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Minutes of December 20, 1979

CALL TO ORDER

After declaration of a quorum, the December 20, 1979, meeting of the
Council of the Metropolitan Service District’ (Metro) was called to
order by Presiding Officer Michael Burton at 7:30 p.m. in the
Council Chamber of the Metropolitan Service district at 527 S. W.
Hall Street, Portland, Oregon 97201. '

1.

time to speak.

INTRODUCTIONS

There were no introductions.’

WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS TO THE COUNCIL

. Chairman Burton said that he received a letter from Jerry

Powell of the Solid Waste Committee saying that he wished to
resign.” Chairman Burton suggested -that this matter be referred
to the Committee for suggestions for a new appointment.

Chairman Burton said that Northwest Oregon Health Systems had
sent a letter indicating that they intended to file application - .

- with the Department of Health, Education and Welfare requesting '
" ~continuation of their designation as the health services ‘

organization for Oregon. He said that he would refer this
letter to the Chief Administrative Officer for follow-up.

Chairman Burton continued that he had received a letter from
the National Association of Regional Councils saying that they
were in the process of enlarging their Metropolitan Council
Advisory Committee. They asked Metro review of a report and
recommendation by January 4. Chairman Burton suggested that
Coun. Kirkpatrick be designated to serve as representative for
Region X. With Council consensus he would appointed Coun.

Kirkpatrick as a representative and as alternate he designated
the Executive Officer.

Chairman Burton said a letter had been directed to Metrofcon-
cerning a landfill at N. E. '75th and Killingsworth. Councilors
had received copies of that letter. '

CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS TO THE COUNCIL ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS
Ms. Renny Vowell said she was attending the meeting as a con-

cerned citizen. She asked to speak in regard to selection of
Durham Pit. She asked about the current status of this site.

" Chairman Burton said that there was an item on the agenda‘ which ‘

related to this matter and asked if she would wait until that
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4.

CONSENT AGENDA

4.1 Minutes of meeting of November 20, 1979.

4.2 A-95 Review directly related to Metro.

Coun. Stuhr moved, seconded by Coﬁn; Schedeen, that the items
on the Consent Agenda be approved.

Coun. Rhodes said she had several comments and corrections
regarding the minutes. She said that on the bottom of page 2
there was a reference to a representative to Multnomah County.
Community Action Agency (MCCAA) and that the fourth line did
not make sense. She suggested that it be corrected to state
"requesting that MCCAA inform Metro when regional issues are on
their agenda, so that the Council may send a representative to
those meetings." On page 5, paragraph 2, regarding a dis-

‘cussion of an umbrella ordinance for drainage, Coun. Rhodes

said it was not made clear in that the LID was changed to
restrict it to strictly drainage and this was done to accommo-
date the local concerns. She was not sure in the last sentence

‘of the second paragraph what was meant because the LID assess-

ments would certainly be used for the Johnson Creek problem.
On page 6, the second paragraph regarding groundwater in
Multnomah County, statement  $4 was not correct.

'Coun. Peterson said that he had previously contacted the Clerk

of the Council with suggestions about corrections in this
section and had realized that there had been two consecutive
Council meetings concerning this issue. This item referred to
the first meeting and the comments made here were correct. At
a subsequent meeting a different conversation had ensued and °
this would be recorded in those minutes. '

Question. was called on the motion. With amendments made, all
Councilors present voted aye. The motion carried unanimously.

REPORTS
5.1 Report from Executive Officer.j-

Chief Administrative Officer Kent said that the Executive
Officer had been detained and would be present a little
later in the meeting, therefore, he would make the °
Executive Report.

Mr. Kent said that Chairman Burton had appeared on Elaine
Cogan's radio show and that he had done an excellent job
in his comments about the new Metro government.
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With regard to the Urban Growth Boundary, Mr. Kent said
that a historic process had resulted in an LCDC vote to
approve an Urban Growth Boundary for the region. He said
that no one should feel that the controversy surrounding
the issue in any way diminished the final result. He
complimented Mr, Sitzman and Mr. Bartlett for their ex-
emplary work over a long period of time, which resulted in
approval of the Boundary. Mr. Kent said staff had receiv-
ed very good support from each of the Councilors and

. thanked them for the amount of time they had given. He
~said this.was a great step forward and that Metro would be

acknowledged nationally for its achievements in this area.

Mr. Kent said a status report on the affirmative action
plan had been included in the Councilors packets. The

Plan 'is on file in the Metro office.

*- Staff is in the process bf_preparing information concern- .

ing Metro's accomplishments. for the first fiscal year of
operation. A draft report will be circulated to Council-
ors and staff would appreciate their review and comment
prior to publication of the report. C

.Coun; Banzer asked Mr. Kent concerning H.B. 2328 which

specifically deleted the right of Metro Councilors or the
Executive Officer to have a 12 word ballot slogan. She
said she had checked with the Secretary of State's office
and that they were not aware that this had gone through.
She asked that the General Counsel report at the next
informal meeting why this had happened without Council not
being aware it had occurred.

.. Council Committee Reports

JPACT: Coun. Williamson reported that JPACT had met since
the last Council meeting. There were several items on the
agenda which related to transportation. Coun. Williamson
said that the Committee would like to remove from the
agenda the item relating to’ the Metropolitan Reserve.
Chairman Burton agreed that this item be removed, since
there was no objection from anyone on the Council.

Planning and Development Committee: Coun. Kafoury said
the Planning and Development Committee had nothing to
report. The Committee had forwarded an item that would
appear later on the agenda. : : :

Ways and Means Committee: Coun. Kirkpatrick said the Ways
and Means Committee had circulated a report to the Council
which was in the packet. She said that on January 15 the
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Ways and Means Committee would meet again and would study
a draft ordinance for filling vacant Council positions.

Coun. Kirkpatrick said that Ms. Holstrom had presented a

-staff recommendation for restructuring the Local Officials

Advisory Committee (LOAC), which had been approved by
Steering Committee. The Committee suggested that LOAC get

‘involved in the A-95 Review. The Ways and Means Committee -

had discussed this proposal.

Coun. Kirkpatrick said the Committee had discussed the
budget schedule and had asked that all committees wishing
to present items for consideration put them in priority

- status because they would be listed that way. According

to the budget schedule, staff will start creating a budget
January 24. If Council members determine the need to
meet, the Ways and Means Committee will try to schedule a
meeting.

The Committee had looked at the audit and had made a
recommendation that will come up on the agenda at a later
time. They had discussed changing the Committee structure
and there was an indication that some members of the
Council might propose changes.

The Ways and Means Committee voted to postpone any
Committee changes until February. ‘

Zoo Committee: Coun. Banzer said the Council had before
it a document from the Zoo Committee which contained
recommendations for proposals for public subsidy of Zoo
Operations and Capital Improvements. She said this would
be discussed at the next informal meeting of the Council.
The Committee had formulated recommendations around the
Task Force recommendations on how to proceed with funding
beyond Zoo and general Metro needs.

Chairman. Burton said the Finance Committee report would be
discussed at the informal meeting on January 10.

There was further discussion of the Zoo Committee report.
Coun. Banzer said that a suggestion for foundation funding
was included in the plan. The Committee felt that this
should be aggressively pursued.

Solid Waste/Public Facilties: Coun. Berkman said the
Solid Waste/Public Facilities Committee had met and dis-
cussed a number of items which should be of interest to
the Council. He asked Coun. Rhodes to summarize the
status of the Johnson Creek activities. Coun. Rhodes said
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- an ordinance is on the agenda which deals with development
guidelines. The Gresham City Council had unanimously
approved support of the LID. She said the Committee is
still looking at the legal aspects and it may be possible
that it will be necessary to have three LIDs. .

Coun. Berkman said there were several items later on the
agenda which had been reviewed by the Solid Waste/Public
Facilities Committee. The Committee heard a presentation
from persons seeking commitment of a site for a landfill
at 122nd.: The Committee received a report from the Corps
of Engineers concerning dredging of the Willamette River.
This will be presented to the Council with a request for
authorization to release the reports, along with the other
Metro study reports, for public review and comment. Other
items considered by the Committee included a proposal to
site a landfill near Mira Monte. The Public Facilities
Committee had voted to suspend any further work at that
site, pending resolution of a number of questions.

Coun. Berkman said that the Executive Officer had several
meetings with the DEQ staff regarding a Memorandum of
.Agreement between DEQ and Metro. Coun. Berkman urged
Council support for the Memorandum of Agreement which was
signed by the Executive Officer and Mr. Bill Young of the
DEQ. Coun. Berkman said that this Memorandum of Agreement
represented an excellent step forward in the process of
landfill siting. This was an outstanding way to place
emphasis on working with the DEQ to find a site outside
the Metro boundaries.

Coun. Berkman referred to a letter from DEQ in which he
said there was no indication that the DEQ had environ-
mental concerns in reference to gravel pits for use as
landfill sites. He understood from the letter that the
DEQ would prefer to look in a cooperative way at other
alternatives, based on more clearly defined criteria,
before coming back to the gravel pit Sites.

" Chairman Burton said he understood that, under this
Memorandum of Agreement, Metro would not be looking at
gravel pits. Coun. Berkman agreed that that was correct.

Coun. Kafoury said that it was her understanding that the
schedule indicated that Metro should have a site in opera-
tion by February of 1983 and that Metro is behind in that
schedule. Coun. Berkman agreed that Metro is behind and
said that emphasis is being placed on expansion of

St. Johns Landfill, predicated on a requirement of EPA
that Metro will have a landfill sited and approved by
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6.1

1984. The possibility of going forward with resource
recovery could positively: impact this situatioh and take a
little pressure off. The City Council of Portland has
resolved that, with the amount of waste flow coming into
the St. Johns Landfill from outside the metropolitan
region, they will not allow any waste from outside the
metropolitan boundary in that landfill. It will be
necessary to have a site identified and begin the process

of getting approval in the next calendar year,

specifically in the next six months.

Coun. Peterson asked if, within the next few months,
primary emphasis will be pPlaced on looking for potential
landfill sites outside the Urban Growth Boundary. Mr.
Irvine said that staff had met with members of DEQ to
outline the next three-month program. There was
discussion of the possibility of siting potential land-

fills outside Metro's boundary. The meetings had been

-'very encouraging.

Fiscal Year 1979 Audit Report

This item was heard later in the meéting.

6. PUBLIC HEARINGS

Ordinance No. 79-81, Addptingvthe Interim Johnson Creek
Basin Stormwater Runoff Plan (First Reading).

It having been ascertained that it was the consensus of
the Council to do so, the Clerk read Ordinance No. 79-81
the first time by title only.

Coun. Rhodes explained that the Ordinance adopts a
functional plan rather than a rule. The investigation
undertaken by the Metro staff and the Council Committee
indicated that adoption of an Interim Functional Plan was
a preferred way of implementing the Johnson Creek Interim
Development Guidelines. Since five or six jurisdictions
have already adopted development guidelines, the decision
was made that the plan would be incorporated into the
Ordinance. The Task Force has not reviewed the Ordinance
but has approved it in substance and has always supported
the guidelines. ‘ '

Coun. Kirkpatrick asked if the Task Force had prepared a
model ordinance for those jurisdictions who wished to
adopt such an ordinance. Coun. Rhodes said that they had
not-~-that Happy Valley had requested that Metro prepare an
ordinance for their use. When this has been done, it can
be used as a model ordinance. o
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The public hearing was opehéd, There being no one who
wished to speak at this time, the public hearing was
closed. . '

There was no motion made at' this hearing. A motion for
adoption will be made at the next Council meeting.

A short break was taken.

7. . NEW BUSINESS

7.1 Resolution No. 79-110, Granting Variances to Metro Waste
Disposal Code to Multnomah County.

Coun. Deines moved,'seconded by Coun. Kafoury, that
" “Resolution No. 79-110 be adopted. :

Coun. Berkman said that the Management Summary summarizes
-very completely the issues the Committee discussed with
Multnomah County. One aspect of the report was that the
Council should take note of the concern expressed by
Couns. Rhodes and Deines in reference to adequate notice
to immediately effected property owners. The Committee
had received assurance that the people who lived within
the perimeters involved would be notified; therefore, the
Committee supported the Resolution.

Chairman Burton questioned the removal of a requirement

for a 30~day public hearing. Coun. Berkman said it was

his understanding that discussions in reference to the

site had been going on for a number of months and there
had been an opportunity for citizen involvement in those
counties., A specific qQuestion as to the project now

before the Council had been spoken to and notice would be
provided to those individuals immediately affected. This - -
would be sufficient to meet the requirements,

“Chairman Burton said that it was not clear that. this would
allow public comment. After further discussion Coun.
Miller asked to make some suggestions to deal with the
problem. She asked for assurances that concerns would:
come to the Council as written. With respect to public
notice, notice could go out immediately and the notice '

-could include the name of Metro and provide information so
that the public could contact staff to assure that Council
would be aware of any problems immediately.

Coun. Miller moved, seconded by Coun. Rhodes, that the

County be requested to send out notices, effective
immediately. .
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5.3

" process started.

Coun. Berkman asked if the notices which were sent out
immediately should have specific-times citizens could

respond to Metro, as well as
said this response should be
said. the staff had requested

~ _name and telephone number on

There was further discussion

to the County. Coun. Miller
only to Metro. Mr. Irvine
that the County place Metro's
anything that they sent out.

of this matter. Coun.-

Kafoury said it seemed the County had advertised this

project at great length.

She questioned whether, if in

that notice, there was a discussion of the fact that

materials would be moved and

there would be digging.

Coun. Peterson said that, according to the County, the
people had been notified. " They had had public hearings

‘and an. opportunity for neighbors to express their views.

A vote was taken on the amendment.. All Councilors present
voting aye, the motion carried unanimously.

. Vote on Resolution No. 79-110 as amended. All Councilors

present voting aye, the motion carried unanimously.

Fiscal Year 1979 Audit Report.

Chairman Burton said that co
been distributed to the Coun

by the Council at this time.

the audit is required by law.

pies of the Audit Report had
cil.and the Ways and Means
Committee had reviewed the report.

No action was required

. He reminded the Council that

As part of their role the

auditors have presented a Management Letter to the Council

with a recommendation for adjustments.

The Ways and Means

Committee had reviewed the staff report and had endorsed

the approach presented by staff.

already being taken.

Corrective measures are

Mr. Jim Savage of Coopers and Lybrand introduced Mrs. Ann
Hawkins who had been the auditor in charge on this

project. He said this was a
and MSD had merged.

difficult audit in that CRAG

Subsequent to. the merger the CRAG
. audit had to be done at the same time the new Metro budget
At that time the accounting department

was understaffed, which put a great deal of burden.on the
staff people. 'Mr. savage thought the Council should

understand this when it read

Chairman Burton thought that

the management letter.

at the Ways and Means'

Committee one major concern was the question of inventory-

- ing and that this had not been done.

Mr. Savage said that

CRAG and MSD had not had much in the way of fixed assets

until they acquired the Zoo.

The City of Portland had an
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‘adequate record but this record has not been kept
up-to-date by Metro. 'Mr. Savage suggested that Metro have
the responsibility to carry accountability of those
assets. He said the inventory was extremely important.
Councilors questioned Mr. Savage further about various
aspects of the audit and how it was conducted

Mr. Kent said 1t was staff intent to, as a normal part of
the audit, start in May of this year. An interim report
would be provided prior to the end of the fiscal year.
Mr. Savage said that the auditors would schedule interim
work in April or May and could have a report to the
Counc11 by the latter part of June.

There was no actlon necessary on this item.

7.2 .Resolution No. 79-111, Authorlzlng Funds for
McLoughlln Blvd. Corridor Project.

Coun. Mlller moved, seconded by Coun Williamson, that
Resolution No. 79-111 be adopted. -

Coun. Williamson said the Joint Policy Advisory Committee
on Transportation (JPACT) had unanimously recommended

~adoption of this Resolution. He said all affected juris-
dictions had forwarded resolutions approving this project.

Mr. Gustafson said he felt that staff deserved a great
deal of credit and that this project represented a
decision five or six months ahead of schedule. The staff
has recommended that Council approve preliminary engineer-
ing so that the project may be forwarded to Oregon Depart--
ment of Transportation (ODOT). It will be necessary to
find the required local matching funds. In the Resolution
the Council requested the Oregon Transportation Commission
“to provide the matching funds.

Mr. Doug Allen, 2247 S. E. 5lst Street, read from a docu-
ment concerning the Banfield Freeway and said he hoped
that the insight provided by the Banfield experience might
‘contribute to the Council ‘decision. He felt that light
rail should be included in the McLoughlin Corridor and
that the suggested project was completely inadequate for
_ transportation planning in the 1980's. :

Mr. Ockert explained that light rail had been evaluated
and that it was found it could not solve the transpor-
tation problems, whereas the proposed concept, including
HOV, would solve the problems.~
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Coun. Miller told Mr. Allen that there would be extensive
public hearings through the ODOT proceedings and that she
hoped that Mr. Allen would be in attendance at those hear-
1ngs. ‘ ‘

-Coun. Williamson explained that the Resolution stated that

the option of light rail would be preserved with the

project. This action represents a model for improvement
"+ . over the longer per1od of time.

‘Council continued discussion of the report It was
rpointed out that one of the advantages of this proposal
was that, while it provided for improvement of the road
system, 1t did not preclude options.

Question was called on the motion. All COunc1lors present'
voting aye, the motion carried unanlmously.

7.3 Resolution No. 79- 112, Including the Portland Traction
Company nght—of-Way in the Study of Transportation
Alternatlves in the Southern Corridor.

’ : | Coun. W1111amson moved, seconded by Coun. Stuhr, that
’ Resolution No. 79-112 be adopted ' o

Coun. W1111amson sa1d that the Portland Traction Company
Right-of-Way had been abandoned for a number of years.
The current owners are interested in sell1ng the property
and \Tri-Met, Clackamas County and various citizens groups
were concerned that the potential light rail route might
be lost to the public. ‘A systems analysis conducted by
Metro staff placed the implementation of a southern rail
route far in the future. Tri-Met has requested that Metro
evaluate the utility of .purchasing this right-of-way and
reserving it for future development of light rail
transit. Both TPAC and JPACT have approved this
recommendation and have recommended adoption of the
attached resolutlon. '

There was ‘discussion by the Counc1l of the proposal to
. purchase the right-of-way.

Coun.»Wllllamson declared a potential conflict of interest.
. Mr.- Ockert pointed out that this would not only concern
whether the right-of-way should be preserved, but would
‘ ~involve a determination of whether this would be an appro-
. priate place for 119ht rail.

Question called on the motion. All Councilors present
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7.4

7,5'

7.7

voting aye, the motion carried unanimously.

Resolution No. 79-113; Proceeding Into Phase II Planning

of the Westside Transitway Program.

Coun. Berkman moved, seconded by Coun. Kafoury, that
Resolution No. 79-113 be adopted.

Mr. Norman Griffith, attorney, spoke, proposing that an
alternate route should be studied which would run by way
of a tunnel to Garden Home along Multnomah Blvd. Mr.
Griffith asked that this route be ‘studied in more detail.
There was Council discussion of Mr. Griffith's proposal.

Mr. Bob Bothman of Oregon Department of Transportation
suggested that the study could take a look at Mr. ,
Griffith's proposal as part of the alignment on Multnomah
Blvd. Coun. Williamson thought this option could be
examined further within the bounds of the existing
resolution. Coun. Miller said she would vote for the

. resolution with the understanding that staff will once

again look at the tunnel issue. ‘ : .

Question called on the motion. All Councilors present
voting. aye, the motion carried unanimouly.

Resolution No. 79-114, this item was removed from the
Agenda at the request of JPACT. ' S '

Resolution No. 79-115, Commenting on Draft Transportation
Improvement Program (TIP) and Draft for Determination of
Air Quality Consistency for the Urban Areas of Clark
County. ' '

Coun. Kafoury moved, seconded by Cbun.AWilliamson, that

Resolution No. 79-115 be adopted.

: Through the Agenda Management Summary, Council was .

informed that each metropolitan Planning organization
prepares a TIP describing a projects program for its
Planning area. Coordination of these documents is set
forth in the Metro Regional Planning Council Memorandum of
Agreement. JPACT has reviewed this Resolution and recom-
mends adoption. Co

Question called on the motion. "All Councilors present
voting aye, the motion carried unanimously.

Resolution No. 79-116, Cornelius Compliance Acknowledgmeht
Request. v -
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7.8

Coun.'Miller moved, seconded by Coun. Kafoury, that
Resolution No. 79-116 be adopted.:

Coun. Kafoury reported that the issues had been resolved
and, therefore, the Committee had recommended approval.

Question called on the motion. All Councilors present

.voting aye, the motion carried unanimously.

Resolution No. 79;117, Authorizing Executive Officer to
Sign Grant/Loan Offer and Acceptance for Expansion of the
St. Johns Landfill. -

Coun. Kafoury mdved, seconded by Coun. Williamson, thaﬁ
Resolution No. .79-117 be adopted.

Mr. Irvine reported to the Council that Metro in 1976 had

. received approximately $11.4 million of Pollution Control

Bonds from the State Emergency Board. These funds were
allocated for implementation of a resource recovery
facility. The Emergency Board required that all loan
funds be spent prior to receiving any grant funds.
To-date Metro has received $2.1 million of the original
allocation. The City of Portland has requested a commit-
ment of construction funds to expand the St. Johns Land-
£ill . The DEQ has indicated that the St. Johns expansion
costs are eligible for State Pollution Control Bond
funds. These funds must be provided from Metro's alloca-
tion. Since the St. Johns Landfill expansion costs were

~not included in the allocation it will be necessary to

request an increase to cover the $1.9 million. This
request will be made when staff determines the amount of

- additional funding for Metro's solid waste facilities.

Adoption of the Resolution will facilitate expansion of
the St. Johns Landfill and is consistent with Metro's

- Solid Waste Management Plan.

' Council discussed the recommendation. Coun. Berkman said

he would support this motion, but felt that Metro should
have control over the facilities and should set the
tipping fees throughout the area. It was his understand-
ing that the Portland City Council was not willing to give
Metro that authority at this time. ©Perhaps if a rider was
attached that they should repay this loan, it would give
Metro the opportunity to get some of these problems ironed
out, :

Céun. Kafoury moved, seconded by Coun. Williamson, that v
Resolution No. 79-117 be amended to include such language.
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Chairman Burton said he had very serious questions about
this procedure.” He felt that the Council was extending
the life of the St. Johns Landfill another ten years
without making provision for improvement of the site.
Chairman Burton moved that this motion be held over until
the meeting of January 24. Coun. Miller said there was
already ‘-a motion on the floor.

Chairman Burton then moved to table. A vote was taken on
that motion. The motion_failed. : :

Coun. Kafoury moved, seconded by Coun. Williamson, to
amend the resolution to include a paragraph that would
speak to enterlng into a contract with the City of
Portland to repay the amount of money being loaned to
Portland for a landf111 »

Coun. W1111amson said he would be willing to make a ‘motion
‘ to postpone, after dlscu551on.

Coun. Rhodes said the contract was questloned in the

Committee meeting and she had asked about the. possibility :
of attaching strings. At that time she was told that this ‘
was a function of the Executive Officer and that it would
deflnltely be a part of the loan.

Mr. Irvine explained that attaching strings at this time
such as controlllng site operations, could cause more harm
because he did not believe the City Council was in a
position to turn over management of the landfill to Metro-
and that this might stall landfill expansion. A new
contract would go out for the operatlon and would be
effective in June, 1980. -

: Coun. ‘Berkman asked Mr. Irvine and Mr. Gustafson if the
amendment offered by Coun. Kafoury would give an
opportunity to look into a tipping fee as a method of
repayment by the City; if this approach could be used to
reopen that discussion and get uniform fees throughout.

Mr. Gustafson said that the City of Portland had been very
sympathetic to Metro's need to establlsh uniform rates.

Question ' called on the motion for amendment. All
Councilors present voting aye, the motion carried
unanimously.

Chalrman Burton asked to propose some amendments. He
would ask that the Council wait on this matter until they
could be more specific as to what the Metro Landfill
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Siting Policy was going to be. He hoped that the Landfill
Siting Policy would address some very specific items.

There was further Council discussion of the matter. Coun.
Peterson suggested'that the'Executive,Officer simply add
the word "improvement." Tt would be adequate if this was
inserted in the first BE IT RESOLVED on the second page,
with a similar insertion in the second WHEREAS.

Mr. Irvine said that staff had to approve all contracts
for the actual work that is being done and that he could

~ certainly agree to bring those before the Council so that

the Council would be fully apprised of issues or concerns.

Coun. Stuhr asked if the City of Portland had a problem
with regard to the shredder.

Chairman Burton said that he would entertain a motion
directing the Executive Officer to come back with a
contract. ' o o

Coun. Peterson moved, seconded by Coun. Williamson, to
amend the Resolution in the second WHEREAS, to insert
after the word "expansion" "and improvement of the design
and operation" and insert similar language on the first BE
IT RESOLVED on the last line after the word "expanding."

--All Councilors present voting aye, the'motion carried

unanimously.

Question called on the motion as amended. All Councilors
present voted aye, except Chairman Burton who was

Coun. Berkman said that the Executive Officer had signed a
Memorandum of Agreement with the staff of DEQ. He offered
a Resolution modifiying the procedure for siting sanitary
landfills in accordance with the Memorandum of Agreement.

Coun. Berkman moved, seconded by Coun. Kafoury,'that
Resolution No. 79-118, Modifying the Procedure for Siting
Sanitary Landfills, be adopted. S '

Coun. Rhodes said the Committee had not seen the Resolu-~
tion, but it did discuss and approve the concept. '

Coun. Kafoury said she endorsed the Resolution, but she
would like to have some idea what the Advisory Committee
membership was at some point in the future. Coun. Berkman
suggested that staff come back to the Council with a

12/20/79 -~ 15
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recommendation as to how the Siting Advisory Committee
should be structured with a request for Council approval.

Mr. Gustafson clarified that there is one Sltlng Advisory
Committee for every site 1dent1f1ed

Question called on the motion. All Councilors present
voting aye, the motion carried unanimously. Coun. Banzer
‘abstained from voting. ‘

Coun. Rhodes moved, seconded by Coun. Berkman, that the
Council give a vote of confidence in support of the
Memorandum of Agreement made between staff of Metro and
‘staff of DEQ. All Counc1lors voting aye, the motion
carried unanlmously. - . .

-'ANNOUNCEMENTS

' Chalrman Burton announced that at the next Council meetlng there .
would be an election of new officers. He said that, on the informal
agenda, the only matter of business would be the Finance Task Force

report. 3 | o , S _ .

There being no further bu51ness to come before the Counc11 the
meeting was adjourned

. Respectfully, - ‘
'222?7 Zézefzﬁaﬂt4éézx_,///
-Mary E/{/Cardér C
Clerk f ‘the Coun011 _ ‘

‘MC/gl
6701/87
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SOlld Waste/Public Fa0111t1es
Counc1l Committee Meeting

Metro olltan Service District
527 SW Hall Portland Oregon 97201  503/221-1646

Date: January‘29, 1980

Day: Tuesday

Time: 3:00. p.m..

 Place: Metro.office, Room "C"

Meeting report of December .18,.1979 and January 15, 1980-

PUBLIC FACILITIES

I. Task Force Recommendatlon on Johnson Creek LID - Dlscuss1on
a. Schedule
b. Boundary
¢c. Assessment Formula

SOLID WASTE

II. Solid Waste,Policy Alternatives Commiteee mémbership
III. Regional Landfill Siting Committee membership

IV. Waste Reduction Task Force



MEETING REPORT:

" DATE OF MEETING: January 15, 1980

'GROUP/SUBJECT: Solid Waste/Public Facilities
. Council Committee
PERSONS ATTENDING: . Councilors: Jack Deines, Gene
: Peterson, Jane Rhodes

- STAFF: S o o " Rick Gustafson, Merle Irvine,

- C Cary Jackson, John LaRiviere
‘GUESTS: o | Ed Stritzke

MEDIA: ' o . None

SUMMARY-

«The Meetlng Report of December 18, 1979, will be discussed at
the Commlttee s next meeting. .

" Vice Chairman Deines announced that the Solid Waste/Public
Facilities Council Committee would adjourn  to Executive
-Session to discuss contract negotiations relatlve to the
Resource Recovery Project. :

Coun. Rhodes ‘presented a brlef report regardlng Johnson Creek

- and. the recent flooding. She stated that a proposal was being
prepared to approach the State Emergency Board for funds to
remove some obstacles ie. sand bars from the creek bottom to

- improve flow characteristics. In addition, she announced that
the second reading of the ordinance regarding the Johnson
Creek Storm Water. Basin Plan is scheduled for January 24, 1930,
.and that’ to her knowledge there was no opposition. :

" ‘John LaR1v1ere discussed the proposed resolution, 80-1, for
+the purpose of directing the Executive Officer to prepare pre-
liminary plans and spec1flcatlons for flood control and pollu-
tion abatement improvements in. the Johnson Creek Basin. Coun.
Rhodes noted that the reference to the City of Gresham should
be omitted since they have not approved the resolution regarding
interim guidelines. for storm water runoff management. She:
further noted that the City of Milwaukie has approved the
resolution. and should be included in paragraph three. Also,
the City of Milwaukie should be inc¢luded in paragraph four
.since they have requested ‘the formation of a Johnson Creek
Local Improvement District. According to Mr. LaRiviere funds
to prepare plans and preliminary engineering estimates and
specifications will be realized from the loans received from °
local jurisdictions. It was moved by Coun. Rhodes and seconded




SOLID WASTE/PULBIC FACILITIES COUNCIL COMMITTEE
January 15, 1980
_ Page 2

by Coun. Peterson that Resolution 80-1 be forwarded to the
full Council with a recommendation of due pass. Motion
passed unanlmously.

- Mr. Irvine discussed the status of scale purchase and operation

for the St. Johns landfill. As a member of the task force over-
seeing the development of engineering and loperational plans for .
the expansion of the St. Johns site, he indicated that the City
was considering having a separate .icontractor operate the front
gate and a separate contractor operating the landfill itself.

In addition, the City will change the method of charging for
solid waste disposal from the current volume basis to one of
-weight. This conversion is an intragal part of implementing
Metro's Solid Waste Management Plan. To facilitate this, Metro
‘has issued a call for bids for the automatic scale system and
anticipates awarding a contract by February 1, 1980. The
estimated cost for the new automatic system, whlch includes
equlpment, installation and renovation of the gate house,

is estimated to cost $206,000. Mr. Irvine stated that $300, 000
- of the original $11.4 million allocated by the State Emergency
‘Board was for the purpose of purchasing an automatic scale
system.

Mr. Irvine also announced that the Executive Officer will appear
-at the City of Portland informal council meeting to be held
on January 22, at 9:30 a.m. to discuss the status of Metro's

" Solid Waste Management Plan. It is the intent to broach the

~_subject of Metro's operating the front gate as well as acti-

- vating the contract developed in 1978 for the operation of the
entire landfill. He pointed out that if the City is not recep- -
tive to Metro's involvement in the operation of either the front
gate or the landfill a. .decision must be made regardlng awarding
- the scale contract prior to February 1

As a result of modifying the Landfill Siting.Procedures it is
‘necessary to appoint a new Regional Landfill Siting Committee.
A discussion was held regarding the membership and it was
‘decided to inquire whether or not members of the previous
‘Local S8iting Advisory Committees wish to participate. It was
also the consensus of Council Committee that the Regional
Siting Committee be limited to 12-15 members and should be
comprised of at least three members from each county within
Metro's boundary and three members residing outside of Metro' s
'boundary. The .later to be suggested by DEQ.

Mr. Irvine distributed applications received for membership
of Metro's Solid Waste Policy Alternatives Committee. The
Council Committee agreed to recommend persons to the SWPAC
. at their next meeting, February 5, 1980.

Meeting report prepared by Merle Irvine.




WASHINGTON PARK Z00

TO: Metro Council
FROM: Zoo Committee
DATE: January 28, 1980

RE: CORRECTION IN ZOO COMMITTEE REPORT
- DATED DECEMBER 20, 1979 .

- Beginning on the fourth line of page three of the Zoo

' Committee report entitled "RecommendatiOns to Metro Council
on Public Subsidy of Zoo's Operations and Capital Improve-
ments', the sentence should read: "Based on this infor-

. mation, the Committee felt that the electorate — with a
highly visible campaign — would support an annual tax of

. 21¢ per $1,000 of assessed value or $10.50 on a house
assessed at $50,000." | :

AMR:amm



"ZOO COMMITTEE (Metro Counc11)

- January 17,1980
Z'Metro Counc11 Chambers

:‘Preeent C1ndy Banzer, Cha1rperson, Counc11or Betty Schedeen, "Councilor
' Craig Berkman

i. Staff:  Warren I]1ff McKay R1ch ‘Marie Ne]son

'ono Levy - . |
- McKay Rich and Warren I11ff presented proaected Zoo budgets that would’ |

- require levy amounts from $2.7 to $3 million if enterprise revenues are

~ also used for operations. A list of capital construction proaects for . -
- the next .levy period was also presented. Mr. ITiff explained that .

-projected costs not provided on the 1ist of capital items would be made
available at the January 22nd Zoo Committee meet1ng

The Comm1ttee estab11shed the goals of using simple wording on the
~levy. ballot and making as much of the levy as possible eligibTe for

- state tax relief. Cha1rperson Banzer proposed that the Tevy support
-the Zoo's total operating costs. Voters would be informed that any new
construction projects would be supported by Zoo enterprise revenues.
This may also simplify ballot wording, she said, since the levy would
not be designed to fund capital projects. Counc11ors Schedeen and
Berkman agreed with the strategy. :

The Comm1ttee also felt it important that voters rea11ze the levy cost
to them would be about $10 for a home assessed at $50,000. Councilor
Berkman stressed that since the levy campaign committee has little -
funds with which to campaign, information presented in the voters'
pamphlet, the ballot title and the questions posed on the ballot must
* be s1mp1y worded to appeal to the voters. ‘

. Councilor Schedeen thought Metro should seek a $5 million levy in May
- If that amount is not approved by the voters, it could be reduced in
Tater elections, she said. :

'Mr ITiff will investigate with 1ega1 counse] ba]]ot quest1ons and
possible ballot titles.: He w111 report his f1nd1ngs to the Committee

at the next meeting.

amn



700 COMMITTEE (Metro Council)
January 23, 1980 - -~ . L

Zoo.Conferenqe Room e oo e

_;Presenﬁ; fCindy,Banzer,.Chairperson;' Councilor Craig Berkman

' gtaff: Denton Kent, Charlie Shell, Warren Iliff, McKay

Rich, Jack McGowan, Jim McAdoo, Julie Bieberle, Marie
‘Nelson - B ; : o : ' :

Zoo Levy

At the January 17, 1980, Zoo Committee meeting, the.Committee
established the goal of using simple wording on the levy ballot
‘and making as much of the levy as possible eligible for state tax.
relief. The Committee and staff continued the discussion of ’
possible ballot alternatives to realize the above goal.

McKay Rich reported that $4.7 million was needed per year in the
next levy period to continue operating the Zoo,-including the
‘capital improvement program. If a $2 million capital levy were.
sought, $2.7 million would be needed for the balance of: the
operating costs, he said. = = - o .

Chairperson Banzer stressed the importance of deciding how much .
the levy should be, what type of levy, .the wording of the ballot
~ title and the date of the election as soon as possible. This
would allow people to actively campaign. She wanted to be pre-
‘pared to make a resolution to the Council at their February lith
meeting. She also requested that staff prepare a calendar of
;1evy events" which would culminate with the filing date for the
evy. . S : S

Chairperson Banzer requested that staff discuss the ballot
alternatives with legal counsel and that after staff's meeting
with TSCC, the Committee be briefed on the outcome of the
meeting. This briefing will take place immediately before the
 January 24th Council meeting. - :

'«ﬂMeﬁro Audit

Chairperson Banzer expressed concern regarding the recent
auditor's report. The auditors indicated the Zoo had no up-to-
date inventory of fixed assets and no ability to relate costs
to revenue centers, she said. Charlie Shell responded that the
present computer system has no capacity to handle these two
functions. However, he said the concerns would be addressed
in fiscal year 1982-83 as projects to be considered in the
budget request. : :



[

Iﬂtrodﬁéfion'of JimiMcAdoo

McKay Rich introduced Jim McAdoo, the newly hired Manager of . "
the Buildings and Grounds Division, to the Zoo Committee. Chair-
person Banzer welcomed McAdoo to the :Zoo staff and expressed her

‘faith that he would perform well in the highly responsible

position. - .

Zoo Admissions Policy.Aitéfnatives

Jack McGowan Ci:culated a”prepared repbrt'fo the Committee on
proposed alternatives for admissions (memo dated January 22, 1980).

' McGowan proposéd that no changes be instituted to the current dual

admission policy until after January, 198l.- Any change to this
policy before the levy election could result in a negative back-
lash that might adversely affect the passage of the Zoo levy, he
said. However, the dual admission policy still posed problems
with long lines on busy days. McGowan proposed that a person be
hired at minimum wage to walk the line and verify each visitor's
resident status. Upon each verification, the visitor would be -
given a color coded chit which would be given to the cashier at
the time of entrance. McGowan proposed that this policy be
instituted in time for this spring and summer seasomn.

Chairperson Banzer was responsive to the idea -and requested‘that
McGowan prepare a report to the Committee on estimated expendi-

‘tures for this program.

Chairperson Banzer was also supportive.of McGowan's proposal
regarding convention discount packages for tour groups. Tours
would be arranged by travel agents, the tour would be charged at-
the regular admission rate, and 20% of the total admission rates

would be paid the agent booking the tour group.

Adopt An Animal Program Status Report

Judy Biebefle-reported that since the inception of the Adopt An

Animal program, the Zoo has received over $20,500 from 412

"Zoo Parents'. One-half of the adoption packets were mailed last
week and.the rest will be mailed by the end of next week, Bieberle
said. _ , o

This Thursday, a representative from the Esco Corporation would
be at the Zoo to present a $2,000 check for the adoption of
Esco-Mo, one of the polar bears. The media has been invited to
witness this event and Bieberle plans to kick off a special
campaign to encourage area corporations to adopt larger Zoo
animals at that time. - _ : : :

Including Esco's $2,000 check, total revenue received for the
Adopt. An Animal program totals about 25% of the $88,000 goal for
1980, Bieberle reported. A ’ '



\!

B

- Chairpefsoh Banzer éai&‘éﬁe was very ﬁléaséd with thé"pﬁblic‘g'”'

response to the program and commended Bieberle on the good job -
she is 'doing. ' S S : R o



oMo VELOPHENT Metropolitan Service District

: 527 SW Hall  Portland, Oregon 97201  503/221-1646
Agenda o '

Date:  February 11, 1980

- Day: - Tuesday

Time: . 5:30 p.m.

Place: Conference Room C

CALL TO ORDER ‘
1. INTRODUCTIONS ‘
2. ' WRI'IfTEN’ COMMUNICATIONS
: 3. CITIZEN COMMENTS ON NON—AGENDA ITEMS
4., APPROVAL OF MINUTES
5. REPORTS AND BUSINESS
5.1 First Annual Report of the. Land Market PAC (60 min.)
5.2 Beaverton Acknowledgment Review (15 min.)
5.3 Plan Review. Progress' Report (10 min.)
5.4 Land PAC Recommendations on New Members (5 min.)

5.5 1981 Budget (30 min.)



MEETING REPORT

DATE OF MEETING: January 16, 1980

GROUP/SUBJECT : Planning and Development Council Committee
" PERSONS ATTENDING: Couns., Marge Kafoury, Jane Rhodes, Gene

Peterson, Cindy Banzer, Corky Kirkpatrick

Staff: - Jim-Sitzman, Jill Hinckley, Mike
Butts '

Guests: Mark Greenfield, Gail Brown;Arend,
Dick Kuczek )

SUMMARY:

‘Agenda Item 5.1 - Discussion of Housing Goals and Objectives

Mark Greenfield, Dick Kuczek and Gail Brown-Arend presented to

the Committee for discussion a draft of housing goals and policies
prepared by a subcommittee of the Housing Policy Alternatives
Committee. Committee members offered a variety of comments,
focusing primarily on the importance of (1) preserving the existing
‘housing stock as a source of low incomeé housing and preserving

the quality of existing neighborhoods, (2) emphasizing the need
for higher density new housing, particularly multi-family housing
.as it affects both housing costs and the efficient use of land
within the UGB. Mr. Greenfield indicated that many of the
Committee's concerns had already been addressed by recent revisions
~to the draft or were consistent with the subcommittee's intent,
although revisions in actual language might still be needed. He re-
marked that generally the HPAC subcommittee found the Committee's
comments very helpful.

Agenda Item 5.3 - Milwaukie Acknowledgment Review

Mike Butts presented an overview of the City of Milwaukie's plan.
Mike noted that a number of plan amendments are slated for adoption
adoption prior to Metro Council action which addresses deficiencies
identified during the acknowledgment review process. A motion was
made and seconded to accept the staff recommendation of approval
based on the assumption that the pending amendments will be
adopted. Motion passed unanimously. ' : :

The other two items on the agenda, Economic Development Program
and Annual Amendment Process were postponed to a future meeting.

' COPIES TO: Metro Councilors
WRITTEN BY: Jill Hinckley and Mike Butts

1z




TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

AGENDA MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

Metro Council
Executive Officer
Submitting Metropolitan Service District Zoo Serial Levies

I. RECOMMENDATIONS:

A.

B.

ACTION REQUESTED: Adopt either Ordinance No. 80-84 or
80-85, and table the ordinance not adopted.

POLICY IMPACT: Each ordinance contains ballot measures
for Zoo serial levies for the May Primary election.

BUDGET IMPACT: Ordinance No. 80-84 would provide Zoo
operations funding for three years and capital funding for
five years. Ordinance No. 80-85 would provide Zoo opera-
tions funding only for three years.

ITI. ANALYSIS:

A.

AJ/gl
6862/92
2/14/80

BACKGROUND: The current five-year Zoo levy expires in
1981. The two ordinances presented herewith consitutute
two alternative approaches toward continued Zoo funding.
Under the first approach (Ordinance No. 80-84), three
questions would be asked of the voters, funds for both
operation and capital expenditures would be sought from
the voters, and enterprise revenues would be devoted to
operations. Under the second approach, two questions
would be asked of the voters, only operation funds would
be sought. Capital expenditures would be funded entirely
from enterprise revenues.

'ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: Several alternatives were con-

sidered by the Finance Task Force, including options on
levies and tax base measures for Metro as a whole.

CONCLUSION: The two alternatives proposed in the two
ordinances are devoted entirely to Zoo funding. The
Council should select the most desirable approach and
adopt one of the two proposed ordinances.



(3 levies)

: BEFORE THE COUNCIL
OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF SUBMITTING

) ORDINANCE NO. 80-84
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT ) :

)

)

Z00 SERIAL LEVIES Introduced by the

Ways and Means Committee

'THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

‘Section 1. Short Title

This ordinance shall be known as the "Zoo Serial Levy
Ordinance" and may be so cited and pleaded and shall be cited herein
as "this ordinance.” ‘

Section'z.- Definitions

. A. - "Council" means the Council of the Metropolitan Service

District.
B. "District"™ means the Metropolitan Service District and all

of the land and territory included within the boundaries of the
District. |

‘ c. "Zoo" means the Washington.Pérk %zoo of Portland, Oregon,
operatéd by the District under ORS 268.310 (5).

Section 3. Findings

A. ORS 268.310 (5) permits the'District to,"aqquire,'coh-
struct, alter, maintain; administer‘aﬁd operaté'metrop01itan 200
facilities;"

‘B. ORS é68.3151provides that " (F)or the purpose of performing
the functiohs set forth in subséction (5)_of ORS 268.310, thé
District, when authorized at any properly calied election ﬁeld for

such purpose, shall have the power to levy an ad valorem tax on all



taxabie propérty within its boundaries not to exceed ip any one year
ohe-half of one percent (.005) of the true cash value of all taxable
property within the boundaries of such district, computed in ac-
cordance with ORS 308.207."

cC. The Zoo currently receives approximately 40 percent of its
total'revenues'ffom a serial levy that will expire at the end of FY
1981.

D. The Zoo, with unique educational and recreational offer-
ings, is utilized by and benefits District residents.

E. A regional funding base is necessary to provide for con-
tinued adequate care, maintenance and.development of the Zoo's
- animal collection, programs and physical facilties.

F. During fiscal years 1982 through 1984 property tax
revenues in the total ambunt of $8,200,000 for the three-year period
will be-peéded to fﬁnd the portion of Zoo operating expenses that
will exceed gate receipts and concéssion revenues. |

| G. During fiscal years 1982 through 1986 property tax
revenues ‘in the amount of $10,000,000 will be required to fund
plénned capital expenditures. | |

Section 4. Purpose

' The purposes of this ordinance are:
A.  To provide for the health and welfare of‘Distfict resi-
dents by providing fo; the maintenance andAoperation of the Zoo.
B. To approve submission of twd three—year operating serial
levieé and a five—fear capital serial levy to the voters on May 20,
1980, the revenues of which will be used for purposes permitted

under ORS 268.310 (5) and described in Section 6 of ﬁhis ordinance,




and to pay the costs of holding the election.

Section 5. Submission of Tax Levy

A, The Council approves and hereby directé that a three-year
operating serial}levy of $2,000,000 each year for three years, a
total'of $6,000,000 for>the three~year period, be submitted to the
voters_on May 20, 1980. This levy shall be submitted separately
f:6m the operating.ievy in éubparagraph B of this Secfion so that it
may qualify for the partial State payment provided by 1979 Or. Laws
ch. 241. | |

: B. The Council approves and hereby directs that a three-year
operating serial leyy of $733,333 each year for three yéars, a total
of $2,200,000 for the tﬁree—year period, be submiﬁted to the voters -
on May 20, 1980. |

C. The Council approves and hereby directs that a fivé—year
capital serial lévy of $2,000,000 each year for five years, a total
of $10,000,000 for the five-year period, be submitted to the voters
on May 20, 1980.

Section 6. Ballot Titles
A, The ballot titles for the levies described in Section 5 of

this érdinance shall be as follows:

SERIAL LEVY,
PARTIALLY STATE FINANCED,
FOR Z00 OPERATIONS

QUESTION: Shall the Metropolitan Service District levy
' $2,000,000, partially State financed, each year for
three years for‘operation_of the Zoo?

PURPOSE: This levy authorizes the Metropolitan Service.
District to serially levy $2,000,000 each year for
three years for a total over the three-year period of




EXPLANATION:

$6,000,000 property tax outside the six percent

limitation specified in Article XI, Section 11 of the
Oregon Constitution. Proceeds from the levy would be
used entirely to support operation and maintenance of
the Zoo, and no portion of the levy would be used for

- capital construction.

The Washington Park Zoo is owned and operated by the
Metropolitan Service District. In 1976, the voters
of the District approved a five-year serial levy for
Zoo operations and maintenance of $10,000,000;
$2,000,000 each year for five years. That levy ex-
pires in 1981. )

This proposed levy would provide $2,000,000 for con-
tinued Zoo operations each year for three years; a
total of $6,000,000. The levy would begin in 1981 .
and expire in 1984. No provision is made in this
levy for inflation and operation cost increases over
the current funding level. A levy to offset such
cost increases during the'three-year period is beéeing
submitted as a separate measure.

. If this measure is approvéd,‘the $6,000,000 will be

partially funded by the State of Oregon. Such
partial State funding is contingent upon voter
approval of Ballot Measure # which, if
approved, would provide partial State funding of
local levies for operations. '

QUESTION:

PURPOSE:

EXPLANATION:

SERIAL LEVY,’
WITHOUT STATE FINANCING,
FOR Z0OO OPERATIONS

Shall the Metropolitan Service District levy $733,333
each year for three years for operation of the
Washington Park Zoo? : ‘

This levy authorizes the Metropolitan Service
District to serially levy $733,333 each year for
three years for a total over the three-year period of
$2,200,000 property tax outside the six percent .
limitation specified in Article XI, Section 11 of the
Oregon Constitution. Proceeds from the levy would be
used entirely to support operation and maintenance of
the Zoo, and no portion of the levy would be used for
capital construction. \ '

The Washington Park Zoo is owned and operated by the
Metropolitan Service District. In 1976, the voters



of the District approved a five-year serial levy for
Zoo operations and maintenance of $10,000,000;
$2,000,00 each year for five years. That levy
expires in 1981. A measure to continue that

'$2,000,000 per year levy until 1984 is being

submitted as a separate measure.

This proposed levy would provide $733,333 for Zoo
operations each year for three years; a total of
$2,200,000 over the three-year period from 1981 to
1984. These funds, together with anticipated gate
and concession revenues, would enable the Zoo to
provide the same level of service which is currently
being provided, by offsetting cost increases due to

‘inflation, and would provide for the operation of new

animal exhibits proposed for completion during the
three-year period. : '

If this measure is approved, $2,200,000 of taxes
levied will be totally financed by local taxpayers
without any partial state payment. .

QUESTION:

PURPOSE:

EXPLANATION:

SERIAL LEVY,
WITHOUT STATE FINANCING,
. FOR 7200 CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION

Shall the Metropolitan Service District levy

- $2,000,000 each year for five years for capital

construction of exhibits at the Washington Park Zoo?

This levy .authorizes the Metropolitan Service

District to serially levy $2,000,000 each year for
five years for a total over the five-year period of
$10,000,000 property tax outside the six percent
limitation specified in Article XI, Section 11 of the
Oregon Constitution. Proceeds from the levy would be
used entirely for capital construction and renovation
of animal housing and exhibit facilities at the
Washington Park Zoo. ‘

The Washington Park %00 is owned and operated by the
Metropolitan Service District. The District proposes
the following construction projects at the Zoo during
the period 1981 to 1986:
1. construction of exhibit of Alaskan animals,
2. major renovation of the primate house,

3. completion of the beaver and otter exhibit,



4. renovation of the penguin facility, and

5. - construction of an exhibit of "African
Plains" animals.

6. Construction of a reptile facility.

The proceeds of this levy would be used to finance
the above construction projects and minor renovation

- of existing exhibits. This levy would begin in 1981
and expire in 1986. '

'If this measure is approved $10,000,000 of taxes
levied will be totally financed by local taxpayers
without any partial state payment.

B. The above Ballot Titles shall be filed with the Director
~ of Records and Elections of Multnomah County not later than

March 11, 1980.

. ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolltan Service District

: thls ____ day of : , 1980.

Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

AJ/gl
6844/92




(2 levies)

. BEFORE THE COUNCIL
OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF SUBMITTING
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
Z00 SERIAL LEVIES

ORDINANCE NO. g80-85

Introduced by the
Ways and Means Committee

N e s aa?

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE. DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

Section 1. Short Title
This ordinance shall be known as the "Zoo Serial Levy

Ordinance" and may be so cited and pleaded and shall be cited herein

as "this ordinance."

... Section 2. Definitions

A. ‘"Council" means the Council of the Metropolitan Service
District.
B. "District" means the Metropolitan Service District and all

of the land and territory included within the boundaries of the
.District.

c. "ZOO" means the Washlngton Park Zoo of Portland Oregon,
operated by the District under ORS 268.310 (5).

'Section 3. Findings

'A. ORS 268.310 (5) permits‘the District to “acquire} con-
struct, alter, maintain, administer and operate metropolitan Z00 "
facilities."

B. ORS 268.315 prov1des that " (F)or the purpose of performlng
the funct1ons set forth in subsection (5) of ORS 268.310, the
Dlstrlct, when authorlzed at any properly called election held for

such purpose, shall have the power to levy an ad valorem tax on all



taxable property within its boundaries not to exceed in any one year
one;half of one percent (.065) of the true cash value of all taxable
pro?érty within the boundaries of such district, computed in ac-
cordance with ORS 308.207.“»

C. The Zoq currentlf receives approximately 40 perceht of its
total revenues from a serial levy that will expire at the end of FY
1981.

| ,‘p. . The Zoo, with unique educétional and recreational offef—
ings, is utilized by and benefits District residents.

E. A regional funding base is necessary to provide for con-
tinued adequate care, maintenance and development of the Zoo's
animal collection, programs and physical facilties.

F. During fiscal years,1982 through 1984 property tax
‘revenues in the total amount of $l3,900,000 for the three-year
_pefiod will be needed to fund Zoo operating expenses.

' section 4. Purpose

- The ‘purposes of this ordinance are{
A, To prbvide for the health and welfare of District resi;
dehts‘by providing for the maintenance and operation of the Zoo.
| B. To approve submission of. two three4year operating serial
.leyies to the voters on May 20, 1980, the revenués of which will be
uséd'for purposes permitted under ORS 268.310 (5) and to pay the
costs of holding the election.

Section 5. Submission of Tax Levy

A. The Council approves and hereby directs that a three-year
operating serial levy of $2,000,000 each year for three years, a

total of $6,000,000 for the three-year period, be submitted to the



voters on May 20, 1980. This.levy shali‘be submitted separately
from the 6perating-1evy in subéaragraphﬁﬁ of this Section so that it
may qualify for the partial State payment provided‘by 1979 Or. Laws
ch. 241.

) B. The Council approves and hereby directs that a three-year
Voperating serial leVy'of $2,633,333 éach year for three years, a
téﬁéi:of $7,900,000 for the three-year pefiod, be submitted to the
vOférs 6n May 20, 1980. - '

Section 6. Ballot Titles

A. The Ballot Titles for the levies described in Section 5 of'

this‘ordinance shall be as follows:

‘ SERIAL LEVY,
PARTIALLY STATE FINANCED,
FOR 700 OPERATIONS

QUESTION: Shall the Metropolitan Service District levy
: - $2,000,000, partially State financed, each year for
three years for operation of the Zoo? ’

PURPOSE: This levy authorizes the Metropolitan Service

S ‘ District to serially levy $2,000,000 each year for
-three years for a total over the three-year period of
$6,000,000 property tax outside the six percent
limitation specified in Article XI, Section 11 of the
Oregon Constitution. Proceeds from the levy would be

- .used entirely to support operation and maintenance of
the Zoo, and no portion of the levy would be used for
capital construction. :

EXPLANATION: The Washington Park Zoo is owned and operated by the
' Metropolitan Service District. 1In 1976, the voters
of the District approved a five-year serial levy for
%Zoo operations ‘and maintenance of $10,000,000;
$2,000,000 each year for five years. That levy ex-
pires in 1981. . :

This proposed levy would provide $2,000,000 for con-
tinued Zoo operations each year for three years; a
total of $6,000,000. The levy would begin in 1981
and expire in 1984. No provision is made in this




levy for inflation and operation cost increases over

the current funding level. A levy to offset such
cost increases during the three-year period is being
submitted as a separate measure. ' :

If this measure is approved, the $6,000,000 will be
partially funded by the State of Oregon. Such
partial State funding is contingent upon voter
approval of Ballot Measure # which, if
approved, would provide partial State funding of

- local levies for operations.

QUESTION:

PURPOSE:

EXPLANATION:

SERIAL LEVY, .
WITHOUT STATE FINANCING,
FOR 200 OPERATIONS

Shall the Metropolitan Service District levy
$2,633,333 each year for three years for operation of
the Washington Park Zoo?

This levy authorizes the Metropolitan Service
District to serially levy $2,633,333 each year for
three years for a total over the three-year period of
$7,900,000 property tax outside the six percent
limitation specified in Article XI, Section 11 of the
Oregon Constitution. Proceeds from the levy would be
used entirely to support operation and maintenance of
the Zoo, and no portion of the levy would be used for

. capital construction.

The Washington Park Zoo is owned and operated by the
Metropolitan Service District. In 1976, the voters -
of the District approved a five-year serial levy for
Zoo operations and maintenance of $10,000,000;
$2,000,00 each year for five years. That levy ex-
pires in 1981. A measure to continue that $2,000,000
per year levy until 1984 is being submitted as a
separate measure.

This proposed levy would provide $2,633,333 for Zoo
operations each year for three years; a total of
$7,900,000 over the three-year period from 1981 to
1984. These funds would enable the Zoo to provide
the same level of service which is currently being

provided, by offsetting cost increases due to infla-

tion, and would provide for the operation of new
animal exhibits proposed for completion during the
three~year period. None of the proceeds from this
measure would be used for capital construction, and
all such construction would be financed by revenues




from Zoo concessions and gate receipts.

If this measure is approved, $7,900,000 of taxes
levied will be totally financed by local taxpayers
without any partial state payment.

B. The above Ballot Titles shall be filed with the Director
of Records and Elections of Multnomah County not later than

March 11, 1980.

ﬁADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District -

this day of -, 1980.

-Presiding Officer

 ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

AJ/gl
6845/92




February 14, 1980

Ms. Marge Kafoury
527 S. W. Hall Street
Portland, Oregon 97201

Dear Ms. Kafoury:

This letter is to convey‘my strong opposition to
the placement of a recycling center at 4810 S. E. Belmont.

At present it is zoned C2. The request for a
revocable permit would put an M2 General Manufacturing,
Group 9 use in a predominately residential neighborhood.
The definition of this use is "junk, rags, paper or metal
salvage, storage, processing or treatment." The PRT in
its previous site at 22nd and S. E. Hawthorne gave
observable evidence why recycling centers are classified
M2. They are unsightly, noisy and unsafe. It will be
impossible to keep the materials inaccessible from poten-
tial vandalism, arson or general mess. The site will not
be supervised 24 hours but will be accessible for drop-
off 24 hours thereby magnifying potential hazard and
contravening the Bureau of Planning staff report which
recommends "[a]ll buildings and drop boxes shall be closed
and locked when the site is not supervised."

The danger to the citizens in the immediate
proximity 1s increased. It is facile to pretend it is not.
The two rest homes with some ambulatory patients and school
children traversing these streets must be considered. The
PRT claims there is not sufficient increase to warrant
alarm contending that 80% of the use will be 1n—ne1ghborhood
trips. However, that leaves 20% increase in traffic, i.e.
the possibility for accident increases by 20%. This is not
inconsequential espec1ally on narrow neighborhood collector
'streets. There is also the increase of truck traffic
generated by the proposed recycling center. An estimate
of ten trucks a week INCREASE is also not inconsequential.

The argument that trlps to the center will begln
and end in the neighborhood is incorrect. This center is
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to be a major regional center. As such it will generate
traffic from outside the neighborhood. It should there-
fore be located in a h1gh—v151b111ty area on a major
transit street rather than increase traffic in a highly
residential nelghborhood The only approach to the

center which is non-residential is east on Belmont. Truck
traffic is not allowed on 49th south of Belmont. Surely
this location is much less than ideal.

‘ The service area described by PRT is approxi-
mately 82nd Avenue (east), Union Avenue (west), Burnside
Street (north) and Powell Boulevard (south). Within this
proposed service area there is already recycling available.

Several of the garbage haulers are providing recycling
service with their garbage collection. They will collect
paper, glass and tins and are working on full-line
recycling. Also within this area is the Sunflower
Recycling Collective. They work within the area from the
Banfield Freeway to Powell Boulevard and from 50th Avenue
to the River, as well as 42nd Avenue from Powell Boulevard
to Steele Street and the Sellwood area. This being so,

it seems reasonable for PRT to continue looking for a
suitable site for its center; preferably where recycling
services are not available. With recycling available

from the garbage collectors in this vicinity and with
energy conservation a major concern it seems reasonable
that available service be used and gas not be consumed in
driving to and from the Belmont site. It should be located
in a more visible and more easily accessible area where
services are NOT as readily available.

It is apparent that a major press is time. Each
report mentions that the PRT has been looking for months
and we, as a neighborhood are being pressed because PRT is
tired of 1ook1ng for an appropriate site. Time should
not be a prime consideration. The PRT should continue to
look until a site is located in a less residential and
potentially hazardous area. Preferably, this will be an
area that is light industrial where a warehouse enclosure
is available to house the operation. The process of re-
cycling is important but certainly not in this neighborhood
where it is not easily visible, where access is limited at
best, where the safety of two important segments of the’
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population will be affected and the general beautifica-
tion which is in progress will be arrested if not reversed
by an unsightly, unsafe, inappropriate use of this property.

Thank you for your attention.

lonrt ¢

S’ S&

cc: Metropolitan Service District
Council




' . Metropolitan Service District .
527 SW Hall - Portland, Oregon 97201  503/221-1646

Memorandum
Date:  February 13, 1980
. To: ~Cindy Banzer - .
From: — Andy Jordan [T - I
S &&ka;' Levy’Inflétion Factor '

Rick asked me to provide you with information regarding our
efforts to add an inflation factor to the Zoo levy partially -
funded by the State. v : A -

As you know, we must divide our levies depending upon what
amounts of taxes levied qualifies for partial State funding. ' In
our case, up to $2 million would so qualify because that is the

. amount of money levied for Zoo operations for FY 1980.

The next qdestion is whether we can tack an "inflation factor"
(14.3%) on to the $2 Million levy for a total Ballot A of

$2,286,000. In order to qualify for the add-on, the prior levy

must have been purely for operations, not for capital construc-

~tion..

'We are uncertain whether our levy qualifies. Even though we can -

show that we have in fact used the tax levy money for operations
over the years, it is difficult to argue that the purpose of the
1976 levy was solely for operations. ’

The difficulty is twofold: first, the 1976 ordinance calling the
election seems-to permit capital expenditures under the levy;
second, since tax money and enterprise revenues are commingled in
a single fund, it is difficult to prove that tax moneys have only
been used for operations over the years. In addition, the new
tax reform act is not clearly drafted with respect to the infla-

‘tion factor criteria.

Therefore, we are formally asking the Department of Revenue for a

determination on whether we can add the $286,000 factor to Ballot
A. With luck, we can get an answer by February 28. - It would

_ represent a savings to taxpayers of $85,800, but it also repre--
sents a cost to the State. I am not optimistic, but it is worth

a try.
AJ:mecC
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Section 5. Purpose and Policy

~A. The pufpose of this ordinance is to:
" 1. Provide for .the health and welfére of the people iﬁ
the District. | . . ; '
2. Prov1de for the maintenance and operatlon of metropol-
itan zoo facilities in the District. ’ -
3.. Approve submission of a flve—year District-wide tax
levy to the voters on May 25, 1976, the revenues of which will be
used for those purposes set out in ORS 268.310(5), (Chapter 510;
Oregon Laws,i1975) and to pay the costs of holding the election.

Section 6. Submission of Tax Levy

_ ' AL The Board approves submlttlng a five-year Dlstrlct-'
. ‘ - w:Lde tax levy of $2,000,000 each yéar for five years, a total
- of $10,000,000 to the voters on May 25, 1976.
‘ B.. The proceeds of the levy will be used for those
purpbses described in Chapter 510, Oregon Laws,'1975 and to pay
the costs of holding the election. '

' Section‘7. Ballot Title -

A, The ballot title for the five-year tax levy will be:
Z00 - METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT FUNDING PROPbSAL

A measure prov1d1ng for continued operatlon and maintenance'of
the zoo by authorizing and directing a continuing five-year
spec1a1 tax levy within the Metropolitan Service District, com-
prising portlons of Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington Counties,
effective July 1, 1976, of $2,000,000 each year for five years,
a total of $10,000,000 for the five year period, in"lieu of
continued zoo financing through the City of Portland.
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On

_.needs of its star attraction — the Washington
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Regional gover'ﬁ_rr.mehf 'i'x;ﬂ..fﬁé"P‘(;rtlén_d met-
ropolitan area has an identity and money prob- ;
Jem it will ot resolve by splitting the fiscal-;

“Park Zoo —-from those.of the regional agency.

- .that, governs the zoo and-provides many other, .

+

e "dpcision_'l‘huréday to go to voters this year Yor .
Hion-a-year serial levy for the zoo expires-at'the;

. end of fiscal 1981, and the district's authorjty to
. %ollect assessments based on population from the

- %5 How to ask for _the'nib'r:x.éy?is the question

. ywould be forced to return to the 1981 Legisla-

. by voter rejection.

‘less obvious but equally necessary services. - 7!
The .Metropolitan Service District Council's’

Yunding was a foregone conclusion. The $2 mil-..

27 Portland-area citi¢s and counties it serves also
"expires at that time, " [ % il o o oe '

troubling the.regional agency's elected counci-

- 4gors. A task force of legislative and local govern-

iment representatives and citizens recommended -
That the district secure funding of the zoo with a
May primary ballot, and offer voters a long-
Yerm, zoo-regional government package in the

ovember general election, = - .0 .7 O .
3" Once assured the zoo would not close, how-.
-ever, voters likely would dump the full-funding
Package in November. The regional . agency

for extension of its

ture, hat in hand, and plea
.'made more difficult

assessment powers, a task
=" Thus, councilors would risk returning re-
gional services to the dozens of local jurisdic-
“tions and appointed commissions t_hat handled

*~ ALBERT, L. McCREADY, M:apaglng'sdiioi i
2 . ROBERT M.LANDAUER, Senlor Assocate Editor ', |

I L Fe T et E T .':‘-
them prior to the 1978 voter decision fo establish -

. Surveys show few citizens recognize the re- A

‘conditions would be compounded

‘government ballot. " . 4 2L E G
:."The difference in'cost is not great when serv- ;

et " ee T L e . e
* ., o . O L e

‘SATURDAY, JANUARY 26, 1

the Metropolitan Service District. That is'the .
greater risk than closure of the zo0.:™ [+ sz

3
[]

gional agency, let alone know what it does, and ;
fewer would support tax-measures for it. Those *
by -a schizoph- *

renic May zoo ballot and November regional *

N -

ices are considered.-For example, where a $4 -

“million annual zoo serial levy would cost owners }

of $50,000 homes $8 a year, a regional govern- :
ment-zoo package would be $10a year. -~ .~
" For that, the Metropolitan Service District’,

. could continue to operate and improve the zoo;
continue its movement toward resolving the-

area's solid waste disposal problem, including _
recycling and energy generation ‘programs; con-.
tinue to coordinate planning, assuring fair hous-
ing and transit distribution; and oversee comple- ;
tion of the long-needed Johnson Creek basin -

" flood control project. | - ‘

“" It could do much more: coordinate cable-TV; |
provide regional library, jail and parks services;
launch a regional stadium project. But those are

- services the public might wish to buy in the

future. Now, survival of elected regional govern-

.ment is theissue. . - - - ~ =<

“The zoo is the only clear point for public
focus on regional government. Existing service
and future potential must not_be obscured by
splitting that focus with two elections. oo

- - e e .

“e. weae



. over local spending as simple as A-B-C. .

On its triél_ruh : 5““"“‘1 Oregpran ‘:’/ 4 @“ o
Dual tax ballot a bit confusing

By SANDRA McDONOUGH
o1 The Oregontan staft C

When the Oregon Leglislature
passed [ts famous tax relie{ plan last
year, it wanted to make voter control

Make that just A-B.

What the leglslators came up with Is
8 new dual ballot budget election sys-
tem that is sure to confuse some voters
the first time they confropt it at the
polls. Already, the “A-B” system is

. frustrating some tax districts that are

trying to live within it as they prepare
the budgets for the 1980-8] fiscal year,
However, many of the persons in-
volved In the shaping of the election
system are confident that, once the dis-

. tricts and the voters'gaet used to It, it

will run smoothly. The fax district may
not always like the
but they'lt learn to live with It.

Besldes, for the 1980-81 fiscal year,
the system will allow tax districts to

Increase thelr property tax levy by 14.3

percent — fust to account for inflation B

— without going to the dual-baltot sys-
tem. That, sald shapers of the new sys-
tem, Is a pretty good Increase.

“1 think there will be a learning
period,” sald Senate Presldent Jason
Boe, D-Reedsport. “There are bound to
be some plaints at the beginning
but there are every time there Is a
change from the status quo.”

The dual-ballot system gets Its first
test Feb.-19, the first statutory election
day for 1980. .

In theory, the new system Is simple,
although on paper It looks complicated.
It provides that the state's property tax
rellef plan, which pays up to 30 percent
of the taxes on owner-occupled homes,
will apply only to that portion of the
tax district’s property tax levy that
stays within a set growth limit. Any
amount that goes over that limit will be
the sole burden of the district’s taxpay-
ers and must be presented to the voters
in a separate ballot ltem.

The {dea behind the 1979 legislation
was to put some sort ‘of lmit on the
costs the state will accrue under Its
tax-relief plan. It also was designed to
glve local tax districts some Incentives
to curb any urge they might have to
greatly increase thelr spending.

The system has been called the
“A-B" ballot by state bureaucrats, but
Rlck Harrington, head of the state Rev-
enue Department’s local budget unit,
sald voters may not see those labels on
thelr ballots. °

What they'll see {t tiey lve In a
district using the dual system are two
ballot titles to cover one year's levy.
One of the batlot titles — the “A” ballot
— will state clearly that the levy will

be funded partlally by the state. The®

other ballot — the “B" ballot — will
state clearly that the levy wiit not be

-partlally funded by the state, but rather

wlll be funded entirely by the district's
taxpayers.

It's when the tax districts start com-
puting the ballot titles that things get 2
littte complicated.

First of all, there are certain costs
that the Legislature sald may not be
Included In the “A” ballot. They include

_taxes levied to cover a tax district’s

bonded Indebtedness, as well as taxes
levied for capital construction (bulding
new facilities, purchasing new land)
and for mixed serial Jevies (tax levies
that will ralse fuads for both the dis-
trict's operating costs and for capital
construction). .

Those costs are sutomatically as-
signed to the “B” ballot, regardless of
how big the “A” ballot Is.

Once those costs are eliminated, the
“A" ballot Is computed by taking the
dlstrict's property tax levy from the
previous year (or the average of the
levies for the previous three years If
that number Is larger) and adjusting It
for Inflation and population growth. Of
course, the district Is not required to
Increase [ts Jevy by as much as the

wih imits would allow,

For the 1980-81 buldget year, that

tem, they sald, [

' SAMPLE BALLOT

MT. HOOD COMMUNITY COLLEGE

FEBRUARY 19, 1980
District » |
OFFICIAL BALLOT & OFFICIAL BALLOT
FOR H _FOR
MULTNOMAM COUNTY = MULTNOMAH COUNTY
SPECIAL DISTRICT ELECTION SPECIAL DISTRICT ELECTION
mgumv 19, 1940

FEBRUARY 18, 1920

SPECWAL LEYY. WITHOUT PAATIAL STATT
1 FOR COLLEDE

OUEITION: Shall M1 Wood cowm\a College
3 28.2 District be suthorized & $551.865 spacial
; Oroperty tas levy for 198081 ouimde
'} eanstitulion himds? i

POSE: This measurs which would be tolalty

Hnanced by local tarpayers without any partial
stale peyment guthorzes MI Hood Commumity
Coilege Districl 10 tevy & 3851,885 property law
W ouleide the 8% Hmiation ss specilied in the

Oragon Constitution Proceeds from this kery wilt
g sed de vocal lowsr Grerson

SPECIAL LEVY, PARTIALLY STATE FINANCED,
FOA COLLEQE EDUCATION PAOGRANS

2y OUESTION: Shall Mt Mood Community College

4] 2841 Or3tnct be suthorzed 2 82.482.941 spec:l
Propeny las levy for 1980 81 oulside con-

Siitutional hreuts?

d PURPOSE: This massure, which would be part-ally

tngaced Dy 1he state. authonles W1, Mood Com-

DOUBLE CHOICE — This example of the new “A-B"™ ballot system will go
belore voters In the Mount Hood Community College tax district Tuesday,
Feb. 19. On that election day, Oregon voters will get thelr first look 8t the
new dual-ballot system devised by the 1979 Leglstature to glve property
taxpayers more control over local government spending. Ballot on the left,
the “A” ballot, states clearly that the levy would be partially funded by the

state, while the batlot on the right, the “B" ballot, seys It wili not.

inflation factor, wkich is a computation
based on the Portland Consumer Price
Index, would allow tax districts to in-
crease their property tax levies by as
much as 14.3 percent and still stay
within the A ballot. And districts that
had a significant growth in population
would be able to increase their levies
;ven more and stay within the “A" bal.
ot.

1f the tax district feels it needs more
money than the “A* ballot limits allow,
then it must put the additional levy re-
quest to the votes in the “B” batlot. The
jevies requested In the second ballot
could be intended to ralse funds for new
programs or, for some districts, simply
1o ralse enough money to maintaln their
existing programs.

The Leglstature also stipulated that
adoption of the “B" ballot would be
dependent upon approval of the “A”
ballot. That means that if voters ap-
prove the second proposal but reject the
first, both will be considered defeated.
However, voters can approve the “A”
ballot but refect the “B" ballot.

According to Robyn Godwin, direc-
tor of the state Revenue Department, a
fot of tax districts may avold the com-
plications of the A-B ballot system by
simply staying within the levy increases
the “A" ballot allows them.

“We do know that a lot of districts
are golng to be able to ride with the ‘A’
ballot,” Godwin sald. He added, how-
ever, that that might be difficult for
some districts, primarily school dis-
tricts, to do.

The A-B system will get its test run
In the Portland area Feb. 19 when
Mount Hood Communty College takes
Its 1980-81 levy proposal to the voters
for approval. .

Gary Nichols, assistant business
manager for the college, said the school
will need to use the “B" ballot simply to
raise enough revenue to maintain its
programs for the coming year. No ma-
jor new programs have been approved.

The school is seeking an overall
budget Increase of 13.9 percent, he said.
Under normal circumstances, the 14.3
percent increase In the levy allowable
under the A-B system would be suffi-
cleat.

However, Nichols sald, the college is
expecting only about a 9 percent In-
crease in its other major revenue
sources: tuition and state relmburse-
ment. So, he sald, Mount Hood will
have to get & larger lncrease In Its prop-
erty tax levy to achieve the average
13.9 perceat budget Increase.

mn b S A o S £ 138 P, K2y ] B YT 0y

On the “A™ ballot, the college will
ask voters to approve a property tax
levy of $2,482,941 over the district’s tax
base. (State law allows a district’s tax

base to increase 6 percent each year |

without voter approval.)

On the “B" ballot, he said, the dis-
trict is asking for an additiona!
$551,665 levy outside of the 6 percent
limItation.

“One thing we're worrled about is
people who will say ves to the $551.665
but no to the $2,482,941," Nichols said.

He sald he Is afraid that the A-B
ballot system may confuse voters and
make them think they are supposed to
vote {or one ballot or the other, but not
both. In that case, he said, voters will
choose the smaller of the of the two
proposed levies — the “B” ballo?. -

Even if they approve the “A” ballot
and reject the second proposal, the col-
Jege will have money problems, Nichols
sald. The result, he added, would be cut
programs and staff reductions.

Many more districts may use the’
system in later budget elections, nclud-
ing the one set for March 25. On that
day, voters In Washington County may
see what happens when a serial fevy
gets “split” between the two ballots.

. The county is thinking about pro-
posing a three-year $2.6 million serial

levy for road repairs. Under the provi--

slons of the new law, $777,000 would
have to go on the “A™ ballot and about
$1.8 mittion would be put on the “B."

The county had planned to send that
proposal to voters on Feb. 19, but con-
fuslon over the new ballot system made
them change their minds. Now the
county may wait until the next statuto-
ry election date or just give up on the
idea.

Some of the legislators who were
involved in the design of the A-B ballot
system sald they were not surprised
that the system caused some confusion
and some complaints in local districts.
But, they added, the new system does
provide a voter check on local govern-
ment spending. .

And according to Senate President
Boe, the A-B system also will eliminate
the “take-it-or-leave-it” levy approach
used by some districts.

Under the old system, he said, vot-
ers could cripple a district if they reject-
ed & levy proposal, giving many voters
strong incentive to voté for the propos-
al. Under the new system, the voters
could approve a levy that would give
the district enough money to continue
operation under the “A™ ballot while
holding out on some of the extras.

Sesms



(2 levies)

BEFORE THE COUNCIL
OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF SUBMITTING
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
ZOO SERIAL LEVIES

ORDINANCE NO. 80-86

Introduced by the
Ways and Means Committee

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

Section 1. Short Title

This ordinance shall be known as the "Zoo Serial Levy
Ordinance" and may be so cited and pleaded and shall be cited herein
as "this ordinance."

Section 2. Definitions

A. "Council" means the Council of the Metropolitan Service
District.
B. "District" means the Metropolitan Service District and all

of the land and territory included within the boundaries of the
District.

C. "Zoo" means the Washington Park Zoo of Portland, Oregon,
operated by the District under ORS 268.310 (5).

Section 3. Findings

A. ORS 268.310 (5) permits the District to "acquire, con-
struct, alter, maintain, administer and operate metropolitan zoo
facilities."

BE ORS 268.315 provides that " (F)or the purpose of performing
the functions set forth in subsection (5) of ORS 268.310, the
District, when authorized at any properly called election held for

such purpose, shall have the power to levy an ad valorem tax on all




taxable property wi;hin its boundaries not to exceed in any one year
one-half of one percent (.005) of the true cash value of all taxable
property within the boundaries of such district, computed in
accordance with ORS 308.207."

@l The Zoo currently receives approximately 40 percent of its
total revenues from a serial levy that will expire at the end of FY
1981.

D. The Zoo, with unique educational and recreational offer-
ings, is utilized by and benefits District residents.

Bl A regional funding base is necessary to provide for
continued adequate care, maintenance and development of the Zoo's
animal collection, programs and physical facilties.

F. During fiscal years 1982 through 1984 property tax
revenues in the total amount of $14,100,000 for the three-year
period will be needed to fund Zoo operating and capital expenses.

Section 4. Purpose

The purposes of this ordinance are:

A. To provide for the health and welfare of District
residents by providing for the maintenance and operation of the Zoo,
and for construction and renovation of Zoo exhibits.

B. To approve submission of two three-year operating serial
levies to the voters on May 20, 1980, the revenues of which will be
used for purposes permitted under ORS 268.310 (5) and to pay the
costs of holding the election.

Section 5. Submission of Tax Levy

A. The Council approves and hereby directs that a three-year

operating serial levy of $2,000,000 each year for three years, a




total of $6,000,000 for the three-year period, be submitted to the
voters on May 20, 1980. This levy shall be submitted separately
from the levy described in subparagraph B of this Section so that it
may qualify for the partial State payment provided by 1979 Or. Laws
ch. 241,

B. The Council approves and hereby directs that a three-year
mixed operating and capital serial levy of $2,700,000 each year for
three years, a total of $8,100,000 for the three-year period, be
submitted to the voters on May 20, 1980.

Section 6. Ballot Titles

A. The Ballot Titles for the levies described in Section 5 of

this ordinance shall be as follows:

SERIAL LEVY,
PARTIALLY STATE FINANCED,
FOR BASIC ZOO OPERATIONS

QUESTION: Shall the Metropolitan Service District levy
$2,000,000, partially State-financed, each year for
three years to operate the Zoo?

PURPOSE: This levy authorizes the Metropolitan Service
District to serially levy $2,000,000 annually for
three years for a total of $6,000,000 property tax
outside the six percent limitation specified in the
Oregon Constitution. Proceeds would be used entirely
to support operation and maintenance of the Zoo. No
portion would be used for capital construction.

EXPLANATION: The Washington Park Zoo is owned and operated by the
Metropolitan Service District. 1In 1976, voters in
all three counties of the District approved a
five-year serial levy for Zoo operations and
maintenance of $10,000,000; $2,000,000 each year for
five years. That levy expires in mid-1981.

This proposed levy would begin in mid-1981 and expire
in 1984. No provision is made in this

levy for inflation or operation cost increases above
the current funding level. A levy to offset such




cost increases during the three-year period is being
submitted as a separate measure.

If this measure is approved, the $6,000,000 will be
partially funded by the State of Oregon. Such
partial State funding is contingent upon voter
approval of Ballot Measure # which would
provide partial State funding of local levies for
operations.

QUESTION:

PURPOSE:

EXPLANATION:

SERIAL LEVY,
WITHOUT STATE FINANCING,
FOR ZOO OPERATIONS AND EXHIBITS

Shall the Metropolitan Service District levy

$2,700,000 each year for three years for operating
and capital expenses at the Zoo?

This levy authorizes the Metropolitan Service
District to serially levy $2,700,000 annually for
three years for a total of $8,100,000 property tax
outside the six percent limitation specified in the
Oregon Constitution. Proceeds from the levy would be
used entirely to support operations and capital
construction at the Zoo.

The Washington Park Zoo is owned and operated by the
Metropolitan Service District. 1In 1976, District
voters in Multnomah, Washington and Clackamas
Counties approved a serial levy for Zoo operations
and maintenance of $10,000,000;

$2,000,000 each year for five years. That levy
expires in mid-1981. A measure to continue that
$2,000,000-per-year levy until 1984 is being sub-
mitted as a separate measure.

This proposed levy would provide $700,000 each year
for Zoo operations and $2,000,000 each year for
capital construction. The operating funds would
enable the Zoo to continue the same level of services
currently being provided, by offsetting cost
increases due to inflation, and would provide
operating funds for new exhibits. The capital funds
would be used to finance building of new exhibits for
Alaskan animals and African Plains animals, and would
also allow completion of the primate house and

beaver /otter exhibit.

If this measure is approved, $8,100,000 of taxes
levied will be totally financed by local taxpayers




without any partial state payment.

B. The above Ballot Titles shall be filed with the Director
of Records and Elections of Multnomah County not later than

March 11, 1980.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this 14th day of February, 1980.

Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

AJ/gl
6996/92




BEFORE THE COUNCIL
OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ESTABLISHING ) RESOLUTION NO.
REGIONAL PRIORITIES FOR INTERSTATE )
FUNDS ) Introduced by the
) Joint Policy Advisory
) Committee on
) Transportation

WHEREAS, The Oregon Transportation Commission is consider-
ing the State's Six-Year Highway Improvement Program; and

WHEREAS, The proposed Six-Year Highway Improvement Program
identifies severe delays for Interstate funding of the I-5 Inter-
state Bridge/Vancouver Bridge reconstruction (TSM), I-5 East Marquam
Interchange, I-5 Jantzen Beach/Delta Park (Columbia Slough Bridge),
I-5 North Tigard/South Tigard Interchange and I-84, N.E. 117th
Ave./N.E. 18lst Ave. projects; and

WHEREAS, The I-5 North is an extremely important transpor-
tation facility for both commerce and passenger travel and is con-
sidered a priority corridor in the bi-state region; and

WHEREAS, Very severe traffic congestion and delays are
being experienced in this I-5 corridor and the projects being
delayed are critical for improving corridor problems; and

WHEREAS, The Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transpor-
tation (JPACT) has recommended that Metro express its concern in
delaying these priority projects to the Oregon Transportation
Commission; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

1Lis That the Oregon Transportation Commission is

requested to retain the I-5 projects as priorities.




P That the Oregon Transportation Commission maintain
the current schedule on the Jantzen Beach/Delta Park project as the
first priority.

o That the North Tigard/South Tigard Interchange is the
second priority.

4, That the Executive Officer is directed to transmit
Metro's concern to the Oregon Transportation Commission for con-

sideration at the Commission's February 19, 1980 meeting.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of February, 1980.

Presiding Officer

/9l
7027/92
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Metropolitan Service District
527 SW Hall Portland, Oregon 97201  503/221-1646

Memorandum

Date:
To:
From:

Subject:

February 11, 1980
Merle Irvine
Wayne Coppel W<

S.E. Recyéling Center

In February, 1979, Rick Gustafson introduced to the Metro
Council a concept which initiated Metro's involvement in the
implementation of solid:waste reduction measures in the Dis-
trict. As a result, Solid Waste staff outlined a program which
would provide for the deployment of two trial recycle centers
in southeast Portland and Beaverton areas for one year. 1In
September, 1979, the Metro Council unanimously approved a
resolution which established this policy. X :

Metro solicited proposals for the operation of . the center(s)
in October, 1979. The request for proposals outlined various:
tasks which were to be performed by the contractor. The

site selection, site acquisition and permit approval were to
be the responsibility of ‘the contractor. One responsive
proposal was submitted by Portland Recycling Team . (PRT).

_ PRT evaluated two dozen potential sites in their site selec-

tion process and proposed two possible sites for the southeast
Portlarnd €enter and one site for the Beaverton Center.

A .committee was formed to assist Metro staff in the evaluation.
of PRT's proposal. The committee members (Nandi Szabo, DEQ
Recycling Hotline; Merrie Buel, OEC; Berk Moss, Sunset High

" School Recycling) also assisted Metro staff in the formula-

tion of the Operational Plan, Public Promotion and Education
Program. ’

The two southeast Portland sites evaluated by the committee

were located at S.E. 56th and Division and 49th and Belmont.
Since the site on Division was not immediately available, the
site on Belmont was proposed by PRT and._the process for acquiring
this site 'and requisite approvals commenced.

PRT applied to the City of Portland for a2 Revocable Permit in
December. Lee Barrett, PRT General Manager, ‘also contacted
the Mt. Tabor and :Sunnyside Neighborhood Associations, Southeast

- Uplift, the Glencoe School principal and residents and busi-

.

nesses in the immediate vicinity of the site. PRT and Metro




Memo to Merle Irvine
February 11, 1980
Page 2

staff were invited to neighborhood meetings to describe the
project and answer questions. Metro's purpose in attending
these meetings was to describe the objectives of the recycling
center effort including Metro's involvement. Metro staff also
produced visual aids to assist PRT's presentation. .

On January 28, the hearing for the Revocable Permit took place
with Mr. George H. Fleerlage as Hearings Officer. At the out-
set of the hearing Lee Barrett was seated in'the applicant's
chair and two members of Metro staff, Berta Delman and myself,
were available in the audience to give testimony as requested.
Although Metro was not designated as the permit applicant,for
the purpose of giving background to the project, with your
approval I testified on Metro's behalf.. (I might add that I
did ask Cindy Banzer, Marge Kafoury and Jane Rhodes to speak at
the hearing but all declined.) @A permit has been tentatively
approved pending any appeal action which could occur by the
February 15 appeals deadline. All appeals are sent to the
City Council and within 30 days from the date of appeal, the
Council makes a final recommendation for approval or denial

of the Revocable Permit. -

As can be seen in the attached newspaper articles, PRT has been
taking the lead role in obtaining approval for the site by neigh-
borhood associations, school and special interest groups.

Metro, as the funding agency for the recycling center, has the
responsibility of -responding to.the concerns of citizens because
once we sign a contract with PRT to operate the center it is
understood that Metro approves and supports the use of that loca-
tion for a recycling operation. Metro will ultimately be respon-
sible for insuring that PRT operates the site in a safe, and aes-
thetically acceptable fashion. ' '

WMC:ak

cc: 1.20.C.2.5
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":Southeast area site - 2
Uplift advisers oppose -

recycling depot permit

° By GORDON OUIVER

Corvospondent, The Orogonion

On 1 split vote, the Southeast Uplift
Advisory Board voled ttle week to op-
pose the Portland Recycliog Team's re-
quest for 8 revokable permit to operate
a tecycling depot st Southeast 48th
Avenue snd Belmont Street. :

The board voted 8-6, with two abs-
tentions, to oppose the request after
hearing a lengthy presentation from the

PRT and testimony from 13 ares resl-

dents, nesrly all of whom opposed the
proposed depot.

The request will come before the
city Planning Commission hearings offl-
cer at 2 p.m. Monday, Jan. 28, In the
City Hall annex, 424 S.W. Main St

The revokable permit request was
given conditional approval earlier from
the Mount Tabor Neighborhood *As-
soclstion and the city planning buresu
staff. but was opposed by s group of
residents at an earlier meeting of the
Sunnys!de Nelghborkood Association.

Those who spoke In opposition to
the project at the Jan. 2] Uplift meeting
expressed fears of nolse from breaking
glass, possible dangers to children at-

tending nearby Glencoe School, in-
creased tratfic, and concern that the
fact!ity would be unaightly.

Somae also contended that Belmont
street Is primarily a residential street
and that the facility would not be ina
convenient Jocation for many Southeast
Portland residents.

Lee Barrett, general manager of

Portland Recycling Team, sald be estl- =

mates that no more than 100 avtomo-*
biles. and possibly as few as 30, would.
use the facility dally, and that oaly six}
PRT trucks a week would enter the:
site. .
He noted that the dally traffic count,”
st 45th end Belmont has been estimated
by the city traffic engineer to be 10,300
cars, and that the Increase would be-.
*jnsigolficant.” He also prom!sed that
PRT trucks would not travel east of
49th Avenue, where the school 1s locat-

Barrett also sald that all glass-
breaking activities would take place ip-
doors and that a plywood structure,
would be bullt to further minimize
polse. He sald the facllity would be
more attractive than PRT's former
Southeast facility at 22nd Avenue and
Hawthorne Boulevard.

“We had & month-to-month lease
there, and here we will have a year-
long lease,” he said. *“Would you repalr
the roof on your bome if you thought
you might have to move in a month?”
he asked.

The PRT will receive $27,000 {rom
the Metropolitan Service District to op-
erate a facility In Southeast Portland for
a year as & “model recycling program,”
according to Wayne Koppel, of the ser-
vice district. )

After the one-year trial period, the,
district board will evaluate the success
of the recycling depot and a similar
facility proposed for Beavetton, and de-
clde If It wants to continue to provide

funds, he sald. .

-<

SE site eyed
for recycling
passes test

:Loonoo»: ' 0'1/7/36

A proposed recycling center in
Southeast Portland has been given the
green' light by a Portland Planning
Commission hearings officer, but the
Portland Recycling Team will have to
meet conditions on hours of operation,
notse levels, aesthetics and safety,

In a written opinion, George Fleerl-

poted § <81 ahe o be wsed for uem.ga-; . would prodad! opnhhbrun.‘
;23‘2%2:“ uzﬁ.'m“wgﬁmm.,mh«mﬂg R A

sge approved a one-year revokable per- o

mit for the recycling team to operate
the center on Southeast Belmoat Street
between 48th and 49th avenues, but
Imposed conditions intended to deal
with neighbors® concerns.

Those conditions Include a require-
ment that the site be fenced and
screened, that nolise not exceed levels
for a residential neighborhood, and that
glass-breaking take place in an “interi-
or, insulated area.”

Fleerlage also imposed a condition
that processing activity not be conduct-
ed outside before S a.m. or after 9 p.m.
Indoor activity may be conducted at
other hours, he said, if noise is not evi-
dent at the property line.

The recycling team also will be re-
quired to post signs on the site provid-

* Ing the public with information on the
safe and responsible use of a recycling
facllity. .

Appeals of the decision can be made
to the City Council until Feb. 15. If
there Is no appesl, the hearings officer’s
recommendations will go into effect fol-
lowing adoption of a city ordinance on
the matter.

In his opinion, Fleerlage noted site
drawbacks raised by persons who testi-
fied in opposition to the recycling cen-
ter, but said that since an jdeal site
would be hard to come by, “This site’s
location alone would not seem automat-
ically to rule out its use for recycling
collection.” .

He said traffic generated by the cen-
ter would probably be lower than that
generated by a service station previous-
ly on the site, that poise standards im-
posed by the city would be strict and
that possible dangers to nearby school
children could be minimized through a
cooperative effort of Glencoe School
and the recycling team *“to educate the
children both to the advantages and the
attendant dangers to them of recy-
cling.”




BEFORE THE COUNCIL
OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF RESTRUCTURING
THE COUNCIL COMMITTEE SYSTEM

) RESOLUTION NO.
; Introduced by the
) Ways and Means Committee

WHEREAS, There is a need to consolidate the existing
Council Committee system to help improve the policy coordination
between the various functional areas; and

WHEREAS, The Ways and Means Committee has reviewed
alternative ways of restructuring the Committee system to achieve
this objective and has endorsed a three Committee system; now,
therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

. That a Council Planning Committee be established to
monitor all planning and development activities in the areas of
Metropolitan Development, Transportation and Public Facilities.

2. That the special role of the Joint Policy Advisory
Committee on Transportation (JPACT) be recognized by the Council,
and that the Council recommend that this Committee continue with one
Council representative.

3. That a Council Service Delivery Committee be
established to monitor all activities in the areas of the Zoo, Solid
Waste and Criminal Justice.

4. That a Coordinating Committee be established to
monitor general management and procedural issues which cross other
Committee lines, and that membership on this Committee consist of

the Council Presiding Officer, Vice Presiding Office, representative




of the two other Council Committees and the Executive Officer
(non-voting members).

5. That the work of these standing Committees be supple-
mented with special committees or task forces as needed and as
approved by the whole Council.

6 & That the Council rules be amended to reflect this

three Committee system.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this 14th day of February, 1980.

Presiding Officer

Cs/ql
6878/92




Metropolitan Service District
527 SW Hall Portland, Oregon 97201 503/221-1646

~ Subject:

Memorandum
~Date:  February 8, 1980
To:  Zoo Committee
From: Charlie Shell
Alternative Strategies for Zoo Serial Levy

The two ba51c strategies being cons1dered for plac1ng a Zoo

',serlal levy before the voters have been traced through the

various possible results at the polls to identify the
alternative results which the Council would have to deal
with if the measures fail. This "scrip" is prepared to
help the Council evaluate which of these strategies to
choose.

These alternatives concentrate on the worst possible alterna-
tives in each case.

The staff of the Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission
has indicated that the full $2 million for the current levy
can be eligible for tax relief.

The final problem to deal with is to project how to extend
the "scrip" to include the option of requesting a tax base
or income tax funding to all Metro act1v1t1es, including

the Zoo, in November.

I. Present two questlons to the voters

Thls strategy assumes that the property tax levy pays
for total operating cost and enterprise revenues pay
for capital improvements. This option would place
two questlons before the voters:

Three Year Average

Total " Per Year
1. "A" Ballot 6.0 2.0
2. "B" Ballot 7.9 2.6
' 13.9 4.6

The total levy would be $2.6 million per year higher
than the current $2 million per year Zoo levy.

T T



Pege Two

1. "A" Ballot measure fails;

Alternatives: State law requires that the "A"
Ballot must-pass in order for the "B" Ballot to
pass. Both measures can be presented to the
voters at the same election. Both an "A" and "B"
Ballot would be presented to the voters at the
November election.

2. "A" Ballot passes and the "B" Ballot fails.

. Alternatives: The "B" Ballot may be presented
to the voters twice in a single year.

The "B" Ballot for 7.9 million, or 2.6 million
per year, would be presented to the voters in
November.

3. ngn Ballot fails in November.

Alternatives: A decisionjwould have to be made
on whether to attempt again for a "B" Ballot
after January, 8l or make reductions in expendi-
tures in the FY 81 budget. Such a decision would
have to be made in time for a . special election
date before: June 30, 1981. -

4. "B" Ballot is not passed by June 30, 1981.

Alternatives: The remaining alternative would
be to reduce prcgram costs to match revenues.
Enterprise revenues, approximately 1.9 million
per year, would be used for operations and the
capital program would be eliminated.

II. Three Questions

This strategy assumes that enterprise revenues would
be used to offset operating costs. A separate serial
levy for capital would be presented to the Voters.
Three questlons would be before the voters:

: , Average
Total Levy Per Year
1. "A" Ballot 6.0 2.0
2. "B" Ballot 2.2 .7
Total Operating 8.2 ’ 2.7
3. Capital 10.0 2.0
. Total All Levies 18.8 4.7

1. Three year levy.
2. Five year levy
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- III.

1. "A" Ballot and capital measures fail in May.

 Alterantives: Return to the voters with both
"A" and "B" Ballots and capital levy in November.

2. "A" Ballot passes in November.
"B" Ballot and capital fail.

Alternatives: A decision would have to be made

on whether to go again for the "B" Ballot and

the capital measure after January 3, or make.
reductions in expenditures in the FY 1981

budget. Such a decision would have to be made

in time for a special election before June 30, 1981.

3. "B" Ballot is'not passed by June 30, 1981.

Alternatives: The remaining alternative would be
to reduce program costs to match revenues. Enter-
prise revenues, approximately 1.9 million per year
~would be used along with the previously approved
levy for operations and the capital program would
be eliminated. :

General Metro Ballot measure.

The overall strategy recommended by the Finance Task
Force included requesting approval for a %Zoo serial

levy in May and returning in November to request
approval for longer term funding for all Metro activites,
1nclud1ng the Zoo which would supercede any measure
passed in May.

To project how the Zoo levy would fold into this.
strategy we must start with the possible outcomes.

. of the May election.

1. The "A" Ballot and capital measures fail. in May.

Alternatives: Request approval for a tax base or
income tax for all Metro activities, including the
Zoo, on the November ballot.

2. "A" and "B" Ballots pass in May.

Alternatives: Request approval for a tax base or
income tax measure in November for all Metro
activities which would supercede the May ballots.
A decision would have to be made on how to include
the Zoo capital requirements in the financial
strategy. A separate Zoo serial levy or general

- obligation bonds could be placed as a separate
measure on the November ballot.




III.

3.

tAPage Four

"A" Ballot passes.
"B" Ballot and capital levy fail.

Alternatives:

a. Go for a general tax measure which would
supercede the "A" Ballot passed. Do not
attempt a simultaneous "B" Ballot for the
Zoo. '

b. Go for a general tax measure as described-
above, but also add a "B" Ballot for the
Zoo serial. levy. The general tax measures
would supercede the "B" Ballot if passed.




(3 levies including
Metro operations)

BEFORE THE COUNCIL
OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF SUBMITTING
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
SERIAL LEVIES

ORDINANCE NO.

Introduced by the
Ways and Means Committee

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

Section 1. Short Title

This ordinance shall be known as the "Metro Serial Levy
Ordinance" and may be so cited and pleaded and shall be cited herein
as "this ordinance."

Section 2. Definitions

A. "Council" means the Council of the Metropolitan Service
Digtrict,
B "District" means the Metropolitan Service District and all

of the land and territory included within the boundaries of the
District.

el "7Zo00" means the Washington Park Zoo of Portland, Oregon,
operated by the District under ORS 268.310 (5).

Section 3. Findings

A. ORS 268.310 (5) permits the District to "acquire, con-
struct, alter, maintain, administer and operate metropolitan zoo
Facilities."™

55 ORS 268.315 provides that " (F)or the purpose of performing
the functions set forth in subsection (5) of ORS 268.310, the

District, when authorized at any properly called election held for



such purpose, shall have the power to levy an ad valorem tax on all
taxable property within its boundaries not to exceed in any one year
one-half of one percent (.005) of the true cash value of all taxable
property within the boundaries of such district, computed in
accordance with ORS 308.207."

C., The Zoo currently receives approximately 40 percent of its
total revenues from a serial levy that will expire at the end of FY
1981.

D] The Zoo, with unique educational and recreational offer-
ings, is utilized by and benefits District residents.

E. A regional funding base is necessary to provide for con-
tinued adequate care, maintenance and development of the Zoo's
animal collection, programs and physical facilities.

F. During fiscal years 1982 through 1984 property tax
revenues in the total amount of $8,200,000 for the three-year period
will be needed to fund the portion of Zoo operating expenses that
will exceed gate receipts and concession revenues.

G. During fiscal years 1982 through 1986 property tax
revenues in the amount of $10,000,000 will be required to fund
planned capital expenditures.

5L ORS 268.310 and 1977 Or. Laws ch. 665 sections 17 through
21 permit the District to provide a number of planning and
functional services and activities.

T The services and activities identified in subparagraph H
of this section are funded by service and user charges, state and
federal grants and by charges on jurisdictions within the District.

Jl. The current authority to fund certain services and



activities by levying charges on jurisdictions within the District
expires after the fiscal year 1981 charges.

K. During fiscal years 1982 through 1984, property tax
revenues in the total amount of $3,000,000 will be needed to fund
non-z7Zoo operating expenses that will exceed expected grant, service
and user charge and benefit assessment revenues,

Section 4. Purpose

The purposes of this ordinance are:

A, To provide for the health and welfare of District resi-
dents by providing for the maintenance and operation of the Zoo and
for the provision of other authorized District services and activi-
ties,

B. To approve submission of two three-year operating serial
levies and a five-year capital serial levy to the voters on May 20,
1980, the revenues of which will be used for purposes permitted
under ORS 268.310 and 1977 Or. Laws ch. 665 sections 17 through 21,
and to pay the costs of holding the election.

Section 5. Submission of Tax Levy

A. The Council approves and hereby directs that a three-year
operating serial levy of $2,000,000 each year for three vears, a
total of $6,000,000 for the three-year period, be submitted to the
voters on May 20, 1980. This levy shall be submitted separately
from the operating levy in subparagraph B of this Section so that it
may qualify for the partial State payment provided by 1979 Or. Laws
ch. 241.

2 The Council approves and hereby directs that a three-year

operating serial levy of $1,733,333 each year for three years, a




total of $5,200,000 for the three-year period, be submitted to the
voters on May 20, 1980.

G The Council approves and hereby directs that a five-year
capital serial levy of $2,000,000 each year for five years, a total
of $10,000,000 for the five-year period, be submitted to the voters
on May 20, 1980.

Section 6. Ballot Titles

A, The ballot titles for the levies described in Section 5 of

this ordinance shall be as follows:

SERIAL LEVY,
PARTIALLY STATE FINANCED,
FOR ZOO OPERATIONS

QUESTION: Shall the Metropolitan Service District levy
$2,000,000, partially State financed, each year for
three years for operation of the Zoo?

PURPOSE: This levy authorizes the Metropolitan Service
District to serially levy $2,000,000 each year for
three years for a total over the three-year period of
$6,000,000 property tax outside the six percent
limitation specified in Article XI, Section 11 of the
Oregon Constitution. Proceeds from the levy would be
used entirely to support operation and maintenance of
the Zoo, and no portion of the levy would be used for
capital construction.

EXPLANATION: The Washington Park Zoo is owned and operated by the
- Metropolitan Service District. 1In 1976, the voters
of the District approved a five-year serial levy for
Zoo operations and maintenance of $10,000,000;
$2,000,000 each year for five years. That levy ex-
pires in 1981.

This proposed levy would provide $2,000,000 for
continued Zoo operations each year for three years; a
total of $6,000,000. The levy would begin in 1981
and expire in 1984. No provision is made in this
levy for inflation and operation cost increases over
the current funding level. A levy to offset such
cost increases during the three-year period is being
submitted as a separate measure.




If this measure is approved, the $6,000,000 will be
partially funded by the State of Oregon. Such
partial State funding is contingent upon voter
approval of Ballot Measure # which, if
approved, would provide partial State funding of
local levies for operations.

QUESTION:

PURPOSE:

EXPLANATION:

SERIAL LEVY,
WITHOUT STATE FINANCING,
FOR METRO OPERATIONS

Shall the Metropolitan Service District levy
$1,733,333 each year for three years for District and
Zoo operations?

This levy authorizes the Metropolitan Service
District to serially levy $1,733,333 each year for
three years for a total over the three-year period of
$5,200,000 property tax outside the six percent
limitation specified in Article XI, Section 11 of the
Oregon Constitution. Proceeds from the levy would be
used entirely to support operation and maintenance of
the Zoo and District service and operational costs.
No portion of the levy would be used for capital
construction.

The Metropolitan Service District operates the Zoo
which is funded in part by a serial levy of
$2,000,000 per year which expires in 1981. A measure
to continue that $2,000,000 per year levy until 1984
is being submitted as a separate measure.

This proposed levy would provide $733,333 for Zoo
operations each year for three years. These funds,
together with gate and concession revenues, would
enable continuation of current levels of service by
offsetting inflation and would fund operation of new
animal exhibits.

This proposed levy would also provide $1,000,000 each
year for three years to fund District operations
other than the Zoo. The District's current authority
to charge local jurisdictions for planning services
expires in 1981. This levy would permit continuation
of those services and provision of other services for
which grants are not available.

If this measure is approved, $5,200,000 of taxes
levied will be totally financed by local taxpayers
without any partial State payment.




SERIAL LEVY,
. WITHOUT STATE FINANCING,
FOR ZOO CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION

QUESTION: Shall the Metropolitan Service District levy
$2,000,000 each year for five years for capital
construction of exhibits at the Washington Park Zoo?

PURPOSE: This levy authorizes the Metropolitan Service
District to serially levy $2,000,000 each year for
five years for a total over the five-year period of
$10,000,000 property tax outside the six percent
limitation specified in Article XI, Section 11 of the
Oregon Constitution. Proceeds from the levy would be
used entirely for capital construction and renovation
of animal housing and exhibit facilities at the
Washington Park Zoo.

EXPLANATION: The Washington Park Zoo is owned and operated by the
Metropolitan Service District. The District proposes
the following construction projects at the Zoo during
the period 1981 to 1986:

1. construction of exhibit of Alaskan animals,
‘ 20 major renovation of the primate house,
S completion of the beaver and otter exhibit,

4, renovation of the penguin facility, and

Bis construction of an exhibit of "African
Plains" animals.

6. Construction of a reptile facility.

The proceeds of this levy would be used to finance
the above construction projects and minor renovation
of existing exhibits. This levy would begin in 1981
and expire in 1986,

If this measure is approved, $10,000,000 of taxes
levied will be totally financed by local taxpayers
without any partial state payment.

B. The above Ballot Titles shall be filed with the Director

‘ of Records and Elections of Multnomah County not later than




March 11, 1980.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of » 1980.

Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

AJ/gl
6926/92




(Tax Base)

BEFORE THE COUNCIL
OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF SUBMITTING A
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
TAX BASE

ORDINANCE NO.

Introduced by the
Ways and Means Committee

e

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

Section 1. Short Title

This ordinance shall be known as the "Metro Tax Base Ordinance"
and may be so cited and pleaded and shall be cited herein as "this
ordinance."

Section 2. Definitions

A. "Council" means the Council of the Metropolitan Service
Digtrict.

B. "District"” means the Metropolitan Service District and all
of the land and territory included within the boundaries of the
District.

Cis "Zoo" means the Washington Park Zoo of Portland, Oregon,
operated by the District under ORS 268.310 (5).

Section 3. Findings

A. ORS 268.310 (5) permits the District to "acquire, con-
struct, alter, maintain, administer énd operate metropolitan zoo
facilities."

B. ORS 268.315 and 268.500 provide that the District may
"levy an ad valorem tax on all taxable property within its
boundaries not to exceed in any one year one-half of one percent

(.005) of the true cash value of all taxable property within the




boundaries of such district, computed in accordance with ORS
308.207."

el The Zoo currently receives approximately 40 percent of its
total revenues from a serial levy that will expire at the end of FY
1981,

D. The Zoo, with unique educational and recreational offer-
ings, is utilized by and benefits District residents.

E. A regional funding base is necessary to provide for con-
tinued adequate care, maintenance and development of the Zoo's
animal collection, programs and physical facilities.

131 During fiscal year 1982, property tax revenues in the
total amount of $2,733,333 for the three-year period will be needed
to fund the portion of Zoo operating expenses that will exceed gate
receipts and concession revenues.

G. During fiscal year 1982, property tax revenues in the
amount of $2,000,000 will be required to fund planned Zoo capital
expenditures.

H. ORS 268.310 and 1977 Or. Laws ch. 665 sections 17 through
21 permit the District to provide a number of planning and
functional services and activities.

I.. The services and activities identified in subparagraph H
of this section are funded by service and user charges, state and
federal grants and by charges on jurisdictions within the District.

Jd. The current authority to fund certain services and
activities by levying charges on jurisdictions within the District
expires after the fiscal year 1981 charges.

K. During fiscal year 1982, property tax revenues in the




total amount of $1,000,000 will be needed to fund District operating
expenses, other than Zoo expenses, that will exceed expected grant,
service and user charge and benefit assessment revenues.

1, If the District seeks voter approval of the needed
property tax revenue by a combination of serial levies, only
$2,000,000 of the required $5,733,333 would qualify for partial
state funding. If the District seeks voter approval of the needed
property tax revenues by a tax base election, all of the 5,733,333
would qualify for partial state funding.

Section 4. Purpose

The. purposes of this ordinance are:

A, To provide for the health and welfare of District
residents by providing for the maintenance and operation of the Zoo
and for the provision of other authorized District services and
activities.

B. To approve submission of a new tax base levy to the voters
on May 20, 1980, the revenues of which will be used for purposes
permitted under ORS 268.310 and 1977 Or. Laws ch. 665 sections L7
through 21, and to pay the costs of holding the election.

Section 5. Submission of Tax Levy

The Council approves and hereby directs that a new tax base
levy of $5,733,333 be submitted to the voters on May 20, 1980. This
levy shall be submitted so that it may qualify for the partial State
payment provided by 1979 Or. Laws ch. 241.

Section 6. Ballot Title

A. The ballot title for the levy described in Section 5 of

this ordinance shall be as follows:




QUESTION:

PURPOSE:

EXPLANATION:

TAX BASE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

Shall a tax base of $5,733,333 be established for the
Metropolitan Service District?

This measure establishes a $5,733,333 tax base
pursuant to Article XI, Oregon Constitution. The
District does not have an existing tax base. The
measure grants continuing tax levy authority and the
District would be authorized to levy not more than
$5,733,333 beginning with fiscal year 1981-82. 1In
future years the levy could be increased not more
than six percent each year without voter approval.
This levy will be used to fund the Zoo and other
District operations.

The Metropolitan Service District operates the
Washington Park Zoo which is funded in part by a
serial levy of $2,000,000 per year. This serial levy
expires in 1981. The District also provides a number
of other services, and the current authority to
charge local jurisdictions for District operations
and planning expires in 1981. With a tax base, the
District could levy a constitutionally controlled
maxiumum amount each year without referral to the
voters.

Estimated 1981-82 District expenses that would be
paid by property taxes include: $2,700,000 for 2Zoo
operations not funded by gate and concession
revenues; $2,000,000 for Zoo capital expenditures
under a continuing program for construction and
renovation of animal housing and exhibit facilities;
and $1,000,000 for District operating and planning
expenses other than Zoo expenses. It is expected
that a tax base levy will ensure continuity of Zoo
and other District programs and reduce the number of
special elections.

If this measure is approved, the $5,733,333 will be
partially funded by the State of Oregon. Such
partial State funding is contingent upon voter
approval of Ballot Measure # which, if
approved, would provide partial State funding for tax
base levies.

B. The above Ballot Titles shall be filed with the Director




. of Records and Elections of Multnomah County not later than

March 11, 1980.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of , 1980.

Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

AJ/gl
6960/92



SPECIAL COUNCIL SESSION

Council Chamber February 14, 1980
4:00 p.m.

4:00 p.m. Discussion of Financing Alternatives for Zoo

5:30 p.m. Consideration of Applicants for Council Vacancy

Adjournment to Informal meeting, if time permits.

7:00 p.m. Dinner Break



Metropolitan Service District
527 SW Hall Portland, Oregon 97201 503/221-1646

Agenda

Date:

Day:

Time:

Place:

February 11, 1980
Monday
iRz 30N T

Conference Rooms A-1 and A-2

FINANCE TASK FORCE

1. Discussion of alternative approaches to
Metro tax levy strategies

2 Discussion of "A" and "B" Ballot requirements

3z Other business



Metropolitan Service District

527 SW Hall Portland, Oregon 97201 503/221-1646
Memorandum
Date: February 14, 1980 .
To: Metro Council
From: Councilor Craig Berkman
Subject :

Regional Landfill Siting Committee Membership

In January, 1980, the Metro Council passed a resolution replacing the
Local Landfill Siting Committees with a Regional Landfill Siting
Committee. As a result of discussions by both the Solid Waste Policy
Alternatives Committee and the Solid Waste/Public Facilities Council
Committee it was the consensus that the new Regional Landfill Siting
Committee be comprised.of three members from each of the counties
and three members representing areas outside of Metro. After re-
viewing a list of names of possible members, it is the recommendation
of the Solid Waste/Public Facilities Council Cammittee that the

following persons be appointed to the Regional Landfill Siting
Committee:

Multnomah County

John H. Gray

John Hankee

Phyllis Ricks

CLACKAMAS QOUNTY

Tor Lyshaug

Chief Geologist
N.W. Testing Lab., Inc.

Civil Engineer

Family in Garbage
Collection Business

Director of Operations
Multnamah County,

Resident of Charbon-
neau

3918 SE 1lé6th

Portland, Or
Hame: 760-3224
Business: 288-7086

4815 Sw 56th St.
Portland, Or
292-9839

2746 NW Quimby
Portland, Or

Home: 228-1984
Business: 222-2900

7910 Fairway Dr
Aurora, Or

Home: 678-1638
Business: 253-7595
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Robert Whipps

Roy Simmons

WASHINGION COUNTY

Frank Deiver

Allen Cicrich

*kk

Member of Mira Monte
Siting Cammittee

Executive at Columbia
Helicopter at Aurora
State Airport

Environmental Manager
Tektronix, Member of
Durham Siting Comm.

Tektronix Camputors,
Worked as a Garbage
Collector for Rodger
Wolfe in the District

*k%k

OUTSIDE METRO RESIDENTS

Roger Reif

Howard Grabhorn

David Phillips

. Attorney, Member of

Mira Monte Siting Comm.

Member of Metro Solid
Waste Policy Alternatives
Cammittee, Landfill Opr,
Owner of Excavation and
Construction Business

Administrator Solid Waste
Department of Environ-
mental Services, Clack-
amas County

6830 Molalla Bend Rd
Wilsonville, Or

678-1423

19110 Suncrest Ave
West Linn, Or

647-1111

7900 SW Bernard Dr
Beaverton, Or

Home: 644-

Business:

8879
644-0161

Rt 1 Box 1124
Beaverton, Or

Home: 649-

Business:

* k%

160 NW 3rd
Canby, Or

0625
645-6464

St

Rt 1 Box 849
Beaverton, Or

628-1866

Rt 1
Mulino, Or

Haome: 829-

Business:

* Washington County's third representative to be appointed
at the next meeting.

9481
655-8521

ext 6775

ext 1143




Metropolitan Service District

. 527 SW Hall Portland, Oregon 97201 503/221-1646
Memorandum
Date: February 14, 1980
To: Metro Council Members
From: Craig Berkman

Subject: Solid Waste Policy Alternatives Committee Membership (SWPAC)

The Solid Waste/Public Facilities Council Committee has
reviewed applications for membership to SWPAC. It is their
recommendation that the following persons be appointed at the
February 14 Council meeting to fill vacancies on SWPAC:

NAME REPRESENTING
Judy Roumpf Recycling, Oregon
Environmental Council
Frank Cooper Construction Industry
. Robert Harris Public - Clackamas County

The following existing SWPAC members have served their two-year
terms. It is the Council Committee's recommendation that these
members be reappointed at the February 14 Council meeting:

NAME REPRESENTING
James Cozzetto Collection Industry
Bill Culham Public -- Multnomah County
Howard Grabhorn Landfills
Harold LaVelle Landfills
John Trout Collection Industry
MH: bk
7021/D3




' Metro olitan Service District
- 527SW Hall +Portland, Oregon 97201  503/221- 1646

Y
’

Memorandum SR e o S
Date: January 30, 1980

"To: Metro Coun01l

From: Marge'Kafoury,_Presiding Officer | .1 f!1.1‘j.»- i Z\N
Subject: Selection Proceee for Cogpcilhyacap¢y;f;;[;3?w7‘t:’

3 S o "-‘. T . . . “ 3 : R . \

I propose the f0110w1ng guldellnes for fllllng the Coun01l

;,vacancy. :
1. Appllcatlon deadllne is February 8 Applications w111
; be mailed to all Counc1lors by February 11.
2. Council will commence dellberatlons at 5: 30 P- m. on
’ February 14.
3. If there are less than ten applicants; each will be given

a limited amount of time to address the Council. If
there are more than ten applicants, each Counc1lor will -~
nominate three people. All those rece1v1ng a nomlnatlon
will address the Council. T . . S

- The Presiding Officer w111 ask for votes from the Councilors.

The candidate with the least number of votes will be
eliminated from consideration. Balloting will continue
until one person recelves seven votes. -Voting will be by
written ballot. : ' ' '

The Council can nominate new candldates at any time in
the voting. The Council can also choose to contlnue the
process at the next meeting. :

\




Metropolitan Service District
527 SW Hall Portland, Oregon 97201 503/221-1646

Memorandum

~Date: ~ February 8, 1980
To:  Zoo Committee
From: Charlie Shell

Subject: Alternative Strategies for Zoo Serial Levy

The two basic strategies being considered for placing a Zoo
',serlal levy before the voters have been traced through the
various possible results at the polls to identify the
alternative results which the Council would have to deal
with if the measures fail. This "scrip" is prepared to
help the Council evaluate which of these strategies to
. choose.

These alternatives concentrate on the worst possible alterna-
tives in each case.

~ The staff of the Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission
has indicated that the full $2 million for the current levy
can be eligible for tax relief.

The final problem to deal with is to project how tp extend
‘the "scrip" to include the option of requesting a tax base
or income tax funding to all Metro act1v1t1es, 1nclud1ng
the Zoo, in November.

I. Present two questlons to the voters

This strategy assumes that the property tax levy pays

- for total operating cost and enterprise revenues pay
for capital improvements. This option would place
two questions before the voters:

Three Year Average

Total " Per Year
1. "A" Ballot 6.0 2.0
2. "B" Ballot 7.9 2,6
- 13.9 4.6

The total levy would be $2.6 million per year higher
than the current $2 million per year Zoo levy.
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II.

' l .

"A" Ballot measure fails;

Alternatives: State law requires that the "A"

'Ballot must- pass in order for the "B" Ballot to

pass. Both measures can be presented to the
voters at the same election. Both an "A" and "B"
Ballot would be presented to the voters at the
November election.

"A" Ballot passes and the "B" Ballot fails.

Alternatives: The "B" Ballot may be presented
to the Voters twice in a single year.

The "B" Ballot for 7.9 million, or 2.6 mllllon
per year, would be presented to the voters in
November.

' "B“ Ballot fails in November.

Alternatives: A decision would have to be made

on whether to attempt again for a "B" Ballot

after January, 8l or make reductions in expendi-
tures in the FY 81 budget. Such a decision would
have to be made in time for a.special election
date before:June 30, 1981.

"B" Ballot is not passed by June 30, 1981.

Alternatives: The remaining alternative would
be to reduce prcgram costs to match revenues.
Enterprise revenues, approximately 1.9 million
per year, would -be used for operations and the
capital program would be eliminated.

Three Questions

This strategy assumes that enterprise revenues would
be used to offset operating costs. A separate serial
levy for capital would be presented to the voters.
Three questions would be before the voters'

. Average

Total Levy - Per Year
1. "A" Ballot 6.0 2.0
2, "B"™ Ballot 2.2 .7
Total Operating 8.2 2.7
3. Capital 10.0 2.0
18.8 4.7

Total All Levies

l. Three year levy
2. Five year levy




III.

' pPage Three

1. "A" Ballot and capital measures fail in May.

Alterantives: Return to the voters with both

"A" and "B" Ballots and capital levy in November.

2. "A" Ballot passes in November.
"B" Ballot and capital fail.

Alternatives: A decision would have to be made
on whether to go again for the "B" Ballot and
the capital measure after January 3, or make.
reductions in expenditures in the FY 1981
budget. Such a decision would have to be made

in time for a special election before June 30, 1981.

3. "B" Ballot is not passed by June 30, 1981,

Alternatives: The remaining alternative would be
to reduce program costs to match revenues. Enter-
Prise revenues, approximately 1.9 million per year

would be used along with the previously approved

levy for operations and the capital program would

be eliminated.
General Metro Ballot measure.
The overall strategy recommended by the Finance Task

Force included requesting approval for a Zoo serial
levy in May and returning in November to request

approval for longer term funding for all Metro activites,

including the Zoo which would supercede any measure
passed in May.

To project how the Zoo levy would fold into this
strategy we must start with the possible outcomes
of the May election. '

1. The "A" Ballot and capital measures fail in May.

Alternatives: Request approval for a tax base or
income tax for all Metro activities, including the

Zoo, on the November ballot.

2. "A" and "B" Ballots pass in May.

Alternatives: Request approval for a tax base or

income tax measure in November for all Metro

activities which would supercede the May ballots.
A decision would have to be made on how to include

the Z00 capital requirements in the financial
strategy. A separate Zoo serial levy or general
obligation bonds could be placed as a separate
measure on the November ballot.
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ITI.

3.

"A" Ballot passes. ,
"B" Ballot and capital levy fail.

Alternatives:

a. Go for a general tax measure which would
supercede the "A" Ballot passed. Do not
attempt a simultaneous "B" Ballot for the
Zoo. ‘ ' '

b. Go for a general tax measure as described-
above, but also add a "B" Ballot for the
7Zoo serial. levy. The general tax measures
would supercede the "B" Ballot if passed.




. Metropolitan Service District
527 SW Hall - Portland, Oregon 97201  503/221-1646

Memorandum
DMe:: February 13, 1980
Tor Cindy Banzer -
From: _Anay Jordan ' R : ' . ) -
&wkd} Levy Inflation Factor |

Rick asked me to provide you with information regarding our
efforts to add an inflation factor to the Zoo levy partially .
funded by the State. = . : : , T

As you know, we must divide our levies depending upon what
amounts of taxes levied qualifies for partial State funding. 1In
our case, up to $2 million would so qualify because that is the

"amount of money levied for Zoo operations for FY 1980.

‘The next question is whether we can tack an "inflation factor"

(14.3%) on to the $2 Million levy for a total Ballot A of
$2,286,000. In order to qualify for the add-on, the prior levy
must have been purely for operations, not for capital construc-

~tion. ..

We are uncertain whether our 1évy qualifies. Even though we cén

" show that we have in fact used the tax levy money for operations

over the years, it is difficult to argue that the purpose of the
1976 levy was solely for operations. ' ‘

The difficulty is twofold: £irst, the 1976 ordinance calling the
election seems to permit capital expenditures under the levy;

‘second, since tax money and enterprise revenues are commingled in

a single fund, it is difficult to prove that tax moneys have only

‘been used for operations over the years. In addition, the new
"tax reform act is not clearly drafted with respect to the infla-

tion factor criteria.

‘Therefore, we are formally asking the Department'of Revenue for a

determination on whether we can add the $286,000 factor to Ballot
A. With luck, we can get an answer by February 28. It would

' represent a savings to taxpayers of $85,800, but it also repre--

sents a cost to the State. . I am not optimistic, but it is worth
a try. ' - - ‘

AJ:mec
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' Section 5. ‘Pdrpese and Policy

"A. The purpose of thlS ordlnance is to-~
1. Prov1de for the health and welfare of the people in

the Dlstrlct. : :
2. Prov1de for the malntenance and operatlon ‘of metropol—

_itan zoo fac111t1es in the Dlstrlct

3. Approve submission of a five- year District-wide tax
levy to the voters on May 25, 1976, the revenues of which will be
used for those purposes set out in ORS 268.310(5), (Chapter 51C,

‘Oregen Laws, 1975) and to pay the costs of holding the election.

Section 6. Submission of Tax Levy

A. The Board approves submlttlng a five-year District- -
wide tax levy of $2,000,000. each yeéar for five years, a total
of $10,000,000 to the voters on May 25, 1976.

- . B. The proceeds of the levy w111 be used for those
purposes described in Chapter 510, Oregon Laws, 1975 and to pay.
the costs of holding the election. '

Section 7. Ballot Title

A. The ballot title for the five-year tax levy will be:
70O - METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT FUNDING PROPOSAL .

. A measure providing for continued operation and maintenance of

the zoo by authorizing and directing a continuing five-year
special tax levy within the Metropolltan Service District, com-
prising portions of Clackamas Multnomah and Washington Countles;
effective July 1, 1976, of $2 000,000 each year for five years,

a total of $1O 000,000 for the five year period, in’lieu of
contlnued Z0Oo flnanc1ng through the Clty of Portland.
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..needs of its star attraction — the Washington

<

- - How to ask for the money is the question

. by voter rejection. .

- .that, governs the zoo and-provides many cther,

“a, 4 . .
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gency calls
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. Regional goveriment in ihe’ Portland met-
ropolitan area has an identity and money prob-
lemn it will riot resolve by splitting the fiscal

“Park Zoo — from those.of the regional agency.
“Jess obvious but equally necessary services. - 2
The .Metropolitan Service District Council's’

o cision_Thursday to go to yoters this ‘year Yor:

Yfunding ‘was a foregone conclusion. The $2 mil-..
dion-a-year serial levy for thé zoo -expires-at'the:

- iend of fiscal 1981, and the district’s authority to’
- *collect assessments

g based on population from the
27 Portland-area cities and counties it serves also

*®

* ’expires at that time, " -~

tioubling the.regional agency's elected counci-

: " 8ors. A task force of legislative and local govern-

ment representatives and citizens recommended
That the district secure funding of the zoo with a
May primary ballot, and offer voters a long-
lerm, zoo-regional government package in the

ovember general election, ©~ - . .7 C .
1" Once assured the zoo would not close, how-',
ever, voters likely would dump the full-funding
package in November. The regional . agency
would be forced to return to the 1981 Legisla-
ture, hat in hand, and plea for extension of its

gssessment powers, a task made more difficult

< Thus, councilors would- risk returning re-
‘gional services to the dozens of local jurisdic-
“tions and appointed commissions that handled

* T ALBERTL cQRE_ADY',. .B.A:a.nahglng:EdiiQr‘ R
. " ROBERT M.LANDAUER, Senlor Assoclate Editor ;
(e .\_' .',l;j.: '._::‘..; .' . -- ',1-.;‘ A Ty .‘.:..:.- T eE 5
““them prior to the 1978 voter decision to establish-

;. Surveys show few citiZens recognize the re-

o™, . Ry R A |
:"The difference in cost is'not great when serv-; o

- could continue to operate and improve the zoo;

.ment is the issue. ~ - -+ - -~
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the Metropolitan Service District. That is'the:
greater risk than closure of the z00.:™ -+ =% i _

‘gional agency, let alone know what it does, and -
fewer would support tax-measures for it. Those *

“conditions would be compounded by-a_schizoph-_‘:

renic May zoo ballot and November regional

government ballot..” .

Y et s . -
<

ices are considered.- For example, where a $4 : : o

“million annual zoo serial levy would cost owners }

of $50,000 homes $8 a year, a regional govern- | B
ment-zoo package would be $10a year. -~ . °¢ ' !
" For that, the Metropolitan Service District’, :

. wevan.

continue its movement toward resolving the®

area’s solid waste disposal problem, including
recycling and epergy generation programs; con-- '
tinue to coordinate planning, assuring fair hous-

ing and transit distribution; and oversee comple- ;

tion of the long-needed Johnson Creek basin

flood control project. . -~ - - . T
“" It could do much more: coordinate cable-TV;
provide regional library, jail and parks services;
launch a regional stadium project. But those are

" services the public might wish to buy in the

future. Now, survival of elected regional govern-

-l

“The zoo is the only clear point for public
focus on regional government. Existing service
and future potential must not_be obscured by
splitting that focus with two elections. A

T oma e
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Dual tax ballot' a bit confusing

By SANDRA McDONOUGH
o The Oregonian staft .

When the Oregon Leglslature
passed its famous tax rellef plan last
“year, It wanted to make voter control

. over local spending as simple as A-B-C.

Make that just A-B.

What the leglslators came up with is
s new dual ballot budget election sys-
tem that is sure to confuse some voters
the first time they confront [t at the
polls. Already, the “A-B" system Is
frustrating some tax districts that are
trylng to llve within It as they prepare
the budgets for the 1980-81 fiscal year.

However, many of the persons In-
volved In the shaping of the election
system are confident that, once the dis-

. tricts and the voters used to It, it

wlil run smoothly. The fax district may

‘not always like the system, they said,
but they'll fearn to live withit.

- Besides, for the 1980-81 fiscal year,

_ the system will allow tax districts to

increase thelr property tax levy by 14.3

percent — just to gccount for inflation

— without going to the dual-ballot sys-

tem. That, said shapers of the new sys-
tem, Is & pretty good Increase.

“I think there will be a learning
period,” sald Senate President Jason
Boe, D-Reedsport. “There are bound to
be some complalnts at the beglnning,
but there are every time there is a
change from the status quo.”

The dual-batlot system gets its first
test Feb..19, the first statutory election
day for 1980,

In theory, the new system Is simple,
although on paper It looks complicated.
It provides that the state’s property tax
rellef plan, which pays up to 30 percent
of the taxes on owner-occupled homes,
will apply only to that portion of the
tax district's property tax levy that
stays within a set growth limit. Any
amount that goes over that limit will be
the sole burden of the district’s taxpay-
ers and must be presented to the voters
In a separate ballot item.

The Idea behind the 1979 lepislation
was to put some sort of lmit on the-
costs the state wlil accrue under Its
tax-relief plan. It also was designed to
glve local tax districts some fucentives
to curb any urge they might have to
greatly increase thelr spending. .

The system has been called the
#A.B" ballot by state bureaucrats, but
Rick Harrington, head of the state Rev-
enue Department's local budget unit,

sald voters may not see those labels on -

thelr ballots.

What they'll gee {f they live in a
district using the dual system are two
ballot titles to cover one year's levy.
One of the ballot titles — the “A™ ballot
— will state clearly that the levy will

- SAMPLE

BALLOT

MT. HOOD COMMUNITY COLLEGE

FEBRUARY 19, 1380
District 2
OFFICIAL BALLOT & OFFICIAL BALLOT
FOR H FOR -
MULTNOMAH COUNTY  — MULTNOMAH COUNTY
SPECIAL DISTRICT ELECTION SPECIAL DISTRICT ELECTION

FEBRUARY 19, 1980

AN ALK A~

SPECIAL LEVY, PAATIALLY STATE FINANCED,
FOA COLLEQE EDUCATION PAOORANS
) OUESTION: Shatl Mt._Mood Community College
4 28-1 Oritrict be authonied 8 82482941 speciat
proderty lax levy for 1980 81 outside con

Slilytonal kmeds?
PURPOSE: This maasure, which would be partiaily
§ financed by the state, suthorized MY Kood Com:

best
z:u.mnmymmmwwu-
figngs

A

FEBRUARY 19, 1930

SPECIAL LEVY, WITHOUT PARTIAL SYATE
FOR COLLEGE

QUESION: Shail Mt Mood Community College
28.9 Owinct be dutnonzed ¢ §351.828 soecia

propey tac levy for 198081 ouisde
conntitution kmils? .
PURPOSE; This Messwra whech would be totally
linanced Dy S0cs! 1a:payers withoul any partist
stale payment sulhorzes Mt Hood Communily
College Dialrct to levy & $351.685 property tax
outside Ihe 8% hmitation st specified in Ihe
Ovagon Wuum Proceeds from Lus levy wit

be used o px

Wrenaler, edull education pvw- and services

which would be ot the same level 88 the curmeat
oar_ This vy Goos A0t prowde funds for new

Hdings
o Hoss G QUi

10 P

¥
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" DOUBLE CHOICE — This example of the new “A-B" ballot system will go
before voters In the Mount Hood Community College tax district Tuesday,

Feb. 19. On that election day, Oregon voters will get thelr first fook at the - |

new dual-ballot system devised by the 1979 Legislature to give property
taxpayers more control over local government spending. Baliot on the loft,
the “A" ballot, states clearly that the lavy would be partlally funded by the
state, while the ballot on the right, the “B* ballot, says It will not.

inflation factor, which Is a computation
based on the Portland Consumer Price
Index, woul allow tax districts to in-
crease thelr property tax levies by as
much as 14.3 percent and still stay
within the A ballot. And districts that
had a significant growth in population
would be able to increase their levies
:ven more and stay within the “A" bal-
ot.

1t the tax district feels It needs more
money than the “A” ballot limits allow,
then it must put the additional levy re-
quest o the votes In the “B" ballot. The
levies requested in the second ballot
could be intended to raise funds for new
programs or, for some districts, simply
to raise enough money to maintaln their
existing programs.

The Leglslature also stipulated that
adoption of the “B" ballot would be
dependent upon approval of the “A™
ballot. That means that if voters ap-
prove the second proposal but reject the
first, both will be considered defeated.
However, voters can approve the “A"
ballot but reject the “B" ballot.

According to Robyn Godwin, direc-
tor of the state Revenue Department, a
lot of tax districts may avold the com-

be funded partlally by the state. The' plications of the A-B ballot system by

other ballot — the “B” ballot — will
state clearly that the levy will not be
.partiatly funded by the state, but rather
will be funded entirely by the district’s
taxpayers.

It's when the tax districts start com-
puting the ballot titles that things get 2
Iittle complicated.

First of all, there are certaln costs
that the Legislature sald may not be
fncluded in the “A” ballot. They include
taxes levied to cover a tax district’s
bonded Indebtedness, as well as taxes
Tevied for capital construction (bullding
pew facllities, purchasing new land)
and for mixed serial Jevies (tax levies
that will ralse funds for both the dis-
trict’s operating costs and for capital
construction). .

Those costs are automatically as-
signed to the “B” ballot, regardiess of
how big the “A” ballot {s.

Once those costs are eliminated, the
“A" ballot Is computed by taking the
district’s property tax levy from the
previous year (or the average of the
Jevies for the previous three years if
that number Is larger) and edjusting It
for inflation and population growth. Of
course, the district Is not required to
Increase Its levy by as much as the
growth Iimits would allow,

For the 1880-81 budget year, that

simply staying within the levy Increases
the “A” ballot allows them.

“We do know that a lot of districts
are golng 1o be able to ride with the ‘A’
ballot,” Godwin sald. He added, how-
ever, that that might be difficult for
some districts, primarily school dls-
tricts, to do.

The A-B system will get its test run
fn the Portland area Feb. 19 when
Mount Hood Communty College takes
its 1980-81 levy proposal to the voters
for approval.

Gary Nichols, assistant business
manager for the college, sald the school
will need to use the “B” ballot simply to
ralse enough revenue to maintain Its
programs for the coming year. No ma-
jor new programs have been approved.

The school Is seeking an overall -

budget increase of 13.9 percent, he said.
Under normal circumstances, the 14.3
percent [ncrease in the levy allowable
under the A-B system would be suffi-
clent.

However, Nichols sald, the college Is
expecting only about a 8 percent in-
crease [n its other major revenue
sources: tuition and state relmburse-
ment. So, he sald, Mount Hood will
have to get a larger Increase In its prop-
erty tax levy to achleve the average
13.9 percent budget Increase.

" On the “A" ballot, the college will

ask voters to approve a property tax
fevy of $2,482,941 over the district’s tax
base. (State law allows a district’s tax

base to increase 6 percent each year |

without voter approval.)

On the “B" ballot, he sald, the dis-
trict s asking for an additional
$551,665 levy outside of the 6 percent
limitation.

“One thing ‘we're worried about Is .

people who will say ves to the $551,665
but no to the $2,482,941,” Nichols said.

He sald he is afraid that the A-B
ballot system may confuse voters and
make them think they are supposed to
vote for one batlot or the other, but not
both. In that case, he sald, voters will
choose the smaller of the of the two
proposed levies — the “B” ballot.

Even if they spprove the A" ballot
and reject the second proposal, the col-
Iege will have money problems, Nichols
sald. The result, he added, would be cut
programs and staff reductions.

Many more districts may use the -

system In later budget elections, Includ-
ing the one set for March 25. On that
day, voters in Washington County may
see what happens when a serial levy
gets “split” between the two batlots.
The county is thinking about pro-
posing a three-year $2.6 million serial

. levy for road repairs. Under the provi- .

slons of the new law, $777,000 would
have to go on the “A™ ballot and about
$1.8 million would be put on the “B.”

The county had planned to send that
proposal to voters on Feb. 19, but con-
fusion over the new ballot system made
them change thelr minds. Now the
county may wait until the next statuto-
1y election date or just give up on the
idea.

Some of the legistators who were

involved In the design of the A-B ballot
system sald they were not surprised -

that the system caused some confusion
and some complaints In local districts,
But, they added, the new system does
provide a voter check on local govern-
ment spending. . )

And according to Senate President
Boe, the A-B system also will eliminate
the “take-It-or-leave-it” levy approach
used by some districts.

Under the old system, he sald, vot-
ers could cripple a district if they refect-
ed & levy proposal, giving many voters
strong incentive to vote for the propos-
al. Under the new system, the voters
could approve a levy that would give
the district enough money to continue
operation under the “A"™ ballot while
holding out on some of the extras.

[ e e e
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BEFORE THE COUNCIL 4‘7\\) N
. OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT _ S
NN

FOR THE PURPOSE OF RESTRUCTURING

) RESOLUTION NO.
THE COUNCIL COMMITTEE SYSTEM )

)

)

Introduced by the
Ways and Means Committee
WHEREAS, There is a need to consolidate the existing
Council Committee system to help improve the policy coordination
between the various functional areas; and
WHEREAS, The Ways and Means Committee has reviewed
alternative ways of restructuring the Committee system to achieve
this objective and has endorsed a three Committee system; now,
therefore,
BE IT RESOLVED,
. L. That a Council Planning Committee be established to

monitor all planning and development activities in the areas of

/

N

Metropolitan Development, Transportation and Public Facilities. —
20 That the special role of the Joint Policy Advisory -

Committee on Transportation (JPACT) be recognized by the Council, ZL

and that the Council recommend that this Committee continue with one

a = N
. . =
Council representative., —

R/ 3% That a Council Service Delivery Committee be

established to monitor all activities in the areas of the Zoo, Solid

SR
\§§/aaste and Criminal Justice. t%ﬁfﬁ?«fﬁKC&-S%igjfoqij(ﬂ

/ 4. That a Coordinating Committee be established to

S

monitor general management and procedural issues which cross other
Committee lines, and that membership on this Committee consist of

. the Council Presiding Officer, Vice Presiding Office, representative &




2

of the two other Council Committees and the Executive Officer

(non-voting memberg) . \\\“‘\—

5 That the work of these standing Committees be supple-
mented with special committees or task forces as needed and as
approved by the whole Council.

6. That the Council rules be amended to reflect this

three Committee system.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this 14th day of February, 1980.

Presiding Officer

CS/gl
6878/92







February, 1980

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

MAJOR PROJECTS FOR NEXT SIX MONTHS

Projects Requiring Council Decisions

1..

Executive Management

a)

b)’
Q).
da)’

. e)
*£)

*g)

*h)

i _
Financial and organizational strategies (Tri-Met, etc.) for

Metro formulated - both short and long term money issues
including Zoo levy

Goals and Objectlves pr1or1t1es for FY 1981 Budget esta-
blished .

Citizen Involvement Process formulated and approved by
Council

Adoption of Procedural Rules for Adoption'and Amendment of
Goals and Objectives and Functional Plans

Adoption of Nuisance Ordlnance ‘Related to Dralnage

'Adoptlon of FY 1981 Budget

Decision on Metro tax levy

.Metro Five Year Operational Plan

Solld Waste

a)

b)"

L ¢)

a

.Completion of ana1y51s for three landflll sites - Mira
Monte, Durham and Portland Sand & Gravel (in hold).

Shredder in North Portland

Resource Recovery

1) Energy Agreement with Publishers reached, or

2) Joint venture "turnkey" project authorized

based on Metro's guarantee of waste flow
Transfer Stations located:

1) Public Transfer Stations

- 2) Oregon City Transfer Station




‘e),

*£)

" xg)

*-h)'

*i)

*'j)

k)

- *1)

._Solid'Waste (continued

Pction on Solid Waste Disposal Franchising Ordinance
Emergency Routing Plan

St. Johne Landfill Operation

Creation of Waste Reduction'Taek.Force

Select new potential landfill sites in conjunction
with DEQ and new regional siting committee

Adoption of Metro's Solid Waste Management Framework
Plan

Adoption of Metro's Waste Reduction and Source
Separation Plan .

Decision re Collection Franchise Administration

Public Facilities

a)

b)

_‘*c)

*g) -
" - Sewer Consortium

Johnson Creek - finalize formation of Local.improvement ‘
District. (Report on Scope of Phase I by 5-15-80)

Adoptlon of Corps studies re Water Supply, Drainage Manage—
ment, Dredging in Portland Harbor and Land Application of-

. Sewage Effluent - Expanded Study - (Part of "208" Plan)

Release Stormwater Management De81gn Manual

P0551b1e Amendment of "208" Plan re East Multnomah County

Metropolltan Development

a).

. b)

.c)

. *d)

'Flnal and Draft Plan Rev1ews ‘completed for twenty-two juris-

dictions

_ Clackamas County UGB Ameridment

Areaw1de Housing Opportunlty Plan (AHOP) Update and DlS-
tribution of Bonus Funds

-'Dec151on re Annual Plan Amendment Process, criteria and

schedule
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.Transportation

)

b)

" 200

)

~ Westside Transit - work program ‘and prellmlnary englneerlng

for detailed alternative

Initial Project Decisions - $20 Million Reserve Fund,

Review and reach decision on Zoo Development Plan




l'

c)

‘Major Ongoing Projects Where No Specific Council Decision is Required

Executlve Management

a)

b)

dl

e

£)
g)

" h)

Urban Systems Lab - Steering Commlttee formed and two
projects in- fundlng stream

Development Assistance Program - at least one issue paper
produced to assist in expediting local development processes

Continue liaison with local jurisdictions to provide support

“and coordlnated efforts.

Budget and accountlng system designed for computer appli-

- cation

Codify Ordinances and Rules

Write budget procedures manual and design format of FY 1981

budget

Hire Informatlon Management Consultant under 12-month
contract

Prepare and submit HUD, EDA and LCDC grants

-So0lid Waste

2

'b),

Implement location of Recycling Drop Centers

'Prepare Solid Waste Field Report

Publlc Fac111t1es

V, a)

.Ab)

c)

.'d)‘

o

'fj

Develop Urban Stormwater Management Plan 1n accordance w1th
"208" grant

. Proceed w1th "208" Plan update

Develop "208" Grant application for regional groundwater
planning study )

- Continue East Multnomah County Sewer Consortium Planning and'
‘Analysis

Continue'JohnSOn Creek Drainage Management Plan

Develop Tualatin Flood Control Project

Metropolitan Development

a)

- Economic Development Data System for Land Market Monitoring'




Metropolitan Development (continued)

b)
c)

d)

Areawide Housing Opportunity Plan approved by DHUD, bonus
funds received and assistance program initiated.

Develop Market Level Housing Allocation Plan

Implement Criminal Justice Plan and Monitor Operational
Projects.

5;'fJTransportation '

a)
b)-
*c)
. %)
AA“*e)
*£)
6f 200
a)
“b)
.C)
"‘-"a)
e
3y
q)
h)
)
)
X
1)

Southern Corrldor Study and I-5 Corridor processes agreed to
and under way

Continue Air Quality Planning’

Transportation Plan drafted and released for review

.Continue West51de Planning and Development Progect

AContinue Eastside Corridor Master Planning Project

Provide support for I-5 Bi-State Task Force

Complete

Complete

Complete

Complete
Complete

Complete

Complete.

'Complete

Complete
Complete

Complete

DeSign in-house modifications for Red Panda and Cougar

Elephant project
Primate contract negotiations
Entrance Plaza

Parrot Enolosure

‘Dive Enclosure

Commissary repairs

Beaver-Otter projectldesign

installation of new telephone system

Landsca?e Improvement Plan
African Plains project schematic

Reptile House schematic .

enclosures



Zoo (continued)_

. 42

“m)

n)

o)

. p)
'-en
)

s)

t) -

Complete schematic for Boat Ride area

"Complete Canteen No. 2 renovation

Develop Wéshihgton Park food outlet by éummer.season
Complete ScﬁLpture Garden_préjectsv'

Comﬁlete‘Traiﬁ impfovements- |

Compiete Master Graphics-Plan

Complete Zoomobile fund-raising drive

Plan and conduct summer concert series




For the follow1ng reasons, I cannot support the placing
of the Zoo levy upon the May primary ballot:

1. By separating the Zoo from the other Metro functions,
the Metro council is imperiling the future financial existence
of this government. Metro cannot obtain funding from the voters
unless our services are voted on as one package. 'No government
can afford to separate its visible and popular functions from
its less visible and less popular ones. A government would be
ill-advised to place its police and fire costs on one ballot and
its human services, planning and administrative functions on yet
another. In essence, however, that is precisely what we are ’
doing with the Zoo levy.

2. Because this action means we will receive no tax
funding for Metro, we are placing Metro at the mercy of the 1981
legislature and .there is no guaranty whatsoever that we will be
funded. ‘The legislature gave us an opportunity to fund ourselves
from tax revenues, however, we are not utilizing that opportunity.
Further, this action places us at the mercy of local governments
who may well lobby their legislative representatives not to
support funding for Metro.

3. The Metro council is yielding to a well organlzed
~spec1al interest group for the Zoo. We have no similar constit-
uency for land fill siting, transportation planning, land use
planning, resource recovery and our similar functions. It is up
to us, however, to serve the interests of the district as a whole
and not the most vocal or influential special interests.

4, Separate elections will cost the district in the
neighborhood of $50,000.00. This is a cost which should not have-
to be borne by the public. .

5. I am attaching my previous memo to the council to
these remarks and asking that they be placed in the record of our
proceedings regarding the levy.




“The péblic ‘b_e damned! .An'a% come to.think of it,-m guys be dahhéd,'tob! »
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PHASE I:

‘Janua:y 17

January 23

January 25

" February 4
February 7

February 7
February 8

February 14

February 15°

Februaty 15
February 15-28

February 20
February 28
March 4_
March 13
March 24

March 28

April 4

OPERATIONAL PLAN TASK OUTLINE

Informal Council support for plan preparation
and proposed approach. Council agreement on
participation.

Completion of 1n1t1a1 functional area background
research and retreat materlals. )

Sstaff retreat--review draft plan work program,
staff role in plan development, identify plan
issues.

Completion of mailing list and ma111ng
preparat1ons.

' Mailing of survey participation invitation with

first year report.

.Press release on survey.

Complete formulation of draft for first survey.

Council meeting--Briefing on work program,
presentation of draft survey.

Participation response due.

Review and test draft survey with Department
Heads. Make rev151ons.

Follow up on survey partlclpatlon, feedback from
Council on draft survey.

Mail revised survey to Council.

Informal Council--review survey.

Mail survey.
Responses due for first survey.
Complete compilation of survey results. -

Review and test second survey materials with
Department Heads. Make revisions. :

Deliver second survey materials to Council.




April

April

April

April

April

May 5
'May 9
May 1
May 2
May 2

May 3

Week
June

Week
jJune

June
Week
June

Js/gl
6750/108

9
10

15
15
24

5
1
2

16-20

Print full-report'on first survey results.

Informal Council--review survey, report on flrst
survey results.

Press release on second survey.

Mail second survey.

Responses due.

Complete compilation of second survey.
Review draft plan with Department Heads.
Mail draft plan to Council.

Prinﬁ full report on second survey results.

Informal Council--review of plan draft. Report
on second survey results. ’

“Release final draft for public hearing.

Finance Task Force meeting.

Public hearing.

Council meeting, plan adoption.

Finance Task Force meeting.




OPERATIONAL PLAN SURVEY MATERIALS AND CONTENTS

I. Introductory Letter from Executive Officer
and Presiding Officer of the Council

I1. Survéy Booklet

A. Directions for Completing Survey
B. Survey Questioné |
1. | Functional Areas
a) Current Status Skatement
b) Participants' Opinions
2. Mission Statement

3. Other Potential Areas of Involvement

IIT. Survey Response Sheet

JS/qgl
® 6995/108




‘Metropolitan Service District

527 SW Hall Portland, Oregon 97201 503/221-1646

Rick Gustafson,
Executive Officer

MSD Counc:l

Marge Kafoury
Presiding Officer
District 11 -

Donna Stuhr,

Deputy Presiding
icer
istrict 1

Charles Williamson
District 2

Craig Berkman
District 3 .

Corky Kirkpatrick
District 4

Jack Deines
District 5

Jane Rhodes
District 6

Betty Schedeen
District 7

Caroline Miller
District 8

Cindy Banzer
District 9

Gene Peterson
District 10 .

Mike Burton,
District 12

- Rick Gustafson

Dear H

We are pleased that you have agreed to participate in the
preparation of Metro's Operational Plan. Your participa-
tion in the attached survey will be invaluable to the
Council in setting priorities and charting the future

direction Metro.

Metro -- the first directly elected regional government in
the United States -- was formed in January, 1979, follow-
ing the voter approval of May, 1978. Metro has now a
variety of responsibilities ranging from air, water
quality and drainage control to land use and transporta-
tion planning, and the operation of the Washington Park
Zoo.

Currently funding is from federal and state grants, per
capita assessments on cities and counties in the District
plus Tri-Met and the Port of Portland, and a Zoo serial
1evy. " The assessment authority and serial levy w111
expire in June, 1981. ‘

We are pleased with the many accomplishments described in
Metro's first year report, but there are still varied
viewpoints on what should be our respon81b111t1es and
critical funding issues remain unaddressed.

It is in this context that the Metro Council is under-
taking the preparation of an Operational Plan. . Your
participation in this survey will be important in building
a consensus on the role for Metro which can best serve the
citizens of this region. With your help we want to
determine the best way to utilize our limited financial
resources while focu51ng on the most critical regional
issues.

Thank you again for your interest in Metro's future. We

"look forward to your survey responses.,

Sincerely,

Marge Kafoury
Executive Officer Presiding Officer

' ’ Metro Council
RG:JS:qgl .
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SURVEY GUIDE

This is the first part of Metro's two-part survey which is intended
to provide interested citizens with the opportunity to participate
in the preparation of Metro's five-year Operational Plan. This plan
will layout Metro's policies concerning each of its present and
future areas of involvement for the next five years.

This survey booklet and the enclosed response booklet are provided
to you to complete this first part of the survey. The survey
booklet includes three sections which make-up this portion of the
survey. These are:

A. Functions . .
B. Other Potential Functions
C. Mission Statement

The first section provides background information concerning the
current status of each functional area in which Metro is or could be
involved, and asks your opinion about Metro's involvement within the
next five years. In the second section you are asked to identify
other potential areas of involvement. The section dealing with the
mission statement requests your opinion on the long-range direction
and mission of Metro. ’

You will be provided the opportunity to indicate areas about which
you feel more information is required. A summary of statutory
requirements, current and authorized areas of involvement,  functions
allowed with voter approval and functions allowed only with a legis-
lative change is provided for your reference.

Responses to these questions will be the basis of formulating the
second part of the survey. Results will be tabulated according to
interest groups (e.g., local elected officials, media, legislators,
- local staff, etc.). Individual responses and comments will remain
confidential. :

To complete the survey, carefully read the background explanation
"for each question. Fill in your responses in the separate response
booklet. Be sure your answers correspond with the appropriate
question. You may want to mark your answers in your survey booklet
.first to simplify your work and to provide a record of your )
responses. Allow about forty minutes to complete the survey. -When
you are finished, keep this sheet for future reference and return :
only the response sheet and your additional comments. The second !
part of the survey will be mailed to you on April 15.

SUBMIT YOUR RESPONSE NO LATER THAN THURSDAY, MARCH 13

SECTION A FUNCTIONAL AREAS

In this section you are asked to consider Metro's authority and
future involvement in 28 functional areas. Those functions with
some mandatory responsibilities are presented first, followed by
authorized activities, functions allowed only with voter approval
and finally those requiring legislative changes to allow
involvement. Read the brief background statement, indicate general
agreement or suggest changes, then respond to the questions.
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. SUMMARY
CURRENT STATUS OF METRO FUNCTIONAL AREAS . :
: -
. State & uthorized | Legislative ‘
‘ Required Now Pederal ith Voter Change State & Authorized Legi
FUNCTIONAL AREAS | by Statute | Authorized Designations [jApproval Required Required ‘Now Pederal With Voter Chgn;:ative
: FUNCTIONAL AREAS | by Statute| Authorized | Designations|jApproval Required
Air Quality functional | planning* lead planning Historic 1
lan agency - anning*
pla 9 ¥ Preservation -P - 9 pfogr;ms
Goals and adopt adopt*
-Objectives enforce ‘30“9}“9 - planning* areawide programs
planning
Land Use urban planning* organization
growth . ] .
boundary Parks and planning operate
. Recreation ) facilities
* plan Review and | review review?* . .
Coordination coordina- | coordina- Water Supply planning* operate
tion tion* : ! facilities
Public program program*: . 9l planning* operate
Involvement . : . facilities
Transportation ‘functional| planning* metropolitan Energy planning programs
: plan operations planning -
organization Aging programs
Water Quality functional| planning* 208 planning Boundaries - regulate
lan enc
pla agency children and programs
A-95 review* areawide Youth Services !
) clear inghouse] :
. Health Care programs
Drainage planning*
: operations Human Services brograms
Sewers planning* 208 planning Libraries coordination: operate
operations agency = i facilities
: ¥anpower programs
Solid Waste planning* areawide »
operations* | planning Marine Trades facilities
agency
Mental Health programs
200 planning* a3 -
operations* Airports planning ! facilities
8 L
© criminal Justice planning* regional programs Arts. programs
planning facilities
anit Cable TV planning
: : franchise
Cultural and planning* operate
Entertainment . facilities Data Processing services
Pacilities .

Les Disaster planning
Economic planning* programs Preparedness programs
Development Purchasing services

*Current Metro involvement




FUNCTION: HOUSING
Current Status:

The private sector finances and produces most of the region's
housing within the zoning, subdivision, design, comprehensive plan
and other related policies of local governments.

The federal government and State Housing Division provide income
subsidies and financial assistance for housing. The three public
housing authorities in the Metro area construct and/or lease public
housing with federal assistance.

Metro has the lead role in determining the allocation of publicly
supported housing throughout the region., Metro has adopted a plan
which allocates a fair-share of assisted housing resources to each
jurisdiction.

The State has ruled that compliance with the State Housing Goal in
the Metro area requires a further regional allocation of all private
sector housing by type and cost. The implications of this rule are
now being studied in order to prepare an appropriate Metro response.

Metro has housing goals guiding Metro planning work and has initial
housing policies. .

Your Opinion:

1. Do you generally concur with the status statement? If not,
: write your comments in the response booklet.

2. What do you.see as appropriate activities for Metro in Housing
within the next five years? Select one or more of the
following: .

Current Activities

a. Allocate publicly assisted housing.

Other Authorized Activities

b. Allocate private sectpr housing by type and cost.

D Implement measures to control conversions of apartments to
condominiums.

d. Sponsor a low-interest home loan program for middle income
households. ) a

-e. "Establish model housing requlations and assist in their
adoption locally to facilitate housing_constzuction.

Authorization Needed

-

‘£, Establish a housing development corporati t '
: housing construction. P poration to facillitate

<

g. Conduct demonstration projects to show cost reduction aﬁd
energy conservation techniques in site planning and
construction.

h. Operate a regional housiﬁg authority to rovide publicl
assisted housing for low-income peogle. P P i

i. No activities.
j. List other ideas if you wish.
Which of the following best describes what you see as Metro's

primary role in Housing in the next five years? Select no more
than two: -

a. Directly provide igy—income assisted housing.

b. pParticipate in housing finance.

c. Assist the building industry to provide affordable housing.
d. Establish and énforce regional housing goals and policies.
e. Coordinate local and regional policies, review local plans.
£. No involveheﬁt.

g. hist others if you wish.

How woyld the following events affect your ideas on the role of
Metro in housing? ‘ ’

a. The public demands rent controls.

Ab. The phblic demands a broader choice of housing types and

costs.

c. Many.jgrisdigtions in the region become unwilling to
participate in public housing programs.

d. List others if you wish.



SECTION B OTHER POTENTIAL AREAS OF INVOLVEMENT

Beyond those functions currently allowed in Metro's legislation,
Metro could provide additional services with appropriate authoriza-~
tion. The following list represents a variety of functions which
have either been suggested for Metro responsibility or are currently
provided on a regional basis in other parts of the country. Select

up to five from this list which you think deserve further considera-.

tion. You will receive additional information on some of these in
the next part of the survey. Select up to five from the following
list: (Indicate the number of each choice on your response sheet.)

1. Airports: construct and operate facilities

2. Arts: .. plan, conduct programs

3. Cable TV: ‘planning, franchising, operating

4. Data Processing: provide service’

5. Disaster and Emergency Preparédnessz' planping, pfograms,
- service

6. Economic Development: conéFruct and operateAfacilities .

7. Energy: , ,‘ conduct programs

8. Health Care: construct and operate facilities,

provide service

9. Historic Preservation: conduct programs

10. Human Rights: conduct’ programs
11. Libraries: : . conétruct and operate facilities
12. - Marine Trades: ’ construct and operate facilities

13, Purchasing: ’ provide centralized service

SECTION (ﬁ MISSION STATEMENT

Metro has a wide~-range of responsibilities and authorities. .
Considering these and other regional needs, how would you describe
. Metro's overall long-range (20 years) mission?

In the following list, each statement indicates an increasingly
wider range of responsibilities. Select the one which describes
your feelings about Metro's long-range mission:

1. Coordinate regional and local plans and policies.

2. Adopt and enforce a regional policy framework around which
governments of the area provide services, plus coordinate
plans. :

3. Leéd policy development on regional issues with a few
limited operations responsibilities, plus coordinate plans.

4. Deliver services for all authorized functions, plus
coordination and lead policy development on regional
issues. :

5. Deliver services for all authorized functions and pursue
involvement in additional new areas as needed, plus
coordination and lead policy development.

6. If none of these accurafely state your opinion, please
write your own statement.



