounts depicted in this report are presented in constant 
2005 dollars unless otherwise noted.
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Summary of Significant AssumptionsSummary of Significant Assumptions
These hypothetical estimates are primarily based on information from various secondary 
sources including, but not limited to, historical OCC operating data provided by management, 
delegate spending data from the 2004 International Association of Convention and Visitors 
Bureaus (IACVB) ExPact Survey, per diem spending data from the 2005 Corporate Travel 
Index, multipliers from IMPLAN and information in the four hotel developer RFP responses 
received by the PDC, rather than on primary market research.

This analysis assumes that the proposed new headquarters hotel under either scenario will be 
built adjacent to the OCC and that no other full-service hotel is built in the Lloyd Center district.  
While some new full-service hotel developments have recently occurred downtown, such as the 
new Sage Renaissance Hotel, these will not likely have a significant impact on the operation of 
the proposed headquarters hotel property due to the fact that downtown hotels focus primarily 
on commercial business that prefers to stay downtown.  For purposes of this analysis, KPMG 
assumes that the new headquarters hotel will focus a majority of its marketing efforts on OCC-
related and in-house group business.

These estimates are also based on certain hypothetical assumptions pertaining to operations of 
the proposed new headquarters hotel including occupancy, average daily rate, mix of business, 
hotel operating expenses and project costs which are primarily derived from the hotel developer 
proposals currently under consideration.  For the benefits associated with construction of the 
hotel, it is estimated that 70% of total project costs are spent in the Tri-County region. 

This analysis is subject to change depending on further refinements regarding operating 
strategies for the proposed new headquarters hotel as well as more detailed information on the 
project including projected changes in supply and demand for hotels, lost business reports from 
POVA and other related information. 
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Hypothetical Estimate of the Total Economic Benefits from the Hypothetical Estimate of the Total Economic Benefits from the 
OnOn--Going Operations of the Proposed Headquarters HotelGoing Operations of the Proposed Headquarters Hotel

The following table presents the hypothetical, order-of-magnitude estimate of economic 
impact to the Tri-County region from the proposed hotel’s operations under two scenarios.  
These impacts would be annually recurring and are estimated to range from approximately 
$83.8 million to $111.7 million in total spending.  In addition, based on the assumptions 
previously noted, approximately 1,250 to 1,600 jobs could be created in the Tri-County 
region, generating approximately $36.0 million to $49.0 million annually in total earnings.

The pages that follow discuss each component (i.e. direct and indirect/induced spending, 
total employment and total earnings) in more detail.

Note:  FTE denotes full-time equivalents.

Total Economic Benefits: Low High Low High
Direct Spending $48,829,000 $56,711,000 $52,369,000 $65,125,000
Indirect/Induced Spending $34,994,000 $40,545,000 $37,502,000 $46,603,000
Total Direct and Indirect/Induced Spending $83,823,000 $97,256,000 $89,871,000 $111,728,000

Total Direct and Indirect/Induced Employment (# of FTE jobs) 1,250 1,400 1,300 1,600
Total Direct and Indirect/Induced Earnings $36,030,000 $42,560,000 $39,033,000 $48,988,000

Estimated Benefits from Operations of a New Headquarters Hotel to the Tri-County Region 
(annually recurring impact)

600 Rooms500 Rooms
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Direct SpendingDirect Spending
The first step in calculating economic impact is estimating the direct spending.  The benefits that 
may be generated at the local level result from the impact of direct spending both by hotel guests 
and activities that support operations of the hotel.  Direct spending impacts from operations are 
annually recurring in nature.  The primary types of spending estimated in this analysis include:

• OCC-related hotel guest spending;

• Non-OCC-related hotel guest spending; and

• Budgetary spending by the hotel.

OCC-Related Hotel Guest Spending  - Per capita OCC-related guest spending amounts are 
estimated based on the Convention Expenditure and Impact Study conducted by the International 
Association of Convention and Visitors Bureaus (IACVB), which reflects the spending patterns of 
thousands of convention and meeting delegates from a broad base of meeting types.  

Non-OCC-Related Hotel Guest Spending  - Per capita non-OCC-related guest spending amounts 
are estimated based on the 2005 Corporate Travel Index.

Budgetary Spending by the Hotel - Budgetary spending refers to the “expense side” generated by 
the hotel.  Regardless of the source or magnitude of the revenues that the property produces, this 
analysis focuses on the operating expenditures occurring in the Tri-County economies.  Based on 
various sources including the four hotel developer proposals, the proposed hotel’s operations could 
range from $5.7 million to $10.4 million.  These figures are subject to vary depending on several 
factors including, but not limited to, the hotel’s size, operator, marketing focus/niche and the actual 
development deal negotiated with the PDC.

As a final step, each of the spending amounts described previously is assigned to a logical industry 
sector to be used as inputs into the regional economic multiplier model.  
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Indirect/Induced SpendingIndirect/Induced Spending
The economic activity that may be generated through the on-going operations of the proposed hotel 
affects more than just the property.  In preparation for new spending in the economy, several other 
economic sectors are impacted and jobs are created.  It is a common misconception to assume that the 
indirect/induced spending occurs subsequent to the purchase of the good as an "after effect."  To further 
illustrate this point, consider that raw materials are purchased, labor is hired, and goods are produced, 
transported and marketed to retailers before the attendee spending takes place.  To yield direct 
spending, several intermediary levels of spending must occur first.  

In an effort to quantify the inputs needed to produce the direct output, economists have developed 
multiplier models.  This “multiplier” effect is estimated in this analysis using a regional economic 
forecasting model provided by the Minnesota IMPLAN Group, Inc., a private economic modeling 
company.  The format and data is based on models developed and maintained by the U.S. Department 
of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA). The models analyze economic data on a regional 
basis by individual industry categories.  One of the major advantages of this type of model is that it is 
sensitive to both location and type of spending and has the ability to provide indirect/induced spending, 
employment and earnings information by industry category.  The direct spending amounts estimated to 
be generated by operations of the proposed hotel are applied to the multipliers in order to calculate 
estimates for total spending, total earnings, and total employment (jobs). 

Manufacturer 

Packager 
Distributor

Transporter

Retailer 

Attendee

Indirect/Induced Economic Activity Direct Economic Activity
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Spending in the TriSpending in the Tri--County Metropolitan RegionCounty Metropolitan Region

Outputs from the model indicate that total (direct and indirect/induced) spending in the Tri-
County Metropolitan Region from annual facility operations may not differ significantly for a 500-
room property versus a 600-room hotel.  It is estimated that a 600-room hotel may generate 
approximately 15% greater spending in the Tri-County region, which is illustrated in the graph 
below.  

Based on the 2003 SAG 
report, a 600-room 
property would allow the 
OCC to penetrate an 
additional 5% of the 
market demand over a 
500-room hotel.  An 
additional 100 rooms, in 
practice, may only 
translate to an additional 
70 committable rooms for 
OCC-related business.  
Thus, this relatively small 
change in inventory 
generates a relatively 
minor difference in 
impact.
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Summary of Total Economic Benefits from ConstructionSummary of Total Economic Benefits from Construction
of the Proposed Headquarters Hotelof the Proposed Headquarters Hotel

In addition to the annually recurring benefits from the proposed hotel’s operations, a one-time 
impact from construction of the property would also be generated.  The following table outlines 
the potential impacts to the Tri-County region in terms of spending, employment and earnings 
from construction.  

As shown, construction of a 500- or 600-room hotel could potentially generate between $190.8 
million and $241.6 million in total spending based on the assumptions outlined previously.  In 
addition, approximately 2,000 to 2,500 jobs may be created in the Tri-County region, 
generating approximately $83.4 million to $105.6 million in total earnings.

Note:  FTE denotes full-time equivalents.

Total Economic Benefits: Low High Low High
Direct Spending $108,150,000 $115,360,000 $129,780,000 $136,990,000
Indirect/Induced Spending $82,614,000 $88,122,000 $99,137,000 $104,645,000
Total Direct and Indirect/Induced Spending $190,764,000 $203,482,000 $228,917,000 $241,635,000

Total Direct and Indirect/Induced Employment (# of FTE jobs) 2,000 2,100 2,400 2,500
Total Direct and Indirect/Induced Earnings $83,366,000 $88,924,000 $100,039,000 $105,597,000

Estimated Benefits from Construction of a New Headquarters Hotel to the Tri-County Region 
(one-time)

600 Rooms500 Rooms
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Fiscal Impacts AnalysisFiscal Impacts Analysis
The direct and indirect/induced spending generated by the operations of the proposed headquarters hotel 
create tax revenues for the Tri-County Metropolitan Region.  Experience in other markets indicates that while a 
significant portion of the direct spending would occur near the hotel, additional spending occurs in other areas 
within the Tri-County Metropolitan Region, particularly spending such as business services and the everyday 
living expenses of residents.

Each major tax source impacted by hotel operations was reviewed in order to ascertain the appropriate taxable 
amounts to apply the respective tax rate.  Direct and indirect/induced spending estimates discussed previously 
were used to calculate tax benefits associated with hotel operations.

Fiscal benefits were estimated for the following major taxes in the State of Oregon, Clackamas County, 
Multnomah County, and Washington County:

These taxes are summarized in the table on the next page.  Other County-level taxes, such as property taxes 
and gasoline taxes were also considered but, upon investigation, these taxes were deemed not to be 
particularly relevant to the project and have therefore been excluded from the fiscal analysis.  In addition, it 
should be noted that there is no general sales tax levied in the State of Oregon.

Multnomah County
Motor Vehicle Rental Tax
Transient Lodging (Hotel/Motel) Tax
Business Income Tax
Personal Income Tax

Washington County
Hotel/Motel Occupancy Tax

State of Oregon
Personal Income Tax
Business Income Tax
Transient Lodging (Hotel/Motel) Tax

Clackamas County
Hotel/Motel Occupancy Tax
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Summary of Total Fiscal Impacts from a New Headquarters HotelSummary of Total Fiscal Impacts from a New Headquarters Hotel

Low High Low High

State of Oregon
Personal Income Tax $1,049,000 $1,239,000 $1,137,000 $1,427,000
Business Income Tax $97,000 $112,000 $104,000 $129,000
Transient Lodging Tax $171,000 $184,000 $175,000 $208,000
Total $1,317,000 $1,535,000 $1,416,000 $1,764,000

Clackamas County
Hotel Occupancy Tax $123,000 $133,000 $126,000 $149,000
Total $123,000 $133,000 $126,000 $149,000

Multnomah County
Motor Vehicle Rental Tax $275,000 $300,000 $300,000 $353,000
Transient Lodging Tax $1,574,000 $1,696,000 $1,610,000 $1,909,000
Business Income Tax $16,000 $19,000 $17,000 $22,000
Personal Income Tax $178,000 $210,000 $192,000 $241,000
Total $2,043,000 $2,225,000 $2,119,000 $2,525,000

Washington County
Hotel Occupancy Tax $144,000 $155,000 $147,000 $174,000
Total $144,000 $155,000 $147,000 $174,000

Total Tax Benefits $3,627,000 $4,048,000 $3,808,000 $4,612,000

Estimated Annual Tax Revenue Impact from a New Headquarters Hotel
600 Rooms500 Rooms
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Summary of Assumptions Used in the Fiscal Impacts AnalysisSummary of Assumptions Used in the Fiscal Impacts Analysis

The pages that follow outline the assumptions utilized in this analysis to calculate the estimated fiscal 
benefits generated by the State of Oregon and the three individual counties in the Tri-County 
Metropolitan Region.

State of Oregon

Personal Income Tax – The State of Oregon imposes a personal income tax, which is calculated on a 
graduated scale.  Personal income tax is the State of Oregon’s largest source of revenue.  For purposes 
of this analysis, based on information from the State of Oregon Department of Revenue, the Statewide 
average effective tax rate of 5.6% is used.  This effective tax rate is applied to 52% of total earnings, 
which is calculated by dividing the taxable income by the personal income in order to determine the 
percentage of total income that is taxable.

Business Income Tax – The State of Oregon also imposes a business income tax of 6.6% on net 
income.  The corporate income tax is the second largest source of revenue for the State.  All 
corporations doing or authorized to do business in Oregon and corporations not doing or authorized to 
do business, but having income from an Oregon source, pay the tax. 

The business income tax is actually two separate taxes: corporation excise tax and corporation income 
tax.  The minimum excise tax is $10.  Ninety-nine percent of all corporations pay the excise tax and just 
one percent pays the income tax.  Since these two taxes are nearly identical and the common tax base 
is net income, both taxes are simply referred to as corporate income tax.  

For purposes of this analysis and based on information from the State of Oregon Department of 
Revenue, the 6.6% tax rate is applied to 3% of direct spending in order to reflect net income.
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Summary of Assumptions Used in the Fiscal Impacts Analysis (contSummary of Assumptions Used in the Fiscal Impacts Analysis (cont’’d)d)

Transient Lodging (Hotel/Motel) Tax – The 2003 Oregon Legislature enacted a 1% State lodging 
tax effective in 2004.  This tax continuously appropriates money to the Oregon Tourism Commission, 
with generated revenues used to promote tourism programs in Oregon.  Any person requiring an 
overnight stay in a hotel/motel is required to pay this tax.  Thus, the effective tax rate is applied to 
100% of hotel spending.

Clackamas County

Hotel/Motel Occupancy Tax – Clackamas County imposes a hotel/motel occupancy tax of 6% on 
revenue for all hotel room night stays within the County.  Revenues generated by this source are 
allocated as follows:  2% is used for administration purposes, a flat fee is allocated to help fund the 
County Fair and the remaining goes to the Tourism Development Council Fund which is used to 
promote tourism.  The flat fee allocated to the County was originally set at $250,000 per year and is 
adjusted by CPI annually.  In 2004, the flat fee was budgeted at $335,000.  In addition to the 6%, 
several cities in the County also impose additional hotel/motel taxes, which range from 3% to 5%.  
For purposes of this analysis, a tax rate of 9% has been applied to 100% of direct hotel spending.  
Although all tax revenue is generated within the County, the County retains 6 points of the estimated 
9% tax and various cities within the County receive the remaining amount. 

Multnomah County

Motor Vehicle Rental Tax – Up until April 2000, the County of Multnomah levied a motor vehicle 
rental tax of 10% on the rental of all vehicles from a commercial establishment in Multnomah County 
if the rental is for a period of 30 days or less.  The tax is remitted to the County on a quarterly basis 
and is allocated as General Fund Revenue.  In April 2000, an additional 2.5% tax was approved for 
Convention Center, Civic Stadium and other regional uses.  For purposes of this analysis, a tax rate 
of 12.5% is applied to 50% of direct local transportation in Multnomah County.
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Summary of Assumptions Used in the Fiscal Impacts Analysis (contSummary of Assumptions Used in the Fiscal Impacts Analysis (cont’’d)d)

Transient Lodging (Hotel/Motel) Tax – This tax source was originally established in 1972.  The tax 
rate of 5% of the room rent collected by hotels/motels in unincorporated Multnomah County is 
collected by the hotel/motel operator and remitted to the County on a quarterly basis.  An additional 
1% tax in unincorporated Multnomah County was established in January 1979 to be used 
exclusively for contracting with private organizations for the promotion, solicitation, procurement and 
service of convention business and tourism in the County.  The Board of County Commissioners 
adopted a supplemental countywide 3% tax (incorporated and unincorporated) in February 1986.  

Hotel/motel operators are allowed to keep 0.15% (5% of the 3%) tax for administration costs and the 
remaining 2.85% is dedicated to the OCC.  The City of Portland, Troutdale, Wood Village and 
Fairview collect taxes from hotel/motel operators located in their jurisdiction and remit the tax to the 
County.  The County collects the taxes from operators in the unincorporated area of the County.  All 
funds collected are transferred to Metro, who is responsible for the operations of the Convention 
Center.  An additional 2.5% tax was approved for Convention Center, Civic Stadium and other 
regional uses on April 1, 2000.  For purposes of this analysis, a tax rate of 11.5% is utilized.  This tax 
rate is applied to 100% of direct hotel spending in Multnomah County.

Business Income Tax – The County Business Income Tax was established in 1976 to replace the 
Business License.  The tax is imposed on each person or entity doing business within Multnomah 
County on the net income from that business within the County.  The taxes are administered by the 
City of Portland.  Through an agreement, Multnomah County distributes a portion of the tax to the 
cities in East Multnomah County.  For tax years beginning January 1, 1994, the business income tax 
rate is 1.45%.  For purposes of this analysis, a tax rate of 1.45% was applied to 3% of total direct 
spending.
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Summary of Assumptions Used in the Fiscal Impacts Analysis (contSummary of Assumptions Used in the Fiscal Impacts Analysis (cont’’d)d)

Personal Income Tax – In addition to the State’s personal income tax, the County levies an 
additional 1.25% on Oregon’s taxable personal income.  This tax became effective January 1, 2003.  
For purposes of this analysis, the 1.25% tax rate is applied to 52% of total earnings in Multnomah 
County, similar to the methodology used to calculate the percentage of taxable income for the 
personal income tax imposed by the State of Oregon. 

Washington County

Hotel/Motel Tax – Washington County levies a 7% tax on hotels and motels in the County.  Of that 
amount, 1% is dedicated to the Fair Board and 1% is dedicated to the Washington County Visitors 
Association.  Of the remaining 5%, cities are allocated one-half of that portion of the tax raised 
within their jurisdiction, and the County retains the other half.  The County exclusively retains all of 
the 5% revenue collected from motels outside incorporated city limits.  The County administers this 
program on behalf of the cities within Washington County.  In fiscal year 2004, Washington County 
collected approximately $3,968,400 in hotel/motel taxes.  For purposes of this analysis, the 7% tax 
rate is applied to 100% direct hotel spending in Washington County.
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June 16, 2006    

TO: Michael O’Connell  
FROM: David Helton and Terry Moore 
SUBJECT: ECONOMIC IMPACT OF HEADQUARTERS HOTEL IN PORTLAND 

The Portland Development Commission asked ECONorthwest to estimate the economic impacts 
associated with development of a 600-room Headquarters Hotel adjacent to the Oregon 
Convention Center in Portland.1  The main assumptions and conclusions are: 

• By 2013, the Headquarters Hotel will attract new events and retain events in Portland that 
will generate 129,000 Occupied Room Nights (ORNs) and 150,000 Delegate-Days per 
year.  

• These new and retained events will generate expenditures of almost $50 million in the 
Portland region in 2013 (in 2004 dollars). 

• These expenditures will generate a total economic impact of over $100 million in Output 
(business sales) and $40 million in Labor Income (in 2004 dollars), and the equivalent of 
almost 1,500 full-time jobs in the Portland region in 2013. 

• The present value in 2006 of future benefits generated by the Headquarters Hotel under a 
pessimistic to optimistic range of assumptions is $850 million to $1.6 billion in Output 
(business sales), $340 million to $653 million in Labor Income, and the equivalent of 278 
to 2,058 annual full-time jobs. 

This memorandum has five sections:    

• Background describes the purposes and scope of the analysis, and summarizes the 
theory, techniques, and data relevant to estimating the impacts of a new Headquarters 
Hotel on key measures of regional economic activity.  

• Visitation and Spending Generated and Retained by a Headquarters Hotel estimates 
of the number of additional Occupied Room Nights, attendees, and spending generated 
by a Headquarters Hotel  

• Business Sales, Labor Income, and Jobs Generated by the Headquarters Hotel 
presents our estimate of the total economic impact of spending generated by the Hotel.  

                                                 
1 The economic impact analysis in this memorandum is ECO’s product for  Phase III of its work on the proposed hotel. Phases I 
and II focused on a review of existing documents regarding the state of the national convention industry, performance of the 
OCC, and economic impact of the proposed Headquarters Hotel. 
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• Fiscal Impacts of a Headquarters Hotel estimates the tax revenue to State and local 
jurisdictions resulting from expenditures generated by the Hotel. 

• Qualitative Impacts of the Headquarters Hotel describes other impacts of the 
Headquarters Hotel that are more difficult to quantify. 

BACKGROUND 
The Portland Development Commission has asked ECONorthwest to estimate the economic 
impacts associated with development of a 600-room Headquarters Hotel adjacent to the Oregon 
Convention Center in Portland. To estimate the total economic impact of the Hotel, we estimated 
the level of annual spending that can be attributed to the Hotel (expenditures that would not have 
occurred in the Portland economy but for the existence of the Hotel). We used a model of the 
regional economy to estimate the total impact of these expenditures as they circulate through the 
Portland economy. We estimate these impacts in terms of business sales, labor income (wages 
and benefits) and full-time jobs generated by expenditures attributable to the Hotel. We also 
estimate the fiscal impact (tax revenue) to the State and local jurisdictions resulting from 
expenditures attributable to the Hotel. 

The focus of the analysis in this report is on the impact of operation of the Headquarters Hotel. 
Construction of the Headquarters Hotel, however, will also generate business sales, labor 
income, job, and tax revenue over three years. We also report an estimate of economic impacts 
generated by construction of the Headquarters Hotel in our impact analysis.   

VISITATION AND SPENDING GENERATED AND RETAINED BY A 
HEADQUARTERS HOTEL 
PKF Consulting prepared an estimate of the impact of a 600-room Headquarters Hotel on the 
number of events and visitors in Portland generated by and retained by the Hotel.2 PKF estimates 
that by 2013 a 600-room hotel would: 

• Attract an additional 17 conventions annually at the OCC. Each event would generate an  
average of 3,600 Occupied Room Nights (ORNs) (1,200 per day for three days)—a total 
of 61,200 new ORNs annually.  

• Attract another 43,000 ORNs annually of in-house group business at the Headquarters 
Hotel that would not otherwise happen in Portland. 

• Retain 6-8 events at the OCC that would otherwise leave Portland because of a lack of a 
Headquarters Hotel. These events average 1,000 to 1,400 ORNs per day with an average 
stay of 3 days, or about 25,000 ORNs annually.  

Our assessment of the impacts estimated by PKF Consulting is that they are reasonable to the 
point of conservative given the size of the convention and exhibition event industry and the 
attractiveness of Portland as an event destination. Data from the Center for Exhibition Industry 
Research Exhibition Industry Census3 shows that there were at least 4,500 events in the United 
States and Canada using 10,000 to 249,000 square feet of exhibition space in 2004. This is the 
                                                 
2 Greg Crown, PKF Consulting. “The Impact of the Failure to Develop a Headquarters Hotel.” Draft.  

3 Center for Exhibition Industry Research, CEIR http://www.ceir.org/ 
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minimum number of events as data in the Census is self-reported by event organizers and 
confirmed by a third-party auditor, so it does not include events that did not respond to the CEIR 
Census survey. Portland needs only attract a small fraction of these events to generate the impact 
estimated by PKF Consulting.  

Table 1 summarizes the number of additional/retained events, delegates per event, total ORNs, 
and total delegate-days spent in Portland by event type. To calculate total ORNs generated by the 
additional events, PKF Consulting assumed that each delegate at the additional or retained events 
would spend three nights in a hotel room. To calculate total delegate-days, we assumed that each 
delegate spends 3.5 days in Portland to include time that delegates spend in Portland before and 
after their event.4  

Table 1. Events attracted or retained by a Headquarters Hotel,  
delegates per event, total ORNs, and total delegate-days spent  
in Portland by event type, 2013 

Event Type Events
Delegates 
per Event

Total
ORNs

Total 
Delegate 

Days
New OCC Events 17 1,200 61,000 71,000
Retained OCC Events 7 1,200 25,000 29,000

New and Retained OCC Events 24 86,000 100,000
New HQ Hotel Events 43,000 50,000
Total OCC and HQ Hotel Events 129,000 150,000  

Source: PKF Consulting; summary and delegate-days by ECONorthwest. 
Assumptions: Each delegate stays in a hotel room three nights and stays in Portland 3.5 days. 

To estimate the amount of expenditures this additional and retained visitation would generate in 
Portland, we used the ExPact 2004 Convention Expenditure & Impact Study published by the 
International Association of Convention & Visitor Bureaus Foundation.5 The ExPact 2004 Study 
reports average expenditures by convention delegates, exhibiting companies, and event 
organizers broken down by event type and expenditure type. The expenditure data are derived 
from completed surveys returned by 12,920 delegates, 1,286 exhibiting companies, and 77 event 
organizers. The ExPact 2004 Study uses methods to provide statistically valid estimates of 
expenditures that can be used to measure the direct spending and economic impact of 
conventions, meetings, trade shows, and exhibitions in the host community. The ExPact 2004 
Study reports expenditures in the host city only—it omits expenditures on airfare and other 
expenditures incurred outside of the host city. 

To estimate total spending in Portland generated by events attracted or retained by the 
Headquarters Hotel we use the number of ORNs and delegate-days reported in Table 1 and 
expenditures reported in the ExPact 2004 Study. To make this estimate we must make 
assumptions about the correspondence of the data on additional and retained use from PKF 
Consulting with the expenditure data reported in the ExPact 2004 Study. The rest of this section 
describes the assumptions and data we use to estimate expenditures in the Portland region. We 
chose methods and assumptions to yield conservative but reasonable estimates of total new 
expenditures resulting from the existence and operation of the Headquarters Hotel.   

                                                 
4 This assumption reflects event-related time in Portland only, and does not include additional time that some delegates may 
choose to spend in Portland or the Pacific Northwest for recreation, travel, visiting family, etc. 

5 Revised February 2005. www.iacvb.org  
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The ExPact 2004 Study reports total expenditures and average daily expenditures by type for All 
Events and for International/National/Regional events only.6 We apply data for All Events or for 
International/National/Regional events as appropriate to estimate expenditures generated by the 
Headquarters Hotel. The ExPact 2004 Study reports only local expenditures by delegates, 
exhibitors, and event organizers—non-local expenditures such as airfare is not included. Since 
the ExPact 2004 Study was published in 2004, the expenditures are in 2004 dollars. Applying 
2004 dollars to ORNs and delegate-days generated in 2013 produces an estimate of this future 
impact in 2004 dollars. We use 2013 as the base year for estimating annual economic impacts 
because this is the first year in which PKF Consulting shows operation of the Headquarters Hotel 
having a full impact on the number of events at the OCC. 

For delegate spending at additional and retained events at the OCC we used average daily 
expenditure data for International/National/Regional Events. For events at the Headquarters 
Hotel, we used the data for All Events as these data also include State/Local Events, which may 
better reflect spending by delegates at events in the Headquarters Hotel. For visitors of groups 
using the Headquarters Hotel we omitted expenditures for Auto Rental and Local Transportation 
under the assumption that a higher proportion of these visitors will drive and not need to rent a 
car or hire a cab; remaining Transportation expenditures for these visitors is primarily for gas 
and parking.  

Table 2 shows the result of applying the average daily expenditures to the number of delegates 
attracted or retained by the Headquarters Hotel as shown in Table 1. For calculating expenditures 
on Lodging & Incidentals, we used the number of ORNs by event type shown in Table 1, which 
represents each delegate spending three nights in a hotel room. For other categories of 
expenditures we use delegate-days shown in Table 1, as this captures expenditures that delegates 
make during their entire stay in Portland, including in the morning of their last day before they 
leave Portland. 

We calculated annual expenditures using ORNs and delegate-days shown in Table 1. Table 2 
shows that visitors attracted or retained in Portland by the Headquarters Hotel would spend a 
total of $36.2 million annually for lodging, food, retail purchases, transportation, and 
entertainment in the Portland area. Table 2 also shows that the average number of event nights 
per delegate and delegate travel party size reported in the ExPact 2004 Study. The reported 
average number of nights per delegate 3.56, supports our assumptions that delegates at events in 
Portland will spend three nights and 3.5 days, and suggests that our assumptions are 
conservative. The reported average delegate travel party size of 1.05 indicates that most 
delegates travel alone, supporting the assumption used by PKF Consultants that each delegate 
staying overnight will generate an Occupied Room Night at an area hotel.  

                                                 
6 All Events includes expenditures at events classified as International/National/Regional and State/Local events. Expenditures 
for State/Local events is not reported separately in the ExPact 2004 Study due to an insufficient number of responses to yield a 
statistically valid representation of delegate expenditures that market. The difference between data for All Events and 
International/National/Regional events is small, and spending at All Events in each category is generally less than spending at 
International/National/Regional events alone. 
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Table 2. Expenditures by delegates attracted or retained by the  
Headquarters Hotel, 2013 ($2004) 

Type of Expenditure OCC Events HQ Hotel Events
Annual 

Expenditures
Lodging & Incidentals $127.52 $126.45 $16,404,070
Food & Beverage $73.36 $76.16 $11,233,152
Entertainment/Recreation $7.23 $8.29 $1,146,600
Retail $28.60 $29.16 $4,352,544
Transportation $24.82 $10.22 $3,016,944
Other $0.10 $0.17 $18,648
Total $261.63 $250.45 $36,171,958
Average number of nights per delegate: 3.56
Average delegate travel party size: 1.05

Daily Expenditure

 
Source: Average daily expenditures, nights per delegate, and delegate travel party size from ExPact 2004 Study.  

In addition to expenditures by visitors in Portland, events attracted or retained by the 
Headquarters Hotel will generate expenditures by event organizers and exhibiting companies. 
Table 3 shows expenditures by organizers of events that would be attracted or retained by the 
Headquarters Hotel in 2013. To estimate expenditures by organizers of events at the OCC and 
Headquarters Hotel, we used the average event organizer expenditure per delegate-day reported 
in the ExPact 2004 Study ($22.36) and the number of delegate-days shown in Table 1 (151,200). 
By using average expenditures per delegate-day, rather than per event, we weight the event 
organizer expenditures by the size of events that would be attracted or retained by the 
Headquarters Hotel. The level of event-organizer spending per delegate-day is low compared to 
spending per day by delegates themselves because expenditures for events are spread across a 
large number of delegate-days. Table 3 shows that organizers of events attracted or retained by 
the Headquarters Hotel would spend almost $3.4 million annually in 2013 (in 2004 dollars) in 
the Portland area. While this level of spending is significant, it is only about 10% of the annual 
spending generated by delegate spending. 

Table 3. Expenditures by organizers of events attracted or  
retained by the Headquarters Hotel, 2013 ($2004) 

Type of Expenditure
% of Total 

Expenditures
Annual 

Expenditures
Food & Beverage 26.6% $899,301
Exhibition Space Fees 23.4% $791,115
Services Hired 22.0% $743,783
Equipment Rental 9.7% $327,941
Staff Living 6.2% $209,612
Advertising (in event city) 3.6% $121,710
Technology Services 1.7% $57,474
Additional Space 1.2% $40,570
Local Transportation 1.0% $33,808
Other 4.6% $155,518
Total 100.0% $3,380,832
Avg. event organizer spending per delegate day: $22.36  

Source: Average event organizer spending per delegate-day from ExPact 2004 Study (all events).  
Annual expenditures calculated by ECONorthwest using delegate-days shown in Table 1. 

Table 4 shows the amount of expenditures in the Portland area by exhibiting companies at events 
attracted or retained by the Headquarters Hotel. To estimate these expenditures, we used average 
exhibitor spending per delegate-day, rather than spending per event, again to weight the 
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expenditures by size of events. We used the number of delegate-days from events at the OCC 
(100,800) to estimate expenditures by exhibiting companies at all events attracted or retained by 
the Headquarters Hotel. We did not include delegate-days from events at the Headquarters Hotel 
itself in our estimate to reflect our expectation that some events will have few or no exhibiting 
companies.7 

Table 4 shows that exhibiting companies from events attracted or retained by the Headquarters 
Hotel would spend over $9.3 million in Portland in 2013 (in 2004 dollars).  

Table 4. Expenditures by exhibiting companies at events  
attracted or retained by the Headquarters Hotel, 2013 ($2004) 

Type of Expenditure
% of Total 

Expenditures
Annual 

Expenditures
Staff Living 50.1% $4,682,939
Vendor Services 12.3% $1,149,704
Food & Beverage 12.1% $1,131,009
Equipment Rental 10.6% $990,802
Advertising (in event city) 2.9% $271,068
Local Transportation 2.8% $261,721
Services Hired 2.1% $196,291
Additional Meeting Rooms 1.6% $149,555
Other 5.5% $514,095
Total 100.0% $9,347,184
Avg. exhibiting company spending per delegate day: $92.73   

Source: Average event organizer spending per delegate-day from ExPact 2004 Study (all events).  
Annual expenditures calculated by ECONorthwest using delegate-days shown in Table 1. 

Table 5 summarizes the expenditures estimated in Tables 2, 3, and 4. Table 5 shows that events 
attracted or retained by the Headquarters Hotel would generate expenditures of almost $50 
million annually in Portland in 2013 (in 2004 dollars). The largest source of expenditures would 
be Delegates, followed by Exhibiting Companies and Event Organizers. The largest type of 
expenditures would be on Lodging & Incidentals, followed by Food & Beverage. These two 
expense categories, together with expenditures for Staff Living (which is primarily for lodging) 
together account for over 70% of total expenditures from events attracted or retained by the 
Headquarters Hotel. 

                                                 
7 Some events at the Headquarters Hotel will have exhibitors, and some events at the OCC will not. We use delegate days for 
events at the OCC to estimate exhibitor expenditures, rather than all events, to be conservative in our estimate.   
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Table 5. Expenditures generated by events attracted or retained by the 
Headquarters Hotel, 2013 ($2004) 

Type of Expenditure Delegates
Event 

Organizers
Exhibiting 

Companies Total
Lodging & Incidentals $16,404,070 $16,404,070
Food & Beverage $11,233,152 $899,301 $1,131,009 $13,263,463
Staff Living $209,612 $4,682,939 $4,892,551
Retail $4,352,544 $4,352,544
Local Transportation $3,016,944 $33,808 $261,721 $3,312,473
Equipment Rental $327,941 $990,802 $1,318,742
Vendor Services $1,149,704 $1,149,704
Entertainment/Recreation $1,146,600 $1,146,600
Services Hired $743,783 $196,291 $940,074
Exhibition Space Fees $791,115 $791,115
Other $18,648 $155,518 $514,095 $688,261
Advertising (in event city) $121,710 $271,068 $392,778
Additional Space $40,570 $149,555 $190,125
Technology Services $57,474 $57,474
Total $36,171,958 $3,380,832 $9,347,184 $48,899,974

Expenditure Source

 
Source: ECONorthwest. 

We refer to all the expenditures in Table 5 as direct expenditures: new money coming into the 
Portland regional economy because delegates, event organizers, and exhibitors are spending 
money in the region. The next section uses a model of the Portland area economy to estimate 
indirect (and induced) impacts on total business sales, personal income, and jobs generated as the 
spending in Table 5 circulates through the regional economy.  

BUSINESS SALES, LABOR INCOME, AND JOBS GENERATED BY 
OPERATION OF THE HEADQUARTERS HOTEL 
We used IMPLAN, a regional input-output model, to estimate the economic impact of 
expenditures generated by events attracted or retained by the Headquarters Hotel. IMPLAN 
allows us to estimate the total amount of Output (business sales), Labor Income, and jobs 
generated by these expenditures in the three-county Portland region (Multnomah, Clackamas, 
and Washington County).  

Impact of Headquarters Hotel in 2013 
We matched event expenditures in Table 5 to industry categories used in the IMPLAN model to 
estimate economic impacts. Table 6 shows the IMPLAN industries we selected to correspond to 
the event expenditure categories and the regional multipliers associated with these industries.  
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Table 6. Industries and IMPLAN multipliers corresponding to event expenditure 
categories 

Type of Expenditure
Direct 

Expenditures Industry Proxy Output
Labor 

Income Jobs
Lodging & Incidentals $16,404,070 Hotels and motels- including casino hotels 2.12 0.86 27.68
Food & Beverage $13,263,463 Food services and drinking places 2.06 0.75 31.13
Staff Living $4,892,551 Hotels and motels- including casino hotels 2.12 0.86 27.68
Retail $4,352,544 Miscellaneous store retailers 2.19 1.01 41.07
Local Transportation $3,312,473 Transit and ground passenger transportation 2.09 0.88 33.05
Equipment Rental $1,318,742 Business support services 2.15 0.94 28.58
Vendor Services $1,149,704 Business support services 2.15 0.94 28.58
Entertainment/Recreation $1,146,600 Promoters of performing arts and sports 2.13 0.73 57.36
Services Hired $940,074 Facilities support services 2.21 0.86 25.93
Exhibition Space Fees $791,115 Facilities support services 2.21 0.86 25.93
Other $688,261 Other support services 2.10 0.76 17.91
Advertising (in event city) $392,778 Advertising and related services 2.26 0.90 22.88
Additional Space $190,125 Facilities support services 2.21 0.86 25.93
Technology Services $57,474 Other computer related services 2.21 0.84 17.53
Total $48,899,974

Total Impact Multiplier

 
Source: ECONorthwest. Multipliers from MIG IMPLAN © model. 

The IMPLAN model uses multipliers to estimate the total impact of expenditures in a region on 
Output (business sales), Labor Income, and jobs in the region. The Total Impact Multipliers in 
the last columns of Table 6 include direct, indirect, and induced impacts. These categories reflect 
the impact of expenditures as they circulate through the regional economy. Direct impacts occur 
at the point of sale; indirect and induced impacts occur in the region as the income from direct 
impacts is spent on other goods and services in the region.  

• Output multipliers typically describe the change in Output in an economy per dollar of 
direct impact.  Changes in output primarily reflect changes in gross sales by area 
businesses. A total output multiplier of 2.12 indicates that total Output in the economy 
increases by $2.12 for each $1 of direct expenditure. This total results from purchases of 
other goods and services in the regional economy generated from the original $1 of direct 
expenditures. These additional purchases eventually total $1.12.  
 
Output is primarily reflected as gross business sales in the economy, so we use the term 
business sales as a synonym for output. In most businesses, a large portion of gross sales 
goes toward paying wages and benefits to workers, and a smaller portion goes to the 
business owner as profit. The portion of business sales that go to labor and business 
owners in the Portland region is captured by the Labor Income multiplier and 
Employment multipliers. 

• Labor Income multipliers describe the change in Labor Income per $1 change in Output. 
Labor Income means money that people working in the Portland area receive as 
compensation, primarily in the form of wages, salaries, and benefits. Aggregated 
increases to Labor Income is one reasonable way to measure the economic benefit that a 
new headquarters hotel would have on the region. A total income multiplier of 0.86 
indicates that total personal income in the economy increases by $0.86 for every dollar of 
expenditures.  
 
Labor Income impacts are a subset of Output impacts—that is, Labor Income impacts are 
the portion of Output impacts that result in income for workers and small business 
owners in the Portland region. Therefore the Output and Labor Income impacts should 
not be added.  
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• Employment multipliers represent the number of jobs, measured as full time-equivalent 
positions, per million dollars of direct expenditure. An employment multiplier of 27.68 
indicates that every million dollars of expenditures in the Portland economy generates the 
equivalent of 27.68 full time-equivalent positions.  

Applying the total impact multipliers to the level of expenditures in Table 6 results in an estimate 
of the total annual impact of expenditures generated by events attracted or retained by the 
Headquarters Hotel. The nearly $50 million of expenditures shown in Table 6 would result in an 
annual economic impact in the Portland economy of: 

• $103 million in Output (business sales) 

• $41 million in Labor Income 

• The equivalent of 1,500 Full-Time Jobs 

These estimates are for the year 2013, and the estimates of Output and Labor Income impacts are 
in 2004 dollars. By using the IMPLAN model of the current economy to estimate these future 
impacts, we implicitly have assumed that the economic structure of the three-county region in 
2013 will be similar to that today (a reasonable assumption given the purposes of this analysis). 

The annual impacts will be distributed among the three counties that make up the Portland region 
as defined for this analysis: Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington. To estimate the 
distribution of these impacts within the region, we used a breakout of expenditures by county 
developed by KPMG for their assessment of the economic impacts of the OCC.8 The estimate by 
KPMG is based on historical transient lodging tax receipts by jurisdiction and estimates of 
historical travel spending by county from the Oregon Tourism Commission. Table 7 shows the 
results. 

Table 7. Allocation of expenditures  
by county in the Portland region 

County
Hotel 

Spending
All Other 

Spending
Clackamas 8% 14%
Multnomah 81% 72%
Washington 11% 14%
Total 100% 100%  

Source: KPMG. Economic/Fiscal Impact Analysis for the  
Oregon Convention Center. April 2005. 

Applying the percentages to the level of expenditures shown in Table 5 yields an estimate of 
county-level impacts. For example, if 11% of the Hotel Spending in Table 5 is in Washington 
County, then Washington County will get 11% of the Output, Labor Income, and employment 
impacts generated by expenditures in Hotels. Table 8 shows the result of applying the 
percentages in Table 7 to estimate the annual regional impacts by county. 

                                                 
8 KPMG. Economic/Fiscal Impact Analysis for the Oregon Convention Center. Prepared for Metro E R Commission. April 2005. 
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Table 8. Economic impact of the Headquarters  
Hotel by county, 2013 ($2004) 

County Output
Labor 

Income
Employment 

FTE
Clackamas $11,779,082 $4,688,166 175
Multnomah $78,605,181 $31,403,971 1,132
Washington $13,135,956 $5,237,132 192
Total $103,520,219 $41,329,270 1,499

Economic Impact

 
Source: ECONorthwest.  

Stream of annual economic impacts generated by the Headquarters 
Hotel 
The analysis of economic impacts summarized in Table 8 is for the year 2013 only, which is the 
first year that operation of the Headquarters Hotel will have a full impact on the number of 
events and visitors at the OCC and Hotel. The Headquarters Hotel will, however, generate 
economic impacts as soon as it opens and will continue to generate impacts after 2013. Thus, it is 
not enough for an analysis of total economic impacts to limit itself to looking at a single year—
we must estimate the value of the stream of economic impacts that the Headquarters Hotel will 
generate as it operates in the future.  

Estimating a single value for a stream of impacts that occurs over many years is referred to as 
discounting to present value. The technique is based on the observation that future benefits and 
costs are less valuable to most people than current ones.9 The typical technique for summarizing 
a stream of impacts that occurs over many years is discounting to present value. Most people 
understand that in terms of a savings account or a mortgage. If a savings account pays 3% 
interest, then $100 today will be $103 in a year, and, going the other direction, $103 a year from 
now is worth $100 today. In the case of the HQ hotel, we can take the estimates of economic 
impacts in future years, “discount them to a present value” for each year, and then add up the 
discounted values to get an estimate of the total value of the impacts. Tables 9 and 10 show that 
analysis. 

We use a discount rate of 3% per year to discount the stream of future economic impacts 
generated by the Headquarters Hotel into a single estimate that represents the value of that 
stream today. We do not discount for inflation because our estimates of future benefits are in 
constant 2004 dollars—an adjustment for inflation is not necessary or appropriate. To estimate 
the impact generated by the Headquarters Hotel in the years between its opening in 2010 and full 
impact in 2013, we used a ramp-up of Occupied Room Nights generated by the Headquarters 
Hotel estimated by PKF Consulting. Table 9 shows this ramp-up of ORNs generated by the 
Headquarters Hotel.  

                                                 
9 For example, most people would prefer to receive $1 million today over $1 million in five years. Even if we agreed that 
inflation would average 3% over this period, most people would still prefer $1 million today over $1 million adjusted for 
inflation in five years ($1.15 million). The reason is that waiting for the money has an opportunity cost in addition to inflation—
the opportunity cost is the return on other investments that one could make during the waiting period. Economists refer to this as 
the time value of money. It is a generally accepted rule-of-thumb that the time value of money averages 3% per year. This value is 
based on returns from low-risk investments such as corporate and municipal bonds, which have an average yield of about 3% 
above expected inflation over the long run. 
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Table 9. Ramp-up of ORNs generated by the Headquarters  
Hotel, 2010–2014 

Year
Additional 

OCC Events
Retained 

OCC Events
HQ Hotel 

Events Total
% of 
2013

2010 32,400 25,000 28,810 86,210 67%
2011 46,800 25,000 36,000 107,800 83%
2012 54,000 25,000 43,200 122,200 94%
2013 61,200 25,000 43,200 129,400 100%
2014 61,200 25,000 43,200 129,400 100%

Occupied Room Nights

 
Source: Greg Crown, PKF Consulting.  

After 2013, the Headquarters Hotel will have its full impact on retaining and attracting events to 
the OCC and generating economic impacts from the resulting expenditures, and these impacts 
will continue annually into the future. To assess the total benefit to the Portland economy from 
an investment in a Headquarters Hotel, we need to make an estimate of the future stream of 
economic impacts as the Hotel continues to operate after 2013. The estimate of room nights 
attracted or retained by the Headquarters Hotel from PKF Consulting, however, does not 
estimate these impacts after 2014 or comment on the expected trend.  

In making assumptions about the future stream of benefits generated by the Headquarters Hotel, 
we considered two possible scenarios that would move future impacts in different directions: 

• Our earlier review of existing documents for PDC on the state of the convention and 
event market found that the number events using over 5,000 square feet of exhibition 
space increased at an average rate of 2.5% per year between 1989 and 2004. Annual 
growth in net space rented, number of exhibitors, and attendance at 400 events surveyed 
by Tradeshow Week averaged growth of about 2% between 1995 and 2004, with higher 
rates of growth observed in earlier periods.10 We expect the convention and exhibition 
industry to continue to grow at rates close to these long-run averages. This suggests that 
the economic impacts generated by the Headquarters Hotel could increase over time as 
the number and size of large events continue to grow. 

• Other cities have also invested in convention and hotel facilities, and we expect this 
competition to continue. In addition, some of the large events that might come in early 
years will grow too large for Portland in later years. These considerations suggest the 
possibility that the economic impacts generated by the Headquarters Hotel could decline 
over time as competition for these events increases faster than growth of demand in the 
industry. 

Our assessment of these countervailing trends is that growth in the industry will lead to growth in 
the economic impacts generated by the Headquarters Hotel, despite increasing competition from 
other cities for events, because:  

• Construction of a Headquarters Hotel will put Portland in the market for large events, and 
we expect this market to grow over time.  

• Many of these large events are annual or semi-annual events that rotate to different 
regions of the country. The 2003 study by the Strategic Advisory Group found that 
roughly 60% of respondents who would consider holding an event in Portland thought 

                                                 
10 Hazinski, Thomas and Hans Detlefsen.  “Is The Sky Falling on the Convention Industry?” HVS Journal.  May 2005. 
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that the city was “about the same” or “more appealing” than other cities they would 
consider.11  

• We think that Portland will be increasingly attractive as a location for convention and 
exhibition events because of the increasing importance of culture and recreational 
amenities in selecting a location, the need for alternatives to overused locations such as 
Chicago and Las Vegas, and increasing benefits from Portland’s investments in light rail 
and neighborhood revitalization.  

• Increasing personal income levels should cause delegate spending to grow faster than 
inflation over the long-run.  

Given our expectation of growth in the economic impacts generated by the Headquarters Hotel in 
real (constant dollar) terms, a conservative assumption for estimating the present value of this 
stream of benefits is that they continue in future years at the same level as in 2013 (that is, 
assuming that there is no growth in the real value of benefits over time). 

Table 10. Annual economic impact of the  
Headquarters Hotel, 2010–2030  

Year Output
Personal 

Income
Employment 

FTE
Future Benefits ($2004)
2010 $68,968,146 $27,534,748 999
2011 $86,240,183 $34,430,412 1,249
2012 $97,760,207 $39,029,650 1,416
2013 $103,520,219 $41,329,270 1,499
2014 $103,520,219 $41,329,270 1,499
2015 $103,520,219 $41,329,270 1,499
2016 $103,520,219 $41,329,270 1,499
2017 $103,520,219 $41,329,270 1,499
2018 $103,520,219 $41,329,270 1,499
2019 $103,520,219 $41,329,270 1,499
2020 $103,520,219 $41,329,270 1,499
2021 $103,520,219 $41,329,270 1,499
2022 $103,520,219 $41,329,270 1,499
2023 $103,520,219 $41,329,270 1,499
2024 $103,520,219 $41,329,270 1,499
2025 $103,520,219 $41,329,270 1,499
2026 $103,520,219 $41,329,270 1,499
2027 $103,520,219 $41,329,270 1,499
2028 $103,520,219 $41,329,270 1,499
2029 $103,520,219 $41,329,270 1,499
2030 $103,520,219 $41,329,270 1,499
Present Value in 2006 (discounted 3% per year)

$1,452,000,000 $580,000,000 n/a  
Source: ECONorthwest. 

This assumption is obviously just that: an assumption. But such assumptions are an inevitable 
part of forecasting. We have to make an assumption that reflects what we think will be 
happening in the U.S. economy, the Portland economy, and the convention and hotel industry 25 
                                                 
11 Strategic Advisory Group. Convention Center Hotel Strategic Plan. Prepared for the Portland Oregon Visitors Association. 
February 2003. 
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years from now. After considering comments received on our draft report and talking with PKF  
Consulting, we concluded that the most reasonable assumption for the purposes of forecasting 
was to assume a steady (not growing, not declining) stream of economic benefits after 2013.12  

Table 10 shows the stream of annual economic impacts generated by a Headquarters Hotel 
between 2010 and 2030. To estimate the impacts in 2010–2012, we apply the ramp-up of ORNs 
shown in Table 9. After 2014, we assume that the annual impact of the Headquarters Hotel will 
continue on at the 2013 level. We did not include impacts after the year 2030. Table 10 shows 
the resulting estimate of annual economic impact by year between 2010 and 2030. 

To estimate the present value in 2006 of the stream of Output and Personal Income impacts 
shown in Table 10, we used an annual real discount rate of 3% to represent the time value of 
money. We did not discount for inflation because the impacts in Table 10 are all in 2004 dollars. 
Applying this discount rate to the stream of Output and Personal Income impacts shown in Table 
10 results in a net present value of roughly $1.5 billion in total output and $580 million in total 
personal income.  

Type of jobs generated by the Headquarters Hotel 
Dividing annual Personal Income impacts by the number of annual full-time jobs in Table 10 
results in an average income per job of $27,569. For comparison, the Oregon Employment 
Department reports that the average pay per job in the Portland PMSA (Oregon portion) was 
$40,651 in 2004. 13 While this comparison suggests that the jobs generated by the Headquarters 
Hotel will be low-wage jobs, this is not an accurate characterization.  

Focusing on the average income per job obscures the fact that visitor spending generated or 
retained by the Headquarters Hotel will support a wide range of jobs, including high-wage 
professional and managerial jobs to low-wage unskilled jobs. Visitor spending at the 
Headquarters Hotel and other hotels, for example, will support a range of jobs that include 
managers, accountants, electricians, plumbers, contractors, receptionists, housekeepers, and food 
service workers. The wages that these workers earn will be in turn spent on the whole range of 
consumer goods and services, such as health care, utilities, housing, and food, that also will 
support a wide range of jobs. In addition, many workers at hotels, such as waiters and bellhops, 
receive tips in addition to their wage, and wages for these occupations are low in part to reflect 
this tip income. The earnings data produced by IMPLAN may not fully represent all of this 
additional tip income.  

Range of potential impacts under varying assumptions 
Given the uncertainty about the future stream of impacts generated by the Headquarters Hotel, 
we investigated the sensitivity of our results to changes in the base assumptions. As explained 
earlier, one could argue that the stream of future impacts generated by the Headquarters Hotel 
will grow or decline in the future. To represent each of these scenarios, we made the following 
assumptions: 

                                                 
12 We corresponded with Greg Crown of PKF Consulting about reasonable parameters for the long-term growth of benefits 
generated by the Headquarters Hotel. He agreed that an appropriately conservative approach would show a constant number of 
events and attendees over time beyond 2013, with growth in expenditures at or near the rate of inflation (that is, little or no 
growth in constant dollar terms). 

13 Oregon Employment Department. Covered Employment and Wages. http://www.qualityinfo.org/olmisj/CEP  
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• To represent a scenario of growth in the stream of benefits generated by the Headquarters 
Hotel, we used the historical growth rate for the number of delegates and exhibitors at 
Tradeshow 400 events, 2% per year. We believe that this growth rate is optimistic and 
achievable only if Portland continues to invest in marketing and improvements to the 
OCC, nearby hotels, and regional attractions.  

• To represent a scenario of declining benefits, we assumed that benefits generated by or 
attributable to the Headquarters Hotel declines 10% per year each year after 2014. We 
believe that this rate of decline overstates the potential for declining benefits from the 
Hotel over time.  

The result of applying these assumptions to estimate the present value of the stream of future 
benefits generated by the Headquarters Hotel is shown in Table 11. As in Table 10, Table 11 
uses a discount rate of 3% to estimate the value today of the future stream of benefits from the 
Hotel. 

Table 11. Present value of economic impacts generated  
by the Headquarters Hotel under a range of assumptions,  
2006 

Scenario Output
Personal 

Income
Annual 

Employment FTE
Declining Benefits $850,000,000 $340,000,000 278 to 1,499
Constant Benefits $1,452,000,000 $580,000,000 999 to 1,499
Growing Benefits $1,636,000,000 $653,000,000 999 to 2,058  

Source: ECONorthwest. 

Table 11 shows that the nearly $50 million of expenditures shown in Table 6 would result in a 
stream of annual economic impacts in the Portland economy with a present value of: 

• $850 million to $1.6 billion in Output (business sales) 

• $340 million to $653 million in Personal Income 

• The equivalent of 278 to 2,058 annual full-time jobs 

The focus of the analysis in this report has been on the impact of operation of the Headquarters 
Hotel. Construction of the Headquarters Hotel, however, will also generate business sales, labor 
income, job, and tax revenue over three years. We estimated these impacts using IMPLAN and 
the same methods used for the analysis of operational impacts. To estimate the economic 
impacts, we used a construction cost for the 600-room Headquarters Hotel of $150 million and 
assumed that this spending would be new to the Portland economy. IMPLAN shows that the 
initial expenditure of $150 million to construct the Headquarters Hotel results in Output 
(business sales) of $321 million, Labor Income of $149 million, and 3,390 annual full-time jobs 
in the Portland economy. These impacts would be spread out over the three-year period in which 
the Hotel is under construction.  

Putting these impacts in context 
We are very familiar with the techniques of economic impact analysis, and how analyses like the 
one presented in this memorandum are done and reported. Many lack the kind of discussion 
about techniques and assumptions that we have presented, and are hard to interpret. But part of 
the difficulty is just the nature of the assignment. In our opinion, these numbers get so big and 
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distant that they are hard to interpret. It may be clearer for public policy to think about the 
impacts in a way that is a little simpler and consistent with the techniques described in the 
memorandum: 

• Does a HQ Hotel bring new business to the Portland region? This question is 
fundamental if there are going to be any benefits from investing in the Headquarters 
Hotel. The answer from the PKF Consulting is yes: at full operation, the Hotel will 
account for about 150,000 new delegate-days per year. Based on our review of market 
conditions, we believe that the estimate by PKF Consulting is reasonable. 

• How much more money will get spent in the Portland region because of that new or 
retained business? An approximate answer is easily derived from the estimate of new or 
retained delegate-days. Many studies and casual observation suggest that delegates spend 
an average of about $250 per day. And event organizers and exhibitors also spend new 
money in the region, which bumps the impact up to about $360 per delegate-day. To 
make the arithmetic simple, let’s be conservative and say the amount is $333 per 
delegate-day, so that every 3 delegate days generates $1000 of new spending. Combine 
that with 150,000 new and retained delegate-days per year generated by the Headquarters 
Hotel and one gets our estimate in Table 5: $50 million of new spending per year. 
But that is direct spending and does not account for multiplier effects. When those are 
added, the spending roughly doubles, to $100 million per year.  

• How big a deal is $100 million per year in the Portland regional economy? The 2002 
Economic Census reports that retail sales alone totaled $17.8 billion in Multnomah, 
Clackamas, and Washington counties. While $100 million is a small share of total sales 
in the Region, it is still a lot of money. The proper comparison, however, is not with total 
sales in the Region but with the amount of public investment needed to leverage this 
$100 million in annual spending. If the amount of this public investment is less than the 
present value of $100 million in annual spending, then the investment yields a return for 
the Region.  

• Think in terms of a single year, not in present discounted value. As economists, the 
proper measure of benefits from the Headquarters Hotel for comparison to the public 
costs of the Hotel is the present value of the stream of future benefits. But we have found 
that the concept of discounting to present value is not intuitive for most people. Thus, for 
the purposes of public decision-making, it seems adequate to frame question as follows: 
Is it worth spending $X million dollars of public money now to subsidize the 
development of a Headquarters Hotel that will generate about $100 million of new 
spending per year in the regional economy? 

• What else could be done with funding dedicated to the Headquarters Hotel? The 
temptation for many will be to compare the benefits of public funding for a Headquarters 
Hotel to other public investments that might be made, such as education. The critical 
issue here, however, is what other uses the funding dedicated to the Headquarters Hotel 
could be used for. For example, property tax abatements for the Hotel and room tax 
revenue generated by visitors attracted by the Hotel would not exist but for the Hotel and 
thus are not available for other uses. In addition, other funds used to support construction 
of the Headquarters Hotel such as tax increment funds from urban renewal districts often 
have restrictions that limit their use. Thus, the key question when considering whether an 
investment in the Headquarters Hotel is worthwhile is what other investments could the 
funds be used for, and what kind of benefits would those investments return to the 
Region?  
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FISCAL IMPACTS OF A HEADQUARTERS HOTEL 
Additional spending generated in Portland by events attracted or retained by the Headquarters 
Hotel will result in additional tax revenue to the State of Oregon, Metro, and the three counties 
that compose the Portland area.14 To estimate the amount of tax revenue generated by events 
attracted or retained by the Headquarters Hotel, we used the estimates of spending shown in 
Table 2, the allocation of expenditures by county in Table 7, and additional assumptions to 
convert this spending to a base amount on which the respective tax rates are applied. We used the 
following assumptions to estimate the base amounts on which taxes are applied: 

• Personal Income Tax: We assumed that 55% of the new Labor Income reported in Table 
8 would be subject to this tax, which has a tax rate of 5.6%. This represents the level of 
taxable income after deductions and non-taxable income and benefits are deducted from 
gross income. 

• Hotel Occupancy Tax: We assumed that 90% of expenditures for Lodging & Incidentals 
and Staff Living in Table 5 would be subject to this tax. All of this expenditure would be 
subject to the State tax of 1%, and expenditures in the individual counties would be 
subject to this tax at the rate in each County.  

• Excise Tax: Metro charges a 7.5% Excise Tax on revenue received by the OCC. To 
estimate this revenue, we made assumptions for the share of event expenditures made at 
the OCC by Event Organizers and Exhibiting Companies (100% of exhibition space, 
50% of equipment rental, 50% of additional space, and 20% of services hired, based on 
expenditure per delegate-days at the OCC only). 

• Business License Fee: The City of Portland has a Business License Fee that is 2.2% of 
net business income in the City. For this analysis, we assumed that 90% of output 
(business sales) in Multnomah County will occur in the City of Portland, and that net 
business income is 5% of total sales.  

• Motor Vehicle Rental Tax: Multnomah County levies a tax of 12.5% on motor vehicle 
rentals in the County. To estimate these expenditures, we used average daily delegate 
spending on auto rentals reported in the ExPact 2004 Study ($6.66) and applied this to the 
number of OCC delegate-days. 

• Business Income Tax: Multnomah County levies a tax of 1.45% on business income in 
the County, which we assumed is 5% of total Output in the County as reported in Table 
8.  

The analysis in this section does not include all of the fiscal tax and fee revenue that jurisdictions 
will receive as a result of operation of the Headquarters Hotel. Visitation and jobs generated by 
the Hotel, for example, will increase demand for electricity which will generate utility tax 
revenue to the City. The Hotel will also increase property tax revenues to jurisdictions by 
increasing property values around the Hotel and by supporting businesses and households that 
otherwise would not be in the Region (the Headquarters Hotel itself will probably be exempt 
from property taxes for a period as part of the public participation in the project). We did not 
include these revenue sources because their relationship to the Headquarters Hotel is indirect and 

                                                 
14 Those events, and the secondary business activity they generate, will also increase the demands on the services that the tax 
revenues pay for. This memorandum looks only at tax revenues.  
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difficult to estimate. We also expect relatively little additional revenue from sources not included 
in this analysis.15 

Table 12 shows the result of applying these assumptions to the estimated level of spending and 
economic impacts in this report. Table 12 shows that events attracted or retained by the 
Headquarters Hotel are expected to generate almost $3.8 million in tax revenue in 2013 (in 2004 
dollars). The majority of this revenue is from the Hotel Occupancy Tax and the State’s Personal 
Income Tax. 

Table 12. Tax revenue from expenditures by events attracted or retained by the 
Headquarters Hotel, 2013 ($2004) 
Jurisdiction/Tax Assumption Input  Tax Base Tax Rate Revenue
State of Oregon $1,464,600

Personal Income Tax 55% of total labor income $41,329,270 $22,731,000 5.6% $1,272,900
Hotel Occupancy Tax 90% of lodging and staff living 

expenditures
$21,296,621 $19,167,000 1.0% $191,700

Metro $107,000
Excise Tax 100% exhibition space 50% equipment 

rental; 20% services hired by event 
organizers at OCC)

$1,426,890 7.5% $107,000

City of Portland $77,819
Business License Fee 5% of output in City of Portland, which is 

90% of output in Multnomah County
$70,744,663 $3,537,233 2.2% $77,819

Multnomah County $1,925,700
Hotel Occupancy Tax 81% of lodging expenditures $19,167,000 $15,525,000 11.5% $1,785,400
Motor Vehicle Rental Tax OCC delegate spending on auto rentals 

($6.66 per delegate-day)
$666,000 12.5% $83,300

Business Income Tax 5% of output in Multnomah Co. $78,605,181 $3,930,000 1.45% $57,000
Clackamas County $92,000

Hotel Occupancy Tax 8% of lodging expenditures in the Region $19,167,000 $1,533,000 6.0% $92,000

Washington County $147,600
Hotel Occupancy Tax 11% of lodging expenditures in the 

Region
$19,167,000 $2,108,000 7.0% $147,600

TOTAL ANNUAL IMPACT $3,814,719  
Source: ECONorthwest. 

QUALITATIVE IMPACTS OF THE HEADQUARTERS HOTEL 
So far in this report we have focused on the economic impacts of the Headquarters Hotel that we 
can quantify in terms of spending, income, jobs, and tax revenue. The Headquarters Hotel will 
have additional impacts that are more difficult to quantify in terms of spending or jobs; this 
section describes these impacts. A 2005 report by KPMG16 identified several qualitative 
economic benefits that the tri-county region would experience from operation of a Headquarters 
Hotel adjacent to the OCC: 

• Enhancing the Portland area’s image as a business, meeting, and tourist destination. 

                                                 
15 In other regions, the bulk of fiscal impacts generated by events at a convention center are from sales tax revenue. Oregon, 
however, does not have a sales tax. 

16 KPMG.  Economic/Fiscal Impact Analysis for a Proposed HQ Hotel Adjacent to the Oregon Convention Center. Prepared for 
Metro E R Commission. July 2005. 
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• Regional and national exposure through destination marketing and visitation. This will  
encourage return visits to Oregon for travel and recreation that will generate additional 
economic impacts in the state. 

• Providing a first-class support hotel for the OCC, improving the performance of that asset 
and the return on the Region’s investment in that facility. 

• Providing a catalyst for urban redevelopment projects in the Lloyd Center District. 

In addition, we would add: 

• Supporting new and niche industries in Portland by giving them exposure to national 
markets. 

On this last point, by allowing the OCC to bring more national and international events to 
Portland, a Headquarters Hotel can allow the OCC to better support new and niche industries in 
Oregon by showcasing these industries and giving them exposure to national and international 
markets. For example, attracting a national or international wine-related event could showcase 
Oregon wineries and give them exposure to potential customers that they otherwise might not 
have the budget to reach. In this way, the OCC can help the Portland region to transition from 
old declining industries to new growing industries. Making this transition is critical for continued 
economic vitality in the Region. Examples of industries that could benefit in this way include 
craft brewing, high technology, biotechnology, alternative energy, computer security, and food 
processing. 

A recent article in the Willamette Week17 illustrates another point about qualitative economic 
impacts associated with a Headquarters Hotel. The article claims that Portland has never gotten 
the NBA All-Star Game because it lacks a Headquarters Hotel near the Rose Garden arena. In 
addition to the spending by players and visitors that such an event would bring, it would also 
bring national exposure to Portland through televised shots of the city that would cost millions if 
Portland were to buy that airtime for advertising.  

The Portland region has made substantial investments and efforts to ensure that Portland is an 
international center of commerce and culture. Examples of these investments and efforts include 
improvements to Portland International Airport and efforts to attract national and international 
flights, port facilities and efforts to attract and retain international shipping lines, improvements 
to major transportation facilities, encouragement of downtown redevelopment, investments in 
light rail transit, and construction and operation of performing arts, sports, and cultural facilities. 
The OCC itself is an example of the Region’s investments and efforts to ensure that Portland is a 
center of commerce and culture. The investment in the OCC, however, is not generating the 
highest return of benefits to the Region because it lacks a Headquarters Hotel. Investing in a 
Headquarters Hotel will increase the return on the Region’s investment in the OCC. 

                                                 
17 Gerald, Paul. “Ill-Starred: Why Portland Never Gets the NBA All-Star Game.” Willamette Week. February 15, 2006. 
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD  
AND MERC CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD 

 
 

RESOLUTION OF METRO COUNCIL, ACTING AS THE 
METRO AND MERC CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD, 
ADOPTING FINDINGS GRANTING AN EXEMPTION 
TO THE METRO AND MERC CONTRACTING RULES, 
AUTHORIZING ACCEPTANCE OF PDC’S 
CONTRACTING PROCESS; AUTHORIZING 
EXCLUSIVE NEGOTIATIONS WITH THE SELECTED  
PROJECT TEAM; AND AUTHORIZING USE OF 
ALTERNATIVE CONTRACTING METHODS FOR 
DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, MANAGEMENT, 
OPERATION AND FINANCING OF THE OCC 
HEADQUARTERS HOTEL 

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
) 

RESOLUTION NO. 07-3748 
 
 
 
Introduced by Chief Operating 
Officer Michael J. Jordan, with the 
concurrence of Council President 
David Bragdon 

 
WHEREAS, in 1989 the Oregon Convention Center Urban Renewal Plan was approved 

by the Portland City Council, Ordinance No. 161925, Goal 1 of which was to maximize the 
regional job potential of the Oregon Convention Center (OCC) through development of a 
convention center headquarters hotel; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Oregon Convention Center (“OCC”) produces substantial economic 

benefit to the region both directly and indirectly and helps support thousands of regional jobs; and 
 
WHEREAS, the cumulative economic effects of the OCC from 1990 to 2005 amount to 

$6.0 billion in total convention spending and 92,620 FTE jobs in the Tri-County metropolitan 
region, as well as $185 million in tax revenue in the state of Oregon, according to the cumulative 
annual reports by the independent consulting firm KPMG measuring the regional economic 
impact of the OCC; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Portland Oregon Visitors Association (“POVA”) has conducted a study 

analyzing the reasons that some national conventions do not select the OCC, and the POVA study 
concludes that the largest single reason for such “lost business” is the lack of an adjacent 
“headquarters hotel” for convention users able to offer a substantial single location room block 
for the convention and that the future impact on the OCC and on the regional economy of the lack 
of such a hotel is substantial; and 

 
WHEREAS, during 2003 through 2006 several independent studies were commissioned 

regarding the potential economic impact of a Convention Center Headquarters Hotel on both the 
convention center and on the regional and statewide economy; including a February 2003 study 
by the Strategic Advisory Group (“SAG”) engaged collaboratively by Metro, MERC, the 
Portland Development Commission (“PDC”), POVA, and the Tri-County Lodging Association 
(“TCLA”); a July 2005 study by KPMG commissioned by the OCC; a study by PKF Consulting 
(PKF”) commissioned by PDC in May 2006; and a study by ECONorthwest in June 2006; and  

 
WHEREAS, the SAG study concluded that an appropriately-sized headquarters hotel 

would be necessary in order for the OCC to maximize its positive economic impact on the Metro 
region; and the study projected that over thirty (30) years the benefits to the Metro region and the 
State of Oregon from a convention center headquarters hotel would add millions of additional 
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hotel room nights and millions of dollars in additional spending, and thousands of additional jobs 
supported each year; and 

 
WHEREAS, the KPMG report estimated that the regional benefit of a convention center 

Headquarters Hotel would range from $83.8 to $111.7 million annually; and that approximately 
1,250 to 1,600 full-time jobs within the area’s convention industry would be needed to support 
the new convention business (laundry services, florists, audio/visual providers, and the like); and  

 
WHEREAS the PKF study recommended that an OCC Headquarters Hotel contain 600 

rooms with 41,000 square feet of function space, which would have an impact of preventing an 
erosion of current OCC convention volume of an estimated 25,000 rooms per night annually by 
2013, and that competitive hotels’ rates and occupancies would likely be equal to or greater than 
that achieved without such a hotel, and that a Headquarters’ Hotel would provide a catalyst for 
new business relocation to the hotel’s area and would also provide significant economic impact 
via jobs, taxes, and income; and 

 
WHEREAS, the ECONorthwest study examined the economic impact of a convention 

center Headquarters Hotel in Portland, and concluded that such a hotel would generate 
expenditures of almost $50 million in the Portland region in 2013 (in 2004 dollars), which 
expenditures would generate a total economic impact of over $100 million in business sales and 
$40 million in labor income, and the equivalent of almost 1500 full-time jobs in the Portland 
region in 2013; and that the present value in 2006 of future benefits generated by the 
Headquarters hotel is $850 million to $1.4 billion in business sales, $340 million to $653 million 
in labor income, and the equivalent of 278 to 2,058 annual full-time jobs; and 

 
WHEREAS, in July 2003 the Portland Development Commission (“PDC”) approved via 

Resolution No. 6040 a Headquarters Hotel Implementation Strategy prepared in consultation with 
Metro, MERC, and other stakeholders including POVA and the TCLA; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Headquarters Hotel Implementation Strategy recommended a two-step 
process to identify potential developers for the Headquarters Hotel Project (“Project”) including 
issuance of a Request for Qualifications (“RFQ”) and a subsequent Request for Proposals 
(“RFP”); and 
 

WHEREAS, in September 2003 the PDC issued and gave public notice of RFQ 03-22 
“Request for Qualifications to Develop a Convention Center Headquarters Hotel” (“Hotel RFQ”) 
to identify qualified developers for a subsequent RFQ solicitation; and 

 
WHEREAS, in September 2004 the PDC issued and gave public notice of RFP 04-09 

“Request for Proposals for an Oregon Convention Center Headquarters Hotel,” and issued 
Addendums ## 1 – 4 in November 2004 through June 2005 (“Hotel RFP”), which RFP invited 
qualified respondents to make proposals for both private and public financing and ownership of a 
convention center headquarters hotel, to which there were four respondents; and 

 
WHEREAS in January 2005 the PDC approved via Resolution No. 6218 a Headquarters 

Hotel Developer Selection Process which identified specific opportunities for public comment 
and community involvement and a schedule for deliberations by a designated evaluation 
committee for the selection of the development team; and 

 
WHEREAS, an Oregon Convention Center Headquarters Hotel Evaluation Committee 

was formed to review and analyze the four RFP responses that were submitted, which committee 
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was comprised of the MERC Oregon Convention Center manager, the Chairman of the MERC 
Commission, the Metro Chief Financial Officer, a POVA board member, a City of Portland 
finance officer, and members of the Lloyd Transportation Management Association, the Lloyd 
Business Improvement District, the Lloyd Community Association, the TCLA; and 

 
WHEREAS, in September 2005 the OCC Headquarters Hotel Evaluation Committee 

presented and made publicly available its report containing its recommendations, in which the 
Committee unanimously recommended the selection of the Garfield Traub Development/ 
Ashforth Pacific Inc. team (with the architectural firm Zimmer Gunsul Frasca; the construction 
firm Turner Construction Inc.; and the hotel operator/flag Starwood Hotels/Westin; and the 
underwriting firm Piper Jaffray & Co) (“Development Team”) as the most responsive proposal 
submitted in accordance with the evaluation criteria set forth in RFP #04-09; and 
 

WHEREAS, in October 2005 the PDC adopted Resolution No. 6305 which accepted the 
OCC Headquarters Hotel Evaluation Committee’s recommendation and authorized the PDC 
Executive Director to initiate exclusive negotiations with the Development Team to develop the 
OCC Headquarters Hotel; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Metro, MERC, and PDC staff have studied the proposals from the RFP 
respondents, reviewed the analysis of outside consultants, and heard testimony from national 
meeting planners, and have determined that a publicly-owned, 600-800 room convention center 
hotel adjacent to the convention center containing public function and ballroom spaces and the 
ability to offer a 500-room-block for conventions is the model that will meet the goals of the 
region for bringing national conventions to the Oregon Convention Center and increasing tourism 
and economic development to Portland, the metropolitan region, and the state; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the Evaluation Committee and Metro, MERC, and the PDC have studied the 
RFP responses and financial models and have concluded that due to the inclusion of certain non-
revenue-producing goals associated with a hotel designed to serve the convention center and the 
region, such as a large room block commitment available to conventioneers, convention break-out 
rooms and banquet halls, payment of prevailing wages, focused inclusion of minority and 
emerging businesses, environmentally “green” construction standards, and the like, that a private 
ownership model for a hotel would not be financially feasible without a substantial public 
subsidy, and that a public ownership/private operation headquarters hotel model would provide 
both the requisite public control over the Project and would also be able to provide the non-
revenue-producing goals that would serve both the convention center and the regional economy; 
and 
 

WHEREAS, the PDC, with Metro and MERC involvement, has formed a Technical 
Advisory Committee (“TAC”), whose membership includes representatives from the local hotel 
and visitor industry and adjacent neighborhoods and business groups to provide technical input 
regarding Project design, program, cost and industry benefits and impacts; and 
 

WHEREAS, the PDC owns real property valued at over several million dollars plus an 
additional contribution of at least $4 million that PDC is prepared to donate to Metro for the 
development of a publicly-owned headquarters hotel; and 

 
WHEREAS, Metro’s interest and ability to take part in a Headquarters Hotel will also be 

contingent upon establishing partnerships with other public entities for financial and other 
contributions to this Project, and also on the ability to negotiate financially feasible agreements 



Page 4 of 10 - Resolution 07-3748 
07-3748res.doc 

with the developer, operator, manager, architect, and underwriter of the hotel; and the Project will 
also be contingent upon determining a financing model that will protect Metro’s interests; and 
 

WHEREAS, due to the fact that the PDC has engaged in and completed, with Metro’s 
and MERC’s involvement, a several-years-long competitive contracting process for the design, 
construction, management and operation of the Oregon Convention Center Headquarters Hotel 
resulting in the selection of the Development Team, it would be most efficient in terms of time, 
construction costs, and public investment for Metro to accept the results of the PDC’s competitive 
process rather than re-start the process all over again with Metro in the lead rather than the PDC; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Metro Council is designated as the local public Contract Review Board 
(“CRB”) for Metro pursuant to ORS 279A.060 and Metro Code 2.04.010(d), and as the CRB for 
MERC pursuant to Metro Code 2.04.024; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Metro Code 2.04.053(c) provides for a special procurement contracting 
process as an exemption to public contracting procedures in accordance with state law in Oregon 
Revised Code Chapters 279A, B, and C; and state law also provides that in granting exemptions 
for public improvement contracts that the public body shall, when appropriate, use alternate 
contracting methods that take account of market realities and modern practices and are consistent 
with the public policy of encouraging competition; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the “Design-Build” alternative contracting method allows for the 
opportunity to integrate value engineering into the design phase, as the construction contractor 
joins the Project team early with design responsibilities under a team approach, with the potential 
of reducing contract change orders and the risk of design flaws, shortening project time, and 
obtaining innovative design solutions through the collaboration of the contractor and design team 
which would not otherwise be possible if the contractor had not yet been selected; and 
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to ORS 279B.085(5) and ORS 279C.335(5), the Metro Council 
held a duly noticed and advertised public hearing at its meeting of February 8, 2007 on the 
proposal to exempt the Project from competitive bidding, to accept the PDC’s contracting 
process, to enter into exclusive negotiations with the selected project Development Team, and to 
utilize the Design-Build process; and  
 
 WHEREAS, Metro Code 2.04.026(1) provides that the Metro Council must approve any 
IGA in which Metro acquires or transfers any interest in real property or assumes any function or 
duty of another governmental entity; and 
  
 WHEREAS, the Metro Council, sitting as the CRB for Metro and MERC, concludes that 
it is the most advantageous, expeditious, and cost effective approach for the Project to accept the 
results of the PDC’s competitive process and negotiate with the Development Team selected by 
that competitive process rather than re-start the process all over again with Metro in the lead, and 
also to utilize the Design-Build alternative contracting method; 
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NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT: 
 
1. Authorization to Accept the Results of the PDC’s Competitive Contracting Process 
and to Enter Into Exclusive Negotiations With Project Team:  The CRB hereby exempts the 
Project from formal competitive bidding pursuant to Metro Code 2.04.053(c), ORS 279B.085, 
and ORS 279C.335(2), and accepts the results of the PDC’s competitive contracting process; and 
the CRB hereby authorizes and directs the Metro COO, the Metro Attorney, and MERC to enter 
into exclusive negotiations with the Development Team identified and recommended by the 
PDC’s competitive process, the Headquarters Hotel Developer Selection Process and the OCC 
Headquarters Hotel Evaluation Committee: Garfield Traub Development/Ashforth Pacific Inc. 
team (with the architectural firm Zimmer Gunsul Frasca; the construction firm Turner 
Construction Inc., the hotel operator/flag Starwood Hotels/Westin; and the underwriting firm 
Piper Jaffray & Co.) for the purpose of developing, designing, constructing, and operating a 
Oregon Convention Center Headquarters Hotel, if such agreements can be negotiated that 
adequately protect Metro’s financial interests and overall purposes in engaging in the Project, and 
which agreements shall be continent upon and presented to the Metro Council in the Spring of 
2007, or as soon thereafter as possible, for final review and approval; and 
 
2. Authorization of Alternative Contracting Methods Including the Design-Build 
Contracting Method:  The CRB hereby further authorizes and directs the Metro COO, the Metro 
Attorney, and MERC that the exclusive negotiations with the Development Team as set forth in 
Section 1 above may result in the utilization of alternative contracting procedures such as a 
Design-Build contract for the hotel construction; an Operating Agreement with the hotel operator 
that shall include a Room Block Agreement for the Oregon Convention Center; a Development 
Agreement; and any other agreements deemed necessary or beneficial by the Metro COO, the 
Metro CFO, the Metro Attorney, and MERC for the completion of the OCC Headquarters Hotel; 
and all such agreements that may be negotiated with the Development Team shall be contingent 
upon and presented to the Metro Council in the Spring of 2007, or as soon thereafter as possible, 
for final review and approval; and 
 
3. Authorization to Negotiate an Intergovernmental Agreement (“IGA”) With the 
PDC for the purpose of Accepting Ownership of the Real Property Designated for the OCC 
Headquarters Hotel; and Authorization to Negotiate Other IGAs As May Be Necessary For  
the OCC Headquarters Hotel:  In accordance with Metro Code 2.04.026(1) and state law, the 
Metro Council hereby authorizes and directs the Metro COO, the Metro Attorney, and MERC to 
negotiate an Intergovernmental Agreement (“IGA”) with the Portland Development Commission 
(“PDC”) whereby the PDC will transfer ownership to Metro of the real property on which the 
OCC Headquarters Hotel will be located, via a Development and Disposition Agreement with the 
PDC or other similar agreement; and the Metro Council also hereby authorizes and directs the 
Metro COO, the Metro CFO, the Metro Attorney, and MERC to negotiate with other public 
entities, including the PDC, the City of Portland, Multnomah County, the Port, and the State of 
Oregon, regarding the financing and other pending issues regarding the OCC Headquarters Hotel; 
and any IGAs or financing agreements that may be negotiated under this provision shall be 
contingent upon and presented to the Metro Council in the Spring of 2007, or as soon thereafter 
as possible, for final review and approval; and 
 
4. Findings re Accepting the PDC’s Competitive Contracting Process:  As required by 
ORS 279B.085(4), ORS 279C.330, and ORS 279C.335(2) and (4), the CRB makes the following 
findings in support of the decision set forth in Section 1 above: 
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a. The CRB finds that Metro should accept the results of the PDC’s competitive contracting 
process for the Project rather than have Metro re-start the process and conduct its own 
competitive contracting process, and therefore that Metro should exempt the Project from 
Metro’s formal competitive bidding pursuant to Metro Code 2.04.053(c), ORS 279B.085, 
ORS 279C.330, and ORS 279C.335(2) and (4).  The CRB finds that exempting this 
Project satisfies the requirements in ORS 279B.085(4) that the exemption is “unlikely to 
encourage favoritism in the awarding of public contracts or to substantially diminish 
competition for public contracts; and result in substantial cost savings to the contracting 
agency or to the public; or otherwise substantially promote the public interest in a 
manner that could not practicably be realized by complying with the [other-wise 
applicable public contracting] requirements;” and also that the exemption satisfies the 
exemption requirements in ORS 279C.335(2) regarding public improvement contracts in 
that “it is unlikely that the exemption will encourage favoritism in the awarding of public 
improvement contracts or substantially diminish competition for public improvement 
contracts; and the awarding of public improvement contracts under the exemption will 
result in substantial cost savings to the contracting agency,” for the reasons set forth 
below.  In addition, in accordance with ORS 279C.330, the CRB finds that the exemption 
is justified due to the information set forth below regarding operational, budget and 
financial data; public benefits; value engineering; specialized expertise required; public 
safety; market conditions; technical complexity; and funding sources;  
 

b. Accepting the results of the PDC’s competitive contracting process for the Project rather 
than have Metro conduct its own competitive contracting process, and entering into 
exclusive negotiations with the development team of Garfield Traub 
Development/Ashforth Pacific Inc. (with the architectural firm Zimmer Gunsul Frasca; 
the construction firm Turner Construction Inc.; the hotel operator/flag Starwood 
Hotels/Westin; and the underwriting firm Piper Jaffray & Co.) (“Development Team”) is 
unlikely to encourage favoritism in the awarding of public/public improvement contracts 
or to substantially diminish competition for public contracts because the Development 
Team was selected pursuant to a competitive qualifications based RFQ and RFP selection 
process; the RFQ and RFP were formally advertised; the RFP resulted in proposals from 
four development teams from around the country; and the award was based upon 
identified selection criteria which were analyzed and publicly reported by the Oregon 
Convention Center Headquarters Hotel Evaluation Committee, which included the OCC 
manager, the Chairman of the MERC Commission, the Metro Chief Financial Officer, a 
POVA board member, a City of Portland finance officer, and members of the Lloyd 
Transportation Management Association, the Lloyd Business Improvement District, the 
Lloyd Community Association, the Tri-County Lodging Association; 
 

c. In addition, the CRB finds that accepting the results of the PDC’s competitive contracting 
process for the Project rather than have Metro conduct its own competitive contracting 
process is unlikely to encourage favoritism in the awarding of public contracts or to 
substantially diminish competition for public contracts because Metro and MERC 
substantially participated in the PDC’s extensive public competitive RFQ and RFP 
process for the development of the OCC Headquarters Hotel, in which the Development 
Team was selected. The Development Team was unanimously recommended by the 
Headquarters Hotel Developer Selection Process and the OCC Headquarters Hotel 
Evaluation Committee, both of which included Metro and MERC members; 
 

d. In addition, the CRB finds that accepting the results of the PDC’s competitive contracting 
process for the Project rather than have Metro conduct its own competitive contracting 
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process is unlikely to encourage favoritism in the awarding of public contracts or to 
substantially diminish competition for public contracts because the PDC’s competitive 
contracting process for the development of the headquarters hotel was widely publicized 
and drew competitive proposals from a number of nationally-recognized development 
teams, which included both local and national architectural, development, hotel 
management, and construction firms; 
 

e. Accepting the results of the PDC’s competitive contracting process for the Project rather 
than have Metro conduct its own competitive contracting process, and entering into 
exclusive negotiations with the Development Team, will result in substantial cost savings 
to Metro and to the public, because an RFQ/RFP process for a Project of this magnitude 
can take many months, if not several years, to complete, as evidenced by the fact that the 
PDC’s public competitive contracting process, which resulted in the selection of this 
Development Team, began in 2003.  Construction costs in that period have skyrocketed, 
and are forecasted to continue to grow rapidly.  In addition, the investment of time, 
energy, and focus from both public and private interested parties has been substantial, 
and would be difficult to reinvigorate;   
 

f. Accepting the results of the PDC’s competitive contracting process for the Project rather 
than have Metro conduct its own competitive contracting process, and entering into 
exclusive negotiations with the Development Team, will also substantially promote the 
public interest in a manner that could not practicably be realized if Metro were to conduct 
its own competitive contracting process at this point, because the acceptance of the 
PDC’s development team will result in quicker completion of the Project with fewer 
disruptions to the important public services performed by Metro and MERC; 
 

g. The public interest will also be substantially promoted by accepting the PDC’s results 
and moving forward with negotiations because the convention business is a critical 
element of the region’s economy. The benefits to area restaurants, transportation services, 
retailers, hotels, entertainment providers, and other services are substantial.  The 
economic return could be substantially greater with the additional convention business 
made possible by the OCC Headquarters Hotel.  According to a report from KPMG, 
commissioned by the OCC in April 2005, the estimated benefit to the region with the 
addition of a Headquarters Hotel would range from $83.8 to $111.7 million annually; 

 
h. The public would also benefit by moving forward now with an OCC Headquarters Hotel 

because the hotel is expected to generate a significant number of new jobs for the region.  
Direct employment at the hotel is estimated to be 300 to 400 full-time positions.  The 
KPMG report also indicates that approximately 1,250 to 1,600 full-time jobs within the 
area’s convention industry would be needed to support the new convention business 
(laundry services, florists, audio/visual providers, etc).  During construction, it is 
estimated that several thousand construction jobs will be created. The ECONorthwest 
study indicates that a Headquarters Hotel in Portland would generate expenditures of 
almost $50 million in the Portland region in 2013 (in 2004 dollars), which expenditures 
would generate a total economic impact of over $100 million in business sales and $40 
million in labor income, and the equivalent of almost 1500 full-time jobs in the Portland 
region in 2013; and that the present value in 2006 of future benefits generated by the 
Headquarters hotel is $850 million to $1.6 billion in business sales, $340 million to $653 
million in labor income, and the equivalent of 278 to 2,058 annual full-time jobs; 
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i. The Development Team selected via the PDC’s RFQ and RFP process, and unanimously 
recommended by the Headquarters Hotel Developer Selection Process and the OCC 
Headquarters Hotel Evaluation Committee, also satisfies the requirement set forth in ORS 
279B.085(6) that the contract will be awarded to the entity that is “the most advantageous 
to the contracting agency” because the Development Team was unanimously 
recommended by the OCC Headquarters Hotel Evaluation Committee, which included 
the OCC manager, the Chairman of the MERC Commission, the Metro Chief Financial 
Officer, a POVA board member, a City of Portland finance officer, and members of the 
Lloyd Transportation Management Association, the Lloyd Business Improvement 
District, the Lloyd Community Association, the Tri-County Lodging Association. The 
Evaluation Committee’s written recommendation states that the Garfield Traub/Ashforth 
Pacific Development Team members “have significant experience in the development of 
hotel properties and real estate financing and represent a mix of highly regarded local and 
national firms . . . . [The Development Team’s] conceptual Project design was considered 
compelling and would appear to positively transform the MLK Jr. Blvd./Grand Ave. 
corridor and create a very strongly compatible hotel facility at the main entrance to the 
Oregon Convention Center.” 

 
5. Findings re Authorization of Alternative Contracting Methods Including the 
Design-Build Contracting Method:  As required by ORS 279B.085(4), ORS 279C.330, and 
ORS 279C.335(2) and (4), the CRB makes the following findings in support of the decisions set 
forth in Section 2 above: 
 
a. Pursuant to Metro Code 2.04.053(c), ORS 279B.085(4), ORS 279C.330, and ORS 

279C.335(2) and (4), the CRB finds that utilizing alternative contracting procedures 
including the Design-Build process for the headquarters hotel Project is “unlikely to 
encourage favoritism in the awarding of public contracts or to substantially diminish 
competition for public contracts; and result in substantial cost savings to the contracting 
agency or to the public; or otherwise substantially promote the public interest in a 
manner that could not practicably be realized by complying with the [other-wise 
applicable public contracting] requirements;” and “it is unlikely that the exemption will 
encourage favoritism in the awarding of public improvement contracts or substantially 
diminish competition for public improvement contracts; and the awarding of public 
improvement contracts under the exemption will result in substantial cost savings to the 
contracting agency,” for the reasons set forth below.  In addition, in accordance with 
ORS 279C.330, the CRB finds that the exemption is justified due to the information set 
forth below regarding operational, budget and financial data; public benefits; value 
engineering; specialized expertise required; public safety; market conditions; technical 
complexity; and funding sources. 
 

b. Utilizing alternative contracting procedures including the Design-Build process for the 
headquarters hotel Project is unlikely to encourage favoritism in the awarding of 
public/public improvement contracts or to substantially diminish competition for public 
contracts because the Project is unique; and also because the Design-Build team was 
selected pursuant to a qualifications based RFQ and RFP selection process; the RFQ and 
RFP were formally advertised; the RFP resulted in proposals from four development 
teams from around the country; and the award was based upon identified selection 
criteria which was analyzed and publicly reported by the Oregon Convention Center 
Headquarters Hotel Evaluation Committee, which included the OCC manager, the 
Chairman of the MERC Commission, the Metro Chief Financial Officer, a POVA board 
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member, a City of Portland finance officer, and members of the Lloyd Transportation 
Management Association, the Lloyd Business Improvement District, the Lloyd 
Community Association, the Tri-County Lodging Association. 
 

c. Utilizing alternative contracting procedures including the Design-Build process for the 
headquarters hotel Project will result in substantial cost savings to Metro and to the 
public, because the Design-Build team approach will allow for the integration of value 
engineering suggestions into the design phase, as the construction contractor joins the 
Project team early with design responsibilities under a team approach, which should give 
Metro more cost solutions and alternatives, which will better enable Metro to keep the 
Project within budget. 
  

d. In addition, the use of alternative contracting procedures including the Design-Build 
process will result in substantial cost savings to Metro and to the public, and will also 
substantially promote the public interest in a manner that could not practicably be 
realized if traditional contracting procedures were utilized, and will also satisfy the 
requirement set forth in ORS 279B.085(6) that the contract will be awarded to the entity 
that is “the most advantageous to the contracting agency,” because this type of 
contracting will allow the possibility of innovative design solutions and value 
engineering through the collaboration of the contractor and design team, and thereby also 
shorten Project time, which would not otherwise be possible if the contractor had not yet 
been selected. 
 

6. In making the above findings in Sections 4 and 5, the CRB considered the following 
factors pursuant to ORS 279C.330: 
 
a. Operational, budget and financial data:  Accepting the PDC’s process and utilizing the 

design-build process will allow Metro to obtain a Guaranteed Maximum Price at an 
earlier time from the construction contractor, and thus avoid costly change orders and 
overruns.  In addition, the experienced Development Team selected via the PDC’s 
process will also reduce outside oversight costs.   
 

b. Public Benefits:  In addition to the public benefits from the cost savings noted above, 
expeditious completion of the Project by utilizing the PDC’s selected Development Team 
will ensure that the hotel is available for use by conventioneers as soon as possible, thus 
more quickly bringing substantial economic benefits to the community, the region, and 
the state. Moreover, as determined by the study conducted by ECONorthwest, the impact 
of a convention center Headquarters Hotel in Portland is expected to generate 
expenditures of almost $50 million in the Portland region in 2013 (in 2004 dollars), 
which expenditures would generate a total economic impact of over $100 million in 
business sales and $40 million in labor income, and the equivalent of almost 1500 full-
time jobs in the Portland region in 2013; and the present value in 2006 of future benefits 
generated by the Headquarters hotel is $850 million to $1.6 billion in business sales, $340 
million to $653 million in labor income, and the equivalent of 278 to 2,058 annual full-
time jobs. 
 

c. Value engineering:  The Design-Build process will enable the contractor to work with the 
architect to minimize construction costs.  This type of contracting will allow the 
possibility of innovative design solutions and value engineering through the collaboration 
of the contractor and design team, and thereby also shorten Project time, which would not 
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otherwise be possible if the contractor had not yet been selected. 
 

d. Specialized expertise required.  The design, construction, operation, and management of 
a convention center headquarters hotel that must accommodate and serve a public 
convention center as well as private hotel customers requires special expertise and 
experience, all of which have been established through the Hotel RFQ and RFP process 
that was conducted by the PDC’s public processes.  In addition, this is a large Project 
where the work will be conducted under a tight construction schedule, and the 
Development Team selected has the specialized expertise to complete the Project within 
this timeframe.  In addition, the use of alternative contracting methods such as the 
Design-Build method allow the specialized coordination between the developer, 
architect, and construction contractor. 
 

e. Public safety:  Because this is a large Project where the work will be conducted under a 
tight construction schedule, the CRB requires contractors who can expeditiously and 
safely complete the work.  The Development Team selected has the specialized expertise 
to complete the Project in a safe and thorough manner. 
 

f. Market conditions:  Costs of construction have dramatically risen since the beginning of 
the PDC’s public process to select the Development Team, and these costs are expected 
to continue to rise significantly.  Accepting the results of the PDC’s competitive 
contracting process for the Project rather than have Metro re-start the process and 
conduct its own competitive contracting process, and using the Design-Build alternative 
contracting process, will allow Metro to receive a Guaranteed Maximum Price from the 
construction contractor within the next several months, rather than have to wait years to 
re-start a new proposal process, which could result in the Project being financially 
infeasible at that future time. 
 

g. Technical complexity:  The design, construction, operation, and management of a 
convention center headquarters hotel is technically complex due to the numerous design, 
architectural and budget constraints and purposes imposed on and served by this Project.    
Selecting a development team that is familiar with and has successfully completed similar 
projects, and utilizing a design-build process that will integrate architectural requirements 
and construction costs and constraints is necessary to the successful completion of this 
Project. 
 

h. Funding sources:  This Project will be funded through the issuance of revenue bonds, 
contributions from the Development Team, lodging taxes, and other funding mechanisms 
to be determined prior to finalization of the Project. 
 

ADOPTED by the Metro Council this 8th day of February, 2007. 
 
 

 
David Bragdon, Council President 

 
Approved as to Form: 
 
        
Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney 
Alison Kean Campbell, Metro Senior Assistant Attorney 
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STAFF REPORT  
 
 

IN CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 07-3748, A RESOLUTION OF 
METRO COUNCIL, ACTING AS THE METRO AND MERC CONTRACT REVIEW 
BOARD, ADOPTING FINDINGS GRANTING AN EXEMPTION TO THE METRO 
AND MERC CONTRACTING RULES, AUTHORIZING ACCEPTANCE OF PDC’S 
CONTRACTING PROCESS, AUTHORIZING EXCLUSIVE NEGOTIATIONS WITH 
THE SELECTED PROJECT TEAM; AND AUTHORIZING USE OF ALTERNATIVE 
CONTRACTING METHODS FOR DESIGN, CONSTRUCTION, MANAGEMENT, 
OPERATION AND FINANCING OF THE OCC HEADQUATERS HOTEL. 

             
 
Date: January 23, 2007 Prepared by:  Nick Popenuk 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The Metro Council is responsible for the operation of the Metropolitan Exposition and Recreation 
Commission (MERC), including the Oregon Convention Center (OCC).  The stated mission of 
the OCC is to maximize the economic benefits for the metropolitan region and the state of 
Oregon, while protecting the public investment in the facility.  The consulting firm KPMG issues 
an annual report measuring the regional economic impact of the OCC.  According to the 2006 
KPMG report, the cumulative economic effects of the OCC from 1990 to 2005 amount to $6.0 
billion in total convention spending and 92,620 FTE jobs in the Tri-County metropolitan region, 
as well as $185 million in tax revenue in the state of Oregon.   
 
Despite the significant economic impact the OCC has on the region, the facility itself is struggling 
with a projected gap in fund balance.  The Oregon Convention Center is forecasted to experience 
a strategic fund balance gap of over $1 million in fiscal years 2007-2008 increasing to a fund gap 
of almost $4.2 million in fiscal year 2013-2014 under current conditions.  Every year the Portland 
Oregon Visitors Association (POVA) completes an annual Lost Business Report explaining why 
national conventions opted against coming to Oregon.  POVA’s 2006 report identifies the lack of 
a Headquarters Hotel (HQ Hotel) adjacent to the OCC as the most significant obstacle to 
attracting more convention business to the Oregon Convention Center. 
 
Metro and MERC have considered several alternative policies to solve the OCC funding gap.  
These alternatives included: maintaining the status quo and continuing to invest Metro and 
regional dollars to fund the convention center; converting the OCC into a civic center; the 
development of a privately owned HQ Hotel; and the development of a publicly owned HQ 
Hotel.   The alternative of providing free rent and transportation to the OCC as an inducement to 
national conventions was also discussed, however, POVA reports that this inducement is already 
provided to national conventions through allocation of the Visitor Development Fund. 
 
After considering all of these alternatives, the option that provides the most likelihood of solving 
the OCC funding gap while still promoting and achieving the OCC’s mission of maximizing 
regional economic impact, while also providing public control over the Project and providing 
public equity in return for public expenditures, is a publicly-owned and privately-operated 
convention center headquarters hotel model. 
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PDC COMPETITIVE CONTRACTING PROCESS 
 
After the completion of the Strategic Advisory Group report in Feb. 2003, the Portland 
Development Commission (“PDC”) adopted the Headquarters Hotel Implementation Strategy 
(HQHIS) in July of 2003.  The HQHIS identified the following objectives for the Headquarters 
Hotel: 
 

• Maximize impact on area economy 
• Increase economic impact of the Oregon Convention Center 
• Minimize public investment and risk 
• Maximize positive impact on area hotels 
• Meet key public objectives - Minority/women-owned/emerging small business 

(M/W/ESB) contracting and employment, design quality including green/sustainable 
architecture, Lloyd district redevelopment objectives. 

 
Following the Headquarters Hotel Implementation Strategy, the PDC issued a Request for 
Qualifications (RFQ) for the development of a convention center headquarters hotel.  The RFQ 
was released in Sept. 2003 and resulted in the selection of seven hotel developers to participate in 
the Request for Proposals (RFP) in Sept. 2004.   
 
The following four development teams submitted responses to the RFP:  

• Garfield Traub/Ashforth Pacific (Westin) 
• Faulkner USA (Hyatt) 
• Jones Lang LaSalle (Not Determined) 
• Hines Interests/Wright Hotels (Renaissance) 

 
The PDC established the Oregon Convention Center Headquarters Hotel Evaluation Committee 
(the Committee) to objectively and fairly evaluate the four responses received during the RFP 
process.  The Committee was comprised of the following members: 
 

• Jeff Blosser – Oregon Convention Center 
• Steve Day – Lloyd Transportation Management Association 
• Steve Faulstick – Lloyd Business Improvement District 
• George Forbes – Metropolitan Exposition & Recreation Commission 
• Eric Johansen – City of Portland, Office of Finance & Management 
• Chris Lonigro – Lloyd Community Association/Lloyd Resident 
• Brian McCartin – Portland Oregon Visitor’s Association 
• Bill Stringer – Metro 
• Carl Talton – North/Northeast Business Alliance/Portland Family of Friends 
• Scott Youngblood – Tri-County Lodging Association 

 
The RFP required respondents to propose highly qualified and financially capable development 
teams for the design, financing, construction and operation of a convention center headquarters 
hotel.  The evaluation criteria gave favorable consideration to development teams with significant 
experience in developments similar in scope and quality to the proposed project and which also 
demonstrate that they have sufficient financial resources and experience to finance and complete 
the project in accordance with a fixed schedule. 
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In Sep. 2005, the Committee made their recommendations regarding the RFP for the Oregon 
Convention Center Headquarters Hotel.  After reviewing each proposal, conducting interviews 
with each development team and applying the scoring criteria defined in the RFP, the Committee 
recommended the PDC enter into negotiations with the Garfield Traub/Ashforth Pacific 
development team (Development Team) to develop the OCC Headquarters Hotel.  The 
Development Team proposal was selected because the team had significant experience in the 
development of hotel properties and real estate financing.  The Development Team also 
represents a mix of highly regarded local and national firms.  The Development Team proposal, 
presentation and responsiveness were of high quality, and the Committee considered the Westin 
flag highly desirable.  Overall, the Committee felt the Development Team proposal was the 
highest quality response and most realistic opportunity to develop a Headquarters Hotel near the 
OCC. 
 
The Portland Development Commission began negotiations with the Garfield Traub/Ashforth 
Pacific development team, with Metro and MERC participation.  During this time, and based on 
financial analyses of the ownership models, it became apparent to staff working on the project 
that a publicly owned HQ Hotel model would be more financially feasible than a privately owned 
model.  A privately owned HQ Hotel of sufficient size (600 rooms) was forecasted to require up 
to $90 million of public subsidy.  This public subsidy would be used to buy down the total project 
cost, leading to a higher return on investment for the private owner(s).  Under a private model, the 
public would not have an ownership interest in the asset it helped to fund, nor would it have much 
control over the ownership or management of the asset.  Under a publicly owned model, the bulk 
of the project costs would be covered by bonds backed by the HQ Hotel net operating income 
(NOI) and other public revenue streams as needed.  The total project costs of a publicly owned 
hotel would most likely be higher than a private model to accommodate large cash reserves for 
added financial security.  However, a publicly owned hotel would be a significant public asset 
that could generate millions of dollars in annual NOI or could be sold for profit at a later date.  
 
After deciding to concentrate on the public model, the PDC felt the project no longer belonged 
under their management, as the PDC mission focuses on private development.    As the project 
was shifting to a public ownership model to serve the Oregon Convention Center, closing the 
OCC operational fund gap, maximizing the OCC economic impact on the region, generating 
regional employment, increasing local, regional and state tax revenue and acting as a catalyst for 
redevelopment, MERC and Metro became candidates for project lead and ownership.   
 
PROPOSED METRO ACTION 
 
The proposed Metro Council Resolution No. 07-3748 would grant authorization to accept the 
results of the PDC’s competitive contracting process and authorize an exemption to the Metro 
public contracting process and to enter into exclusive negotiations with the Development Team, 
including the use of alternative contracting methods such as a design/build model with the 
selected developer, architect, and construction contractor.  The proposed resolution would not 
obligate Metro to develop a convention center Headquarters Hotel, or to accept any negotiations 
that the PDC has begun.  Instead, the resolution authorizes Metro and MERC to continue to 
evaluate the financial feasibility of such a project for Metro and MERC, and to negotiate 
financially favorable agreements with the Development Team selected via the PDC’s public 
contracting process: the Garfield Traub Development/Ashforth Pacific Inc. team (with the 
architectural firm Zimmer Gunsul Frasca; the construction firm Turner Construction Inc., the 
hotel operator/flag Starwood Hotels/Westin; and the underwriting firm Piper Jaffray & Co.).   
Any agreements negotiated by Metro/MERC with members of the Development Team will be 
contingent upon approval by the Metro Council, and will be brought before the Council for 
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formal approval prior to any commitment by Metro.  The development of a HQ Hotel will also be 
contingent on establishing partnerships with other public entities for financial and other 
contributions to this Project. The Project will also be contingent upon determining a financing 
model that will protect Metro’s interests. 
 
KNOWN OPPOSITION 
 
There is no known opposition to this resolution.  Significant doubts remain as to whether a 
publicly owned and financed HQ Hotel is financially feasible and whether it will eliminate the 
strategic fund gap and achieve the OCC mission of maximizing economic impact to the region.  
Both stakeholders who support and oppose the development of a publicly owned and financed 
HQ Hotel, are in favor of this resolution, as it will authorize agency staff to enter into 
negotiations with the Development Team.  These negotiations will enable the Metro Council, 
agency staff and key stakeholders to gain a better understanding of project cost and feasibility.   
 
LEGAL ANTECEDENTS 
 
The Metro Council is designated as the local public Contract Review Board (“CRB”) for Metro 
pursuant to ORS 279A.060 and Metro Code 2.04.010(d), and as the CRB for MERC pursuant to 
Metro Code 2.04.024.  The Metro Code section 2.04.053(c) provides for a special procurement 
contracting process as an exemption to public contracting procedures in accordance with state law 
in Oregon Revised Statutes Chapters 279A, B, and C; and state law also provides that in granting 
exemptions for public improvement contracts that the public body shall, when appropriate, use 
alternate contracting methods such as the “Design-Build” alternative contracting method.  ORS 
279B.085(5) and ORS 279C.335(5) require that the Metro Council hold a duly noticed and 
advertised public hearing on proposals to exempt a project from Metro’s competitive bidding 
requirements and to utilize the Design-Build process, and to issue findings that satisfy specific 
state law requirements on such exemptions.  In addition, Metro Code 2.04.026(1) provides that 
the Metro Council must approve any IGA in which Metro acquires or transfers any interest in real 
property or assumes any function or duty of another governmental entity. 
 
BUDGET IMPACTS 
 
Because this Resolution only seeks an exemption to the public contracting requirements to accept 
the Development Team selected by the PDC’s public contracting process, and does not seek 
authorization of any specific agreements, the budget impact of this resolution are only in staff 
time for future negotiations with the Development Team.  Metro will be starting fresh on all 
negotiations with the Development Team, and all agreements negotiated will be contingent upon 
approval by the Metro Council, and will be brought before the Council for formal approval prior 
to any commitment by Metro.  Aside from significant staff time in terms of both the Office of 
Metro Attorney and the Office of the Chief Operating Officer, there are no budget impacts. 
 
ANTICIPATED EFFECTS 
 
Development of a Headquarters Hotel adjacent to the Oregon Convention Center has the potential 
for a significant positive impact on the region.  In order to determine if the Project is financially 
feasible, Metro must enter into negotiations with the Development Team to ascertain a hard 
estimate of project costs and sources and uses of funds.  Approving Metro Council Resolution 
No. 07-3748 would allow Metro staff to immediately begin negotiations with the Development 
Team, avoiding costly project delays.  The PDC competitive contracting process took over two 
years to complete.  If Metro Council Resolution No. 07-3748 does not pass, it is entirely possible 
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that another two years will pass before Metro completes its own competitive contracting process, 
which may or may not result in selecting the same Development Team.  Construction costs have 
historically risen at or above the rate of inflation.  Recently, average daily room rates (ADR) in 
the Portland hotel market have also been rising, but there is no guarantee that ADR will keep pace 
with construction costs in the future.  Accepting the results of the PDC competitive contracting 
process would save Metro time and could lead to substantially lower project costs if Metro does 
decide to proceed with the Project. 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
George Forbes, Metropolitan Exposition Recreation Commissioner recommends adoption of this 
resolution.  A letter from George Forbes is attached as Attachment 1. 
 
The Metropolitan Exposition Recreation Commission passed Resolution No. 07-03 on 1/24/07, 
requesting that the Metro Council grant an exemption to the Metro and MERC contracting rules 
and accept the Portland Development Commission contracting process and authorize exclusive 
negotiations with the Portland Development Commission’s selected Headquarters Hotel 
Development Team.  MERC Resolution No. 07-03 is attached as Attachment 2. 
 
The Office of the Chief Operating Officer and the Office of the Metro Attorney recommend 
adoption of this resolution. 
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METROPOLITAN EXPOSITION RECREATION COMMISSION 
 

 Resolution No. 07-3748 
Attachment 1 

 

 
 
January 26, 2007 
 
David Bragdon 
Metro Council President 
600 NE Grand Avenue 
Portland, OR  97232 
 
Dear President Bragdon, 
 
I am writing to urge the Metro Council to approve the resolutions and associated budget 
amendment regarding research and analysis of a convention center hotel.  

The Oregon Convention Center has continuously delivered on a promise to generate 
economic benefit to the region by generating $5.4 billion in economic value since it opened 
in 1990. Unfortunately, the metropolitan region’s ability to remain a viable convention 
destination and the center’s ability to maximize economic benefit is eroding. 

We face mounting challenges to bring national convention business to Portland.  POVA’s 
Lost Business Report shows that our region loses between 250,000 – 270,000 room nights of 
prime convention business every year because the convention housing package is 
substandard for a growing percentage of national associations and convention planners.   

This situation is impacting the Oregon Convention Center’s ability to perform its economic 
role.  Recent hotel market studies show Portland would gain 17 new conventions annually 
with a convention hotel, with an estimated economic benefit of $88 to $110 million 
annually.  The studies also estimate that we would lose 6 existing conventions each year to 
other cities with better hotel packages, further weakening the center’s economic strength. 
These market studies suggest we should aggressively analyze a convention center hotel 
option to determine whether it is financially feasible and supported by the public.  
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MERC has actively engaged in the Portland Development Commission’s project thus far, 
including involvement with the competitive contracting and negotiating process that has 
resulted in the selection of a convention hotel development team.  On behalf of MERC, I 
respectfully request the Metro Council to accept the Portland Development Commission’s 
contracting process and approve the associated budget amendment and resolutions. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
George Forbes 
Chair 
Metropolitan Exposition Recreation Commission  
 
cc:    Metro Councilors 
  MERC Commissioners 
  Michael Jordan 
  Dan Cooper 
  Kathy Taylor 
  Reed Wagner 
  Jeff Blosser 
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METROPOLITAN EXPOSITION RECREATION COMMISSION 
 

Resolution No. 07–03 
 
For the Purpose of Requesting Metro Council to Grant an Exemption to the Metro and MERC 
Contracting Rules and Accept the Portland Development Commission’s Contracting Process and 
Authorize Exclusive Negotiations with the Portland Development Commission’s Selected Headquarters 
Hotel Development Team. 
 
 WHEREAS, in 1989 the Oregon Convention Center Urban Renewal Plan was approved by the 
Portland City Council, Ordinance No. 161925, Goal 1 of which was to maximize the regional job potential of 
the Oregon Convention Center (“OCC”) through development of a convention center headquarters hotel; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in 2003, the OCC produced nearly $490 million in economic return to the region and 
supported 7,700 jobs; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the OCC is forecasted to experience a strategic fund balance gap of over $1 million in 
fiscal years 2007-2008 increasing to a fund gap of almost $4.2 million in fiscal year 2013-2014 under current 
conditions; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Portland Oregon Visitors Association (“POVA”) has conducted a study of reasons 
for OCC lost business and has concluded that the largest single reason for such lost business is the lack of an 
adjacent “headquarters hotel” for convention users able to offer a substantial single location room block for the 
convention and that the future impact on the OCC and on the regional economy of the lack of such a hotel is 
substantial; and 
 
 WHEREAS, during 2003 through 2006 several independent studies were commissioned regarding the 
potential economic impact of a convention center Headquarters Hotel on both the convention center and on the 
regional and statewide economy; including a February 2003 study by the Strategic Advisory Group (“SAG”) 
engaged collaboratively by Metro, MERC, the Portland Development Commission (“PDC”), POVA, and the 
Tri-County Lodging Association (“TCLA”); a July 2005 study by KPMG commissioned by the OCC; a study 
by PKF Consulting (PKF”) commissioned by PDC in May 2006; and a study by ECONorthwest in June 2006; 
and  
 
 WHEREAS, the SAG study concluded that an appropriately-sized headquarters hotel would be 
necessary in order for the OCC to maximize its positive economic impact on the Metro region; and the study 
projected that over thirty (30) years the benefits to the Metro region and the State of Oregon from a convention 
center headquarters hotel would add millions of additional hotel room nights and millions of dollars in 
additional spending, and thousands of additional jobs supported each year; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the KPMG report estimated that the regional benefit of a convention center Headquarters 
Hotel would range from $83.8 to $111.7 million annually; and that approximately 1,250 to 1,600 full-time jobs 
within the area’s convention industry would be needed to support the new convention business (laundry 
services, florists, audio/visual providers, and the like); and  
 
 WHEREAS, the PKF study recommended that an OCC Headquarters Hotel contain 600 rooms with 
41,000 square feet of function space, which would have an impact of preventing an erosion of current OCC 
convention volume of an estimated 25,000 rooms per night annually by 2013, and that competitive hotels’ 
rates and occupancies would likely be equal to or greater than that achieved without such a hotel, and that a 
Headquarters’ Hotel would provide a catalyst for new business relocation to the hotel’s area and would also 
provide significant economic impact via jobs, taxes, and income; and 
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 WHEREAS, the ECONorthwest study examined the economic impact of a convention center 
Headquarters Hotel in Portland, and concluded that such a hotel would generate expenditures of almost $50 
million in the Portland region in 2013 (in 2004 dollars), which expenditures would generate a total economic 
impact of over $100 million in business sales and $40 million in labor income, and the equivalent of almost 
1500 full-time jobs in the Portland region in 2013; and that the present value in 2006 of future benefits 
generated by the Headquarters hotel is $850 million to $1.4 billion in business sales, $340 million to $653 
million in labor income, and the equivalent of 278 to 2,058 annual full-time jobs; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in July 2003 the PDC approved via Resolution No. 6040 a Headquarters Hotel 
Implementation Strategy prepared in consultation with Metro, MERC, and other stakeholders including POVA 
and the TCLA; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Headquarters Hotel Implementation Strategy recommended a two-step process to 
identify potential developers for the Headquarters Hotel Project (“Project”) including issuance of a Request for 
Qualifications (“RFQ”) and a subsequent Request for Proposals (“RFP”); and 
 
 WHEREAS, in September 2003 the PDC issued and gave public notice of RFQ 03-22 “Request for 
Qualifications to Develop a Convention Center Headquarters Hotel” (“Hotel RFQ”) to identify qualified 
developers for a subsequent RFQ solicitation; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in September 2004 the PDC issued and gave public notice of RFP 04-09 “Request for 
Proposals for an Oregon Convention Center Headquarters Hotel,” and issued Addendums ## 1 – 4 in 
November 2004 through June 2005 (“Hotel RFP”), which RFP invited qualified respondents to make 
proposals for both private and public financing and ownership of a convention center headquarters hotel, to 
which there were four respondents; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in January 2005 the PDC approved via Resolution No. 6218 a Headquarters Hotel 
Developer Selection Process which identified specific opportunities for public comment and community 
involvement and a schedule for deliberations by a designated evaluation committee for the selection of the 
development team; and 
 
 WHEREAS, an OCC Headquarters Hotel Evaluation Committee was formed to review and analyze 
the four RFP responses that were submitted, which committee was comprised of the MERC Oregon 
Convention Center manager, the Chairman of the MERC Commission, the Metro Chief Financial Officer, a 
POVA board member, a City of Portland finance officer, and members of the Lloyd Transportation 
Management Association, the Lloyd Business Improvement District, the Lloyd Community Association, the 
TCLA; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in September 2005 the OCC Headquarters Hotel Evaluation Committee presented and 
made publicly available its report containing its recommendations, in which the Committee unanimously 
recommended the selection of the Garfield Traub Development/ Ashforth Pacific Inc. team (with the 
architectural firm Zimmer Gunsul Frasca; the construction firm Turner Construction Inc.; and the hotel 
operator/flag Starwood Hotels/Westin; and the underwriting firm Piper Jaffray & Co) (“Development Team”) 
as the most responsive proposal submitted in accordance with the evaluation criteria set forth in RFP #04-09; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, in October 2005 the PDC adopted Resolution No. 6305 which accepted the OCC 
Headquarters Hotel Evaluation Committee’s recommendation and authorized the PDC Executive Director to 
initiate exclusive negotiations with the Development Team to develop the OCC Headquarters Hotel; and 
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 WHEREAS, Metro, MERC, and PDC staff have studied the proposals from the RFP respondents, 
reviewed the analysis of outside consultants, and heard testimony from national meeting planners, and have 
determined that a publicly-owned, 600-800 room convention center hotel adjacent to the convention center 
containing public function and ballroom spaces and the ability to offer a 500-room-block for conventions is the 
model that will meet the goals of the region for bringing national conventions to the OCC and increasing 
tourism and economic development to Portland, the metropolitan region, and the state; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Evaluation Committee and Metro, MERC, and the PDC have studied the RFP 
responses and financial models and have concluded that due to the inclusion of certain non-revenue-producing 
goals associated with a hotel designed to serve the convention center and the region, such as a large room 
block commitment available to conventioneers, convention break-out rooms and banquet halls, payment of 
prevailing wages, focused inclusion of minority and emerging businesses, environmentally “green” 
construction standards, and the like, that a private ownership model for a hotel would not be financially 
feasible without a substantial public subsidy, and that a public ownership model would provide both the 
requisite public control over the Project and would also be able to provide the non-revenue-producing goals 
that would serve both the convention center and the regional economy; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the PDC, with Metro and MERC involvement, has formed a Technical Advisory 
Committee (“TAC”), whose membership includes representatives from the local hotel and visitor industry and 
adjacent neighborhoods and business groups to provide technical input regarding Project design, program, cost 
and industry benefits and impacts; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the PDC owns real property valued at over several million dollars plus an additional 
contribution of at least $4 million that PDC is prepared to donate to Metro for the development of a publicly-
owned headquarters hotel; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Metro’s interest and ability to take part in a Headquarters Hotel will also be contingent 
upon establishing partnerships with other public entities for financial and other contributions to this Project, 
and also on the ability to negotiate financially feasible agreements with the developer, operator, manager, 
architect, and underwriter of the hotel; and the Project will also be contingent upon determining a financing 
model that will protect Metro’s interests; and 
 
 WHEREAS, due to the fact that the PDC has engaged in and completed, with Metro’s and MERC’s 
involvement, a several-years-long competitive contracting process for the design, construction, management 
and operation of the OCC Headquarters Hotel resulting in the selection of the Development Team, it would be 
most efficient in terms of time, construction costs, and public investment for Metro to accept the results of the 
PDC’s competitive process rather than re-start the process all over again with Metro in the lead rather than the 
PDC; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Metro Council is designated as the local public Contract Review Board (“CRB”) for 
Metro pursuant to ORS 279A.060 and Metro Code 2.04.010(d), and as the CRB for MERC pursuant to Metro 
Code 2.04.024; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Metro Code 2.04.053(c) provides for a special procurement contracting process as an 
exemption to public contracting procedures in accordance with state law in Oregon Revised Statutes 
Chapters 279A, B, and C; and state law also provides that in granting exemptions for public improvement 
contracts that the public body shall, when appropriate, use alternate contracting methods that take account of 
market realities and modern practices and are consistent with the public policy of encouraging competition; 
and 
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 WHEREAS, the “Design-Build” alternative contracting method allows for the opportunity to 
integrate value engineering into the design phase, as the construction contractor joins the Project team early 
with design responsibilities under a team approach, with the potential of reducing contract change orders and 
the risk of design flaws, shortening project time, and obtaining innovative design solutions through the 
collaboration of the contractor and design team which would not otherwise be possible if the contractor had 
not yet been selected; and 
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to ORS 279B.085(5) and ORS 279C.335(5), the Metro Council will hold a duly 
noticed and advertised public hearing on February 8, 2007 on the proposal to exempt the Project from 
competitive bidding, to accept the PDC’s contracting process, to enter into exclusive negotiations with the 
selected project Development Team, and to utilize the Design-Build process; and  
 
 WHEREAS, Metro Code 2.04.026(1) provides that the Metro Council must approve any IGA in 
which Metro acquires or transfers any interest in real property or assumes any function or duty of another 
governmental entity; and 
 
 WHEREAS, MERC concludes that it is the most advantageous, expeditious, and cost effective 
approach for the Project to accept the results of the PDC’s competitive process and negotiate with the 
Development Team selected by that competitive process rather than re-start the process all over again with 
Metro in the lead, and also to utilize the Design-Build alternative contracting method; 
 
BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS: 
 
1. The Metropolitan Exposition Recreation Commission requests that the Metro Council grant an 

exemption to the Metro and MERC contracting rules and accept the Portland Development 
Commission contracting process and authorize exclusive negotiations with the Portland Development 
Commission’s selected Headquarters Hotel Development Team. 

 
Passed by the Commission on January 24, 2007. 
 
  

 
       
Chair – George Forbes 

  
 
       
Secretary-Treasurer – Janice Marquis 

Approved as to form: 
Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney 
 
 
By:       
 Nathan A. Schwartz Sykes 
 Senior Attorney 
 Office of Metro Attorney 

 

 

Resolution No. 07-3748
Attachment 2



Page 1 - Staff Report to MERC Resolution No. 07-03 
 m:\attorney\confidential\5.0\07-XX.SR.cln.001 
 OMA/NAS/kvw (01/19/07) 

MERC Staff Report 
 
 
Agenda Item/Issue:  Requesting Metro Council to grant an exception to the Metro and 
MERC contracting rules and accept the Portland Development Commission’s contracting 
process for selection of the Metro Headquarters Hotel Development Team and authorize 
exclusive negotiations with the selected Headquarters Hotel Development Team 
 
Resolution No.:  07-03 Presented By:  Jeff Blosser
 
Date:  January 24, 2007 
 
Background and Analysis:  The resolution describes in detail the very complicated, extensive 
and public process that the Portland Development Commission (“PDC”) went through to select 
the Headquarter Hotel Development Team.  The Resolution requests that the Metro Council 
adopt the process used by the PDC in selecting the Headquarter Hotel Development Team and 
exempt the process from public contracting procedures pursuant to MERC policies, the Metro 
Code and Oregon law.  MERC requests that Metro do so as this is the most efficient, expedient 
and cost effective manner for the continuation of the process of developing a Headquarter Hotel.  
Metro is the appropriate agency to move this project forward with its ownership of the Oregon 
Convention Center and its ability to bond the project.  A Convention Center HQ Hotel is 
essential to the economic success of the Oregon Convention Center and surrounding area.   The 
HQ Hotel will increase OCC’s ability to attract new convention business, generate economic 
impact for the area and add business and tax contributions.  The HQ Hotel is part of MERC’s 
strategic plan and a funding solution for the Oregon Convention Center operations.  The lack of 
a HQ Hotel is the principal reason our clients do not pick Portland as their preferred convention 
destination.  The presence of a HQ Hotel would significantly aid in selling Portland as a 
preferred destination.  Re-starting this project would cause a minimum two-year delay and  
would increase the construction costs that have been  escalating at a rate of 5-6% over the past 
two years. 
 
Fiscal Impact:  None 
 
Recommendation:  Staff recommends that the Metropolitan Exposition Recreation Commission 
adopt Resolution 07-03, For the purpose of granting an exception to the Metro and MERC 
contracting rules and accept the Portland Development Commission’s contracting process for 
selection of the Metro Headquarters Hotel Development Team and authorize exclusive 
negotiations with the selected Headquarters Hotel Development Team. 
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 
 
 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING THE FY 
2006-07 BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS 
SCHEDULE AMENDING THE MERC 
OPERATING FUND AND DECLARING AN 
EMERGENCY  

)
)
) 
)
) 
) 

ORDINANCE NO. 07-1140 
 
Introduced by Mike Jordan, Chief Operating 
Officer, with the concurrence of Council 
President Bragdon 

 

 WHEREAS, the Metro Council has reviewed and considered the need to increase appropriations 
within the FY 2006-07 Budget; and 

 WHEREAS, the need for the increase of appropriation has been justified; and 

 WHEREAS, adequate funds exist for other identified needs; now, therefore, 

 
 THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 
 

1. That the FY 2006-07 Budget and Schedule of Appropriations are hereby amended as shown 
in the column entitled “Revision” of Exhibits A and B to this Ordinance for the purpose of 
amending the MERC Operating Fund. 

  
2. This Ordinance being necessary for the immediate preservation of the public health, safety or 

welfare of the Metro area in order to meet obligations and comply with Oregon Budget Law, 
an emergency is declared to exist, and this Ordinance takes effect upon passage. 

 
 
ADOPTED by the Metro Council this _______ day of __________ , 2007. 
 
 

 
David Bragdon, Council President 

 
 

Attest: 
 
 
_________________________________________ 
Christina Billington, Recording Secretary 

Approved as to Form: 
 
 
       
Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney 

 



Exhibit A
Ordinance No. 07-1140

Current  Amended
Budget Revision Budget

ACCT   DESCRIPTION FTE Amount FTE Amount FTE Amount
MERC Operating Fund

Total MERC Operating Fund

Total Personal Services 161.00 $15,441,793 0.00 $0 161.00 $15,441,793

Materials & Services
GOODS Goods

5201 Office Supplies 201,911 0 201,911
5205 Operating Supplies 317,001 0 317,001
5210 Subscriptions and Dues 25,902 0 25,902
5214 Fuels and Lubricants 10,350 0 10,350
5215 Maintenance & Repairs Supplies 131,700 0 131,700
5225 Retail 12,000 0 12,000

SVCS Services
5240 Contracted Professional Svcs 528,412 250,000 778,412
5245 Marketing Expense 2,024,375 0 2,024,375
5247 POVA Pass-Through 385,239 0 385,239
5251 Utility Services 2,299,479 0 2,299,479
5255 Cleaning Services 16,950 0 16,950
5260 Maintenance & Repair Services 517,970 0 517,970
5265 Rentals 489,634 0 489,634
5280 Other Purchased Services 350,722 0 350,722
5281 Other Purchased Services - Reimb 262,794 0 262,794
5291 Food and Beverage Services 8,422,996 0 8,422,996
5292 Parking Services 205,011 0 205,011

IGEXP Intergov't Expenditures
5300 Payments to Other Agencies 88,872 0 88,872
5310 Taxes (Non-Payroll) 7,000 0 7,000

OTHEXP Other Expenditures
5450 Travel 85,513 0 85,513
5455 Staff Development 80,264 0 80,264
5480 Fee Reimbursements 40,300 0 40,300
5490 Miscellaneous Expenditures 132,022 0 132,022
Total Materials & Services $16,636,417 $250,000 $16,886,417

Total Debt Service $18,899 $0 $18,899

Total Capital Outlay $40,000 $0 $40,000

Total Interfund Transfers $6,088,876 0.00 $0 $6,088,876

Contingency and Ending Balance
CONT Contingency

5999 Contingency
* General Contingency 1,109,037 (250,000) 859,037

UNAPP Unappropriated Fund Balance
* Restricted Fund Balance (User Fees) 840,445 0 840,445
* Ending Balance 9,064,312 0 9,064,312

Total Contingency and Ending Balance $11,013,794 ($250,000) $10,763,794

TOTAL REQUIREMENTS 161.00 $49,239,779 0.00 $0 161.00 $49,239,779
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Exhibit B
Ordinance No. 07-1140

FY 2006-07 SCHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS

Current Amended
Appropriation Revision Appropriation

MERC OPERATING FUND
Operating Expenses (PS & M&S) $32,078,210 $250,000 $32,328,210
Debt Service 18,899 0 18,899
Capital Outlay 40,000 0 40,000
Interfund Transfers 6,088,876 0 6,088,876
Contingency 1,109,037 (250,000) 859,037
Unappropriated Balance 9,904,757 0 9,904,757

Total Fund Requirements $49,239,779 $0 $49,239,779

All other appropriations remain as previously adopted
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STAFF REPORT 
 
 
IN CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 07-1140, FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING THE 
FY 2006-07 BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS SCHEDULE FOR AMENDING THE MERC 
OPERATING FUND AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY 

 
              
 
Date: January 18, 2007      Prepared by: Cynthia Hill 

Presented by: Jeff Blosser 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
This amendment is to increase The Oregon Convention Center Materials and Services budget for project 
management, communication support, consulting fees, and associated project costs for the proposed 
Convention Center Hotel.  Expert analysis and professional management will be necessary for the MERC 
Commission and Metro Council to determine appropriate further action for this project.  First, in order to 
identify a firm price for the hotel construction, a project manager will be needed to negotiate with the 
development team on behalf of Metro/ MERC.  Second, communication with the local community, the 
business community, the hospitality industry and convention stakeholders will need to take place so to 
determine the level of public support and/or concern about this project.  Finally, Metro Council and 
MERC Commission, as well as bond Counsel, will need a comprehensive feasibility report on all aspects 
of the funding for the Headquarters Hotel including reserves accounts, hotel pro-formas, interest rates, 
market analysis and room rates to appropriately analyze the project.  Relevant market information will 
include competitive analysis of other hotels, historical trends, a review of the impact of the new hotel on 
market demand, and how the market has withstood past economic downturns.   
  
ANALYSIS/INFORMATION 
 
1. Known Opposition:   None known. 
 
2. Legal Antecedents:   ORS 294.450 provides for transfers of appropriations within a fund, including 

transfers from contingency, if such transfers are authorized by official resolution or ordinance of the 
governing body for the local jurisdiction. 

 
3. Anticipated Effects:  These studies are critical for the Metro Council and MERC to make final 

decisions on the feasibility of the Headquarters Hotel. 
 
4. Budget Impacts:  This action moves $250,000 from the MERC Operating Fund contingency to 

Operating Expenditures for the action listed above.   
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
  
Recommend adoption of Ordinance No. 07-1140. MERC Commission approved the budget amendment 
as shown in Attachment 1, MERC Resolution 07-02.  
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