METRO . Agenda

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398
503/221-1646

Meeting: Council Meeting

Date: June 26, 1986

Day: Thursday

Time: #* 3:00 to 5:00 p.m. - Interviews of Candidates for District 9 Council Position
5:30 to 8:00 p.m. - Regular Council Meeting

Piace: Council Chamber

Approx; : :
Time* Presented By
%% 3:00 INTERVIEWS OF CANDIDATES FOR THE VACANT DISTRICT 9 COUNCIL POSITION

9334 CALL TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

l. Introductions

2. Councilor Communications

3. Executive Officer Communications

3.1 Summary of FY '85-86 Intern Assistance Program

4. Written Communications to Council on Non-Agenda Items

5. Citizen Communications to Council on Non-Agenda Items
5:55 6. APPROVAL OF MINUTES of April 22 and May 1, 1986

7. ORDINANCES |
6:00 7.1 Consideration of Ordinance No. 86-203, Amending Hinckley
(10 min.) Metro's Code Section 2.05 regarding Deadlines
' and New Evidence and Exceptions to Revised Orders

(First Reading and Public Hearing)
(Action Requested: Motion for Adoption)

6:10 7.2 Consideration of Ordinance No. 86-204, Amending Hinckley
(10 min.) Ordinance No. 85-189 (Temporary Procedures for

Hearing Peititons for Major Amendment of the
Urban Growth Boundary) (First Reading and Public
Hearing) (Action Requested: Motion for Adoption)

* All items listed on this agenda are approximate, Items may not be considered in
the exact order listed. '

*% The 3:00 p.m. starting time is tentative. Depending on the actual number of candi-

dates, the interviews could start later. Call the Metro Offices after 10:00 a.m.,
June 24, for information on the actual starting time for interviews.

(continued)
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Approx.
Time Presented By
8. RESOLUTIONS
6:20 8.1 Consideration of Resolution No. 86-650, for the Hinckley
(10 min.) Purpose of Accepting the Hearings Officer's
Report in Contested Case No. 85-7 (Kaiser),
Furthering Annexation of the Affected Property
to Metro and Expressing Council Intent to Amend
the Urban Growth Boundary
(Action Requested: Adoption of the Resolution)
6:30 8.2 Consideration of Resolution No. 86-658, for the McConaghy
(30 min.) Purpose of Granting Public and Commercial Rate
Increases at the Killingsworth Fast Disposal Landfill
(Action Requested: Adoption of the Resolution)
7:00 8.3 Consideration of Resolution No. 86-654, for the Sims
(10 min.) Purpose of Amending Resolution No. 85-562
Amending the FY 1985-86 Budget and Appropriations
(Public Hearing)
(Action Requested: Adoption of the Resolution)
7:10 8.4 Consideration of Resolution No. 86-659, for the Sims
(10 min.) Purpose of Adopting the Annual Budget for
FY 1986-87, making Appropriations from Funds of
the District in Accordance with Said Annual Budget,
and Levying Ad Valorem Taxes (Public Hearing)
(Action Requested: Adoption of the Resolution)
7:20 8.5 Consideration of Resolution No. 86-657, for the Boose
(5 min.) Purpose of Authorizing a New Classification
(Program Assistant 2) and Amending the Pay and
Classification Plans
(Action Requested: Approval of Resolution)
%1778)
7:25 8.6 Consideration of Resolution No. 86-€%5, for the Boose
(5 min,) Purpose of Amending the Pay Plan for Non-Union
' ¢ Employees
(Action Requested: Approval of Resolution)
7130 8.7 Consideration of Resolution No. 86-656, for the Barker
(5 min.) Purpose of Appointing Citizen Members to the
Solid Waste Rate Review Committee
(Action Requested: Approval of Resolution)
7:35 EXECUTIVE SESSION Baxendale
(25 min.) (Held Under the Authority of ORS 192.660 (1) (e),
(£) and (h))
8:00 ADJOURN

amn/5694C/313-3/06/13/86



METRO Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398
503/221-1646

Agenda Item No. 3.1

Meeting Date  June 26, 1986

Date: June 12, 1986
To: Metro Council and Executive Officer

From: Mel Huie, Local Government Analyst, IRC

Regarding: INTERN ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

IRC's Intern Assistance Program utilizes graduate students and
recent graduates from local universities to help local
jurisdictions on specific projects in urban planning, community
development and general government administration. Grants from
Metro were matched by local governments to pay an intern's salary.
$5,000 were dispersed under this program during FY 85-86. Since
1979, Metro has assisted 50 projects.

Applications are accepted from cities and counties starting
August 15 of each fiscal year. Projects are evaluated against
specific criteria to determine funding. Funds are available on a
first come, first served basis.

The following local jurisdictions were assisted during the past
fiscal year. Grants ranged from $400 to $750 per project.

1, Clackamas County Social Services Division =- an intern wrote
the agency's annual report and a year-end report for the
County Community Action Board.

2 Oregon City Public Works Department -- an intern developed the
City's Five Year Capital Improvement Program and Financing
Plan.

3. Washington County Office of Community Development -- wrote an
action plan to coordinate the delivery of social services for
single parent familes. Services included housing, job
training, child care, AFDC, health care, etc.

4. Maywood Park -- an intern updated the City's comprehensive
plan to meet LCDC periodic review requirements.

5. West Linn Planning Department -- an intern wrote and designed
informational packets and brochures for prospective commercial




Memor andum
June 12, 1986
Page 2

10.

11,

and industrial investors. The information covers land use
data and zoning requirements, land and improvement costs, tax
rate, etc.

Portland Metropolitan Youth Commission -- an intern assisted

in coordinating 1986 Youth Week during March. Tasks included
public relations and promotional activities, and working with
committees of teenagers in organizing the week and on
discussing current events. :

Portland Development Commission -- an intern developed a

classroom curriculum and resources booklet for first-time
homeowners in northeast Portland. Homeowners are participants
in the City's Urban Homesteading Program and will attend
workshops this summer in housing rehabilitation,
weatherization and maintenance techniques.

Tualatin Planning Department -- an intern updated the City's

land use inventory by conducting site visits and researching
secondary informational sources. The intern also developed a
computer program to store the data.

Beaverton Planning Department -- an intern did graphics work

and updated maps for the City's Urban Services Study and
Transportation Plan Update.

Clackamas County Transportation and Development Department --

an intern updated the County's inventory of buildable lands
and accompanying maps. The intern also updated the vacant
industrial lands inventory. :

Portland Office of Neighborhood Associations/S.E. Uplift -- a
citizens' guide to land use and neighborhood planning (i.e.,
how to get a permit, zone changes, comprehensive planning ‘
process, how to challenge zone changes, etc.) was written and

‘published.

MH/ sm
5782C/460



' Agenda Item No. 6

Meetlng Date June 26 1986

MINUTES OF THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

April 22, 1986

Councilors Present: Councilors Cooper; DeJardin;‘Frewing}'
: . Gardner, Hansen, Kirkpatrick, Kafoury,
Kelley, Myers, Oleson, Van Bergen and Waker

.~ Also PreSent: i ‘ R1ck Gustafson, Executlve Offlcer

Staff Present: . Don Carlson, Sonnie Rus51ll -Gene Leo, Kay
B - ' - ' .Rich, Bob Porter, Dan Durig, Dennis . :
Mulvihill,'Doug Drennen, Debbie Allmeyer,.
. Becky Crockett, Wayne Rifer, Jennifer Sims,
~"Don Cox, Vickie Rocker, Janet Schaeffer,
"Andy Cotugno, Keith Lawton, Ed Stuhr, Ray
"Barker, Ph1111p Fell, Mary Jane Aman, Norm
Wlettlng

Pre51d1ng Off1cer Waker called the meeting- to order at 5: 30 p.m.

1.  INTRODUCTIONS

None. -

2. ~ COUNCILOR COMMUNICATIONS

yNone.

3. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS

.. Report for Quarter Endlng March 31 1986. The Executive Officer
presented a brief overview of the wrltten quarterly .report. . Zoo
attendance continued to increase, March attendance being the highest
for any previous March. Solid waste volumes accepted at the

St. Johns Landfill were higher than projected. The Ordinance

_ recently adopted by the Council to restrict waste from outside the

- region was beginning to have an .effect on reducing disposal volumes,
the Executive Officer reported. Regarding affirmative action
~efforts, the Executive Officer said more minorities had been hired
due to ambitious recruiting efforts. Also, spring and summer ‘
construction projects would help increase Disadvantaged and Women-
Owned Business Enterprise partlclpatlon in maJor contracts..

4. WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS TO COUNCIL ONfNON-AGENDA ITEMS -

None. -
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5. . CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS TO COUNCIL ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

. None.

6. CONSENT AGENDA

Motion: Councilor Kirkpatrick moved to approve the Consent
' Agenda and Councilor DeJardin seconded the motion.

Vote:, ‘A vote on the motion resulted in:
Ayes: . Councilors. Cooper, DeJardin, Frewing, Gardner,

Hansen,; Kirkpatrick, Kafoury, Kelley, Myers, Oleson,
Van Bergen and Waker

E The motion carrled and the follow1ng items were adopted-

6.1 Resolution No. 86— -638, Approving the FY 1987 Unified Work
N Program  (UWP) and F1ve~Year "Prospectus" ‘

6.2 Resolution No. 86- 639, Authorizing Federal Funds .for Eight
- 16 (b) (2) Special Transportation Progects and Amendlng the
Transportation Improvement Program , :

6.3 »Resolutlon No. 86-640, Allocating ‘Funds from the - Federal-Ald
S Urban Reglonal Reserve

6.4 Resolution No. 86-641, Amending the Transportatlon Improvement
Program to Include an Updated Program of Progects U51ng
Sectlon 3 "Letter of Agreement" Funds

T Con51derat10n of Resolution No. 86=-642, for the Purpose of
- Approving the FY 1986-87 Budget and Transmitting to the Tax
,Supervising and Conservation Commission (Public Hearing) o

The Executive Offlcer presented the $52.4 million, 229 FTE recom-
mended budget to the Council. This presentation-included an over-
view of the organization's structure and a discussion of major goals
and emphasis for the new fiscal year. Executive Officer Gustafson
explained the District would emphasize resolving issues of regional
interest, increase public relations efforts, establlshlng a f1rm

e f1nanc1al structure and administer existing services.

-Jennlfer Slms, Director of Management Serv1ces, rev1ewed recommenda-
tions proposed by the FY 1986-87 Budget Comm1ttee~

1. 200 Operatlng Fund: a) delete $10 000 from Contractual
Services in the Administration Division and instead place
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those funds in Contingency (thlS amount was requested for
legislative liaison position which will be provided by
in-house staff in the Executive Management Department);
~and b) revise the FTE's for the Bulldlng and Grounds
Division. :

2. IRC Fund- adopt a budget note to read "The IRC Budget

"~ - preparation process shall include notification to Council
members of Committee meetings and forwarding of. relevant
materials including meetlng agendas and m1nutes..‘

3.. General Fund:  a) adopt a budget note to read "Include an’

: analysis of system compatibility with other governments in
the Data Processing Plan."; and b) adopt a budget note to
read "The Data Processing Plan shall be reviewed and
approved by the Council Management Committee prior to. the
purchase of mlcrocomputers budgeted in FY 1986-87. :
Purchases will remain subject to approval by ‘the Deputy
Executive Officer.”

The Budget Committee recommended adoptlon of all other funds as
proposed.

The Pre51d1ng Offlcer opened the publlc hearlng on the budget.

. Fern Alexander testified she was pleased the Zoo was spending
.$250,000 less than anticipated for the current fiscal year. She .
asked if this surplus. would remain in the Zoo budget. The Presiding
Officer said it would be incorporated into FY 1986-87 budget as soon
as the exact amount of the carryover was known. -

There was no further public testlmony and the Pre31ding Officer
‘closed the hearing. He announced the Resolution would again be -
considered May 1, 1986, before it was forwarded to the Tax Superv1s—
1ng & Conservatlon Commission. '

Because Councilor Kelley expressed concern about Solid wWaste revenue
~and transfers, Presiding Officer Waker invited her to discuss those
matters with staff before the May 1 meeting. {

8. ORDINANCES

8.1 Consideration of a Request for Recon51deratlon of Ordlnance
No. 86-196 (An Ordinance Adopting a Final Order and Amending
the Metro Urban Growth Boundary for Contested Case No. 85 2:
Tualatin Hills Church) _

The Pre51d1ng Officer explalned it had been requested the Counc1l
reconsider its decision to adopt the Ordlnance. The Council would ‘
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first decide whether to hear the testimony of William Moore, the
party requesting reconsideration. It would then decide whether to
‘reconsider the Ordinance. '

Jill Hinckley, Land Use Coordlnator, explained the materials in the
agenda packet including Mr. Moore's request for reconsideration and
“the Council rules for reconsideration of ordinances. She noted the
~ rules did not contain specific standards by which ordinances should
" be reconsidered and that Mr. Moore's request did not raise any legal
‘issues that would suggest a need for reconsideration. She said it
was within the Council's decretion regardlng ‘how they should handle
‘the petltlon. ‘

Presiding Officer Waker ‘noted any motlon for recons1deratlon must be
.made by a Councilor who had voted on the prevailing side when the
Ordinance was adopted. This, he said, would exclude. Councilor
Kelley from mak1ng such a motlon. _

Motlon:' Councilor Hansen moved to recon81der the Ordlnance.,
: The motlon died for a lack of second

Motion:. Councilor Frew1ng ‘moved to hear Wlll1am Moore's
. verbal testimony in support of his request for the
Council to reconsider Ordinance No. 86-196 and to
hear other verbal testimony on reconsideration of the
Ordlnance. Coun01lor Hansen seconded the motlon.

Vote: A vote on the motion resulted in:

Ayes:"' Counc1lors Frewing, Gardner, HJansen, Kafoury,
. Kelley, Myers, and Olesonv :

Nays:' Councilors Cooper, K1rkpatr1ck Van Bergen and Waker
Absent: b'Counc1lor DeJardin
The motlon carrled

' W1111am Moore presented his testlmony to the Counc11 regard1ng why
the Ordinance should be reconsidered. He said the city of Tualatin
had mislead the church to believe. they had their own fire district.
He said the fire district had also given unclear 1nformat1on to the
Hearlngs Officer. : -

A dlscuss1on followed regard1ng Mr. Moore's statements. ‘Councilor
Gardner noted that even if the city of Tualatin provided water to
the church for fire protection, another hydrant with more water
pressure had to be 1nstalled :
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Mr. Wheeler, representing the Tualatin Hills Church, testified that
because the church was a public building it was required to have
more fire protection. He said the Fire District had recommended a
fire plug be installed within 500 feet of the church versus on-site
water storage. He did not understand why Mr. Moore objected to the
additional hydrant when residents' insurance rates would probably
-decrease as a result of the hydrant.

" Councilor Kelley noted when the Ordinance was orlglnally con51dered,"
Councilors were not given letters or statements from the city of
Tualatin or the Fire District statlng their positions. She request-
ed such information be provided in future cases. Ms. Hinckley said
a letter from the city of Tualatin had been 1ncluded in the agenda
‘materials for Ordinance No. 86- 196.

Motion: Councilor Hansen moved: to recon51der Ordlnance
No. 86 196 and Councilor Kafoury seconded the motlon.

Vote: A vote on the motion resulted in:

- Ayes: 3 Counoilors Gardner, Hansen, Kafoury and Kelley

.Nays: Counc1lors Cooper, Frewing, Klrkpatrlck Myers,
: Oleson, Van Bergen and Waker .

Absent° Counc1lor DeJardln
rThe motion falled
In, response to Mr. Moore s question, Ms. Hlnckley sa1d that if
'Mr. Moore wanted to pursue the matter of recon51derat10n further, he
should appeal to the Land Use Board of Appeals.
8.2 Con51derat1on of Ordinance No. 86-199, for the Purpose of

Adoptlng a Waste Reduction Program for the Metropol1tan SerV1ce
District (Second Reading and Public Hearing -

‘The Clerk read the Ordlnance by title only a second time.

Main Motion: The motion to adopt the Ordinance was given by
Councilors Kirkpatrick and Gardner at the meeting of
March 27, 1986. : : .

Dennis Mulvihill, Waste’ Reductlon Manager; explalned the ordlnance
~.language needed to be amended to comply with state law, Exhibits A,
B and C needed to be amended to include suggested SWPAC amendménts,
an amendment proposed by Council Frew1ng and other -amendments as '
necessary. . : e 2T
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-The Presiding Officer opened the public hearing on the Ordinance.

- Cathy Cancilla, Vice President, Metro's Solid Waste: Pollcy Adv1sory
Committee (SWPAC), said she would be presenting SWPAC's suggested
i'amendments as contained in a memo to Councilors dated April 21,
1986. She noted SWPAC's comments did not include alternative tech-:
‘nology issues. Specific amendments were proposed as follows:

1. Amend the Work Plan, .page 21, "Post-Collection Recycling/
: Materials Recovery," to read: "3. Station a spotter at
- the St. Johns Landfill face to identify generation points
for individual loads which qualify for acceptance at
[Oregon] a processing and recovery center [(OPRC)].
~ Notify those loads of the lower disposal .rates available
" [at OPRC] and direct them to dispose of those loads at
[OPRC] a proce351ng and recovery center,

2. Amend the Framework Plan, page 15, "Phase II," by adding

- the following paragraph at the end of the page: "SWPAC . .
will monitor Phase I progress and make recommendations for

',)Phase II techniques based on Phase I performance.“

3.0 Amend the Framework Plan, page 16 “Phase III," by addlng
the following paragraph at the end of the page: "SWPAC _
will monitor Phases I and II progress and make recommenda-

tions for Phase III techniques based on_ Phase I and II
Eerformance."

Other concerns were outllned in the memo to Counc1lors.‘

Estle Harlan, represent1ng the Oregon. Sanltary Serv1ce Instltute
© (0SSI), 4372 Liberty Road South, Salem, distributed a written state-
~ ment to Councilors regarding her testimony. She ‘asked .the Council
.to consider her comments before adopting Ordinance No. 86- 199. She
said the solid waste collection industry had consistently objected
to Metro- determlnlng which collector.(s) in a wasteshed were quali-
fied for a given level of certification. She 'said in order to
determine the level of cert1f1cat10n, Metro would be exceeding 1ts
authority by getting involved in collection of solid - waste. She: ,
testified, however, the industry would not. obJect to cert1f1catlon.
belng determlned by the local government comprising each wasteshed:
since local government did not have authority under the franchise
‘system to regulate the level of collection service.

- Ms. Harlan objected to Metro employlng ‘rate 1ncent1ves‘as part of
. the certification program. She said.that rate incentives not
‘directly. tied to a service performed by Metro were out51de Metro' s

M"statutory authorlty.
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Finally, Ms. Harlan asked that the Tri-County Council, a solid waste
industry group representing all associations in the Metro area, be
formally recognized as an advisory committee to help develop stan-
dards for the certification program. : :

In response to Councilor Frewing's question, Wayne Rifer, Solid
Waste Analyst, said the proposed composition of the Local Advisory

. Committee on Certification (LACOC) would include local. government

representatives. However, he said, two industry representatives
served on SWPAC. The presiding Officer assured Ms. Harlan the
Tri-County Council could be actively 1nvolved in certification
matters.

' Regardlng the issue of Metro s authorlty to employ rate 1ncent1ves
.not directly tied to services, Presiding Officer Waker pointed out
,the state had given Metro a mandate to reduce the volume of waste
going to landfills and rate incentives were a means of accomplishing
this goal. Councilor Gardner noted Metro's counsel had advised the
- Council Metro did have authority to employ rate incentives and to ‘be
‘involved in the certification program and that the question would .
probably not be resolved as part of this discussion. Councilor

Van Bergen agreed with Councilor Gardner's statement, saying the \
Counc1l could not take a p031t10n contrary to counsel‘s opinion.

.‘A discussion followed about the extent rate incentives could control

. the flow of solid waste and how the industry could help Metro

" develop a responsive certification program. Councilor Frewing
reminded Ms. Harlan the 1ndustry was represented on SWPAC and as
such, would have a v01ce in setting respon51ve rates for solid waste.
~disposal. . _

'Jack Deines, 2295 S E. Juniper Drlve, Mllwaukle, urged the Council
to listen to the industry when developing the certification  program
because haulers were actually doing the recycling. He pointed out
that haulers were business men and as such, would recommend reason-
able and cost effective solutions for reducing waste. Mr. Deines
_then questioned the impact of alternative technology on the cost of.
waste disposal and cautioned the Council if waste reduction solu-
tions were not economlcally feasible, they would not meet the
criteria established in Senate Bill 662. :

There was no addltlonal testimony.

Mr. Mulvihill explalned the Council would consider adoptlon of
~Ordinance No. 86-199 at this meeting along with proposed amend-
"ments. He then reviewed amendments proposed in addition. to those
already discussed by SWPAC representative Cathy Cancilla. Those
amendments to the first "whereas" and Section 3 were 1nc1uded in the
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'versiOn,of the Ordinance contained in the staff repoft (proposed
additions were underlined and deletions bracketed).

First Motion to Amend: Councilor Kafoury moved the adoption
of amendments to the first "whereas" and Section 3 of.
the Ordinance as contained in the staff report.
Councilor Gardner seconded the motion.

-Vote on First Motion to Amend: The vote resulted in:

Ayes: ~ Councilors Cooper, Frewing, Gardner, Hansen,:
‘ Kirkpatrick, Kafoury, Kelley, Myers, Oleson,-.~~
Van Bergen and Waker .

Absent: ‘Councilor DeJardin

The motlon carrled

Mr. Mulv1h111 then dlscussed the proposed. amendments 1ncluded in
. Attachment D of the staff report which contalned Exhibits A, B and C.‘

1. Exhibit A was Resolution No. 85 Gll—A prev1ously adopted
- by the Council; : e

2. -Exhibit B was the final report which'was the framework of
the Waste Reduction Program. It now contained staff's
recommended modifications, amendments proposed by SWPAC
and an amendment propesed by Counc1lor Frew1ng at the

: prev1ous Council meeting. o

3. Exh1b1t C the Work Plans, 1ncluded the same modlflcatlons
‘ as listed for- Exh1b1t B above.

Mr. Mulvihill suggested the Council discuss amendments to the

exhibits, adopt them and then propose any add1t10nal amendments the
Counc1l may wish to adopt. :

Counc1lor Kafoury noted the word " s" should be changed to- read *in"
on page 3.of Exhibit A, last line of the first paragraph "b."

- Councilor Hansen ptopoSed shortening thelnegotiating‘phase'fot a
- final alternative technology vendor to complete the financial

. arrangement stage by February, 1988. A discussion followed about
- the feasibility of Councilor Hansen's proposed amendment. Dan

Durig, Solid Waste- D1rector, said the longer negotiation period had
‘been estimated based on prior experience and the fact that vendors
would be required to find a suitable site and develop markets for
byproducts. Councilor Hansen then revised his proposed amendment to
extend the process by two months.
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Councilor Van Bergen said it would be preferrable to have e1ther
DEQ, Metro or both agencies site an alternatxve technology facility
- because it would serve to keep more vendors in the process. He

" noted that under the new statute, Metro's ability to site the
facility would be easier than the vendor's ability to do the same.

Second Motion to Amend: Referring to ‘page 25 of the Work Plan,

, . Exhibit C, Councilor Hansen moved the schedule for
-f1na11z1ng financial arrangements (item 12) be:
shortened and that Item-13, "Contract award", "be
changed to indicate it would be completed by Apr1l,
1988. Counc1lor Oleson seconded the motlon.

Vote on Second Motlon.to Amend:-,The<vote-resu1ted in:

~Ayes: . Councilors Cooper, Frew1ng, Gardner,'Hansen,;
' Kirkpatrick, Kafoury, Kelley, Myers, Oleson,
" Van Bergen and Waker

| Absent: dCoun01lor DeJardin
The motion carried.

Third Motion to Amend: Councilor Frewing moved to substitute
- the amended Attachment D, containing rev1sed Exhibits
A, B and C, for the exhibits previously attached to
"the Ordinance. These revisions contained staff's
suggested amendments,,SWPAC's proposed amendments and
‘Councilor Frewing's amendment Counc1lor Kelley '
seconded the mot1on. EE

Councilor Kafoury ‘said- the Counc1l ‘could not. adopt the motion until
“Ordinance No. -86-201, addre531ng alternative technology, was

. discussed. She explalned that some of-the amendments proposed by
';Counc1lor Frewing's motion suggested the fouridation on which an
alternative technology premium would be established. Councilors
Frewing and Gardner did not th1nk adoptlng the amendments would pose
such a problem. ‘ _ A

Vote on the Third Motion to Amend: The vote reSulted in:

Ayes: ‘Cooper, Frewing, Gardner, Klrkpatr1ck Kelley, Oleson
and Waker .
Nays: Councilors Hansen}vKafoury,'Myers and Van Bergen

Absent: Councilor DeJardin
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The motion carried.

Mr. Mulvihill then distributed a memo to the Council from himself
‘and Wayne Rifer, dated April 18, 1986, which proposed the "Local

Government Certification Advisory Committee" be changed to "Local
" Government Advisory Committee on Certification". The change was ,
proposed by a party representing local governments in order to avoid

“the possible misinterpretation of the meaning of the committee name, -
namely that it was local governments which would be certified..

Fourth Motion to Amend: Councilor Myers moved that any

. references in the Work Plan to "Local Government
Certification Advisory Committee" be changed to read.
"l,ocal Government Advisory Committee on Certifica-
tion". Councilor Kelley seconded the motion.

Vote on the Fourth Motion to Améhd:  Thé.v6te resulted in:’
Ayes: - Councilors Coopér, Frewing, Gardner, Hansen,
: - Kirkpatrick, Kafoury, Kelley, Myers, Oleson,
Van Bergen and Waker - v
- Absent: Councilor DeJardin
- The motion carried. |

. Mr. Mulvihill'then reviewed the proposea amendments outlined in the
memo dated April 18, 1986, to the Metro. Council from himself and

~ Wayne Rifer regarding further modifications to the Waste Reduction -

Program requested by the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)
(proposed new language is underlined and proposed deletions are in
brackets): ' , ' a - - .

1.. Exhibit B, page 5, to be changed to read: "An additional -

o element will be a strategy for development. and introduc-
tion of a curriculum for the region's [public] school
system." - o : _

2. DEQ requested the intent of the following sentence found

‘ ‘in Exhibit B, page 12, be clarified: "Metro will set a
premium above landfilling costs and develop formulas to
provide a basis for proceeding with a project(s), allocat-
‘ing as much of 48 percent of the wste as can be processed
within the premium by an adlternative technology or
combination of technologies."” . _

The Presiding Officér asked the Council to.consider this
request when the Alternative Technology portion of the
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Waste Reduction Progfam was discussed as part of Agenda
Item NO. 8.4. :

Exhibit C, page 4, the work plan for Promotion, Education
and Public Involvement, the first sSentence of "D. Specific
campaigns" be amended to read: "Two [or ‘three] major
promotions will be undertaken every year."

Exhibit C, pages 14 and 15, the work plan for "Recycle -
405 Materials, the Summary of Tasks," be amended-to be
consistent with DEQ's proposed new format for the section
as illustrated in the "Attachment" to the memo. :

Fifth Motion to Amend: Councilor Frewing moved the format

Vote

change as illustrated in "Attachment" to the memo be
substituted for Exhibit C, pages 14 and ‘15 of the
- work plan for "Recycle - 405 Materials, Summary of
Tasks." Councilor Kelley seconded the motion. '

Ayes:

on the Fifth Motion to Amend: The vote resulted in:

Councilors Cooper, Frewing, Gardner; Hanseh,
Kirkpatrick, Kafoury, Kelley, Myers, Oleson,
Van Bergen and Waker- L .

Absent: Councilor DeJardin

The motion carried.

- 5.

Exhibit C, page 18, the work plan for "Recycle - Yard
Debris," amend task 7 by deleting specific reference to
St. Johns Landfill so. that it reads: "7. Metro bans
source separated yard debris from disposal at [St. Johns]
the regional general purpose landfill. 1/89" - ‘

Councilor Van Bergen questidned‘what would.happén to the

'debris if adequate markets for yard debris did not exist.

Mr. Rifer said the material could be diverted to special
purpose landfills if marketing systems did not use all
available material. The Presiding Officer pointed out
that if the plan did not work, the Council could reconsid-

"er better solutions.

Exhibit C, page 32, the work plan for "Certification for
Local Collection Services," amend task 3 under "1986
Compliance Review" to read: "3. Rate incentives for
certified units will take effect on January 1, 1987 or
within two months of conclusion of DEQ certification
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- process of Metro regional'wastesheds, ‘whichever is
later, and remain in effect until the next round of
rate incen- tives beglns."

Slxth Motlon to Amend° Councilor Gardner moved“to adopt the
: amendments proposed by DEQ as noted in items 1, 2, 3,
5 and 6 above. Councilor Kelley seconded the mot;on.

'Vote on the Sixth Motion to Amend: = The vote resulted ins -

 Ayes: Councilors Cooper, Frewing, Gardner, Hansen,
Kirkpatrick, Kafoury, Kelley, Myers, Oleson,
Van Bergen and Waker

Absent: Counc1lor DeJardin
The motion carrled

After d1scu531on, it was determined the Council could not vote on

the motion to adopt the Ordinance as amended until after considera-
tion of Agenda Item No. 8.4. .Ordinance No. 86-199 contained some
provisions relating to alternative technology which would be resolv-"
ed during the discussion of Ordinance No. 86-201. (NOTE: See the

end of agenda item No. 8.4 for f1nal discussion” and adoptlon of the
- Ordlnance ) .

- The Pre51d1ng Officer called a recess at 8 10 p m. The Council
’ reconvened at 8:30 p.m.. ' ‘ :

8.3 ,Con31derat10n of" Ord1nance No. 86-200, for the Purpose of
“- Amending Ordinance No. 86-199 by Adopting a Public Education
‘Plan. for the Solid Waste Reduction Program (Flrst Reading and
Public Hearlng) v

The Clerk read the Ordinance a- flrst time by t1tle only.

Motlon- Coun01lor Frewing moved the Ordlnance be adopted and
Counc1lor Gardner seconded the motion. :

: Janet Schaeffer, Publlcatlons Spe01a115t, explalned that by adopt1ng
- Ordinance No. 86-200, the Council would be amending Ordinance

No. 86-199 to include a specific Public Education Plan in the Waste
Reduction Program. She then introducted Jeannie and Michael Coates,
consultants hired to develop and Public Education Plan, who she said
would be presentlng spe01f1c elements of the, proposed Plan to the
“Council. _ ‘ :

vMichael Coatee-repiewed basic elements'of the‘Plan'whioh,Werejodt-?
lined .in a document entitled "Metro Solid Waste Management Public
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Education Plan, Phase I Report," prepared by Coates Advertising,
Inc. and dated April 15, 1986. The creative objectives of the
overall effort would be to communicate the message quickly and
clearly and to have that message be memorable. He explained Phase I
of the work plan consisted of the following segments: 1) market
analysis; 2) logo/positioning statement; and 3) promotional plan.

He further explained the market analysis had determined the Educa-
_tion Plan should focus on those generating the most waste: families
‘with parents between the ages of 25 and 44. He said those
individuals were more likely to recycle because they were usually.
.homeowners with more space to recycle, had school aged children who
learned about recycling in school and they were concerned. about the
environment. Mr. Coates said the communications objectives would be
to get people to reduce the amount of waste landfilled and to get
people to ‘understand that individual efforts would make a difference
in reducing waste landfilled. ‘ ' :

Jeannie Coates explained Phase II of the promotional plan which:
would commence in about one year. Mass media efforts would include
airing 30-second television spot announcements, 60-second radio spot
announcements and five-column, and running 1l6-inch newspaper adver-.
tisements in local editions of The Oregonian. Ms. Coates said some
of the television public service annoucements (PSA's) would paid ads
to make sure the message was heard by the public at prime time.

- Staff hoped to reach 90 percent of tri-county residents between ‘the
ages of 25 and 49. In addition, a similar media effort would take
-place to promote the curbside recycling campaign. ‘

A discussion'followed about specifics of the proposed plan. ' Coun-
cilor Gardner suggested using local haulers to distribute informa- °
tion about the curbside recycling campaign. . . !

Due to the importance of the program-and the visibility it would
give Metro, Councilor Kelley suggested. that a committee of the
Council review.all advertisements to make sure the messages were
consistent with Metro goals and that a broad public was being reach-
ed. Ms. Schaeffer assured the Council they would not be shut out of
the process. ’ E ' : : s T

‘Councilor Kafoury proposed older people be included as an advertis-
-ing target because of their willingness to recycle. Mr. Coates said
older people would certainly be included in’ the advertising as
"second recipients" of the message. He said older people would be

~ an impact on motivating younger people to recycle. - :

 Councilor Kirkpatrick asked if, in order to4improve intergovernmen-
tal relations, newspaper ads could be placed in suburban news- -

‘papers. Ms. Coates responded that option had been COnsideredbbut:
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'because the budget was limited, it was more economically efficient .
to place the ads in The Oregonian. She said it would cost about

' $3,100 to reach 270,000 Oregonian readers and approximately $3,700
to reach 120,000 readers of suburban newspapers. Ms. Schaeffer
explalned some aspects of the Public Education Plan would be adver-
tised in community newspapers and that advertising would be consis-
tent with larger ads. Councilor Kirkpatrick asked to see those .ads
before they were published. : ) ‘

Coun01lor Hansen expressed the concern of several other Counc1lors
by saying it was important that television and radio advertlslng not
identify Metro too closely with stereotypes. He said that in addi-
tion to young homeowners, renters needed to relate to Metro's recyc-
'ling programs. - '

Presiding Officer Waker ~opened the publlc hearlng on the Ordinance.

Fern Alexander, testified she agreed that older people and renters
- should be a necessary target of advertlslng.

"Cathy Cancilla, representlng the recycllng industry, asked if funds
set aside to produce media advertising were included in the ‘contract
fee paid to Coates Advertising. Presiding Officer Waker said they

| - were included. Regarding the curbside recycling program, she.

- cautioned. staff to be careful about the message presented because of
‘the many different programs that would be offered. She also ques-
tioned why an advertising campaign would be conducted from June
through August - a time most people would be on vacation.-

Ms. Coates explained the campaign had to be conducted during the
summer because curbside recycling would start July 1. Ms. Cancilla
said staff and consultants had done a good job and she liked the
positive, general scope of the Education Plan.

Chuck Stoudt, 1934 Ss.W.~ nghland Road, Portland, stated yupples had -
been . targeted for the campaign and as such, advertisements should be
placed in the Willamette Week. He thought if the size of the ads
-were. reduced, enough money could be saved for -ads to be placed in
community newspapers. He suggested publishing ads 'in business
‘newspapers in order to reach commercial waste generators.

Mr. .Stoudt also questioned why the general campaign could not be
combined with the.curbside recycling advertising campaign. - Finally,
" he asked how the Educatlon Plan would t1e 1nto the. public school
currlculum. ‘ . : ‘

- Relatlng to Agenda Item No. 8.2, the Waste Reduction Plan and Ordin-
ance No. 82-199, Mr. Stoudt testified he. supported changing any
reference to St., Johns Landfill to read "the regional landfill":
which would accommodate the eventuality of a new landfill.
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In response to Mr. Stoudt's earlier statements, Mr. Coates said the
size of newspapers ads could be reduced but staff were concerned -the

ads be large enough to have a strong impact on readers. Also,
- ‘businesses would be targeted during year two of the campaign. :
During year one, curbside recycling would be targeted, he said.

,There being no- further testimony, P;ésiding Officer Waker closed the
public hearing. He said the Ordinance would continue to a second
reading and public hearing on May 1, 1986. S ' S

9.1 - Consideration of a Contact with Tri-Lett industries to - -
Construct the Lilah.Callen Holden Elephant Museum:

Motion::- Councilor Van Bergen moved the contract be approved
and Councilor Kelley seconded the motion. . - '

Bob Porter, Zoo Construction Manager, reviewed the project's history.
- -and the process for selecting the contractor. Tri-Lett was the
lowest of three bidders, he explained; at an amount of $250,000.
' Gene Leo added that $355,000 had been pledged for the project. ‘
About $20,000 of those pledges had not been collected and the money
could not be secured, landscaping and artistic installations. could
‘be deleted from the .project. He emphasized no.Zoo funds were
involved in building the Elephant Museum. R

ﬁésponding to Coundildr'Kafoury‘s question, Mr.'Pofter said_l3
percent of the total contract work would be performed by Disadvan-
taged Business Enterprises. . :

Gerald Krahn, 2533 North Winchell, Portland, testified the contract
award should be withheld due to claims filed with the Bureau of
Labor against Tri-Lett on two previously contracted Zoo projects.

It has been claimed Tri-Lett was in violation of,the~Little-Davis
“Bacon Act, he said. He asked the Council not make a decision on the
“contract pending the Bureau of Labor's decision.. -

Ed Stuhr, Contract Manager, reported Mr. Krahn had filed a complaint
‘with the Bureau of Labor against Tri-Lett. He explained there was N
~ some question about whether payrolls submitted by Tri-Lett had been
‘properly certified.by Metro. Mr. Stuhr said he had learned from the
" Bureau- they had received the complaint. ‘The -Bureau would investi-
gate the claim to.determine whether there had been a violation of .
wage  laws. He explained that according to the ‘Bureau, any violation

. on a past project was a.separate issue from awarding a new contract

- to the same contractor and the Bureau could not interfere in new
awards. ' : S ‘ Lo Lo .

In response to Presiding Officer Waker's question about Tri-Lett's.
- alleged violation of the Little Davis Bacon Act, Mr. Stuhr explained
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if the Bureau of Labor determined prevailing wagés had not been paid
to workers, the contractor would have to pay the difference to
workers. A contractor could be barred from performing further -
public works if it were determined the violations were more serious,
he said. Mr. Stuhr reported Metro's construction contracts prov1ded
for compllance with the Little Davis Bacon Act.

7'Counc1lor Kelley asked if the project would be in jeopardy if the

contract award were delayed until final resolution with the Bureau

- of Labor claim could be sought. Mr. Leo said it would be desireable
to complete foundation work during a good weather period.. :
Mr. Porter added that a delay could increase the cost of construct-
ing the project. Councilor Kelley said the cost of possible legal-
fees must also be considered into the project. Mr. Leo then
explained he understood the process with the Bureau of Labor was of
an administrative, rather than legal, nature. The ‘process could
take six months to one year to complete and it would have no bearing
on the current contract award. Staff, he said, recommended awardlng
the contract to Trl-Lett because no accusatlons had- been proven.

Mr. Krahn then pointed out the Little Davis Bacon act and the
specifications of the two previous Zoo projects performed by Tri-
Lett required the contractor to file wage certification documents
with the awarding agency before receiving any funds. Mr. Kahn said
Tri-Lett had not met those requirements until he had approached
Metro about the problem. He questioned whether Tri-Lett would
comply w1th those requ1rements on the Elephant Museum progect._.

Councilor Hansen said he was concerned’ the DlStrlCt District could
- be liaible for being negligent in not requiring proper certifica-
tion. He requested the decision to award the contract be postponed
until May 1 in order to obtain a legal opinion from Counsel regard-
ing Metro's 11ab111ty for past contract problems. :

Councilor Myers agreed Metro's 11ab111ty could be effected if pay-
‘ments had been made to the contract without proper'certification.

He requested Council investigate whether language could be incorpor-
ated into the Tri-Lett Elephant Museum contract that would hold
Metro harmless agalnst past actions by the contractor.

W1thdrawal of Motlon. Councilor Van Bergen withdrew his
‘motion to approve the contract with Tri-Lett Indus-
tries.

Motion:. Councilor Hansen moved to continue consideration of
. the contract award to Tri-Lett Industries until
~May 1, 1986, and for Council to determine the need
for amending the contract to protect the District
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| against possible violations of the_Little Bacon Davis
- Act on two previously contracted projects with Tri-
Lett Industrles.‘ Councilor Kafoury seconded the
“ motion. S S SR
Vote: - A vote on the motion resulted in:
Ayes:. Counc1lors Cooper, Frew1ng, Gardner, Hansen,

Kirkpatrick, Kafoury, Kelley, Myers, Oleson,
Van Bergen and Waker ‘ :

Absent: Councilor DeJardin ' »

| The motlon carrled and the item was postponed unt11 May l, 1986.

" 8.4 Consideration of Ordinance No. 86 201, for- the Purpose: of :
Amending the Waste Reduction Program, Ordinance No. 86-199, by

Adopting Premium Cost for Alternative Technology PrOJects
(Flrst Readlng and Public Hearlng) . S

iThe Clerk read the’ Ordlnance a flrst time by tltle only.

Mot1on: Councilor Kelley moved Ord1nance No. 86 201 be adopt-
. ed and Councilor Kafoury seconded the motlon.

'Debble Allmeyer, Solid Waste Analyst, noted the Ordlnance in the
agenda packet had been revised to reflect changes suggested at the
'Aprll 16 Coun011 Work Se351on. '

* Councilor- Gardner rev1ewed the redrafted Ordlnance that 1ncorporated

changes suggested at the April 16 Council Work Session. He explain-
"ed the portion of the Waste Reduction Program dealing with alterna-
~ tive technology stated the Council would set a premlum‘lt would be
willing to pay above landfilling costs, develop criteria for.
‘evaluating alternative technology proposals, and develop criteria on
which to base its decision to proceed which the technology project.
He said the Ordinance before the Council was designed to describe
that process and:to make commitments to proceed with a project if
certain criteria were met. Councilor Gardner further explained the
"whereas" clauses of the Ordinance gave a historical description of
the process and were.consistent with applicable laws. He then
described Sections 1 through 9 of the Ordinance. 1In conclusion, the
Councilor explained that Ordinance No. 86-201, when adopted, would

" "be ‘submitted to the DEQ as a separate ordinance but would be an

amendment to Ordinance No. 86-199,,the‘base Waste Reduction Program.

‘The Presiding Officer opened_the_public'hearing on the Ordinance.
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‘Doug_Francescon, 18754 South Terry Michael Drive, Oregon City,
‘testified the potential for increasing the life and decreasing the
size of new landfills must be considered when evaluating costs of an
- overall waste disposal system. He also pointed out the tip fee for
"an energy recovery facility would become a long-term, fixed rate.

He suggested Metro and the vendor consider a cost of living adjust-
ment or an adjustment for fluctuations in. energy prices. Also,

Mr. Francescon advocated a multi-site strategy to avoid political or
air quality problems that might result from one large facility.
Although energy costs were currently low, he urged the Council to
consider the long-term benefits of producing low cost power while
keeping tip fees within acceptable limits. :

' Steve Anderson, 7155 S.W. Gable Parkway, Portland, testified the
Council consider constructing a refuse derived fuel (RDF) production
plant at the Clackamas Transfer & Recycling Center (CTRC). He said
the plant should be capable of handling the ‘entire throughput of
CTRC and of producing a material which could be burned in any of
several existing solid-fuel boilers in the region. 'The RDF plant,
he said, would offer the advantages of minimal risk and capital and
‘additional facilities could be added as sites and additional markets
" became available. He recommended Gershman, Brickner & Bratton, Inc.
‘analyze his proposal.. ‘ B

IThere being no further testimony, Presiding Officer Waker closed the
public hearing. ' : ‘ SO "

A discussion followed regarding an acceptable base disposal rate for
~alternative technology. Presiding Officer Waker was concerned
commercial disposal rates could double within a few years. Coun-
cilor Kafoury said the Council should seriously question to what
extent costs could be used to change behavior patterns. Councilor
‘Oleson said it was difficult to put a dollar limit on disposing of
waste in a socially responsible manner. - : ‘ -

After discussion, it was agreed to vote on adopting Ordinance
No. 86-199, discussed earlier under Agenda Item No. 8.2, but to
~delete two paragraphs from Exhibit B relating to alternative
~technology. . ' ‘

‘Motion: Councilor Kirkpatrick moved to amend Ordinance No.
o 86~199 by deleting the two paragraphs from Exhibit B
relating to alternative technology. Councilor Myers
. seconded the motion. = - v : -

Vote: A vote on the motion resulted in:

Ayes: Councilors Cooper, Frewing, Gardner, Kirkpatrick,
' - Kafoury, Kelley, Myers, Van Bergen and Waker
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- Nay: Councilor Hansen
Absent: Councilors DeJardin and OleSon
1'The motion carried and the Ordlnance was amended .
Motlon. The motion to adopt Ordlnance No. 86-199 was made by
» " Councilors Kirkpatrick and Gardner at the meetlng of
March 27, 1986. ‘
Vote: - A vote on the motion resulted in:-

Ayes: Councilors Cooper, Frew1ng, Gardner, Klrkpatrlck,
Kafoury, Kelley, Myers, Van Bergen and. Waker

Nay: Councilor Hansen
Absent: Councilors DeJardin and Oleson
The motion carried and Ordinance No. 86-199 was.addpted as amended;

‘_There being no further business, the meeting was adJourned at
©.11:05 p.m. .

Respectfully submltted,

T e Tkt

-A., Marie Nelson
Clerk of the COuncil

~amn

- - 5629C/313- 2
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' MINUTES OF THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT -

May 1, 1986
Councrlors Present Councilors Cooper, DeJardin, Frew1ng, Gardner,
: Hansen, Kelley, Kirkpatrick, Myers, Oleson,
Van Bergen and Waker
Councilors Absent: Councilor Kelley
" Also Present: N Rick Gustafson, Executive Officer
Staff Present: : 'Donald Carlson, Phillip Fell, Dohg Drennen, . Ray
_ Barker, Wayne Rifer, Keith Lawton, Jennifer
Sims, Norm Wietting, Dennis Mulvihill, Rich
McConaghy, Janet Schaeffer, Ed Stuhr, Debble
Allmeyer and Steve Siegel - j
Pre81d1ng Offler Waker called the meeting to order at 5 30 p.m.

1. INTRODUCTIONS

'Counc1lor Cooper introduced Mike Gardner, a student of government
from Gladstone High School. ‘

'2. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATIONS

.None.

- 3. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS

Deputy Executive Officer Donald Carlson reported the Executive
Officer was at a meeting of the Conventlon, Trade and Spectator
Facility (CTS) Committee and would make a report of the Commlttee s
act1v1t1es at the end of the Council meeting.

Disposal Agreement w1th Yamhlll County. ‘Dan Dur1g, SOlld Waste
Director, referring to a letter to Bill Campbell of Yamhill County
dated April 25, 1986, reported Metro had entered into an inter-
governmental agreement with ‘the County and the Riverbend Landfill.
‘He explained this arrangement would accomodate some waste from Clark
and Columbia Counties banned from the St. Johns Landfill by passage
of Ordinance No. 85-194, It would also help to extend the life of
‘St. Johns Landfill and would deliver adequate amounts of waste to
Riverbend. Mr. Durig said the agreement would be reviewed after one

- year to determlne its effects on SOlld waste flow.”g N

4. WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS TO COUNCIL ON NON-AGENDA ITEMSv

None .

2;-' CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS TO COUNCIL ON NON-AGENDA ITEMS

None.
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6. CONSENT AGENDA

——

Motion:

Vote:

Ayes:

Absent:

. Councilor Kirkpatrick requested Item No. 6.2,

Consideration of Resolution No. 86-644, for the

Purpose of Amending the By-Laws of the Solid Waste

Policy Advisory Committee to Assign Responsibilities

.for 'the Certification Program and Readopting the.

By-Laws," be removed from the Consent Agenda.
Councilor Kelley seconded the motion,

‘A vote on the motion resulted in:

Councilors Cooper, DeJardin, Frewing, Gardner,
Hansen, Kelley, Kirkpatrick, Myers, Oleson,

Van Bergen and Waker

~ Councilor Kafoury

The mdtion carried and the item was removed from thé Consent Agenda.

Motion:

Vote:s

- ‘Ayes:

, Abseht:

Councilor Kirkpatrick moved to approve Items 6.1 and
6.3 of the Consent Agenda. Councilor DeJardin '
seconded the motion. : C :

A vote on the motion resulted in:

Councilors Cooper, DeJardin, Frewing, Gérdner,
Hansen, Kelley, Kirkpatrick, Myers, Oleson,
Van’ Bergen and Waker ' S

Councilor Kafoury

The motion carried and the following items were approved and adopted?

6.1 Minutes of March 27, 1986

6.3 Resolution No. 86-645, for the Purpose of Forming the
" Local Government Advisory Committee on Certification.
(LGACC) and Adopting a Missions and Procedures Statement

6.2  Consideration of Resolution No. 86-644, for the PurpoSelbf‘

Amending the By-Laws of the Solid Waste Policy Advisory
Committee (SWPAC) to Assign Responsibilities for the :

‘Certification Program and Readopting the By-Laws

Estle Harlan, representative of the Oregon Sanitary Service Insti-
‘tute (OSSI), requested the Council include local solid waste dispos-
al industry councils oh the Local Government Advisory Committee on
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Certification (LGACC). Ms. Harlan testified that bécause 0SSI was
not a local government and because SWPAC was already organized and
did not include such representatives, the industry would not receive
adequate recognition. o S N ’ '

Councilor Kirkpatrick urged industry councils be invited to partici-
~pate. Councilor Gardner pointed out the solid waste disposal indus-
.try was representated on SWPAC and questioned the need for addition-
al recognition. . ' S -

Motion:" Councilor Kirkpatrick moved to adopt Resolution _
: No. 86-644 and Councilor Gardner'Seconded the motion.

Vote: A vote on the motion resulted in:-
"“'v Ayes: Councilors Cooper, DeJardin; Frewing, Gafdher,"'

Hansen, Kelley, Kirkpatrick, Myers, Oleson,
Van Bergen and Waker ' o

Absent:  Councilor Rafoury
-The motion‘carried and the Resolution was adqpted, .
7. Consideration of Resolution No. 86-642, for the Purpose of o
S Aggroving‘the FY 1986-87 Budget and Transmittin% to the Tax.
Supervising and Conservation Commission ublic Hearing)
ﬁfesiding Officer Waker noted on April 22 the Executive Officer =
presented the FY 1986-87 Budget along with the Budget Committee's

recommendations. A public hearing was also conducted at that
meeting.. » ' : . i : ‘ '

- Motion:  Councilor DeJardin moved to adopt Resolution |
No. 86-642 and Councilor Cooper seconded the motion.

Jennifer Sims,; Director of Management Services, reported.that at the
last meeting a question -had been raised about the status of cash
balances and- how. those would effect fund balance estimates. |

Ms. Sims said.she and Accounting Manager Don Cox reviewed fund
balance estimates. She said balances were within recommended ‘limits.
and staff would adjust projected amounts after the approved budget
was returned from the TSCC and before it was forwarded to the
Council for final adoption. o L c

Councilor Kelley reported her previous concerns about the $2.6
million carryover in the Solid Waste budget had been addressed to
her satisfaction by staff. She was, however, concerned about the -
timing of rate increases and their effect on the budget. Councilor
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‘. Hansen suggested that métter could be addressed when the Council
- hext considered rate issues. '

Motion to Amend: Councilor Frewing moved to amend the
Resolution by incorporating the Budget Committee o
Recommendations into the FY 1986-87 Budget. ' L
Councilor Hansen seconded the motion. ;

“Vote on Motion to Amend: A vote on the motion resulted in:

'Ayes: : Couhcilbrs Cooper, DeJardin,vFrewing, Gardner,
Hansen, Kelley, Kirkpatrick, Myers, Oleson,
Van Bergen and Waker : ‘ '

Absent: Councilor Kafoury
‘The mption‘cafried and'the Resolution was‘émendéd.
4"=§residing Officef Waker opened the public hearing on the budgét.

.. 'Chuck Stoudt, 1934 S.W. Highland, Portland, requested the budget -
document be simplified to make it easier for citizens to read and -
understand. He said he did not see a figure in the Solid Waste :
budget describing the total debt and principle to the Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ). Mr. Stoudt said he did not understand
the source of Building Fund. He explained because building fund .
"‘monies were reported in several department budgets, it was difficult
‘to know if duplication of reporting had occurred. Finally, '
Mr. Stoudt said he it was unclear to him about the. number of Zoo
- employees working at the Metro Center offices, why $93,000 had been
-transferred to the Building Management Fund from the Zoo, and the
- criteria for determining the amount of the transfer. . :

' Dan Durig responded to Mr. Stoudt's question about the amount of the
total debt services to DEQ. He provided Mr. Stoudt with a document
- showing ‘the total debt to DEQ through the year 2003. He said those
debts consisted of three major loans: 1) -a loan made in the late
- 1970's before user fees had been implemented to cover planning
expenses; 2) loan made around 1980 to build a one-mile dyke at the
St. Johns Landfill which made available 55 acres for future fill and
to remodel- the landfill gatehouse; and 3) a loan.to construct the
Clackamas County Transfer & Recycling Center.

~ Ms. Sims then described the criteria for allocating building costs.
She said the percentage of square feet of space benefitting each of
the operating funds was calculated. No Zoo staff were housed at the
Metro offices. Therefore, the Zoo's costs were indirect costs for
the portion of the Metro office building that benefitted the Zoo.



: Metro Council ‘ S R TR
May 1, 1986 :
Page 5

For example, she explained, a portion of the Council Chamber, pay-
toll offices, personnel offices, etc., was calculated into the Zoo's
budget. She said 18.4 percent of the total building costs were
allocated to the Zoo. :

‘ Respondlng to Mr. Stoudt's last questlon, Mr. Durlg explalned there
" were no building lease costs in the Solid Waste budget. Lease costs
reported were for 1ea51ng the St. Johns Landfill, he said.-

There belng no further testlmony, Presiding Officer Waker closed,the
public hearing. . ‘ ,

Vote: A vote on the motion to adopt the Resolution as
amended resulted in:

Ayes: Councilors Cooper, DeJardln,”Frewing, Gardner,.
: Hansen, Kelley, Kirkpatrick,. Myers, Oleson,
Van Bergen and Waker

- Absent: Councilor Kafoury

The motlon carried and the Resolution was adopted as amended.

- ,The Presiding Offlcer announced the approved FY 1986 87 budget would

be forwarded to the TSCC for review. When it was certified and
_returned to Metro, the Council would consider the budget. for final

adoption on June 26, 1986, at whlch tlme there would be another
publlc hearlng._ _

8 1 Con51derat10n of a Contract with Trl-Lett Industrles to
Construct the Lilah Callen Holden Elephant Museum

Presiding Officer Waker explained at the last meeting the Council
‘had voted to postpone consideration of the contract award until
.counsel could offer an opinion on whether the terms of the new
contract could be amended to exclude the District from any liability
for previously contracted Zoo projects. He then referred the Coun-
"cil to a letter from Andrew Jordan, legal counsel retained in the
fabsense of Eleanore Baxendale. Mr. Jordan recommended:

1. ° The council could award the Elephant Museum contract to
- Tri-Lett w1thout fear of addltlonal exposure;

2. As consideration for that award, Tr1-Lett should be.aSked
to indemnify Metro for any damages, costs or attorney s
fees which Metro might incur as a result of Tri-Lett's

failure to. pay prevalllng wages on the Glft Shop Contract,
and :
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3. Future construction contracts should be amended to provide
for such indemnification.

Motion:  Councilor Kirkpatrick moved to approve the contract
: with Tri-Lett for construction of the Elephant Museum -

to include the above conditions recommended by '

Mr. Jordan. Councilor Cooper seconded the motion.

Vote: A vote on the motion resulted in:
Ayes: - Councilors Cobpér, DeJardin,’Frewing} Gardner,
Kelley, Kirkpatrick, Myers, Oleson, Van Bergen and
- Waker : o
Nay: . - Councilor Hansen

Absent;' Councilor Kafoury

The motion carried and the contract was approved.

9.1 Consideration of Ordinance No. 86-200, for the Purpose of

-~ Amending Ordinance No. 86-199 by Adopting a Public Education
Plan for the Solid Waste Reduction Program (Second Reading and
Continued Public Hearing) . .

1The>C1érk read the Ordinance by title only é second time.

'Motibn:‘ The motion to adopt the Ordinance was made by
Councilors Frewing and Gardner on April 22, 1986.

There was no public testimony on the Ordinance.

Referring to her memo to Metro Councilors dated April 25, 1986,
Janet Schaeffer, Publications Specialist, reviewed questions .raised
by Councilors at the April 22 Council meeting and staff's responses
to those questions. .There were no additional questions about the
Public Education Plan. - ‘Presiding Officer Waker reminded the Council

- that staff would bring back a final Plan for future consideration.

Councilor Frewing said he wanted to record to show he was interested
'in staff coordinating with DEQ and the various cities invoplved in
SB 405 programs to set up a cooperative promotional and education.
program. The Councilor said he understood staff was establishing.
such a process with DEQ. ' :

Vote: A voEe on the motion to adopt the Ordinance resulted
in: o : v
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Ayes: Coun01lors Cooper, DeJard1n, Frew1ng, Gardner,

Hansen, Kelley, Kirkpatrick, Myers, Oleson,
Van Bergen and Waker

Absent‘ Counc1lor Kafoury

The motlon carr1ed and the Ordlnance was adopted

9.2 Consideration of Ordinance No. 86-201, for ‘the Purpose of
Amending Ordinance No. 86-199 by Adoptlng Criteria for -

Implementation of Alternative Technology PrOJects (Second
Reading and Continued Public Hearlng)

) The Clerk read the Ordinance by title only a second tlme. ‘The
Pres1d1ng Officer announced the Ordinance would be subject to
approval at the ‘May 15 Council meeting, : :

Motion: A motion to adopt the Ordlnance was made by
' Councilors Kelley and Kafoury at the meetlng of
April 22, 1986.

" Debbie Allmeyer, Solid Waste Analyst, rev1ewed several minor changes

- to the Ordinance proposed since the last meeting. Those changes
were underlined on the version of the Ordinance’ included in the
meetlng agenda packet. She also noted the Council had asked about
.~ the impact of adding resource recovery to system .costs on different
types of customers and Rich McConaghy had prepared a memo to Coun-

"'01lors responding to that question.

Pre51d1ng Officer Waker said Mr. McConaghy S memo - d1d not respond to
-his concerns of April 22.  He was specifically concerned about cost
increasés consumers would experlence as a result of system changes
including a new landfill, transfer stations and alternative tech-"
nology. Presiding. Offlcer Waker questioned Mr. McConaghy S use of a
-rate of $10. 84 per ton as the cost to the consumer.

Mr. McConaghy said the $10.84 rate was used to" compare w1th the $31
per ton system cost rate projected for the year 1990. Both rates,
" he .explained, did not 1nclude user fees, state’ landf111 51t1ng fees
or enhancement fees. : o .

Pre51d1ng Offlcer Waker said he was also'confused ‘about staff's

- projections for the percentage distribution of commercial and resi-
dential waste collected and disposed. Referring to Table 1 of his
memo, Mr. McConaghy explained that rates did vary according to area
and whether facilities were franchised. Staff had averaged. out
costs for their projections, he said. caed
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Coun01lor Van Bergen agreed there was currently a large varlety of
- prices paid for solid waste disposal and the impact of increased

system costs would vary widly depending on the type of waste gener-
ator.

- Councilor Frewing noted on April 22 the original Section.3'of the
- Ordinance, now Section 4, listed the criteria to be used in evaluat-
'ing alterntive technology proposals. He said two people testified
that an item "j" be added to say: "Maximize flexibility by minimiz-

:ing the initial capitol costs and construction time of any altern-
tive technology facility." The Council urged that_language.be
included in the Ordinance. ' .

F1rst Motlon to Amend: Counc1lor Frew1ng moved the above _
“language be included as an item "j" to Section 4 of
- the Ordinance. Councilor Myers seconded the motlon.

Counc1lor Van Bergen said he did not want to language to be a limi-
tation for the pro;ect.

Vote on Flrst Motion to Amend: A vote on the motion to amend
: ‘resulted 1n.- ‘ ' \

Ayee: ' Counc1lors Cooper, ‘DeJardin, Frew1ng, Gardner,

Hansen, Kelley, Klrkpatrlck Myers, Van Bergen and
Waker .
Absent- Counc1lore Kafonry and Oleson -

The motlon carrled and the Ordlnance was amended
The Pre51d1ng Offlcer opened the public hearlng.

.Judy Dehen, 2965 N.W. Verde Vista, Portland, representlng the Colum-
bia Group of the Sierra Club, testified regarding Section 6 of the
Ordinance. She: said if Metro wanted to at least partially satisfy
the provisions of ORS.495.015 which listed the priorities of waste
reduction; the Ordinance should indicate a disposal cost equasion
scale for prlorltlzed modes of waste reduction. This, she sa1d,

would clearly recognize the state's mandated waste" reductlon priori-
-tles. , .

‘Councilor Myers sa1d ‘although the helrachy of waste reductlon were
vital criteria, some Councilors wished to avoid premium concepts
tied to the heirachy because it would not be necessary to attract _
bidders. The Councilor said he was uneasy about addlng that type of
- language back into the Ordinance.
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Estle Harlan, 2202 Lake Road, Milwaukie, representlng the Oregon
Sanltary Service Institute (OSSI), referred the Council to her
written comments. She objected to the provisions of Section 5
recommending a 20 pecent premium. She said the collection industry
recommended a 10 percent premium. Ms. Harlan was worried Metro's
waste generation assumptions were too low and would skew cost
- figures. She said a recent study conducted by Clackamas County
indicated the average weight per can collected was about 40 pounds
per week, conferring with a long-standing industry average. She '
‘again stated the 20 percent figure was very hlgh '

Responding to Coun01lor Gardner's question, Ms. Harlan said all
',1ndustry welght studles assumed some cans would be empty..v“"

Joe Cancilla, 18450 S.E. Vogel Road, Portland representlng PASSO,
concurred with Ms. Harlan that Metro s assumptions regardlng ‘the -
average weight were too low. "He also disagreed with Metro's assump-
tions on the ratio of commercial to residential: generators. He said
‘ the ratio varled w1dly throughout the region. S

‘bThere being no further testimony, Pre81d1ng Offlcer Waker closed the
‘publlc hearing. = ‘ ‘ : S

The Presiding Off1cer ‘noted the Ordinance as drafted dld not'prov1de
- for any upward limit- to a unit cost for an alternative technology
proyect. Ms. Allmeyer explained that Section 4(i) addressed that
~concern although no specific figures were identified.

'.Counc1lor Myers noted that-Section 5 did not reference back to
'satlsfy the criteria established in Section 4. ‘He suggested Section

. 5 -be moved. back to Section 4 and be listed as. an_ add1t1ona1 criteria

‘or to insert language into.Section 5 to- read--"Except for proposals
that satlsfy the crlterla of Section 4,_and e o WM

Second Motion to Amend: Councilor Frew1ng moved Section 5 be
amended to read: "Metro . . . adopts a policy to
~maximize resource recovery from waste by committing
" to accept a proposal(s) that best meet the criteria
of Section 4 and increase system costs no more than
-20%." (NOTE: New language ‘is underllned ) Counc1lor
Gardner seconded ‘the motlon., . ' :

: Counc1lor Frewing explained his motlon would resolve the concern
‘raised by Councilor Myers. At the. request of Councilor Myers, he:

- agreed to change the language of "up to 20° percent" to read “no more
than 20 percent.? ‘ W

' Vote on Second Motion to Amend: The vote resulted'in:
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Ayes: ' .Councilors DeJardin, Frewing, Gardner, Hansen,'

Kelley, Kirkpatrick, Myers, Van Bergen and. Waker
Absent: Counc1lors Cooper, Kafoury and Oleson

The motlon carried and the Ordinance was amended

Thlrd Motion to Amend' Councilor. Klrkpatrlck moved to amend
Section 5 to read: ". . . up to 15%." Councilor
DeJardin seconded the motion for discussion purposes.

‘Councilor K1rkpatr1ck said she understood the 20 percent figure was

-arbitrary and the proposed amendment would be in. keeplng with the
'collectlon 1ndustry s request. _

Doug Drennen said the 20 percent figure was not purely arbltrary.
It was used from the premium cost table and was established based on
-staff's best judgment to catch the lower 'end:of the project but ‘not

to be so hlgh to destroy the spirit of competition.

‘Executive Officer Gustafon explained the 20 percent. flgure was

~arbitrary from the standpoint that it was based on assumptions that
- could or could not occur. He said the percentage was provided to
give a guarantee to the Environmental Quality Commission regardlng
the Council's intent. He advised adopting no percentages in order
to av01d sendlng out undes1reab1e signals.

Motlon to Postpone Act1on on Third Motion to Amend' After
discussion about an appropriate percentage, Coun-
cilors Kirkpatrick and DeJardin moved action on ‘the-
motion be postponed to May 15 in order to give staff

time to analyze the impacts of percentages on the
prOJect ,

Vote on Motlon to PostpOne° A vote'resulted ini-

Ayes: ' Coun01lors DeJardin, Frew1ng, Gardner, Hansen,
: ' K1rkpatr1ck Myers, Van Bergen and Waker

‘Absent: Counc1lors Cooper, Kafoury, Kelley and Oleson

The motion carrled

Counc1lor Frew1ng requested staff also provide information. regardlng
“the results of a public survey about the acceptability of higher
costs in order to avoid landfilling. He explalned he was comfor-
table with the 20 percent flgure because it would probably only

'~ . translate into'a 5 percent increase in customer rates. He said he
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thought the publlc surveys indicated that amount of increase would’
be. acceptable to avoid 1andf1111ng., ‘ :

'Pre51d1ng officer ‘Waker noted the - res1dent1al publlc had been polled -
on-that matter and questloned how accepting commercial customers

- would be of such an increase. Councilor Gardner also noted he was

‘not .comfortable with the broad wording of. that- partlcular questlon
“to the public whlch could have skewed the responses 1n favor or an’
_increase. _ 4 .

"Counc1lor Myers said the 1anguage of Section 6 should be reworded to
state a more definite. pollcy and would propose new language for the

next - meetlng. .Councilor .Gardner said he had originally proposed '
that language to. guarantee Metro would proceed with .a project if it

. increased the system cost no more than 20 percent and to- prov1de the

EQC assurance that resource recovery would be part of Metrod's waste
reduction program. . The second part of the section would provide
that if all the proposals cost more than 20 percent, Metro could
still. proceed with one vendor if the Council determined there were
other Justlfled beneflts, he explalned. Councilor Gardner agreed it
~ would .be helpful to clarlfy the 1ntent of Sectlon 6 and deflne ‘

Justlfled beneflts.' : _ ‘

Councilor Hansen requested staff prov1de 1nformat10n on the 20

h. percent proposed premium. . He asked at what point in the: operatlon

- .would the 20 percent. flgure apply. Mr. Drennen said the figure
"applied to the year 1990 when the project would commence. but Section
4'(g) permltted the Coun011 to 1ook at the 1ong ~term effectlveness of

the proyect.

- There being no further dlscu351on, Pre51d1ng Offlcer Waker contlnued
' the publlc hearlng on the Ordlnance to May 15 1986 :

3.I EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS (Contlnued)

Report on. the Conventlon, Trade and Spectator Fac111t1es Project.
 Steve Siegel explained that about one and a half years agothe
Convention, Trade and Spectator Facilities (CTS) Committee was »
‘established to make a series of recommendations to Metro and tri-’
'~ county governments.on a CTS facility for the Portland metropolltan
region. Mr. Siegel said the Committee's formal recommendations

would be made May 12 and staff would explain those recommendations : =

to' the Council ‘at the May 15 Council meeting. He said the .slide
- presentation given'to the Council at this meeting would provide

. background -information about the’ prOJect and an opportunlty for

Counc1lors to ask questlons. : , o .

Mr. Slegel f1rst dlscussed the need. for the reglonal fa0111ty. _Thef.
~convent10n center would be de51gned to accomodate conventlons of
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under 10 000 delegates, he said, and it was assumed new conventlonv
- business would greatly boose the Portland metropolitan area econ-
‘omy. He then reviewed the various factors the CTS Committee had
considered in selecting a specific location for the facility includ-
ing cost, availability of hotel/motel space and surrounding facili-
ties. Mr. Siegel briefly discussed the means by which such a pro-
ject could be financed and the conventlon center sites currently -
under cons1derat10n. :

. Finally, Mr. Slegel rev1ewed the schedule of major events for the
. CTS project:  the Committee's formal recommendations would be

-announced May 12; a lead agency and land use approvals would be

. sought in May and June; the general obligation bond campaign would
be conducted for ‘a November General Election; the project construc-
tion would: begln m1d 1988- and the progect would be’ operatlng by
mld-1990.- : .

Pre51d1ng Offlcer Waker adjourned the meetlng at 8 20 p m.
Respectfully submltted, | |

Mar1e Nelson .'
fClerk of the Council

o " ."amn
5828C/313-2

06/18/86



STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No. 7.1

Meeting Date June 26, 1986

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 86-203 AMENDING
METRO'S CODE SECTION 2.05 REGARDING DEADLINES AND
NEW EVIDENCE AND EXCEPTIONS TO REVISED ORDERS
(FIRST READING)

Date: -June 13, 1986 Presented by: Jill Hinckley

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Continuing experlence with the Contested Case procedures
established by Chapter 2.05 of the Code of the Metropolltan Service
District (Metro) has identified certain problems requ1r1ng
correction. One of these is the absence of provision allowing the
Executive Officer to set a deadline for the filing of exceptions and
requests to submit new evidence. This can create scheduling
problems or interfere with an orderly, deliberate decision-making
process. Ordinance No. 86-203 would remedy this problem. It also
provides parties with an opportunity to present oral argument on
revisions to a proposed order.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Ordinance
No. 86-203

JH/sm
5673C/462-2
06/16/86



offered at the hearing provided for in Code Section 2.05.025. A
written request to submit additional evidence must explain why the
information was not provided at the hearing, and must demonstrate
that such evidence meets the standards of Section 2.05.030 and would.
likely result in a different decision. Upon receipt of a written
request to submit additional evidence, the Council ‘shall [within a
reasonable time]: ' ST L '

(1) Refuse thehrequest;.or'

(2) .Remand the proceeding to the Hearings Officer for the
limited purpose of receiving the new evidence ‘and oral
argument and rebuttal argument by the parties on the new
‘evidence; or o ) : '

(3) If the nature of the new evidence to be submitted is
.such that remand would serve no. useful purpose, proceed to
hear and consider the evidence and argument and rebuttal

from the parties on the evidence. ‘ S

Requests to submit new evidence must be filed byvthe'deadline
for filing written exceptions established pursuant to Section -
2.05.035(b), unless circumstances regarding the evidence preclude’

‘doing so. ‘

Section 3

© Paragraph 2;05.045 (b) shall be amendéd-tb read: '
(b) Upon receipt of a proposed order and consideration of
exceptions, the Council shall adopt the proposed order or revise or

- replace the findings or conclusions in a proposed order or remand

the matter to the Hearings Officer. No written exceptions [will]
need be received [or heard] on a revised or :eplaced order except on
new evidence presented to the hearings officer on remand. Parties
shall be given an opportunity to comment orally to the Council on a
revised order. ' o L . :

'ADOPTED‘by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

. this day of , 1986.

Richard.Wakefi Presiding,officer

ATTEST:

 Clerk of the Council

. JH/sm/5673C/462-2
06/16/86 |



‘BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING CODE.
SECTION -2.05 REGARDING DEADLINES
FOR SUBMITTING EXCEPTIONS AND
NEW EVIDENCE AND EXCEPTIONS TO

' REVISED ORDERS :

~ ORDINANCE ‘NO. 86-203 .

Vv‘ e S Nuut

The Council of the Metropolitan Service District Hereby Ordains:

Section I.- i
Paragraph 2. 05 035(b) of the Code -of Metropolltan Serv1ce
Dlstrlct shall be amended as follows:

: (b) [The partles shall be given the opportunlty to file with

~ the Council written exceptions to the proposed order and, upon:

approval of the Council, present oral argument regarding the

. exceptions to the Council. Argument before the Council shall be
‘limited to parties who have filed written exceptions to the proposed‘

order pursuant to this section, and shall be limited to argument on:

‘the written exceptions and argument 1n rebuttal of the argument on

-wrltten exceptions.] :

. ‘Within seven (7) days of the release of the proposed order, the
' Executive Officer shall mail notice to all parties of the date by

© ‘which. written exceptions to the proposed order must be filed. This

-.shall .be not less than rourteen (l4) nor more than twenty-one (21)
‘days from the date notice of this deadline .is mailed, unless
otherwise agreed to by all parties. The proposed order and any _
. exceptions received to it shall be forwarded to the Council of the
Metropolitan Service District for consideration at its next .

‘scheduled meeting at least two (2) weeks after the deadline . for
flllng exceptlons.'

The Council may, by majorlty vote, de01de to con51der
objections received following the deadline established, but must ‘
~allow at least two weeks between the date the exception is filed and
.the date the Council reviews it. Only parties may file exceptions
“and exceptions may address only issues raised in the hearing. Upon
‘approval of the Council, parties who have filed written exceptions
may - present oral argument in support of the exceptions, and other
. parties shall be given the opportunity to orally rebut exceptions

‘made. Oral arqument shall be limited to the specific obJectlons
raised in the wrltten exceptions.

Section 2

Paragraph 2.05. 035(c) shall be amended as follows-

y (c) A party may, in addltlon to flllng written exceptlons,'
f11e a wrltten request to submlt ev1dence that was not ava11able or



STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No. 7.2

Meeting Date _ June 26, 1986

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 86-204, AMENDING
ORDINANCE NO., 85-189 (TEMPORARY PROCEDURES FOR
HEARING PETITIONS FOR MAJOR AMENDMENT OF THE
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY) (First reading) ‘

Date: June 13, 1986 Presented by: Jill Hinckley

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

‘Last summer the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
(Metro) adopted Ordinance No. 85-189, Establishing Temporary
Procedures for Hearing Petitions for Major Amendment of the Urban
Growth Boundary (UGB). This ordinance was adopted in preparation
for the three pending major amendment petitions heard this past
year. At that time, the Council asked staff to return with an
amendment regarding future filing deadlines. Ordinance No. 86-204
establishes bi-annual deadlines, and makes a few other small
changes. The changes recommended are discussed in the attached
"Summary and Explanation of Ordinance No. 86-204." More
comprehensive revisions may be proposed when permanent rules are
prepared.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Ordinance
No. 86-204.

JH/sm
5772C/462~-3
06/17/86



waive any other requlrement of thlS Ordlnance.

"(c) In addlton, upon request by a Counc1lor or the Executlve

Officer, the Council may at any time by majorlty vote,

1n1t1ate con81deratlon of a major amendment w1thout

_petltlon or filing fee. Such con51derat10n shall be in

acccrdance with all other requ1rements of this Ordinance.

a)- All‘hearings on petitions received'in one half of -the year

‘should be closed and completed no leter than thirty"(30)

days before the deadline for filihg petitions for hearing

‘in the next half of the year. If a petitioner requests an

opportunity to submit new evidence at a c0ntinued,

re—opened, or de novo hear1ng that would occur less than

:thlrty (30) days before the deadllne for f111ng petltlons

for hearing in the next half of the year, such a reguest

- shall be rev1ewed for p0551ble consolldatlon with

petitions submltted by the deadllne for hearlngs in the

" next half of the year, con51stent w1th the prov151ons of

Sectlon 5 of thls Ordinance.
Section 3. Section 5 of Ordinance No. 85-189 .shall be amended
to read as followsi,"

. Section 5: The Executive Officer shall select from the

- 1ist of names approved by the Council one Hearings Offlcer‘
to hear all petitions for major amendment of the UGB . -
received by [October 6, 1985] the application deadline.
Following consultation with District staff and prospective
‘petitioners, this Hearings Officer shall issue rules for
the consolidation of related cases and allocation of
charges. . These rules shall be designed to avoid
dupllcatlve or inconsistent findings, promote an informed
de01s1on-mak1ng process, protect the due process rights . of




'BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METRPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE
NO. 85-189 (TEMPORARY PROCEDURES
FOR HEARING PETITIONS FOR MAJOR .
. AMENDMENT OF THE URBAN GROWTH

. BOUNDARY (UGB)

~ ORDINANCE NO. 86-204

N e et S e

' ‘THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:
Section 1. Section 1 of OrdinancebNo‘.85~189.shall‘be amended
to read as fOllOWS‘ |

Section l. The purpose of this ordinance is to- establish:
- procedures for hearing petitions for major amendments. of
the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) [received by January 1,
1986]. A petition for major amendment of the UGB is any
petition to. amend the UGB which does not qualify as a
petition for locational adjustment as deflned by Metro

Code Sectlon 3.01.010(h). :

‘Sectlon 2 Sect1on 4 of Ordlnance No. 85-189 shall'be amended |

| to read as follows.

"Section- 4- " [Petitions received before October 7, 1985,
shall not be scheduled for hearing until after October 7,
1985. Petitions received after October 7, 1985, shall not

- be heard until after those presented before October 7,
1985, have been decided.] :

(a) Petitions shall be heard twice yearly.- The deadlines'for* 

xh"submlttal shall be Aprll l and October l. Petitionsinotfr‘

recelved by Aprll 1 of each calendar vear shall not be

scheduled for hearlng untll after October ‘1 of that. year.

‘Petltlons received after October '1 shall not be scheduled

for'hearing until after April.l of the next calendar year.r

(b) Upon request by a Councllor or the Executlve Offlcer, the

'Counc1l may, by majority vote, wa1ve the f111ng deadlines

i for a partlcular petition or petltlons and hear such

petltlons or pet1t10ns at any tlme.- Such walver shall not




o

all parties, and allocate the charges on the basis of cost.;
1ncurred by each party. :

ADOPTED'by the Council of the Métropolitan_Service District .

this _____ 'day of | . 1986.

Richa:d‘Waké:;_Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Cquncil'

.JH/sm
5772C/462~ -3
06/17/86



SUMMARY AND EXPLANATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 86-204°

- Section 1-

Housekeeplng correctlon for consistency.

Section 2:

Establishes filing deadlines. When the Counc1lvadopted
Ordinance No. 85- 189, it expressed its interest in: a)
allowing facts or issues common to more than one petition to ‘be

.rev1ewed in common; and b) keeping procedural delays to a

minimum. The first objective requires filing deadlines; the

_second suggests that they occur as frequently as practicable

without having decisions on one round of petltlons overlap .
hearings on the next round. Four months is about the shortest
amount of time in which a pet1t1on can be processed from

‘submittal to Council action. Six months allows some latitude

for unexpected delays. Twice yearly deadllnes, August 15 and

February 15, are recommended.

on 3:

Sect1

v 'Housekeeplng change for consistency: 'At'some pbint in the
 not-too-distant future, this section will be amended to

reference specific procedures established. However, staff:
thinks it desirable to allow at least one more Hearings Officer
an opportunlty to review, revise and 1mp1ement the rules on
consolidation established by this year's Hearlngs Officer

VV.,before these procedures are flnallzed.H“

JH/sm

5772C/462-3
06/17/86



STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No. 8.1

Meeting Date ' June 26, 1986

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 86-650, ACCEPTING
THE HEARINGS OFFICER'S REPORT IN CONTESTED CASE
NO. 85-7 (KAISER) AS AMENDED; FURTHERING
ANNEXATION OF THE AFFECTED PROPERTY TO METRO; AND
EXPRESSING COUNCIL INTENT TO AMEND THE URBAN
GROWTH BOUNDARY

Date: ‘June 18, 1986 Presented by: Jill Hinckley

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The petition from Kaiser Development Company is one of three
petitions received this year requesting major amendments of the
regional Urban Growth Boundary (UGB). The petition proposes the
addition of some 450 acres south of Sunset Highway in Washington
County as shown in Exhibit A (attached to Resolution No. 86-650).

Under the applicable statewide goals, major UGB amendments may
be approved only when shown to be needed to accommodate growth.
Kaiser states that its petition should be approved in order to meet
what it asserts to be a need for additional land in the Sunset
Corridor attractive to so-called "hi tech" industries.

The Hearings Officer recommended that the petition be
approved. Her findings emphasized the need for large parcels 30 to
60 acres. Her conclusion that the petition will meet this need was
based in part upon an agreement among Kaiser, the city of Hillsboro,
and 1000 Friends of Oregon that the property will be zoned and
pPlatted predominantly for 30-acre parcels, with two pairs of such
parcels maintained for a 60-acre user for as long as necessary.

When the Council considered this case at its June 12 meeting,
it voted to remand the matter to staff to work with the petitioners .
on providing better assurance that the property would be used to
meet large parcel needs. Response to Council direction will be
provided in the form of proposed amendments to the Hearings
Officer's report, which will be mailed separately to the Council
prior to its June 26 meeting. The resolution has been revised to
reference these amendments.

Since the property is not now within Metro's jurisdictional
boundaries, the action proposed is a resolution to: (1) join in a
"triple majority" petition for annexation to Metro; and (2) express
the Council's intent to amend the UGB as requested once the property
is within its jurisdiction.



EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer supports the Hearings Officer's Report
and recommends adoption of Resolution No. 86-650.

JH/gl
5680C/462-6
06/18/86



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
. METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

~ FOR THE PURPOSE OF A RESOLUTION
ACCEPTING THE HEARINGS OFFICER'S

REPORT IN CONTESTED CASE NO. 85-7
(KAISER) AS AMENDED; FURTHERING

) RESOLUTION Noanss-ssdi

; ‘ ‘
ANNEXATION OF THE AFFECTED ;

)

)

Introduced by the
 Executive Officer

PROPERTY TO METRO; AND EXPRESSING
COUNCIL - INTENT TO AMEND THE URBAN
GROWTH BOUNDARY
WHEREAS Contested Case No. 85-7 is a petltlon from Ka1ser
; Development Company and others to the Metropolltan Serv1ce District ‘v
(Metro) for an amendment of the reglonal Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)
to 1nclude the property shown as the "proposed addltlon in Exh1b1t A
and descrlbed in Exhlblt C (hereafter called "the property") and
WHEREAS, Hearlngs on this petltlon were held before a Metro
~jHear1ngs Offlcer on March 21 24, and 31, 1986- and o |
. | WHEREAS The Hear1ngs Officer has 1ssued her report on this
case (Exh1b1t B), which flnds that all appllcable requ1rements have
‘been met and recommends that the petition be approved- and
WHEREAS The Counc1l flnds the amendments to the Hearlngs
‘Officer's report shown 1n Exh1b1t C, clarlfy 1ts 1ntent regardlng
its approval of the: petltlono«and
A ' WHEREAS The property lies out51de but is contlguous to
Metro s boundarles, and
| WHEREAS, "Consents" in the form of a pet1t1on have been
presented to Metro requestlng annexatlon of the property, and
| ' WHEREAS, The consents in the form of a petltlonlwere signed
by owners of_the'property;iand . |
' WHEREAS,‘Metro has reviewed the consents: and Set_the final

boundary for the annexation, - as regnired by‘ORSv199.490(2); and -



WHEREAS, Subsequentﬁto=the setting of the final boundary the
consents for land contalned thereln represent "more than half the
vowners of the land 'in the territory, who also own more than half of
»the land 1n the contlguous territory and of real property thereln
-,representlng more than half of the asessed value of all real
property in the contlguous terr1tory"- and |

- WHEREAS The-proposed annexatlon-therefore is in accOrdance'V
w1th ORS 199 490(2) ‘and constltutes a so—called "tr1ple majorlty"'
Iannexatlon and a mlnor boundary change™ under Boundary Commlss1on_r
._-_law,‘ORS 199.410 to 199. 510; and |

' WHEREAS Section 2 of Ordlnance No. 85 189 prov1des that

'»Qactlon to approve a petltlon 1nclud1ng land outs1de the Dlstrlct

'fﬁ;shall be by resolutlon expre551ng 1ntent to amend the UGB when. the
:property 1s annexed to the Metropolltan Serv1ce Dlstrlct, now,
~therefore, l

| BE IT RESOLVED,\

l. That the Counc11 hereby accepts and adopts as the F1na1"'

“sOrder in Contested Case No. 85 7 the Hearlngs Offlcer s Report and.

htRecommendatlons 1n Exh1b1t Bvof thlS 0rd1nance,~amended as shown in _.'
.Exhlblt C, whlch are both 1ncorporated by thlS reference.‘
| .2. That the petltlon for annexatlon to’ the Metropolltan
VdServ1ce D1str1ct is hereby approved and the petltloners dlrected to
‘flle the necessary fee and forms, 1nclud1ng th1s resolutlon, w1th
the Portland Metropolltan Area Local Government Boundary Commlss1on.
. 3. That the Counc1l of the Metropolltan Serv1ce D1str1ct
expresses 1ts 1ntent to adopt an ordlnance amendlng the Urban Growth

. ,Boundary as shown in Exhlblt A w1th1n th1rty (30) days of rece1v1ng



not1f1catlon that the property has been annexed to the Metropolltan
Serv1ce Dlstrlct, prov1ded such rat1f1cat10n is recelved w1th1n

v51x (6) months of the date on’ whlch thlS resolution is adopted.

ADOPTED by the Counc1l of the Metropolltan Service District

 this _- . day of | , 1986

Richard Waker, Presiding Officer

‘JH/gl
5680C/462-6
06/18/86 -



EXHIBIT B

Due to the length of the Hearings Officer's Report, this item has
not been included in your packet. Copies were distributed to the
Council prior to its June 12 meeting. If you would like a copy,
please call Council Clerk Marie Nelson at 221-1646 and she will see
.that you are sent one promptly. ' '

EXHIBIT C

The proposed amendments to the Hearings Officer's Report were not .
completed at the time this agenda packet was published. When
available, copies will be mailed to the Council. Others desiring
copies should call Council Clerk Marie Nelson at 221-1646.

5680,/462



STAFF _REPORT Agenda Item No. 8.2

Meeting Date June 26, 1986

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 86-658 FOR THE
PURPOSE OF GRANTING PUBLIC AND COMMERCIAL RATE
INCREASES TO THE KILLINGSWORTH FAST DISPOSAL
LANDFILL

Date: June 17, 1986 Presented by: Rich McConaghy .
George Hubel

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The purpose of this staff report is to: introduce Resolution
No. 86-658 which grants rate increases to the Killingsworth Fast
Disposal Landfill; to summarize the analysis which has been made of
the franchisee's request; and to present the recommendation on the
request which has been made by the Solid Waste Rate Review
Committee. Exhibit A, which is attached, presents the request which
has been made by Riedel Waste Disposal Systems Inc. for increases to
public and commercial rates at the Killingsworth Fast Disposal
Landfill. Exhibit B provides detailed findings from the analysis of
this request which has been made by solid waste staff and the Rate
Review Committee.

Metro Code Section 5.01.180 and Executive Order No. 25,
adopting Procedures for Processing Applications and Rate Adjustment
Requests, provide the guidance upon which rate increase requests may
be made by franchisees and the basis for review and evaluation of
rate requests by staff and the Rate Review Committee. The document
detailing these rate adjustment procedures was presented to the
Council on February 27. The purpose of the Metro rate review and
rate regulation responsibilities is to "Ensure that rates are just,
fair, reasonable and adequate to provide necessary public service
(5.01.020(b) (3))." :

The franchisee's request is for an approximate 8.6 percent
increase in the commercial base rates which it charges and for a
15.1 percent increase in the public base rate. The commercial base
rate was last adjusted in March 1985 and the public base rate has
not been adjusted since October 1982. The requested increase is due
primarily to the added need for collecting funds for closure and
post-closure care and to perform required environmental monitoring.
Inflation accounts for a portion of particularily the requested _
public increase. The requested public rate increase represents less
than a 4 percent per year increase over the last four years.
Additionaly, the new guidelines which are being used for reviewing
rate requests allow for an accurate accounting and disclosure of all
relevant financial information, and this indicates that the



requested rates are reasonable.

When the amount of Metro fees being collected at KFD are
considered, the net increase in cost of disposal to public and
commercial customers would be about 7 percent to 7.5 percent above
the current total disposal charges. The amounts of the requested
rate increases are as follows:

Current Requested Current Requested Amount

Waste Base Base Total Total of
Category , Fee Fee Fee Fee Metro Fee
Commercial loose

(per yard) $1.75 $1.90 $2.00 $2.15 ($.25/yd)
Commercial demolition '

(per yard) 2.25 2.45 2.50 2,70 ($.25/yd)
Commercial compacted '

(per yard) 2.70 2.90 3.30 3.50 ($.60/yd)
Commercial heavy

(per yard) 4,90 5.30 5: 15 5.55 ($.25/yd)
Public -

(per yard) $2.78%* 3.20 3.85 4.10 ($.90/yd)

Two yard minimum charge
(per trip) 5.56%* 6.45 7.70 8.25 ($1.80)

* Decreases in Metro fees charged to the public in 1984 and
1986 without cooresponding decreases in the total rates charged
to the public have resulted in a slight overcharge in the base
rate of $.12 to $.17 per yard above the amounts indicated.
Metro staff has been aware of this and the present rate
adjustment provides for a reconcilliation of the past
overcharge. Exhibit B provides a detailed explanation of this
correction, :

More than 95 percent of the commercial waste received is charged the
commercial loose rate.

Staff has evaluated the information and justifications provided
to support this request through consideration of: the method of
presentation; waste quantity projections; rate structures and
allocation of costs; annual operating costs; capital cost recovery;
the calculation of the rate base and rate of return; and the impact
of the request on diversion from the St. Johns Landfill, and other
market factors. Detailed findings of the staff analysis and
evaluation are presented along with those of the Rate Review
Committee in Exhibit B. This evaluation indicates that the
requested increase is justifiable on the basis of revenue required
to operate the facility, recover capital investments, provide for
future landfill closure and post-closure care, and provide the
franchisee with a reasonable return on invested equity.

Of the total $2.14 million in required revenue identified,
56 percent is needed for operating and overhead expenditures,



14 percent is needed for recovery of past capital expenditures,

9 percent is needed for paying future capital expenditures including
landfill closure and post-closure care, and 21 percent is needed for
obtaining a return on equity, a return on debt capital (interest
expense) and to pay income taxes. The 15 percent return on equity
capital, which is essentially the franchisee's annual after tax
profit, is estimated at $170,000 or approximately 8 percent of gross
revenues. In establishing rates, the Council is not guaranteeing
nor limiting the amount of the return which the franchisee will
obtain through the operation.

RATE REVIEW COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

The Rate Review Committee has completed its investigation of
the information provided by the franchisee and recommends that the
requested rate increases be granted. The Committee's recommendation
follows two lengthy meetings at which relevant financial and waste
flow information was evaluated. The findings of the Committee are
summarized below and elaborated upon in Exhibit B. ‘

- The Committee commends Riedel Waste Disposal Systems Inc. for
its adherence to the recently adopted guidelines in the
submittal of its rate request. This has been the first test of
the guidelines and the franchisee has been very responsive in
working with the Committee to allow for a thorough
consideration of pertinent factors.

- The information provided by the applicant appears reasonably
complete and accurate.

- The Committee recommends that for calculating and establishing
rates an 11 percent return on debt capital and a 15 percent
return on equity capital be used rather than the 13 percent and
17 percent figures which were originally requested.

- The Committee disagreed with the applicant's original request
for including the entire amount of investments for the coming
year in the current rate base. Assuming investments will be
made at various times throughout the upcoming year, it is
appropriate to allow half of these to be included. The
Committee also indicated that it is appropriate to exclude
Metro User and RTC fees from the indicated operating expenses
so that a base rate is calculated rather than a total rate.
Rates should be calculated by dividing the total revenue
requirement by the projected waste volumes. Adjustments made
to the rate calculations in Exhibit B, as a result of these
Rate Review Committee recommendations, do not produce
substantially different rates from those requested since the
franchisee's requested rates were somewhat lower than those
indicated in the original calculations which were submitted
(refer to page 8 of Exhibit A).

- The Committee has made specific inquiries on: the income tax
rate used, the value of the land, royalties paid, salvage



revenue, reconcilation of a past overcharge, allocation of
rates between the various commercial classes, special handling
fees, and the accrual of post-closure funds. The Committee
believes that suitable answers on these and other items have
been provided,

- The Committee concluded that approval of the requested rates
will not have a significant impact in diverting waste to
St. Johns. Though the diversion effect of the Killingsworth
requested rate increase can't be quantified, the Committee
believes it would probably be minor and that it would be slow
in evolving. The requested rates include some subsidy for
encouraging recycling through the salvage of material which the
franchisee accomplishes and this is consistent with Metro waste
reduction policies (Ordinance No. 85-611-A).

SUMMARY

Council adoption of Resolution No. 86-658 would grant the
requested rate increases as recommended by the Rate Review Committee
and would also: allow for slight adjustments in the minimum trip
charge so that most cash transactions could be made with an even
25¢; allow the franchisee to collect a double charge on uncovered
loads to reduce litter and would allow the public rate to increase
by 10¢ per yard once the off set included in the rate to correct a
past overcharge has been reconciled.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Resolution
No. 86-658 granting public and commercial rate increases at the
Killingsworth Fast Disposal Landfill.

RM/gl
5788C/462-3
06/17/86



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF GRANTING PUBLIC ) . RESOLUTION NO. 86-658

AND COMMERCIAL RATE INCREASES TO )

THE KILLINGSWORTH: FAST DISPOSAL )
)

LANDFILL

Introduced by the
Executlve Off1cer

WHEREAS The Kllllngsworth Fast Dlsposal Landf111 operates
under Franchise No. 03 granted by the Metropolltan Service District
(Metro), and | . : |

WHEREAS The K1111ngsworth Fast Dlsposal Landflll has
applled for public and commerc1a1 rate 1ncreases 1n accordance w1th'
Metro Code prov151ons and adopted'guldellnes_forvsuch‘appllcatlons;
and:: . - _ . . v P
- WHEREAS The Solid Waste Rate Rev1ew Commlttee and the
.Executlve Offlcer have 1nvestlgated the proposed rates as requ1red
by Sectlon 5.01, 180(d) of the Metro Code, now, therefore,:

BE IT RESOLVED, . |

That the dlsposal rate 1ncreases requested by the
Kllllngsworth Fast Dlsposal Landf111 are hereby granted and that
Schedule E the of the franchlse shall be amended to reflect the newc
rates. The new rates and rate- provis1ons to be effectlve on

September l, 1986, are:

Commercial Base Rates for.Disposal

f‘ Loose Materiai A o ‘$1 90/cdbic.yard',
 Demolition Material $2 45/cub1c yard',:

Compacted Materiai o - "..$2 90/cub1c Yardﬂ:
| Heavy Mater1a1 | "‘ _" d.’$5 30/cublc yards

(concrete, w1re cable, logs, etc )



Public Base Rate for Disposal -

Public Waste S | ' $3.20/cubic yard-

Other Rate ProviSiohs

Car Tires : ' $2.00/tire :

Truck Tires "_ ‘ | "$5}00/tire

‘;"_ _ »Spec1a1 handllng fees for dlsposal of materlals wh1ch

N present spe01a1 handllng or compactlon problems may be
assessed for dlsposal of these materials on, the bas1s of
radded cost so long as the dlsposer is made aware of thelr

amount prior to disposal.

9f . Fees which are collected and paid to Metro shall be added

to the approved base rates for calculating total charges.

- ,The minimum base”Charge per trip for disposal Of two cubic S

yards or 1less of waste by e1ther commerc1al or publlc
.customers shall be $6. 40 Wlth wrltten approval of the
.Dlrector~of Solid Wasbe this m1n1mum base charge may be
reduced to as llttle as $6. 30 or 1ncreased to as much as
| $6. 50 per tr1p as required to allow for adJustments in the
amount of Metro fees collected and prcv1de fcr‘publlc cash

'transactions on the basis of the nearest quarter ($.25).

jWith'the amount of Metro fees collected per public trip at



$1.80 on theveffective date of this:approvél, the
franchisee is authorized to collect a‘base‘rate of $6.45
per trip so that the total amount collected on a minimum
charge transaction is_$8.25,. It is the intent of this
provision that over time no additional revenues shall

accrue to the franchisee.

In order to reduce lltter and pay a portion of the costs

associated with road51de clean-up efforts, the franchisee

- is authorlzed to assess a double charge on loads recelved

‘that are both uncovered and susceptlble to belng blown from‘

_ the vehicle while in motion. This double charge may be

instituted at the franchisee's discretion so long as it is

' applied to all customers equally.

The amount of the-public base rate shall be allowed to

increase by $.10 per yard (to $3.30/yard)IWithout.the need

_for a future rate submital or. Council approval, once the

amount of previous overcharges for ‘the period'of
January l, 1984, through August 31, 1986, have been

reconciled. The Solid Waste Director shall prov1de wrltten

- notification to the franchisee when an account;ng of

- Killingsworth Fast Disposal Landfill public waste fiows"

this

© RM/gl/5788C/462-3

- 06/17/86

indicates that_the'appropriate rate offset has been
provided. |

ADOPTED by the Counc1l of the Metropolltan Service DlStrlct-

day of . __, 1986.

Richard Waker, Presiding Officer



— L " EXHIBIT® A
Imagmeermg a better world” R
Ports O’ Call |
' CORPORATE OFFICE - MAILING ADDRESS:

B RIEDEL ' - - 4555N.Channel Ave.  P.O. Box 3320
|NTERNAT|ONAL,|NC o Portland, OR 97208

Phone: (503) 2859111 "o Telex: 151372

March 18, 1986

Mr. Rich McConaghy

Metropolitan Service District

2000 S, W, 1st . o
~-Portland, OR - 97201

Dear Rich:

Riedel Waste Disposal Systems, Inc. (formerly KFD, Inc.) formally .
requests a rate increase for dumping fees for both public and o
commercial customers. We request the increase in charges as detailed
- on the next page. Summarizing these charges, the rate for.commercial "
.- . loose loads would increase from $2.00/yard to $2.15/yard and the public
“+z.. rate would increase from $3.85/yard to $4.10/yard. A minimm charge
.o for public or commercial loads would be $8.25, or equal to a two yard
public charge. These increases amount to approximately a 7 1/2% -
.increase for commercial customers and a 7% increase for public .
~customers. All other charges for demolition debris, compacted loads,
+ . etc., would also be increased by approximately 7% as detailed on the .
next page. ' - : L

Hé feel these increases are fair and justified. The public rate has
i not changed since January 1984 and the mild increase in commercial
i ‘rates should not affect flow rates into components of the area disposal

~ Also enclosed are the rate calculations in the format required by the
January Metro "Procedures for Processing Applications and Rate -
Adjustment Request. o _ oo SR o

.~ I trust these calculations. are self explanatory, but please call me if
... additional information.is required or if the calculations are unclear.
~:~.As_a general overview a couple of points which should be mentioned are
* that operating costs are-divided into basically 2/3 commercial and 1/3
. -public based upon a combination of yardage and number of customers.
‘Capital costs are allocated strictly on a basis of yardage received.
1986 costs are essentially 1985 rounded actual costs plus a 5% yearly
. escalation factor. While we wrestled a bit in projecting 1986
- yardages, we decided to use 1985 actual figures as the- 1986 projections
primarily because we felt that any increase in potential volumes caused
be Metro rate changes would be offset by the combination of our own .
rate increases plus potential increases in the areawide recycling

programs. . R ,
~ “Helping Build the West . . . and Beyond®’
ENVIRONMENTAL EMERGENCY SERVICES CO. WESTERN-PACIFIC DRILLING CO.
WILLAMETTE-WESTERNCO. _ * . WESTERN-PACIFIC ERECTORS CO.
_ WILLAMETTE TUG & BARGE CO. - - * WESTERN-PACIFIC FOUNDATIONS CO.
- WESTERN MARINE-BRAZILLTDA. . - | WESTERN-PACIFIC MARINE SERVICES CO.
WESTERN-PACIFIC CONSTRUCTION MATERIALS CO. . WESTERN-PACIFIC PAVING & CONSTRUCTION CO.

WESTERN-PACIFIC DREDGING CO, ‘ WESTERN TUG & BARGE CO,
- WORLD SECURITY SERVICES CO.



~March 18, 1986
Mr. Rich McConaghy
(Page 2) a

Agaln we feel we have comp]1ed with Metro's procedures and request a
speedy conclusion to this request through the staff, the rate review
committee and ultimately to the council,

Flnally, I would llke to publlcly congratulate you for draft1ng rate
review gu1de11nes which were well thought out fa1r, and laid out in a
- manner which is eas1ly understood. :
S1ncerely, |
RIEDEL INTERNATIONAL, INC.
4&7‘/71’1»6(7‘?—

Gary Newbore
Vlce Pre51dent

GN tm



o 1
Provided by Kfd 5/22/86
RIEDEL WASTE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS, INC.

} 5700 N. E. 75th -
- Portland, OR 97218

 RATE SHEET

| COMMERCIAL o RMD . MSD . CTOTAL
o : Present Proposed '_ f;Preéenf Proposed
" Loose Yardage - _[$1.75j ~ $1.90 '3:25 "[52.06] $2.15
'nemdlition N [52.25] - $2.45 %25 [$2.50] $2.70
' Compacted | i ;[SZ,?Oj‘ $2.90 ‘.v$.60 [53.301 153;50 _""
Heavy  [$4.90]  $5.30  $.25 [$5.15] $5.55
(Conc., Wire, Logs,vetc.) - _ R
. PUBLIC , | e e
Prior to 1/1/86: r [$2.91] . o '13.94‘ [$3.85]
. Since 1/1/86 . [$2.95] %90 [$3.85]
Proposed $3.20 : .$.9o o -?4-10.,'

A mininum charge of $8.25 will be charged for all loads,.commercial

or public. - _ v S

oA special'handling fee may be charged for disposal items which aﬁe
unusual and require additiona],costs'to;place into;the landfill. .



" RWD, INC.

TOTAL

sS==S====m==

| | PUBLIC COMMERCIAL
1985 YARDS - 177,000 806,000 983,000
REVENUE - $ 718,000 $1,902,000 $2,620,000
(A) Operating Expehses
Direct Operating Expenses:

~ LABOR S '$ 205, 000 $ 205,000 $ 410,000 .
ROYALTIES ~ -~ . - 17,000 75,000 92,000
METRO FEES -~ 166,000 480,000 646,000

© EQUIPMENT RENTAL 18,000 36,000 /54,000
FUEL/LUBRICANTS : 27,000 54,000 81,000
SERVICE/TOOLS/SUPPLIES 4,700 9,300 14,000
EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE 46,000 92,000 - 138,000 -

CSUBTOTAL - § 483,700 § 951,300 - $1,435,000

Overhead Expenses | ' _ |
TEMPORARY SERVICES $ 1,300 $ 2,700 $ 4,000
CONSULTANTS - 2,000 . 4,000 6,000
~ INSURANCE o - 50,000 100,000 150,000
SECURITY @ ‘ ‘ 8,000 - -0~ 8,000
~~ COMPUTER EXP. 3,700 7,300 11,000

" BAD DEBTS  -0- 19,000 9,000 .
TAXES, PORTLAND B.L. : 1,300 2,700 4,000

~ TAXES, REAL PROPERTY 13,700 27,300 41,000
UTILITIES, TELEPHONE 2,400 4,600 7,000
"OFFICE SUPPLIES, POSTAGE 300 700 +1,000
CPRINTING - 1,300 3,700 5,000
'ADVERTISING L .. 700 1,300, - 2,000
LEGAL 6,300 12,700 - 19,000

- BUILDING & PROPERTY REPAIR . 1,000 2,000 3,000
JANITORIAL . - 2 300 700 1,000
MISCELLANEOUS 700 1,300 2,000
ACCOUNTING FEES- : 8,300 16,700 25,000
MANAGEMENT FEES = = . - 11,700 23,300 35,000
OVERCHARGE ADJUSTMENT (' 18,000) -0- 18,000)
INFLATION FACTOR 26,000 52,000 - 78,000
SUBTOTAL $ 121,000 $ 272,000 $ 393,000
TOTAL OPERATING COSTS *  '$ 604,700 $1 223,300 - $1,828,000



ACQ .

. ‘SALVAGE : :
DATE 1TEM COST ‘VALUE  BASIS  LIFE ° 1981
Equipment: ‘
11/80 Rex Compactor #301 $85,965 $5,965 $80,000 8 $10,000
11/80 Rex Compactor #302 $85,965 $5,965 $80,000 8 . $10,000
04/81 D8H Cat #203 $52,500 -
04/81 - D8H Cat #203 Repairs $36,582 $9,082 $80,000 8 $ 6,600
08/81 3 Sump Pumps $5,773 $ -0- $5,773 3 $ 641
04/82 Rex Comp #302 Repair $5,080 $-0- $5,080 7 $ -0-
05/82 Rex Comp #301 Repair $12,833 $ -0- $12,833° 7 $ -0-
07/83 Rex Comp #301 Repair $2,545 $ -0- . 82,545 ¢ - $ -0-
11/83 D 8 #203 Repair $16,263 '$ -0- 316,263 6 $ -0-
01/84 = Rex 301 Repair $8,275 $-0- $8,275 6 $ -0-
- 01/84  Rex 302 Repair $14,537 §$ -0- $14,537 6 $ -0-

. 04/84  Rex 301 Repair $7,679 $-<0- $7,679 5 $ -0-
07/84 2 Sump Pumps $7,570 $ -0- $7,570 3 $ -0-
12/84  Compactor #303 $27,500° $ 5,000 $22,500 5 $ -0-

. 10/85 1D 25 Crawler $25,000 - $ 5,000 $20,000 =4 $ -0-
12/85 988 A Loader $50,000 $ 5,000 $45,000 4 $ -0-
TOTAL EQUIPMENT v $444,067 $408,055 $27,241

Site.Preparation:
04/81. Site Prep - Phase 1 $896,812 $20,000 $876,812 8 - $72,336
07/83 “Site Prep - Phase II $ 66,3018 -0- $66,301 6 $ -0-
10/83  Site Prep - Phase III $177,825 § -0- $177,825' 6 .-$ -0-
07/84 Site Prep - Phase IV $141.519 $ -0- $141,519 5 $ -0-
10/85 Site Prep - Phase V $255,000 $ -0- $255,000 4 $ -0- B
TOTAL SITE PREPARATION $1,537,457  ° $1,517,457 $72,336

Future- Expenditures-I . ) :

- 07/86 Groundwater Study, Mon Wells $ 50,000 § -0-$ 50,000 $
07/86 - Soil Cap $ 75,0008 - $ 75,000 - . $
07/86 Misc. Acq. Pickup, Wells, Sump $ 16,000 $ 2,000 S 14,000 " - $

©07/87 Soil Cap $75,000 § $ 75,000 $
07/87 ,Compactor : .'S 45,000 $ 5.000 $ 40,000 -3
07/87 Site Prep - Phase VI © $ 55,000 $ $ 55, 000 $
07/88 : Soil Cap ) $ 75,000 $ 75,000 3
07/89- Fencing . $ 10,000 $ 3,000 $ ‘7,000 $
07/89 - Closure & PC Maintenance $187,500 § -0- $187,500 _ $
TOTAL FUTURE EXPENDITURES _$588 500 7 5578.500 4. $ -0-

~LAND ACQUISITION $750,000 $750,000 o
TOTAL DEPRECIATION $3 320,024 $2,514,012- $99,577

1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989
$ 10,000 $ 10,000 -$ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ -O-
$ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 § 10,000 2 10,000 g 10,000 : 10,000 ; -0-
$ -$ . : .

; 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ 3,400

$ 1,924 $ 1,924 § 1,283 $ 0- § -0- $ -0- $ -0- $ -0-

$ 484 S 726 $ .76 $ 726 $ 726 $ 726 $ 726 %- 240

$ 1,044 § 1,833 § 1,833 $ 1,833 § 1,833 § 1,833 § 1,833 § ° 789

$ -0- $ 212§ 424 8 424 $ 424 $ 428 $ 424 $ 212

$ -0- $ 433 § 2,710 $ 2,7100 $ 2,710 $ 2,710 $ 2,710 §$ 2,227

$ -0- $ -0- $ 1,379 $ 1,379 $ 1,379 $ 1,379 $ 1,379 $ 1.379

$ <0- § -0- $ 2,423 $ 2,423 $ 2,423 $ 2,423 $ 2,423 § 2,423

$ -0- § -0- § 512 $ 1,53 $ 1,536 $ 1,536 $ 1,53 $ 1,024

$ 0- $ -0- $ 1,262 $ 2,524 $ 2,524 $ 1,262 $ -<0- $ -0-

$ -0- $ -0- $ <-0- $.4,500 $ 4,500 $ 4,500 $ 4,500 $ 4,500

$ -0- § -0- $ -0- $ -0- §$ 5,000 $§ 5,000 $ 5,000 $ 5,000

$ 0- $ -0- § -0-°$ -0- $11,250 $11,250 $ 11,250 § 11,250

$ 33,452 - 34,007 42,552 $ 48,095 § 64,305 § 63,043 $ 61,781 $ 32,498

09,601 $109,601 $109,601 $109,601 $109,601 $109,601 $109,601 $ 37,265

. §1 -0- § 5,525 $11,050 $ 11,050 §$ 11,050 § 11,050 § 11,050 § 5,525
'$ -0- $§ 7,409 $29,637 $ 29,637 $ 29,637 $ 29,637 $ 29,637 $ 22.228

$- -0- §$ -0- $14,152 $ 28,304 $ 28,304 $ 28,304 $ 28,304 §$ 14,152

$ -0- $ -0- § -0- .$15937 $63,750 63,750 $.63,750 $ 47,811

$109,601 $122,535 $164,440 $193,986 $242,342 $242,342 $242,342 $126,981

s $ 5 s s 3 $ s

$ $ $ $ $ B $ $

$ $ $ s = $ 3 s

$- s $ K - $ 3 $ $

$ - 3 $ $. s s s $

$ - $ R K3 B $ $ $

$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $

$ $ $ $ - $ $ $ $

$ T $ $ $ $ - $

§ -0- $§ <0- § -0- § -0- 147,125 $147,125 $147,125 $137,125

$143,053 $156,632 -$206,992 $424,081 $453,772 $452,510 $451,248 $296,600



wan, INC.

- Notes: ;
0perat1ng costs have been genera]ly d1v1ded between publlc and ,
~ commercial customers on a 1/3 public and 2/3 commercial basis. Th1S‘
- was derived from combining two factors: Commercial yardage out '
numbers public yardage 5:1 and commercial trips are out numbered by
- public trips 1:2. Combining these two ratios yield an average ratio
- of 2:1 commercial to public.. Exceptions to this include: operat1ng
-labor, royalties,. metro fees, securlty and bad debts.

0perat1ng Labor Nh1ch was divided on a 50-50 ba51s because of
additional spotters required for the public and because Sunday
Loperatlons soley beneflt the publ1c.

Rozalt1es These are pa1d on actual yards recelved.

Metro Fees These are 1985 actua] figures. Even though these rates
~ 'have changed beginning in 1986, .corresponding revenues will change
&1dent1cally so the net change is zero. B

, Secur1t Th1s is for armored car to haul cash pr1mar1ly recelved from
-~ The puBi : , . ‘ ‘ , .

fBad Debts All bad debts are commerc1al since the publ1c 1s cash

.Inflat1on Factor A 5% annualized 1nflat10n factor was used based
upon 1985 costs. Items not included in this calculation are Metro-
fees and Insurance. Because the timing of the rate increase would not -
be effective until approximately the second half of 1986, the 1985
figures were adjusted upward to include increases in. costs for the

- first half of 1986. The 5% inflation factor was then -applied to
reflect probable increases in costs: for the sugsequent 12 month
period. Thus, an overal] adjustment of 8% was made to the 1985 ‘
costs. ‘ . ‘

v Overcharge AdJustment' This adJustment is shown as an operatlng cost -
credit to: equallze public user rates wh1ch 1nadvertently exceeded
permltted rates inn 1984 and 1985. .

- One other 1tem wh1ch should be mentioned is EIL Insurance for
pollution, In 1985 the landfill paid approximately $53,000 in

insurance premiums, compared to $20,000 in 1984. This insurance is ",' ‘

becoming 1ncrea51ngly difficult to f1nd and our insurance broker
Corroon and Black is estimating that it will cost in the ne1ghborhood
-of $150 000 to repace the current policy which exptres in May. :

i

l



" Provided by KFD 5/27/86

RWD, INC.
Notes: '
(Cont inued)
(8)
' ?,Investmenf-
 EQUIPMENT s 444,067
~ SITE PREPARATION © $1,537,857
FUTLRE EXPENDITURES 86-89 § 316,000
LAND ACQUISITION '$ 750,000
ot - s3.087,524

#‘Less. Accumulated Deprec1atlon .
| 99,577

1981 s

1982 . S $ 143,053 -

1983 . $ 156,632

1984 $ .206,992

1985 | § 242,081 B

oot S 848,335

% Tatal Unrecovered Capital . .fA $2, 199 189
~ * Annual Capital Cost Recovery ~$ 453,772

* _From Schedule A



© RWD, INC.
"~ Notes: . | A
(Cont inued)
(C) Annual Return on Rate Base ‘= (1) Return dn’Debt'Cagital'
. | AR e o b
1.1(2) Returﬁ on Equity Captia]
+

(3) 1ncome‘TaxﬂPr0vision_

‘Rate Base = Unfecovéfed Capital + Working Capitali o
o= 52,199,189 + (1/12 X $1,828,000) |
= $2,199,189 + $152,333
- 2,351,522 .

© As of 12/31/85 Debt = $1,200,847

Rate Base - Debt Capital
= $2,351,522 - $1,200,847
.= $1,150,675

Equity Capital’

(1) Return on Debt Capital Debt Capital X Interest Rate

= $1,200,847 X 11%
= $ 132,003



RWD, INC.
s

Notes:
(Continued)

Equity,Capital:X Return %

$1,150,675 X 15%
=$ 172,601

(2) Return dn_EquityvCapital

- (3)  Income Taxi=.:Return'dn Equity Capital - Return onf‘i :
’ ‘ 1 - Tax Rate ~ Equity Capital

Tax Rate = 40%. | L
| $172,601 -~ $172,601

" Income Tax Provision

$278,389 - $172,601 -
$105,788 -

~ Annual Return on.ﬁate Base = $132,093
‘ | | 172,601
105,788

- .~

========



SUMMARY :

_ RWD, INC.

PUBLIC COMMERCIAL ~  TOTAL

Revenue $ 718,000 $1,902,000  $2,620,000

| CoétS' o | -

. S1nk1ng Fund $ 25,881 $ 117,910 $ 143,792
Operating & Overhead - '$ 604,700 $1,223,300 $1,828,000
Capital Recovery.* $ 81,678 $ 372,094 - $ 453,772
Return on Rate Base * $ 73,887- % 336,595 - $ 410,482
TOTAL COSTS $ 786,146 $2,049,900 $2,836,046
Additional Revenue Required § 68,146 $ 147,900 $ 216,086

===S=S=====

Additional Rate Increase Justified

Commercial ™ $ 147,900
B ‘ 806,000 Yards = $.18/yard

= $.39/yard'

CPublic - .$ 65,762
S 177,000

~We request a commercial increase of $.15/yard which will increase -
the charge for loose loads from $2. OO/yara to $2. 15/yard az 1/2%
v1ncrease.

e’ also request a raise in our- publlc fees from a $7.70 mlnlmum‘forf
two yards to an $8.25 mlnlmum fee plus $4. 10/xard for add1t1onal
yards, a 7% increase.. . ‘

_ Correspond1ng increases are also being requested for other Ioads as
- shown on our proposed rate sheet.

We are not request1ng the full amount of increases that can be
Justified because we feel these raises are consistent with market
-conditions as they exist today and they should not disrupt Metro's = -

-flow distribution. The increases are reasonable and should not cause -

undue hardship on any of our commerc1al or public customers,

.* Recovery of-capltal based on»per yard of incoming material.



EXHIBIT B o
. 'FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS FOR A RATE INCREASE
_ REQUEST BY THE KILLINGSWORTH FAST DISPOSAL LANDFILL -

Prepared by Solid Waste Staff and
The Rate Review Commlttee

‘ June~l986

Introduction

The purpose of this report is to detail the-findings of the
substantive review by staff and the Rate Review Committee on the
request by Riedel Waste Disposal Systems Inc. for a rate increase at
the Killingsworth Fast Disposal Landfill (KFD). This analysis is-
presented to the Metro Council, along with Resolution No. 86-658 and
'austaff-report recommending approval of the. requested rates.f

Sectlon B 'of the Metro "Procedures for Proce551ng Appllcatlons and
" Rate Adjustment Requests for Solid Waste Dlsposal Franchisees,
February.1986" indicates the steps for processing.rate adjustment
requests. The first step in this process was initiated with
. Riedel's submittal of a rate request. (Exhibit A) at the end of
March. Staff has reviewed the reasonableness of waste quantity
projections, annual operating costs, capital cost recovery N
- schedules, rate base and return calculatlons, as well as rate
structures and cost allocations presented in the rate request.
Staff also examined the impact of the request on the larger waste
management system, market .conditions and diversion from the.

* 8t. Johns Landfill. The Rate Review Committee has considered ‘these

‘same items along with the appropriateness of the requested rate of
return and other factors which it considered relevant before
forwarding its recommendation along with thlS report to the
Executive Offlcer ‘and the Metro Counc11 .

Staff and the Commlttee have 1dent1f1ed several cost or rate
calculation items which should be modified from those in the ‘request
and an independent calculation of rates which" 1ncorporates these
modifications has been provided at the end of Exhibit B '

General Comments

The request is based on the requirement: for additional revenue .
needed to meet expenses after revenue received under. current rates.
is deducted from total identified costs (p. 8 of the request)
However, no calculations are given to indicate how the indicated
revenue is derived from existing rates and projected waste flows.
This ‘does not allow for a clear indication that appropriate rates
will be charged. It is preferable to examine the appropriateness of
requested rates through a straightforward division of all identified
and allocated costs by total projected waste flows. Presumably the
approach taken in the request was to assure that the relatlonshlps
between commer01a1 loose, compacted demolltlon and’' heavy rates is



maintained. 1In the discussion of allocations an alternative method
- of prov1dlng this assurance is suggested. '

In the request, User Fees and Regional Transfer Charges collected
for Metro have been shown as a direct operating expense and have
been included in the rate for which authorization is requested. In
"the past, rates approved by Metro have been the total rate to be
charged to each customer class and each type of material. It will
be preferable in the granting of this rate authorization to
establish a base rate for disposal rather than a total rate which
~includes Metro fees. Staff's calculation of rates at the end of
‘Exhibit B removes $620,000 of Metro fees from the operatlng expenses
-and presents rates to be approved as base fees. _

Waste Quantlty Pronectlons

" The request 1nd1cates that projected waste flows are the same as ' :
those received in 1985 (177,000 cu. yds. public; 806,000 cu. -yds. -
commercial; 983,000 cu. yds. total). These waste: flows are ’
consistent with those reported to Metro for 1985 and indicated in
the table and graph provided at the end of Exhibit B. Based on
standard densities used by Metro for conversions, this waste flow is
~ equivalent to 124,600 tons/yr. or about 18% of the flow wh1ch went
to the St Johns Landflll during ‘the same perlod.

On January l,'1986, Metro enacted a rate policy of not collecting -
- its commercial Regional Transfer Charge at limited use landfills.
This was done to divert eligible wastes away from the St. Johns
Landfill. Wastes originating outside the tri-county area were also -
excluded from St. Johns. Flows at KFD have increased by about 3,000
tons/mo. during January through March 1986 over waste quantities
received -during the same period of 1985 (a 35% increase). - The
average monthly flows during this period were 11,886 tons compared
to the 1985 average monthly flow of 10,385 tons (a 14% increase).
These increases have been in both loose and compacted commercial
waste categorles. It is probable, though not certain, that this
level of increase in waste flows will be sustained over the next
year., Staff estimated the impact on the rates of assuming that
greater commercial waste 'flows would occur and there was little
difference in the rates which resulted. This is primarily because a
shorter landfill life would result from increased flows and a more
rapid recovery of capital costs would be needed. Some increases in
direct operating expenses would also be needed. Since these
increased flows are not guaranteed (nor are the past flows), the

Rate Review Committee agreed that a conservative and reasonable rate
- setting strategy would be to prOJect waste flows on the bas1s of
,1985 actual flows.



Rate Structure and Allocation of Costs

As 1ndlcated on p. 1 of the rate request (Exh1b1t A), the current .
rate structure and base fees at the KFD are the following::

Loose Commerc1a1 Waste : o .$1l75/cu.-yd.r :
Commercial Demolition Waste ' . 2.25/cu. yd. . -
- Compacted Commercial Waste ' . ;2,70/cu; yd. -~
.Heavy Commercial Waste - . ‘ S - 4,90/cu. yd.
Public Waste ‘ , : S 2. 78/cu. yd *

a two—yard m1n1mum charge of §7. 70 currently appl1es to all
‘loads. : v

*$2.78/cu. yd; is the approved Metro public base rate, however,‘the,
‘amount of the base rate collected has increased above this due to .
decreases in January 1984 and January 1986 in the amount of - Metro
_fees collected and a stable total rate of $3 85/cu. yd.

The relationship between the rates applied to various’ categorles of
‘commercial wastes received is related to waste densities and the
volume of landfill capacities utilized by each type of, waste. The
-relationship of these rates to an average commercial service rate '
should be maintained. The franchisee has suggested that all : ~
commercial rates be 1ncreased by about the same percentage and this
.seems a reasonable approach. It was indicated that . loose commercial
wastes account for about 96% of the total commercial wastes wh1ch
are received, . : :
A provision already exists in the KFD franchise agreement which
- allows special fees to be assessed on unusual wastes which require
-special handling. The operator indicated that annual revenues from
special handllng fees is less than $300. 1In the resolutlon granting !
the rate increase, a provision has been added which requires that *
the amount of special fees charged to a customer be consistent with
the added cost of handling the waste. Staff is recommending through
the resolution that the franchisee be given the: opportunity to
impose a double charge on uncovered loads. Metro uses . this
procedure at-the- St. Johns Landfill and Clackamas Transfer & _
Recycllng Center (CTRC) and has found it helpful in reduc1ng litter.

Notes on p. 2 of the request 1ndlcate how most . operatlng costs have
been allocated to commercial and public customers. Commercial
wastes account for roughly 82% of the volume and 32% of the trips
delivered to the Killingsworth Landfill. The results of the
combined allocation of most operatlng costs into 67% commercial and
33% public for a rate calculation is reasonable, however, a. prec1se :
allocation of costs on a combined basis of trips and volume is
admittedly subjective and alternative methods for making these
combined allocations might be considered. The rationale for other
allocations of cost made between commercial and public service
categories appear reasonable. In the allocation of the total
revenue requirement in the staff calculation of rates which follows
Exhibit B, the public rate has been limited to no more than '
$3.20/yd, the amount which the franchisee has requested.

- 3 -



‘ Annual Operating Costs_

The cost identified for Metro fees should not be included in the

. direct operating expenses listed on p. 2 of the request. ' The

purpose of the rate request is to identify base rates which will be
approved for the facility. 1If Metro fee amounts change in following
~years, then the authorization of the base rate amount would not be ..
effected. Previously Metro approval of rates has been for the total -
tipping fee to be charged when Metro fees were included. 1In order
to distinguish the authorized base rate, it was necessary to deduct
- the amount of Metro fees which were applied at the time the rate was’
approved. The resolution developed for authorizing the KFD rates’ '
.which result from this present request approves the amount of the
base rate and also gives authorization to collect Metro fees

whatever their amounts. Through the resolution approval is also :
given for slight adjustment of the public base rate when changes in
the amount of Metro fees disrupt the ability to collect an even
- total amount from public customers (cash transactions can be made to
- the nearest quarter). = o | '

The $646,000 expense listed for Metro fees should not be included as
an operating cost for calculatiing a base rate. It is, however,
‘appropriate to include an expense for the $300 annual Metro
franchise fee. The Annual Compliance Determination fee to be paid
to DEQ would also be appropriate to include in a line item titled
+regulatory fees. $26,000 per year is a reasonable estimate for the
annual expenditure on regulatory fees and this has been.included in
- the ‘calculations at the end of Exhibit B.. S .

- The indicated royalty payment of $92,000 reflects a royalty payment
to the Metropolitan Disposal Corporation, the former site owner of
. $.0936/yd. The amount of this payment is adjusted annually '
- according to the CPI. No corporate tie exists between Riedel Waste
Disposal Systems Inc., and MDC. ' : ' e IR

-In-order to evaluate the reasonableness of identified landfill:
‘operating expenditures, an estimate has been made of the per ton :
- -cost of those expense items which are comparable to those included
in the disposal service provided through contract at the St. Johns
Landfill. Comparable KFD expenses (indicated in Exhibit A) are the
following: ~ ' : S . i .



'.Identified KFD Costs which are .
Comparable ‘to Services Provided ~
Through the St. Johns Landfill Contract. ' -

Labor . . S T ' $410,000

Equipment Rental c o . 54,000
Fuel/Lubricants R R .. .81,000
Service/Tools/Supplies : o v 14,000
Equipment Maintenance == L © 138,000
Equipment Capital Cost Recovery - - . 64,305

" (from depreciation schedule provided L
Temporary Services ‘ _ E S 4,000
Consultants - _ . = ' . 6,000 .
Insurance B . 150,000 -
Utilities, Telephone T . 7,000
Building and Property Repair T 3,000
Janitorial ‘ T T - 1,000
Miscellaneous : . C e LT 2,000 &
Management Fees o . __35,000 .
Total - o - : R . $969,300

Dividing $969,300 by the 124,600 tons of waste received yields a
disposal cost of $7.78/ton (this does not include profit, taxes or
interest which would account for an additional $2.40/ton). In

- competitive bids received in mid-1985 for operation of the St. Johns
Landfill, unit prices were indicated for comparable services under
varying monthly waste flows. The range of St. Johns Landfill bids
submitted for managing the average monthly flows which are expected
.-at KFD (10,383 T./M.) was from $11.14/ton to $19.99/ton. However,
requirements in the St. Johns Landfill contract provided: for a level .
of service which would not be needed at this flow rate. At a flow
rate of 20,000 tons/mo. the St. Johns Landfill bids varied from '
$7.26/ton to $9.73/ton. On this basis, it appears that the sum of . -

the listed operating costs is not unreasonable.

Thé_e% factot_used in the request to account for iﬁflation of most-
operating costs.between .the test year of 1985 and’' the rate setting
year from September 1986 to September 1987 reflects a 5,25% annual

- inflation rate and is not unreasonable.. Other operating costs
- indicated on p. 2 of the request appear reasonable. ‘ '

The overcharge adjustment indicated on pp. 2 and 3 of the request as
a reduction in the public allocation of operating expenses is
required to compensate for reductions which should have been made ‘in
the total public rate but were not. A total public rate of '
$3.85/yd. was authorized for KFD by Metro in 1983. On January 1,
1984, Metro fees decreased from $1.07/public yd. to $.95/public yd.
'In January of 1986, Metro public fees decreased to $.90/vyd. T
Throughout this period, the total amount collected from the public

-~ has remained at $3.85/yd. . Metro staff and KFD have been aware of _
this overcharge and have anticipated rectifying it with this current
~rate ‘adjustment. The total amount of the overcharge. at' the end of

-5 -



'~ ‘March is $48,634 (346,342 yards in 1984 and 1985 X $.12/yd. + 41,607
~yards in January-March 1986 X $.17/yd.). A reduction to public
costs identified in the rate analysis of $.10/yd. of waste received
would allow this overcharge amount to be corrected within two to
three years. The $18,000 deduction in public costs indicated on
© p. 2 is a means of setting the public rate at $.10 below what is
needed to meet identified costs (177,000 tons X §$. 10) -In the
resolution approv1ng the rate adjustment, a provision has been made
for increasing the public rate by $.10 per yard once the overcharge
amount has been reconciled. This will allow the increase to be
~.implemented without the need for a future rate analys1s. The total

. amount of overcharges to be reconciled will continue to accumulate
‘until the date that new rates are implemented. The Committee

- believes that this 1s a fa1r way of resolv1ng the overcharge
j51tuat1on. .

5W1th1n the operating expenses, no credit or reductlon in costs to

- account for salvage revenue received by the operatlon has been
~included. It's estimated that about $75,000 in salyage revenue may
be received each year.  The labor and other costs associated with
the recycllng which occurs at the site are estimated at about
$50,000/yr.--These costs have been included in the identified
~operating expenses and this results in a rate sub51dy of about -
$.05/yd for recycling operations. Since Metro ‘has a commitment to
waste reduction, the Committee believes that it is approprlate to

"~ allow this subsidy which encourages recycling. Remov1ng recyclable
~material from the Killingsworth Landfill waste stream is a desirable
' objectlve and may even provide a net benefit in redu01ng wastes to
»St. Johns since capacity.at the Kllllngsworth 51te is preserved

Capltal Cost Recovery (Depre01at10n) Schedules

'The information presented in the table on p. 4 of the request for
recovering the costs of equipment and site preparation appears
reasonable. All items identified are utilized exclusively in the
-operation of the, site. No recovery or credit to capital for changes
.. in the value of the land between the time it was purchased and the

_ time when it will be available for a future use has been included.’
The franchisee believes that there will be no great change in the

value of the 1and and the Commlttee agrees that this is a reasonable.
assumptlon._‘ '

In order to collect adequate funds through the rates over the
remaining site life for projected future expenditures such as soil
cap, post-closure care and other future capital expendltures, the '
. Committee recommends providing for an ‘annual contribution of-
$.193/cu. yd. of waste. This will assure that the necessary

- $578,500 is collected equally on each of the roughly 3,000,000 cubic
yards of waste which will 'be accepted at the site over the remaining
three to four years. The Committee determined that this amount

"~ might have been $.02 less per yard if the operator had begun to

accrue post-closure. funds a year or two ago. However, since the =
full amount of funds must now be collected, it is appropriate that
x-they be included in the rate calculation. ThlS has. been done by



" including a "Reserve for Future Capital Expenditures" item in the
revenue requirement -identified in the staff rate.calculation at the
end of Exhibit B ($189,719). - o T T R v

‘Calculation of Rate Base and Return on Raté Base

. The Committee has considered the franchisee's request for a 13%
~return on debt capital and a 17% return on equity capital and ,
-recommends .that rates be calculated on.the basis of an 11% return on
debt capital and a 15% return on equity capital.- The actual o
interest paid by the franchisee on its outstanding debt is “based on.

- a floating rate (a preferential rate of 0.5% above ‘the prime lending.

- rate is paid). According to information provided by the franchisee,
the interest rate paid in December 1985 was 12% while the rate paid
- in May was 9%. ‘It is difficult to project with .certainty how =
- interest rates will vary over the next year and allowing for an 11%
return on debt capital seems reasonable. As of May 1, the - = .
~outstanding debt for-the operation was $1,110,847. . = .

‘The return on equity capital included in the rate calculations
represents an after tax rate and 15% seems a fair return percentage
to compensate the franchisee for his investment in the operation of
the business and also for. the longer term 1liability and risk which
is associated with .operating a landfill. Information provided by. -
the franchisee indicates that similar businesses obtain or expect
the same or even higher returns than 15% on equity. ‘With a 15%
return on equity the operator's annual after tax profit is expected
to be approximately 8% of gross revenues. Included in the S
calculations. presented at the end of Exhibit B is a table indicating-
~the effect on disposal rates of applying:alternative returns on "
equity capital. - - . R e - ST

- The overall effective income tax rate which'would be applied to ‘the
- return on equity capital as it is projected in the rate calculation.
. is about 44%.  This iincludes a 7.5% state income tax and a federal

-~ corporate income tax of 46% on taxable income-above $100,000 and a-
tax of $27,500 on the first $100,000. . The 44% tax rate seems '
reasonable and has been'used for figuring disposal rates in the
calculations included at the end of Exhibit B. - et e

Working capital is included in the rate base on which the franchisee
. should expect a return.. This accounts for the fact that bills must
often be paid 30 or more days before rate revenue is received to
- cover them. Since the majority of the franchisee's business is with
~commercial customers who operate on accounts, it is appropriate to
-allow one-~-twelfth of operating expenses as an estimate of working
~capital. Since payment to Metro for fees collected (roughly
~ $30,000/mo.) must be made 25 days or more before the. payments on
‘accounts are received, it is also appropriate to include the average
amount of the Metro monthly payment in an estimate of ‘working B
“capital. Allowing this increases the disposal rates by about -
one-half of a cent per yard. - - L ' S



The 11st1ng of 1nvestments for calculatlng the rate base on p. 5 of~
the request should not include investments to be made in the
future. Future expenditures for 1986-89 cannot be counted as
investments for inclusion in the rate base until they have been made
or set aside. It is appropriate to include the $50,000 for a
groundwater study and monitoring wells, the $75,000 for -soil cap,
~and the $16,000 for miscellaneous acqu151tlons, all of which will be
spent in July of 1986 as investments since they will be made before
the rate adjustment is implemented. The Committee agreed that it
would be" approprlate to include half of the expenditures to be made
in the upcoming year as investments for calculating the rate base.
This would allow for a partial return through rates on those
investments which will be made before rates are reviewed a year or
two from now. $87,500 has been included as half of the investments
to be made.over the coming year in the rate calculatlon provided at
the end of Exh1b1t B.

‘ Con51derat10n of Market Conditions .and Waste Management System
- Factors

, The KFD site is a limited-use landflll which means that it 'can:
accept most wastes except food wastes. Portions of the drop box -

- loads, demolition debris, yard debris and other non-putrescibles

~which comprise the majority of wastes going to the site could also
go to the St. Johns Landfill, CTRC, the Oregon Process1ng and

Recovery Center, East County Recycllng, or to McFarlane S.

The demand for the. disposal service by public waste d1sposers is
‘considered relatively inelastic so that the site which is nearest
and most convenient will be used by most pub11c haulers unless a’
significant savings can be realized by using an alternative site.
Under current rates, KFD public customers pay $3.85/yd. (including
all Metro fees) or $7.70/two-yard minimum trip. - At the St. Johns
Landfill, the public pays $3 00/yd. with-a 2.5 yard minimum of

$7. 50/tr1p. ‘The CTRC rate is $3.40/yd. with a $8.50/trip minimum
charge. Source separated yard debris is accepted at McFarlane's for
$4.50 per 2.5 yards, and at East County Recycling for $7. 50/tr1p.v
~The KFD requested public base rate of $3.20/yd. would result in-a
total rate of $4.10/yd. or $8.25/two-yard trip. This should not
have a significant effect on the flow of publxc wastes to these
various sites.

Commercial waste disposers tend to be more responsive to costs in
their selection of alternative disposal sites. However, costs for
travel time and unloadlng time at the site are considered along with
the tipping fee in the decision to utilize a particular disposal
option. ' In comparing ‘tipping fee differences between KFD and other
-disposal sites . the density of wastes to be delivered is a key factor
since KFD charges on the basis of volume and other available sites
charge on a weight basis. Generally heavier materials can be
disposed of at KFD for a lower cost than lighter materials. Loose
wastes are the greatest volume of commercial loads delivered to
KFD. The current KFD total rate for these materials in $2.00/cu.

- yd. while the St. Johns Landfill charge is $14.38/ton and CTRC's is



- $17.38/ton. Currently materials with densities greater than'

278 1bs./cu. yd. cah be disposed more -cheaply at KFD than at ‘the
St. Johns Landfill (1 ton/$14.38 x 2,000 lbs/ton x $2.00/1 yd) while
materials with densities greater than 230 1lbs/yd. can be disposed
-more cheaply at KFD than at CTRC. Under the requested loose rate
dnd current Metro fees which would yield a total .rate of $2.15/yd.,
these break even densities would rise to 299 1lbs./yd. at St. Johns
and 247 lbs./yd. at CTRC. This could have the effect of diverting a
small amount of waste to St. Johns from KFD since the average
density of loose wastes is around 250 lbs./cu. yd. Prior to last
January when Metro removed its RTC from commercial disposers at
- limited-use sites, the differential between St. Johns' and KFD's
rate was greater than that being requested (prior to January the
"break-even" density was ‘341 1bs./yd.). With approval of the o
requested $.15/yd increase in the commercial loose rate, the total
charge collected on ‘a 20 cubic yard drop box would increase by $3.00
per trip. It is not believed that this will have a great effect on
the disposal site selected. The cost of operting. a collection
- vehicle is about $1.00 per minute. . , '

Mixed wastes which have between 50% and 89% recoverable cardboard or
mixed waste paper can be disposed of at the Oregon Processing and

- Recovery Center for $12.38/ton or $13.38/ton depending on the type
of material. If loads are greater than 90% recoverable they can be
disposed for $3.00/ton. As the densities of mixed waste paper and-
cardboard wastes are fairly light (40 to 200 lbs./yd.), an increase
in KFD rates will not have much impact on the  flow of wastes to OPRC.

 Changes in Metro rate policies later in 1986 or in 1987 could have
some effect on the market for waste disposal. Since specific o
policies or rates have not yet been determined or proposed,. they .
should not be given much weight in the KFD rate request, however,
they are worth noting. It is likely that Metro will propose a ,
.reduced rate for source separated yard debris disposal at St. Johns,
- this could have an effect on particularly public waste flows at
KFD. Metro will probably review its policies of exempting c
~limited-use sites from collecting the $1.00 per ton state landfill
siting fee and. the.commercial RTC. A higher total commercial rate
at KFD could result. Metro might also consider the use of flow
control or bans to divert certain wastes away from the St. Johns
Landfill and CTRC. In this case, KFD might get higher waste flows

independent of the rates charged.

RM/Sm‘
5599C/459-~5
06/17/86



STAFF ANALYSIS AND CALCULATION OF KED RATES

» 6/10/85 ROM
WIT RATE REVIEW COMAITTEE RECOMENDATIONS INCLUDED

-page 1

('<---- L uenotes ‘modifications in costs suggested by staff analysis, ol otnev costs are identica} to.rejuest)

OPERATING EXPENSES

D'RECT OPERATING EXPENSES:
LABOR
ROYALTIES, :
REGULATORY FEES
EQUIPMENT RENTAL
FUEL/LUBRICANTS
SERVICE/TOOLS/SUPPLIES
EQUIPMENT MAINTENANCE -

SUB’OTAL

OVERHEAD EXPENSES _
TEMPORARY SERVICES
CONSULTANTS
INSURANCE -

SECURITY

COMPUTER EXP.

BAD DZSTS

TAXES, PORTLAND B. L
TAXES, REAL PRI2ZRTY
UTILITIES, TELEPHONE
'OFFICE 5UPPLIES, POSTAGE
ORINTING

ADVERTIZING

LEGAL

BUILDING & PROPERTY RcDAIR
SANITORIAL
MISCELLANEOUS

CCOUNTING FEES

MANAGEMENT FEES
OVERCHARGE ADJUSTMENT
INFLATION FACTOR

SUBTOTAL

- TOTAL OPERATING COSTS:

$764,620

(oem ¥

" PUBLIC  COMMERCIAL - =~ TCTAL
$205,000 $205,000 . $410,060
$17,000 $75,000 $52,00¢
$¢,680 $21,320 $26,008
$18,600 $36,000 §5¢,60¢
- 427,000 $54,000 $21,000
$4,700 $6,300 §14,000
$45,000 $52,000  -$138,000
© o $322,380 $452,620 $215,000
$1,300 $2,700 - 88,000
$2,00¢ $¢,00C $6,00¢
$50,000 $09,000 $150,000
$6,000 - $0 $e,00¢
43,700 $7,300 - $11,000

$0 . $9,006 $9,000
S 81,350 $2,700 $4,000

o $13,705 $21,300 . $41,080
$2,400 $8,600 417,000
$300 $70e $1,00°
$1,300 $3,7C0 45,000
$700 $1,300 '$2,000
$5,300 $:2,700 - 19,000
$1,000 $2,000 $3,000
4300 $700 41,600

S 8700 41,300 $2,000
- 48,300 $16,700 $25,0C0
$11,700 © $23,300 ' $35,000
(s18,000) $ . ($18,000)
$26,000 . $52,000 $78,000 -

$121,000 $272,000 - $393,00¢
$443,380 $1,208,000

half pub & ha'f cenrere.
18% pub based on waste flow

" 18% pub based on waste flow

33% pub based on comzined allo:.

"33% pub based on compines ailcc.
© 33% pub based on comdined allos.

33% pub based on compined alloc.

+33% pub based cn combined alloc.

33% pub based on combinec alloc.
33% pub besed on cozpined ailoc.
103% pub basec on utilization

. 33% -pub based on corbined alioc.

0% pub based o~ utiliaztion
33% pub based cn co-bined alloc.
33% pub based on combined 2lioc.

33% pub based on combined allos. .
33% pub based on combinec alisz.

33% pub based en cordined atloz.

.33% pub based on combined 2lloc.
"33% pub hased o~ conbiner aller.
'33% pub based on combinec ailoc.
*33% pub based eor corpined allce.
.33% pub based on cormbined a%lc:.

33% pub based cr éorpines 277soc.

- .33% pub based .on combined allec.

100% pudblic see note

© 33% pub basec or conbined alloc.

*NOTE: 2l operating costs are jdentical to those of the reqﬁesk except that: . .

Metro fees have been excluded and replaced by "REGULATORY FEES".

which includes. the annua1 Netro franchise’ fee (3200) and DEQ compliance fee.

. amount of pub’ic overcharge c"ed1t is based on rate dec"ease of $.10/yd t1. .
" total amount of oveﬂchaﬂge is made up :



- BTAFT ANELYSIS AND CALCULATION OF K70

RATES - 6/13/85 ROM - page 2
WITH RATE REVIEW COMMITTEE. REuON'NBA*IOkS INCLUDED _ TR
mwuLmvaxwavme JLE ORESENTED BY KFD IS UNCHANGED!
tnvEsTHET A EQUIPMENT o $444,067
(from capital SITE PREPARATION . $1,537,437

cost recovery

: FUTURE EXPENDITURES 86-89
sched.le)

LAND ACQUISITION £759, 000

LESS ACCUV.ATED DEPRECIATION

{from capifa1 1881 $9§.577

cost recovery . 1982 $1l3,053
‘schedcle) 683 - ($156,632
' 1688¢ $206,932°
1985 . $242,081
TdTAL UNRECOVEREC CAPITAL INVESTMENT  «  —o-ce- >
1586 CAP1TAL COST RECOVERY T
. (from capital cost recovery schedule)
' (see p. & of Exhibit A)
RATI B43 = Unrecovered Capital Investment : §2,111,689
' + Working Cepitai = + $131,033
...... , $2,242,723
QUITY CAPITAL RATE BASE z $2,242,722
‘ - DEBT CAPITAL s - $1,118,887
..... - $1,131,875
RETURN OV EQUITY CAOITAL = $1,121,815 mmmwmwn;
e X. 154 RRC recommended
5 B oreturn
------ > - $169,781 —emme=)
| Return on Equify Capital Return on

-
=
<

O
=
™
—4
-
>

"

.

- Equity Capita®.

. 1- Tax Rate

$165,781 . DR
§169,781 <o ¥

-

$133,400

$228,500 <--- *'

Only investrents prio~ to 9/%3 1/2 ¢¢
thase for <ne net yesr ame nciucen.
(see p. 4 of Exnipit A)
' $2,966,02¢.

R TIE

Inciudes just site

©$306,647 <--- ¥
R prer & eauip.

(oec totEI'opéEéting;bbsts e
+ §30,386 for 1/12th 0 Metro Fees

¢-== X reportec by K7D for §/1/3¢

§1,110, 647
X 11% RRC recorrended

. !-eb n

©$122,193

(assure 4(%_éffective tax rate)



- STAFF ANALYSIS' AND CALCULATION OF KFD RATES - l5/10/86 ROM

~ . WITH RATE REVIEW CCMMITTEE RECOMENDATIONS INCLUDED

MNUAL RETURN ON RATE BASE

ANNUAL REVENUE REQUIREMENT =

& ALLOCATIONS

TOTAL REVENUE REQUIRED

PROECTED WASTE

PUBLIC

Reserve for Future Capitai

“Operating & Overhead

Capital Recovery

Return on Rate Base

FLOWS  (Tens)

RATE & |

" AVERAGE COMMERCIAL RATE
_ - INDICATED THROUGH ANALYSIS

BLTERNATIVE COST ALLOCATION

70 YIELD PROPORTIONATE
INCREASES IN RATES

. PUBLIC RATE &

" AVERAGE COMMERCIAL RATE
INDICATED THROUGK ANALYSIS

page 3 . T

$169, 76"
$122,183

$133,40¢

------------

© $425,376

Notes on Ailocation

18% pub based on waste flow SEE NCTE

" 18%.pub based on waste flow

~ RETURN ON EQUITY CAPITAL -
-+ ‘RETURN ON DEST CAPITAL :
"+ INCOME TAX. .
Public Connercial Tﬁtélb
L §,8 $155,570 189,719
C§e03,380 764,620 $1,206,006 .
§55,1956 $25%,451 $306,6e7 - -
$76,567  $348,807  $425,37¢
$605,263  $1,520,447:° $2,128,4¢
177,000 805,080 963,000
KERT §1.85
$565,400  '$1,563,380 - $2,128,740
.20 gL

WITH ALTERNATIVE ALLOCATIONS

- SCHEDULE OF RATES
DERIVED

(% /cubic yard)

 Rate
Categories

x . Commercial Loose - .
"t Commercial Demolition
Commercial Compacted

~ Commercial Heavy
¥ Ppublic per yard
Public 2yd min,

¥ indicates key rates

THROUGR. ANALYSIS: -

" Current Requested

| This allocation
| is used below

S — +

‘allocation based on operating costs
18% pub based on waste fiow 'SEE NITZ D

Note: this alternative a11ocationh

~ With alternative a1locqtioh§‘- ’
Staff analysis shows: .

Base - 3ase

Rate ' Rate
$1.75 . 7$1.90
$2.25  $2.45
$2.70  $2.90
$4.90  $5.30

0 $2.78 . $3.20
$5.56  $6.45

e e s ———— i — e e — -

Derived  Current Suggested
Base Rate . ' Metro Total,
(15% return) - - Fees Rates ©
$1.80 + $0.25  $2.15
M2.45  + . $0.25  $2.7C
$2.90 +  $0.60  $3.50
$5.30 ¢+ $0.25  §5.55
$3.20 .+ $0.30  $4.10
L4580+ $1.80 $5.00

T g et e e e e —— s — s 4

is based on limitin
rate to no more tha

" "NOTE: cbmmercia

g the pub’ic
n $3.20/vE.

1 rates ‘or

various categories
de~ived by formuias:

avg correrc.
- avg commenc.
avg comnerc.
- avg commerc,

NOTES: 1 lmouht'is‘based on $.193 per yard needed for expenditdnes from 1586 on for c1osu§e, gést-c?déure & etc.
2 Includes depreciation for equipment and site preparation but not for future expencitures.



.

STAFF ANALYSIS AND CALCULATION OF KFD RATES  §/10/65 RDM
WITH RATE REVIEW COMMITTEE RECOMENDATIONS INGLUDED

REVEUE CHECK FOR SUGGESTED RATES:

177,000 Pub yards
785,000 Loose yes
5,000 Demo yds
11,000 Corp yds

5,000 Heavy yds

X
X
X
X
X

$3.20
$1.60

$2.45

.90
$5.30

Note: the exact distribution of wastes
in the Dero, and Heavy categories _
" is not known, however, $7% loose is assured.’

EFFECT OF ALTERNATIVE RATES OF RETUR“ ON EQUITY CAPITAL ON:' Public rates &

PERCENT .
RETURN ON
EQUITY

0%
51
0%
1y
12%
. S & 1
RRC g

- Recommeded ---->  15%

Return .. 6%

‘ : 1%
6%
19%
0% -

Note: Effect on the- tax rate paid has not been included in this table.

-

‘ Dége 4

Revenue Estimate. Tota?l Annual.
From ‘Public Rate

Rev. Requirement

& Comme~cial Rates Identified

£565, 600
$1,492, 153

$31,897

32,129,197

$12,258

§26,476

7 $2,128,740

Loose Cormencial Rates. -

and on Arount of Return on Equity

- Based on staff analysis

- $1.99

\

PUBLIC LOOSE RETURN
 RATE COMYZRCIAL - ON EQUITY
"RATE :

$2.78 - $1.63 i
$2.90 $1.72 $56,594
$2.05 $1.8 $13,187
§3.08 $1.83  $124,506
$3.11 $1.85 © $135,825
$3.14 41,86 $147, 144
$3.17 $1.88 . $156,482

§320 $1.90  $169,781
$3.23 §1.02 - 181,000
$3.26 $1.90 . $192,418
$3.26 $1.95 . $203,737
$3.32 $1.97  $215,056

.$3.35 $225,375

Revewe
Deficit
{Surplus)

$543



- MONTH

- KILLINGSWORTH FAST DISPOSAL (Nash Pit)

Commercial .- . = .. PubHc - o Total
lose yd Comp yd -Tons . Trips  Trips Add yd Tons Tons . .
1 JAN. 84 52,298 690 6,741 2,774 4,961 369 1,286 8,027
2 FEB. 84 54,030 680 6,95 4,774 4,509 309 1,166 8,120
3MAR. 84 51,060 880 6,642 3,584 7,495 487 1,935 8,577
4 APR. B& 54,581 620 7,006 3,986 6,432 318 1,648 8,653
SMAY 84 56,208 - 750 7,247 | 4,004 7,31 329 1,869 9,116
6 JUN. 84 57,842 - 854 7,482 4,321 10,512 598 2,703 10,185
CLTJUL 8 73,30 870 9,431 5,417 - 10,864 590 -2,790-- 12,221
B AUG. 84 76,464 965 9,843 5,643 9,049 409 2,313 12,156
9 SEP. 8¢ 60,076  1,010- 7,807 - 4,721 7,701 433 1,979 " 9,787
~10.0CT. 84 58,118 - 805 7,502 4,136 ° 5,210 . 428 1,371 - 4,873
11 NOV. 84 47,965 910 6,264 3,117 4,015 93 1,121 7,385
12 DEC. 84 43,553 963 5,728 2,452 . 3,693 - 231 . 953 6,681
198¢ total 685,590 9,997 . 88,648 49,019 81,812 . 5,463 - 21,133 108,781
(VUM 85T 56,888 1,100 7,449 3,029° 4,085 .21 1,019 - 6,468 -
‘2 FEB. 85 46,427 800 - 6,039 2,312 4,026 131,008 7,048
3 MAR. 85 69,051 - 885 8,892 13,2060 7,863 - 17 1,968 10,860
A APR. 85 60,616 730 7,792 3,035 9,3 182,351 10,143
. SMAY 85 64,012 750 8,237 3,382. 8,712 152,430 10,653
6 JUN. 85 68,672 - 700. 8,791 . 3,637 11,791 g 2,049 11,739
TJUL. 85 85,478 135 10,902 4,389 9,951 10 2,489 13,391
B AUG. 85 87,208 B35 11,150 4,511 9,915 172,481 13,631
9 SEP. 85 82,418 979 10,501 © 3,952 g,124 . 17. 2,033 12,624,
- 100CT. 85 75,760 917 . 8,758 ° 3,877 6,570 2. 1,645 11,403
.11 NOV. 85 49,027 162 6,353 - 2,659. 3,502 - 4. . 817 1,230
12 DEC. 85 47,977 1,764 . 6,518 - 2,741 3,631° 15 910 7,427
1985 total 793,664 11,017, 102,458 40,795 88,544 187 22,159 124,617
-Average (per mo.) 65,139 . 918 8,538 . 3,400 7,379 16 1,847 - 10,385
JJAN.86 78,289 4, TM 11,177 - 3,987 4,656 19 1,166 12,343
2 FEB. 86 57,418 .2,599 " 7,944 © 3,063 4,999 15 . 1,252 9,196,
- 3 MAR. 86 84,400 0 2,670- 11,338 4,196 11,123 172,783 1,12
Total last 12 mo 18,215 110,536 43,495 93,368 187

841,299

' 23,365

133,901



. TONS OF WASTE PER MONTH -
- . (Thousands) =~ -~ - '

K/LL/NGSWORTH FAST DISPOSAL WASTE FLOWS

. JAN 1984 - MAR 1986
20‘ -
[ - R
RN - I S
= ’
16 -
15 -
14 -

S V-t |
];a/“\*\ Y AN W /AN
ﬂ 7 N SO /7\?2/2’ IR\ /Y,
| N E’\Sk\ /R\// -\

L=y

]
1
P

Il[l_l IVIVI;I l,l T T T T E PR I I ER S
5677 8'_9107172723455789-10.7127"23

D LM LA~ OS

) |
1234

v il

S - MonTHS o
0 COMMERCIAL - 4 Pusuc&couumcm ;



STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No. a8

Meeting Date June 26, 1986

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 86-654 AMENDING
THE FISCAL YEAR 1985-86 BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS

Date: June 17, 1986 Presented by: Jennifer Sims

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Several events have occurred in recent months which had
unforeseen impacts on Metro's financial plans. These changes in
plan will affect expenditures in the current fiscal year, in some
cases to the extent that appropriations must be changed to
accommodate them. ‘

In all cases, the changes required can be accomplished by
either reducing Contingency or by redirecting interfund transfers.
No funds need to have their total appropriations increased, and in
no case does the reduction in Contingency exceed 25 percent of the
total fund appropriation. Therefore, TSCC action is not required.

The proposed budget changes result primarily from the following
events:

1. At the Zoo, higher than expected attendance and early
start up costs for the renovated Bear Walk Cafe are
causing increased expenditure rates for Visitor
Services Division. :

2. Unanticipated building costs, both in amount and
timing, require Materials and Services and some
capital outlay increases in the Building Management
and General funds.

3. Replacement of a microcomputer which was lost through
burglary in the Public Affairs Department requires
increased capital outlay. -

4. The methane recovery project has incurred expenses
that have not been offset by gas revenues. An
interfund transfer from the Operating fund is
required to offset them.

Se The decision for Metro to proceed with the convention
center project necessitates some Personal Services
expenditures in the current year and revisions to
Materials and Services.



6. Insurance premiums have been slightly higher than

expected.

These changes in circumstances result in the following detailed
budget changes:

.General Fund

1

Increase election costs to provide
possible necessary additional’

‘appropriation in Management Services

Increase transfer to CTS fund to pay
for convention center project staff
and materials and service costs for June.

Increase capital outlay to reflect

increased Metro building improvements
costs ($11,000) and replacement of

a stolen microcomputer ($1,644). '
Metro improvements came in 4% over budget

Decrease Contingency to meet the above
requirements.

Net Change in Requirements

Z00 Operating Fund

1.

Increase Visitor Services' Personal .
Services to compensate for increased
attendance and timing problems, and
reduce Contingency by the same amount.

Solid Waste Funds

Methane

1.

Transfer from Operating fund to meet
budgeted requirements not covered
by gas revenues.

2, Reduce gas revenues by the amount
obtained from the Operating fund.

Operating

1as Transfer to Methane fund to cover
budgeted requirements.

2

Reduce Contingency to meet required
transfer increases. A

Net Change‘
(All Solid Waste Fund Requirements)

$10,000
20,000

12,644

(42,644)

$81,482

40,000

(40,000)

40,000

(40,000)



Building Management Fund

1.

Increase Materials & Services to © $44,000
recognize higher costs of maintenance

and repairs at the new building, _

and lease costs at the old building.

Increase Capital outlay to reflect 6,000
higher costs for tenant improvements.

This extra cost will be reimbursed by

the tenants as it exceeds the improvement

allocations.

Reduce Contingency to accommodate (50,000)
the above_expenditures.

Net Change in Requirements $ 0

Convention, Trade, and Spectator

Facilities Fund

iL
2.

3.

Transfer from General fund to pay $20,000
estimated June costs of project team.

‘Reduce contract services revenue (20,000)

to compensate for planned transfer.

Create Personal Services expenditure '18,282
- for project director and four staff

for -one month.

Create materials and services line - 6,500
items for supplies, equipment rental,
ads, etc., for one month of operations.

Reduce contractual services which . (24,832)
are not needed in order to cover personal

services and other materials and

services costs. :

Net Change in Requiremehts $ 0

Insurance Fund.

1.

Increase insurance payments to $14,500
reflect higher than expected premiums.
Premiums exceeded the budget by 5%.

Reduce Contingency to allow for (14,500)
increased expenditure above.

Net Change in Requirements § 0



No other funds are affected by this amendment. The revised
budget and appropriations schedules are attached as Exhibits A and B.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution
No. 86-654. :

ES/sm ;
5750C/462-2 .
06/17/86



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

‘'FOR THE PURPOSE ' OF AMENDING
RESOLUTION NO. 85-562 AMENDING
THE FISCAL YEAR 1985-86 BUDGET
AND APPROPRIATIONS :

RESOLUTION NO. 86-654

Introduced by the
Executive Officer

VvVv‘

L WHEREAS Resolutlon No._85 562 adopted the FY 1985 86
'i:Bnget; and | ‘ |

WHEREAS Varlous cond1t10ns exist wh1ch had not been
ascertalned at the time of the preparatlon of the FY 1985 86 Budget.
and a change in financ1al plannlng is- requlred nowt therefore,.

BE IT RESOLVED, . _ |

That Resolution No. 85—562, Exh1b1t "A“ FY 1985 86 Budget,
and Exh1b1t "B" Schedule of Appropr1at10ns, are hereby amended as

shown in Exh1b1ts "A" and "B" to th1s.Resolut;on.

' ADOPTED by the Counc11 of the Metropolltan Serv1ce Dlstrlct’

' this day of | ‘ ’ 1986.71 B

Richard Weker,‘Presiding_Officer'

 JS/sm
5750C/462-2
06/18/86



: - EXHIBIT A
CONVENTION, TRADE, AND SPECTATOR FACILITY FUND

Current

PfopoSed

06/18/86

-Budget - Revision - Budget:
Contract Services 370,000 (20,000) - 350,000
‘Interest - - 20,000 -0 - 20,000
- Transfer from General 'Fund 10,000 20,000 - - 30,000
: Total S . 7.400,000 - .0 ..+ 400,000
- Requlrements 3 o o .
Personal Services o N R R A
' CTS Director - . 0 wh 4,725 i - 4,725
“Technical Manager 0 - 3,255 .°3,255
Senior Analyst 0 1,380 1,380
Management Analyst ¥ -0, 2,324 2,324
Administrative Assistant -0 2,080 2,080
Fringe ‘ -0 4,536 4,536
Total Personal Serv;ces 0 18 282 18,282
Materials and Services . R
- .Travel 0 2,000 2,000
. Ads/Legal Notices 0 250 250
. 'Meetings and Conferences .0 200 . 200
- Equipment Rental 0 1,000 - 1,000
Office Supplies 0 .. 100 100
Contract Services. 252,200 - (24,832) 227,368
~Miscellaneous ' (1] - 500 500
. Printing . - 0 2,500 2,500
Total Materlals and Serv1ces 252,200 (18,282) 233,918
Transfer to IRC Fund 50,000 0 50,000
Contingency ; 97,800 0 97,800
| Total Fund 1$400,000 0 $400,000
JS/sm . |
4754C/227-24



GENERAL FUND

YFINANCE & ADMINISTRATION

Management Services

Curtent

,Propbsed

JS/sm :
4754C/227~7
06/18/86

. Budget Revision " Budget
~Personal Services 265,093 0 265,093
Materials & Services . l " s o
Elections . 30,000 ' 10,000 40,000
All Other Accounts. - 210,165 .0 . 210,165
Subtotal o 240,165 . 10,000 250,165
;Cap1ta1 Outlay o ' o Lo
-Leasehold ImprovementS' 264,000 11,000 - 275,000
‘Subtotal 264,000 11,000 -_275,000_
Total Division 769,258 . 21,000

790,258



' GENERAL 'FUND

'PUBLIC ‘AFFATRS

" ‘Current )  Proposed
“Budget: - Revision Budget

‘Personal Services. 250,487 ..1_0}, | 250,487

Materials & Serv1ces . 44,990 0. 44,990
Cap1tal Outlay o

- Office Furnlture and o e

' Equ1pment ‘ i 9,350 ¢ 1,644 10,994

1,644 ‘ '

Total Department -

,JS/smx
4754C/227-8
06/18/86

+.-304,827

306,471



GENERAL FUND

¥

TRANSFERS & CONTINGENCY

Current . ' Proposed -

_Budget ~ Revision . Budget

’f'Transfér to Bu1ld1hg o _ R - ,N~ R
- Management Fund ' ‘ 33,820 ~° ... 0 33,820
“ Transfer to Intergovernmental - R U

- Resource.Fund - _ 924,589 = 0 924,589

Transfer to CTS Fund _ 10,000 - 20,000 - - 30,000

Contingency _ , ' 74,667 _(42,644) . - . ..32,023

~Total S T 1,043,076 . (22,644) 1,020,432

Unappropr1ated Fund f A , ,'_q, N ,' " :

: Balance _ , ‘ 79,801 -0 79,801
. Total General Fand = 3,064,054 o0 3,064,054

JS/sm R

4754C/227-10 -

06/18/86



 BUILDING MANAGEMENT FUND.

Revised

'Cﬁrrent
Descr1pt10n .. Budget Revision Budget
Personal Serv1ces ' ' 38,155 i-u:Of .. 38,155
Mater1als‘&'Serv1cés4<*- R R o
Advertising - 1l 000 kx ... -0 1,000
Supplies . 1,000 23500 - 3,500
Real Property Taxes _ 33,000 0 33,000 .
Utilities - Electric 66,000 .5,500 71,500
Utilities - Water 1,980 -0 1,980
Utilities - Gas 44,400 00 44,400
Telephone 10,000 -~ .2,000. 12,000
Maintenance & Repa1r-Bu1ldlng 20,050, - .:21,000 - 41,050
Contractual Services 88,150 0 88,150
Lease - Building 356,392 13,000 369,392
. Total Materials & Services 621,972 44,000 . 665,972
Capital Outlay ‘ ‘ . : R DL |
. Leasehold Improvements ©+119,000 6,000 125,000
Total:Capital Outlay © 119,000 6,000 125,000
‘Pransfers & Contlngency o : o
Contingency . 50,000 (50,000) 0
Total Transfers & Contlngency ' 50,000. (50,000) . = 0
Total Fund | 829,127 - . 0 829,127
JS/sm
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T.‘.Total

Current

. 200 OPERATING = -

' Proposed

JS/sm
4754C/227~ 12/13

. '06/18/86 -

'Budget Revision ‘Budget
 Visitor Services | | , "
Personal Services 595,590 . - 81,482 677,072
-Materials & Services 482,989 - : -0 482,989
Capital. Outlay ' 25,480 I S 25,480
, 1,104,059‘ 81,482 'l)l35,54l
. Contingency 100,000 (81,482) 18,518
;- All Other Accounts 8,616,157 . -0 8,616,157
_Total Zoo Operating 9,820,216 o - 9,820,216



Current

. ST. JOHNS LANDFILL -~ -
(For Information Only)

" Proposed

JS/sm e
4754C/227-19
- 06/18/86

Budget _ Revision ____Budget

Personal Services 253,860 0 253,860

' 'Materials & Services 4,695,825 L0 4,695,825
Capital Outlay: . 116,000 0 116,000
Transfers ‘ o e ' =
To Methane Fund. | 0 ' 40,000 40,000

A1l Other Accounts 1,900,373 0 1,900,373

.- Subtotal Transfers 1,903,373. * 40,000 1,940,373
| Contingency 227,242 (40,000) =~ _ 187,242
Total Program 7,193,300, .0 7,193,300



- ST. JOHNS METHANE RECOVERY FUND

Current _1' I Proposed

Budget. Revisien’;. . Budget
 Reseﬁrces-‘H e | :; | | _2 | |
i Transfer from S.W. 0perat1ng ' 0 - _$40,006 ‘4f:$40}060
B Gas Revenues S _ $l36£000 31.140¢0002‘ ‘ 96,000
lTotal Fund \"fxeer ‘,CT  ‘"ﬁ  $136,000 “., w*, 0 .i $i36,0QQfI’
"‘JS/gl

- 4754C/227-33
*06/18/86



INSURANCE FUND

Current ‘ ‘Proposed
Budget Revision ‘Budget
Requirements |
' Insurance 283,797 14,500 298,297
Contractual Services 6,000 0 6,000
Contingency ' 31,350 (14,500) . 16,850
Total l321'147 ',0 - 321,147
JS/sm

4754C/227-30
06/18/86 ‘



EXHIBIT B

SCHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS

Current . - Revised
Appropriation Revision Appropriation

'GENERAL FUND -

; Counc1l . _ S - o : IR o
Personal Services $ 70,247 -0- $ 70,247
Materials & Services : Lo 58 420 - .=0- -~ 58,420 .

~Capital Outlay R -0= ' -0~ . =0=-
Subtotal : $128,667 . . =0~ $128 667
Executive Management . f . i'. ‘ _
.. Personal Services ‘ - $262,863 - .- -0- :+ $ 262,863
. Materials & Services 26 245 - =0- . 26,245
Capital Outlay : _ L --O-v_ o o=0- - =0=
Subtotal _ ©$289,108 S ‘ $289,108

 Finance & Administration o | . DRI R
Personal Services ‘ . $605,997 oo =0= . . $605,997
" Materials & Services ' 344,128 .. $10,000... - 354,128

,'_Capltal Outlay S . 268,450 11,000 279,450
Subtotal | | - $1,218,575 . §21,000 = $1,239,575
'fPublic Affairé , IR ' N o  ‘.FJ,, | S
- Personal .Services : o $250,487 S =0- 1 $250,487
Materials & Services 44,990 .. - =-0- 44,990
Capital Outlay = - } 9,350 1,644 10,994
‘Subtotal , ' $304,827 = 1,644 = $306,471

' General Expense - . o T E
Contingency , R $ . 74,667 = (S$42,644)  $ 32,023 °
Transfers - . : 968,409 20,000 988,409

o ‘Subtotal . Do $1,043,076 - (822,644) v$l,020,432

Unapproprlated Balance ' $79,801 - =0- $79,801

Total General Fund Requlrements $3, 064 054f' %*';"”;Q_ $3,064,054 -

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RESOURCE CENTER FUND

Personal Services " $. 910,360  -0- $ 910,360

Materials & Services v '~ 251,800 . =0- .- 251,800
. Capital Outlay - .- 3,800 -+ <0~ . 3,800
"Transfers ' B 4 960,601 . =0~ 960,601

. Contingeﬁcy SR 51,051. - =0~ - 51,051

. Total Intergovernmental Resource ST L o o
© Center Fund Requlrements ‘ $2,177,612 - o : —Q-' $2,177,612.



BUILDING MANAGEMENT FUND

-Personal Services
Materials & Services
~Capital Outlay ‘
" Contingency

Total Building Management
Fund Requirements

- Current

Revised

, TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FUND g

Materlals & Serv1ces

.LTotal‘Transportatlon Technical Assistancé"

- Fund Requirements

'~ CRIMINAL JUSTICE ASSISTANCE FUND

Materials & Services~

ATotal Criminal Justice Ass1stance

Fund Requirements

' SEWER ASSISTANCE FUND

 Materials & Services

Total Sewer Assistancel
- Fund Requirements

© 200 OPERATING FUND

“Personal Services _
Materials & Services
- Capital Outlay
- Transfers
‘Contingency

Unappropriated Balance -

Total Zoo Operating Fund
. Requirements

'700 CAPITAL FUND

*  Capital Projects
Unapproprlated Balance

Total zoo Cap1ta1 Fund
Requirements

$8,695,602

o AppropriatiOnJ_fRévision ‘Appropriation
$ 38,155 $§ -0-  § 38,155
621,972 44,000 . 665,972
119,000 6,000 125,000
50,000 (50,000) - —0-
$829,127 -0- = $829,127
$86,817 ~0- $86,817
$86,817 -0-  '$86,817

$3,500 =0- '$3,500
 $3,500 -0- $3,500
$1,445,665 -0 $1,445,665
$1,445,665 -0-  $1,445,665

$3,227,067 $81 482. $3,308,549 -
1,804,292 -0-. 1,804,292

| 417,419 -0-. 417,419

3,296,438 -0-. . 3,296,438
100,000 (81,482) . . 18,518
975,000 -0- '..-. 975,000
' $9,820,216 ~0- $9,820,216
$5,872,221 -0-  $5,872,221
~0- $8,695,602



Revised.

~ Fund Requirements

Current - ‘ _—
_ ;Appropriationvﬁ;Revision -Appropriation
- INSURANCE FUND .

. ‘Materials & Services : $289,797  $14,500 $304,297
. Contingency ‘ . 31,3500 . (14,500). 16,850
a,Total ‘Insurance Fund Requlrements $§321,147 - -0~ $321,147

 SOLID WASTE OPERATING FUND | | | )

eAPersonal Services $ ‘924,643: -0- S '924,643'
Materials & Services . 8,035,480 . .=0- - 8,035,480
Capital Outlay 242,890 ©-=0- - 242,890
Transfers 3,968,381 40,000 - 4,008,381 .
- Contingency 738,293 (40 000) 698,293
-Unappropriated Balance . 63,333° -0~ 63,333
Total Solid Waste Operatlng B R o o ST L
Fund Requ1rements © $13,973,020 . - $13,973,020
SOLID WASTE.CAPITAL FUND | | LT |
_Capital Projects | $5,580,000 . _=0-° $5,580,000
o Transfers ’ ' 103,000 - - ,o=0=- " 103,000
" Total Solid Waste Cap1tal '  V._A o o
' Fund Requ1rements $5,683,000 =0~ ,$5,683,000
SOLID WASTE DEBT SERVICE.FUND | . 'w'
‘Materials & Services ©$1,301,950 -0-  $1,301,950
.Total Solid Waste Debt Serv1ce o 2_' '“7'
‘Fund Requirements $l,301,950 =0- $l,301,950
ST. JOHNS RESERVE FUND . . '
Unappropriated Balance - $1,102,700 -0~ $1,102,700
:Total st. Johns Reserve Fund | — - _
Requlrements $1,102,700 -0- $1,102,700
ST. JOHNS FINAL IMPROVEMENTS FUND ‘ ' '
Capital Projects . § 535,000 -0- $ 535,000
Contingency : 150,000 -0~ - 150,000
Unappropriated Balance 759,000 =0~ 759,000
Total St. Johns Final Improbement' S R
$1,444,0QO_ -0- $1,444,000



Current

. Revised

. 4666C/227-2/6
‘ﬂ06/18/86

, Appropriatidn'ﬂjReVisien Appropriation
' .ST. JOHNS METHANE RECOVERY FUND . o £
Personal Services ¢ 29,503 <0~ $ 29,503
‘Materials & Services = - 46,024 -0~ . 46,024
Contlngency : | ‘ 60,473 - -0- 60,473
“7Q;ajTota1 St. Johns Methane Recovery S ' e R }';Ae
o Fund Requlrements ‘ $136,000. =0- 1 $136,000°
o 'REHABILITATION & ENHANCEMENT FUND | o
Materlals & Serv1ces - 333,270 -0-  $333,270
':ﬂTotal Rehab111tat10n & o SRR ¥ = o
. Enhancement Fund RequlrementS‘_ 333,270 - - =0- © $333,270
| CONVENTION TRADE, AND SPECTATOR » | | |
-~ FACILITY FUND . | .
" personal Services § -0-  §$18,282  § 18,282
- Materials & ‘Services 252,200 (. 18,282) - 233,918
-Transfer to IRC Fund - 50,000 -0~ 50,000
;;Contingency S - 97,800 =0~ 97,800
'fszotal Convention Center, Trade and
~Spectator Fa0111ty Fund o , o ; L
Requlrements $400,000 - -0- $400,000 .
.JS/sm | .



STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No. 8.4

Meeting Date June 26, 1986

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 86-659 ADOPTING
THE FY 1986-87 BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS SCHEDULE

Date: June 18, 1986 ' Presented by: Jennifer Sims

- FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Consideration of Resolution No. 86-659 is the final step of the
Council in adopting the FY 1986-87 Budget. The annual budget is a
key policy document and management tool for the organization.

Through the budget process, department work programs are established
and authorized spending levels are set. Oregon Budget Law (ORS
294.635) requires that Metro submit its budget to the Tax Supervising
and Conservation Commission (TSCC). The TSCC held a hearing on the
approved budget on June 9, 1986. The TSCC will certify the budget

for adoption noting any objections or recommendations.

‘Based on more current information, three types of amendments
are proposed to the Approved Budget. The details, rationale and
dollar impact are described below. The specific changes are
indicated in Attachment 1 of this report. :

1. Current financial reports indicate that two fund balance
estimates should be revised.

Current
Approved , ,
Budget Proposed Difference

Solid Waste Operating $2,667,000 $3,167,000 $500,000
Zoo Operating 1,228,349 1,665,349 437,000

The Zoo Operating Fund balance was projected near the $1.5
million level earlier this year. In fact, the Zoo Capital

- Fund budget reflects the anticipated transfer from
operating assuming the higher fund balance. The most
recent projection is based on May financial reports. The
amount not transferred to capital is placed in operating
contingency. ' ‘

So0lid Waste has experienced higher than projected waste
flows resulting in increased disposal revenues. These
funds will be carried over as additional fund balance and
budgeted as contingency in the St. Johns Landfill program.



2. Unappropriated balances must be maintained for the required

penalty payment should Metro not appropriate funds for the
office space lease.

The penalty for FY 1986-87 would be $190,000. This cost
has been allocated to the Solid Waste Operating, Zoo
Operating and General Funds. The Solid Waste Operating
Fund's one-third share was inadvertently not budgeted. A
reduction in contingency is proposed to cover this item as
unappropriated balance.

3. The Convention, Trade, and Spectator Facilities (CTS) Fund
must be amended to reflect Metro's role in the project.

Since the budget was approved, Metro has assumed a new role
in the CTS project. Proposed revisions reflect current
best estimates of needs through December 1986
(approximately through the election phase). It is
anticipated that a supplemental budget, including TSCC
review will be necessary. This will be prepared and
presented for Council consideration when better information
is available.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends that the Council adopt
Resolution No. 86-659 including proposed amendments.

JS/gl -
2927B/236-3
06/18/86



HISTORICAL DATA

FY 1985-86

4  Zoo: ,Tkansfers.'&__,'Ca'n‘.tingenéty_ :

ACTUAL § ' .
BUDGET PROPOSED BUOGET FY 1986-81 ~ APPROVED REVISED
FY FY - : ‘ : ’ IR
1983-84  1984-85 FTE AMOUNT ~ “ACCOUNT §  DESCRIPTION - FTE  AMOUNT FIE AMOUNT FTE AMOUNT
Traﬁsfers. ‘Contingency, Unappropriated _Balance'
418,280 494,223 488,024 9100 Transfer to General Fund 497,274 497,210
0 0 126,023 9130 Transfer to Building Mgmt Fund 93,581 93,581 '
S0 0 234,268 - 9150 Transfer to Insurance Fund 256,764 256,764 . Lo
3,395,978 1,958,681 2,448,123 9200 Transfer to Zoo Capital Fund 2,045,269 2,045,269 2,316,920
. 0 0 100,000 8700 _ Contingency ' ‘346,011 356,011 - 521,360
1,321,102 1,812,822 915,000_ Unappropriated Fund Balance 531,091 - 531,091 D o
5,141,350 4,365,726 4,371,438 Total Trans., Contin., Unappr. Fund 82l 3,769,990 3,119,930 4,216,990
. 9,523,749 9,283,678 122.15 9,820,216 TOTAL EXPEROITURES 131,20 9,632,568 131.20 9,632,569 110,069,569
sz -

23



© " ATTACHMENT 1

9,523,749 9,283,678

Kiisn

18

9,820,216

200 Revenue
HISTORICAL DATA A
"ACTUAL $ - FY 1985-86 . S . ’ _ ‘ : : o
BUDGET PROPOSED BUDGET FY 1986-87 ~ APPROVED REVISED
FY 2 e — e e ‘
1 '1983-84 1984-85 . “ FTE - AMOUNT  ACCOUNT &  DESCRIPTION - - FTE - -AMOUNT ~ FTE AMOUNT FIE AMOUNT
20-XX : E
Loo Revenue - Resources .
2,050,668 1,327,101 1,836,738 4300 Fund Balance-Beginning - 1,228,349 1,228,349 ~1,665,349
28,158 66,065 © 50,000 5100 Federal Grants 25,000 25,000 '
o 4,545,742 4,584,450 4,550,000 - . 5200 Taxes-Current Year ~ 4,550,000 4,550,000
© 406,520 428,313 L. 413,100 5210 Taxas-Prior Year . 460,000 460,000
977,348 1,202,204 1,244,150 - 5300 Adaissions 1,426,000 1,426,000
© 740,120 881,241 _ 845,625 < 5310 Concessions, Food 976,800 976,800
- 258,892 213,694 305,400 5320 Concessions, Non-Food 395,300 395,300
2,836 2,315 . o -0 §330 Yending - 0 . _ 0
. 15,508 17,630 14,800 - 5340 Rentals, Strollers . - 18,000 . . 16,000
S 0 : 0 5350 Rentals, Building S0 ' 0
225,298 222,132 - 238,400 5360 _Rajlroad Rides 248,000 248,000
S A,T8 - 43,003 44,850 5370 - Tuition and Lectures 58,850 . 58,850
30,550 18,874 - 45,000 5380 . - . Zoo Parents. L 32,500 . 32,500
9,663.. 20,305 - 15,000 5390 . Oonations and Bequests 54,000 54,000
11,690 4,799 15,000 . 5400 Sale of Anipals ' ~ 10,000, 10,000
2,633 - 1,000 2,600 - 5410 - Sale of Equipasnt 4,000 4,000
121,452 . 126,265 135,000 5600  Interest on Investments 99,870 99,870
68,845 63,622 4,452 5670 - Niscellansous Income 41,900 41,900
~ Total Resources 9,632,569

10,069,569 -



'HISTORICAL DATA

FY 1985-86

____ Solid Waste: Transfers & Contingency

ACTUAL § Rt | -
o BUDGET PROPOSED BUOGET FY 1986-87 APPROVED -~ REVISED
R FY ceemermemmeveccmmesecmesesemsvememeemevememmenimanse  ececesesceseess
1983-84 . 1984-85 FIE - AMOUNT ~ ACCOUNT 3 DESCRIPTION FTE AMOUNT FTE - AMOUNT FTE - AMOUNT .
L Trvansfer's'. Contingency, Unappropriated Balance ‘
© 835,610 197,545 615,292 9100 Transfer to General Fund 835,120 © 835,120
: 0 0 '298,95¢ 9130 . Transfer to Building Mgmt Fund 237,783 . 231,183
0 0 54,185 9150 .  Transfer to Insurance Fund 65,769 - 65,769
823,561 - 817,530 1,301,950 -~ 9320 Transfer to Solid Waste Debt 1,207,100 1,207,100
689,600 15,000 218,000 9330 Transfer to Solid Waste Cap. 130,000 7 130,000
-171,800 171,800 418,000 9340 Transfer to Solid Waste Reser. 329,200 329,200.
' 0 520,000 645,000 9350 Transfer to St Johas Final In. 554,500 554,500
0 ‘ 0 322,000 9680 . Transfer to Rehab & Enhance. 287,840 287,840
0 5,000 5,000 9400 Transfer to IRC Fund 5,000 - . 5,000 } : :
IR B 738,293 9700 Contingency : - 2,267,307 2,267,301 2,703,974
1,420,876 2,951,873 763,39 . Unappropriated Fund Balance’ 0 : | 63,333
LULUT 5,308,149, 4,170,001 “Total Trans., Contin., Unappr. Fund Bal §,819,619 5,919,618 6,419,619
CGARLI 12,0,700 3060 13,973,00 . TOTAUBOGENOITURES - 3584 14,763,105 35.80 14,769,105 15,269,105
smuss



__ Solid Waste Revenue

HISTORICAL DATA

FY 1985-85

ACTUAL § ST : A ,
‘ - BUDGET PROPOSED BUDGET FY 1986-87 - _APPROVED REVISED
- 1883-84 198‘-?5' - FIE AMOUNT . “ACCOUNT 8. DESCRIPTION ' FTE - AMOUNT FTE -~ AMOUNT FTE - RMOUNT
- 30-XX
SW Revenue Resources ) '
534,329 1,420,876 2,600,000 - 4300 Fund’ Ba’lance-Beginn‘lnq , . 2,667,000 2,667,000 3,167,000 .
360 500 570 5020 * Documents and Publications ~ 280 . 280 .
0 2,020 - . 4,200 - . 8320 Concessions, Non-Food ' 4,200 4,200
- S0 0. - °30,000 5480 ~ Special Waste Fes . 62,300 62,300
© 6,222,062 5,549,850 4,974,600 §500 . - Disposal Fees-Commercial 4,157,840 - 4,157,940
© 1,113,196 - 932,556 154,950 5505 Disposal Fees-Public . . 146,880 . - 146,880
1,138,662 - 1,326,959 1,201,200 5510 User Fees-Commercial 1,942,920 1,942,920
- 167,821 112,315 145,800 - 5515 . User Fees-Public 193,515 193,515
623,987 1,604,579 ~2, 144,000 5520 - . Regional Transfer Chg. -Connercia] 2,451,540 2,451,540
22,058 - 410,926 531,300 5525 "Regional Transfar Chg.-Public 672,210 672,210
‘ 0 454,018 - 524,500 5530 Convenience Chg.-Comnercial - 678,000 678,000
1,736 82,120 71,100  '§535  Convenience Chg.-Public 105,600 105,600
o 0 0~ '5540 Rehab. & Enhance. Fee-Commercial 264,500 264,500
0 0 . 0 5545 " Rehab. & Enhance. Fee-Public 3,30 3,30
0 0 861,000 5550 - State Landfi11 Siting Fee-Coamercial 529,000 . 528,000
: 0 -0 0. 5555 State Landfi11 Siting Fee-Public. - 46,680 - 46,680
. 815 1,200 T 800 5580 Franchise Fees - 1,200 1,200
16,967 23,960 24,000 - 5590 - Salvage Revenue 12,000 - 12,000
4,5 116,766 91,000 - 5600 Interest on Investments 105,000 105,000
10,183 8,902 8,000 5610 - - Finance Charges 8,000 . 8,000 -
- 4,909 - - 20,554 - .0 5670 - 'Miscellaneous Income . - 97,000 - 91,000
19,887,788 12,128,771 13,973,000 - - Total Resources 14,769,105 14,769,105 15,269,105
- .

49



: Solzd Waste St Johns Landlel

p———

HISTORICAL DATA

'FOR INFORMATION ONLY

ACTUAL § FY 1985-86 : N
- BUDGET PROPOSED BUDGET FY 1986-87 APPROVED REVISED
R FY e
1983-84 1984-85 - FTE AMOUNT  ACCOUNT 8 DESCRIPTION FIE AMOUNT FTE AMOUNT FTE - AMOUNT
Cepita'l Outlay _ o
o 0 5,000 8510 © Buildings, Exhibits, Enclosure 10,000 10,000
0 0. 82,000 - 8550 Equipment & Vehicles: 50,000 50,000
495 235 29,000 8570 Office Furniture & Equipment 2,000 2,000
495 - 235 116,000 " Total Capital Outlay - 62,000 62,000
fransfe’rs. Contingency, Unappropriated Ba1anc>e
§2,890' 184,762 - 161,188 9i00 ~ Transfer to General Fund 212,000 212,006 '
0. -0 . 18,613 9130 Transfer to Building Mgat Fund 59,500 59,500 -
0 o 12,639 8150 Transfer to Insurance Fund - 16,500 116,500 -
0 205,508 207,873 9320 Transfer to Solid Waste Debt 215,000 215,000 -
0 111,800 478,000 . 9340 Transfer to Solid Waste Reser. 329,200 329,200
0 520,000 . : 645,000 8350 Transfer to St Johns Final Im. 554,500 554,500 ‘
.0 o - " 322,000 9680 Transfer to Rehab&Enhance - - 287,840 w7.840 . .
0 0 oot u 9700 Contingency ‘l 261,672 1,261,612 - 1,761,672
92,830 1,002,000 2,121,615 rom Trans. , connn., Unappr. Fund 8a1 2,936,212 2,935,212 3,436,212
5,409,311 9.61 1._1'9‘3,300. TOT»\L EXPENDITURES 10 66 "10.66

3,993,650

w6

58

1.01;,450 N

1,012,460

7,512,460 - .



Solzd Waste Management & Aa’mznzstratlon

HISTORICAL OATA

FY 1985-85

FOR lNFORHATION ONLY

ACTUAL $ _ A o A
. BUDGET . - PROPOSED BUDGET FY 1986-87 - -APPROVED REVISED
FY o FY - - - - S e ecweeewswaneemwns N . =
- 1983-84 1984-85 "FTE - AMOUNT  ACCOUNT & - 'DESCRIPTI(_JN FTE AMOUNT . FTE AMOUNT FTE~ AMOUNT -~
us 0 - 1,500 7150  Printing 500 500
0 68 -0 7230 - Telephone 350 360
r] 35 300 7300.  Postage o 1,600 1,600 -
0 -0 300 1310 “Maintenance & Repatr-Buildings 0 -0
0 0 : 0 1330 _Maintenance & Repair-Equipment 6,700 6,700
1,438 -23,8m 23,720 - 1410 ~ Supplies- Office 7,200 1,200
0 ) 0 Sl 0. 450 - Supplies-Other _ 250 250 -
4,037 - 9,235 011,500 - .- 1500 . Contractual Services - - 1,500 1,500
6 -2 <. 1,140 1520 - Data Processing . 16,600 . 16,600
039 -0 250 7800 " Miscellaneous 0 0
11,555 18,754 36,160 Tofa‘l : ﬁatérialn & Services 52,610 S 52,810
Vi -Capitﬂ Out’lay
1,482 9,295 11,1090' . 8570 Office Furniture & Equipment 15,400 15,400
1;t82: 9,295 11 090 - - _ Total Capital Outhy 15,400 - 15,400
» . 'Transfers Contingency, Unappropriated Ba1ance
445,800 450,663 ' 322,§32 - 9100. 'f _,_Transfer to General»Fund !30.120 i‘ao,m
0 .0 153,667 9130~ . Transfer to Building Mgmt Fund - 122,683 122,683
0 . 0 30,332 9150 - - Transfer to Insurance Fund 33,869 33,868
0. 355,832 363,008 . 9320 . _Transfer to Solid HastofD'ebt_ : 366,800 366,800
0 5,000 . 5,000 9400 -~ Transfer to-IRC Fund . - oo 5,000 - - 5,000 ° S
0 ' 0 - 45,957 - 9700 Contingency.. 298,283 -298,283 234,950 -
-0 0 - 63,333 . Unappropriated Fund" Ba'lance 0. ' 0 - 63,333
, VMS,BOB 811,495 '9'84,225 Total Trans o Contin o Unappr Fund Ba] 1,256,155 7 1,256,755
o581, TH - 934;2!5 AR '1,:1?8;4'5!_. TOTAL EXPENDITURES 2318 ,!_29,612 ) ,‘ S 3.19 1.l2§,8l2 :
611553 3

- 55



‘Convention, Trade & Spectator Facilities Fund
HISTORICAL DATA . | o | |
ACTUAL § FY 1985-86 " ' - - _ :
, BUDGET PROPOSED BUDGET FY 1986-87 : APPROVED - ' REVISED
L FY FY . - ! wervosewrececwowwe : - .
1983-84.  1984-85 FIE AMOUNT  ACCOUNT 8 - DESCRIPTION : ~ FIE ANOUNT FTE AMOUNT FIE  AMOUNT
- 7 Transfers, Contingency,' Unappropriated Balance | ‘ A
0 0 ‘ 50,000 9400 Transfer to IRC Fund ' 'so;ooo o 50;000 1.',f-‘:e; -0
0‘ : 0 _ 97,800 9700 Contingency : 50,000 . 50,000 o 52;630 '
0 0 : 147,800 ' : 100,000 . 100,000 - 752,630

TOTAL REQUIREMENTS 400,000 400,000 400,000



M

Convention, Trade & Spectator Facilities Fund

HISTORICAL DATA

" ACTUAL §$ FY 1985-86
BUDGET PROPOSED BUDGET FY 1986-87 APPROVED REVISED
FY . FY ' e
1983-84 1984-85 - "FTE AMOUNT  ACCOUNT 8 DESCRIPTION . FTE. AMOUNT FTE AMOUNT FTE AMOUNT
45-XX . |
CTS . _' RESQURCES
0 0 0. - 5225 Hotel-Motel Tax . 0 0 350,000
0 0 370,000 5130 Contract Services ' 370,000 370,000 50,000
0 0 20,000 5600 Interest on Investments -.30,000 30,000 0
0 0 10,000 5810 Transfer from Gen'l fund 0 ! 0 : 0
0 0 400,000 . TOTAL RESOURCES . ' 400,000 400,000 : 400,000
" REQUIREMENTS
Personnel Services
0 0 0- . 6010 CTS Director 0 0 28,350
0 (0] 0. 6030 Technical Manager 0 0 19,530
0 0 0 6070 Senior Analyst 0 0 16,800
0 0 0. ) Management Analyst 0 0 13,944 -
0 0 0 6180 Administrative Assistant - 40 0 12,480
0 0 0 6700 Fringe ' -0 0 30,066
0 0 0 Total Personnel Services 0 0 121,170
Materials & Services
0 0 0 . 7100 Travel 0 0 -7,000
0 0 0 7140 Ads & Legal Notices 0 0 1,500
0 0 0 7110 Meetings & Conferences 0 0 1,200
0 0 0 7150 Printing 0 0 3,000

0 0 0 7300 Postage : 0 0 2,000
0 0 0. 7360 Equipment Rental - 0 0 7,000
0 0 0 7410 Supplies-Office . . 0 0 . - 1,500
C 0 252,200 7500 Contractual Services 300,000 . 300,000 '200,000
C "0 0 7900 Miscellaneous 0 0 . 3,000
0 Y 252,200 Total Material & Services 300,000 300,000 226,200



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

E FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING THE
ANNUAL :BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR
-1986-87, MAKING APPROPRIATIONS
FROM FUNDS OF THE DISTRICT IN

. ACCORDANCE WITH SAID ANNUAL
~BUDGET, AND LEVYING AD VALOREM
" TAXES ' :

RESOLUTION NO. 86-659

Introduced by
,Executive_Officer‘

N Nt st Na? s s P

WHEREAS, The Mul tnomah County Tax Supervising and
. éonservatlon Comm1s51on (TSCC) held 1ts publlc hearlng June 9, 1986,
.on the annual’' budget of the Metropolltan Serv1ce DlStrlCt (Metro)
for the flscal year beglnnlng July l 1986, and endlng June 30,
1987 and o | ‘
' WHEREAS bRecommendatlons £rom the TSCC have been recelved
by Metro (attached as Exh1b1t A and hereby 1ncorporated hereln) and ‘
yhave been acted upon, as reflected in the Budget and in the Schedule
of Approprlatlons,_now, therefore, ’ |
| 'BE IT RESOLVED, | |
’ 1. The‘"FY 1986-87 Budget of the Metropolltan Serv1ce‘i
'b.Dlstrlct"‘as attached hereto ‘as Exhlblt‘"B," and the schedule of
approprlatlons attached as Exhlblt "C" to thlS Resolutlon are hereby h
(b‘adopted. | | |

2. The Counc1l of the Metropolltan Serv1ce D1strlct does

'ﬂghereby levy ad: valorem taxes as prov1ded 1n the budget adopted by

.'ufSectlon 1 of - thlS Resolutlon 1n the amount of FIVE MILLION

.($5 000 000) DOLLARS for - the Zoo Operatlons and Capltal funds, sald
.flevy belng a three-year ser1a1 1evy outs1de the six percent constl-'
'tutlonal 11m1t approved by D1str1ct voters on May 15 1984, sa1d‘

,taxes to be 1ev1ed upon taxable propertles w1th1n the Metropolltan

- »Serv1ce D1str1ct as of 1:00 a.m., January 1, 1986."



3. In accordance w1th Section’ 2 02. 125 the Counc1l hereby :

jauthor1zes expendltures and personnel posit1ons in accordance w1th '
'ftthe Annual Budget adopted by Sectlon 1 of this Resolutlon, and f}kiftn
"‘hereby approprlates funds for the fiscal year beglnnlng July l, , ‘
‘df{1986 from the funds and for the purposes 115ted in the Schedule of *L'
‘}cmApproprlatlons, Exh1b1t "C. . - | |
- 4.' The Executlve Offlcer shall make the follow1ng f111ngs - b
'*fas prov1ded by ORS 294 555 and ORS" 310.060: ' | ' -
1. Multnomah County Assessor |

. ,l 1 An orlglnal and one copy of the Notice of Levy’ -
' ~marked Exhibit "D," attached hereto and made ay
. part of this Resolution. . -
1.2 Two copies of the budget document adopted by
.~ .. Bection 2 of this Resolution. - _
1.3 A copy of the Notice of Publlcatlon requlred o
L by ORS 294.421. ' :
1. 4 fTwo cop1es of this resolutlon.‘

2. ,Clackamas and Washlngton County Assessor and Clerk .

R T 2 1 A copy of the Not1ce of Levy marked Exh1b1t
el "p."
2 2 A copy of ‘the budget document adopted by

c - Section 2 of this Resolutlon.
2. 3 A copy of this resolution. Lo L
2 4&~A copy of the Notice of Publlcatlon requlred L
' by ORS 294.421. . ‘ Sl

ADOPTED by the Counc11 of the Metropolltan Serv1ce Dlstrlct y?,_ﬁ-

- thls - aay of :‘~. | R 1986.;p¥:17‘

: $‘Richard_waker,g?residing Officer:y?f-5'

fleS/gl f‘f‘:
012927B/236-3
1 06/18/86 .




EXHIBIT C

ol

. SCHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS

‘Proposed

Center Fund Requirements

'Approved . ... . Appropriation
Appropriation for Adoption
. L : FY 1986-87. FY 1986-87
GENERAL FUND ‘ .

Council C e 1 o ’
Personal Services ' § 73,443 $ 73,443
Materials & Services 59,020 59,020
Capital Outlay -0- . o =0-

Subtotal - . $l32 463 ' §132,463 .

Executive Managemeatf?,yb : ““:f,;: o a
Personal Services $335,714 . . $335,714
Materials & Services. 102,017 . -102,017
Capital Outlay : . 2,442 . L. 2,442

Subtotal $440,173 .,§h40;173

Finance & Administration o
Personal Services $. 647,259 $ 647 259
Materials & Services 401,079 401,079

- Capital Outlay ‘ 9,200 o . 9,200 ’
Subtotal $l 057,538 o $l,057,538 =
Public Affairs ‘ R ";'
Personal Services $286 572 $286,572
Materials & Serv1ces - 48,181 .. . .. 48,181
Capital Outlay - 3,409 : 3,409
. Subtotal $338 162. . $338,162

“'General Expense : : S S

Contingency $102 792j{ R .$102,792
.Transfers’ 760,828 " ~ 760,828
Subtotal $863, 620"f .$863,620
Unapproprlated Balance $63 334¥‘ $63,334

Total General Fund Requlrements '$2,895,290 ‘.ii:$2,895,290 :

 INTERGOVERNMENTAL RESOURCE CENTER FUND : b

Personal Services . _ $ 887}886;’, $ 887 886‘

Materials & Services 152,854 152,854

Capital Outlay 1,000 . 1,000

Transfers 791,190 - 791,190

Contingency . g - 34,970 ... - 34,970

: Unapproprlated Balance 16,750 16,750V
Total Intergovernmental: Resource C ;‘ f.~ | , | '
$1,884,650 $1,884,650



o | ' Proposéd ,
Approved . _ Appropriation

- Fund Requ1rements

Appropriation for Adoption .
o G : FY 1986-87 FY 1986-87
BUILDING MANAGEMENT FUND - S ’
. Personal Services $ 27,530 $ 27,530
- ‘Materials & Services 487,962 487,962
- Capital Outlay . © 181,026 181,026
Contingency A 75,000 75,000
' Total Bulldlng Management Fund . L SR
- Requirements $771,518 B - $771,518
200 OPERATING FUND e N
_ Personal Services $3,352,076 "'$3,352,076 .
Materials & Services 2,078,321 2,078,321
Capital Outlay 422,182 - 422,182
~ Transfers 2,892,888 3,164,539
Contingency ' 356,011 521,360
Unapproprlated Balance‘ 531,091 531,091
Total Zoo Operatlng Fund o . R
Requ1rements $9,632,569 u$lp,069,569
Z00 CAPITAL FUND )
N Personal Services - - 8 47,166 $' 47,166
- . Capital Projects -~ 5,962,820 5,962,820 .
Contingency ‘ . 271,651 . 271,651
Unapproprlated Balance 2,583,760 '2,583,760
Tdtal Zoo Capltal Fund “' e v ' L -
Requ1rements . $8,865,397 $8,865,397
 SOLID WASTE OPERATING FUND BT |
 Personal Serv1cesv $ 1,081, 366  '$‘1,0811365
Materials & Services - . 17,679,320 7,679,320
Capital. Outlay - 88,800 . 88,800
Transfers 3,652,312 3,652,312
Contingency 2,267,307 2,703,974
‘ Unapproprlated Balance : . -0-" i : 63,333
Total Solid Waste Operat1ng L ! o ‘ ‘ o - e
Fund Requ1rements _ $l4,769,105 - $15,269,105
.SOLID WASTE CAPITAL FUND | I
~Capital PrOJects 1$6,080,000 ' $6,080,000
‘°vTotal Solid Waste Capital ’ R
‘ $6,080,000 $6,080,000 -



: ‘ Proposed
. Approved . Appropriation

_ Appropriation _ for Adoption
P S . ‘ FY 1986-87 : - FY 1986-87
‘SOLIDJWASTE DEBT SERVICE FUND" - o SOURE TR o
Materials & Serv1ces‘~ : $1,207,100,b-u:ﬁ-” - $1,207,100
Total Solid Waste Debt o A
Serv1ce Fund Requ1rements-, $1,207,100.0 .. - - $1,207,100
_ ST. JOHNS RESERVE FUND PR , |
Unapproprlated Balance . $l}550,700',:g3;~**'=w $17550,700
VTotal st. Johns Reserve Fund ' B ‘ f:". : _
" Requirements $1,550,700 . . . -'L‘$1;550(700
s, JOHNS FINAL IMPROVEMENTS FUND B R
Capital Projects g "S':805;000‘3L? ""L?'S$:u805,000
Contingency : ' 85,000, - . - "« ... 85,000
Unapproprlated Balance . 1,534,500 1,534,500
- Total St. Johns Final Improvement :_ ,f:}[fa&';f; R PINE
'-H Fund Requlrements $2,424,500 $2,424,5QO
‘ST. JOHNS METHANE RECOVERY FUND : . _

‘ Personal Services - ‘ $ 7,295 ‘ ' $ 7,295
Materials & Services : 13,400 B : 13,400
Unappropriated Balance - 16,305 ' : 16,305_

" Dotal St. Johns Methane Recovery ; ’ _
Fund Requlrements $37,000 R ~ $37,000

:CONVENTION, TRADE, SPECTATOR FACILITY FUND

Personal Services | $ . -0- . . "s$121,170

Materials & Services 300,000 I R 226 200
Transfers = - : .50,000 _ ) . =0-
.Contingency- | ' 50,000 52,630

Total Convention, Trade, Spectator ' v v o
Fa0111ty Fund Requ1rements $400,000 : $400,000

SEWER ASSISTANCE FUND

Materlals & Serv1ces : + $856,689 . - $856,689

o Total Sewer Ass1stance Fund

.. Requirements - - $856,689 $856,689



. . . . Proposed
" Approved . “Appropriation
‘Appropriation: . for: Adoptlon
3 _FY 1986-87 ©  ~  __FY 1986- 87
‘INSURANCE FUND N S
Materlals,& Serv1ces - '$317,204 ”} ff;f.:{.$317;204: _
Contlngency o o 60,000 o 60,000 -
‘Total Insurance and Requirements } $377,204 'C'f¢”.- Ca' $377,204 -
- REHABILITATION & ENHANCEMENT FUND S
Materials & Serv1ces © s472,185 . $472,185
Contlngency - _157,395 S’f' 157,395 -
;uTotal Rehabllltatlon & Enhancement o Lo _J"‘f S ”3‘C
Fund - o o $629,580 . . $629,580

CTRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FUND

Materlals & Serv1ces ' $48,067"'Ce;‘ Cv'?u $48,067C

Total Transportation Technical - e T
- Assistance Fund‘ReqUi:ements' . $48,0§7 L 848,067

JJS/Sm .

. 6182B/277 .

06/18/86



S EXHIBIT D E—— —
*Fow - R NOTICE OF PROPERTY TAX LEVY.© -" - ." . 19g6.
!\'-3'50 o - Toassessor of County C -

. Fue no later than JULY 15,
"'+ Be sure to read the instructions on page 2 Property Tax Certtﬁcatron Forms and Instructions booklet.

On___July 1 19_86 . the___Council .
of_Metropolltan Service District Multnomah, Washington ‘County, Oregori, levied a tax as follows: -
‘ ’ Municipal Corporstion "~ ) & Clackamas
- SIGN . Executive Officer . 221-1646  5/15/86¢

HERE . v Signature of Authorized Ofticlal - — Title , * Business Telephone Date

PART I: TOTAL PROPERTY TAX LEVY S e T

. o Do " """ Partiay Funded Stats """ " Totally Funded Local .

1. Levy within the tax base (cannot exceed box 13, Part i) .. la_. 70_-‘-' : \\ ' \\\\

2. Qne-yéar special levjes (itemize these levies in Part V on back of lortn) 2a -0-

3 TOTALAMOUNTsubjecttonettax rate limitation, Add boxes 1z, 2aand2b - 3__—0-
_0_

4 Contmuing levres (mmage and fi xed)(ltemlzeln PartVonback of form) . 48 . ‘ - .

531 663 806 sb 3,336,194

5. Senal levies (ttemuze inPartVon back of form)

6b "0"

6 Amountlevied for payment of bonded Indebtedriess '

7. Total amount to be raised by type of funding. Add boxes 1a, 2a, 4a and 5a, and o
" enterinbox 7a. Addboxes2b 5band6bandenterinbox7b 721,663, 806 73,336,194

s 55000,000

. 8 TOTAL AMOUNT to be ratsed by taxatton Add boxes 7a and 7b

PART 5 TAX BASE WORKSHEET (ifan annexatnon occurred inthe preoeding flscal year, oomplete Part v frst )

‘9. VOTEDTAXBASEHany g SR 9
. : 'DatoofVotorApproval T ) Lo DR A A T T
- 10. CONSTITUTIONAL LIMITATION - Tax base portion of preceding three levies actually levied.
Amualemunl Levied Fiscal Yoar | Actuat Amount Levied . ‘Fiscal Yoar N 'Aomulkmumuvhd , .- Fiscat Year

10a . . Lob_ - : ) e

1. Largestof 10a. 1bor1oc  *  l11a | multipliedby 1.06 = wecvorrmrrrrnnr, : 1My

. ADJUSTMENT FOR ANNEXATION INCREASES DURING PRECEDING FISCAL YEAR

12, Annexatiénincrease from'PartIV. box7.onbat':kof1omt Crevsieennnns ' ‘ eommemsssssssniiosan iz

'13 Ad]USl“d tax base (largest of box 11b plus box 12; 0r boxgplus box 12 i boxehas ' Ve ,' . ., . Caa

never been levied in full) oo - 13

PART e LlMlTATlONS PER OREGON REVISED STATUTES (Refer to the ORS Chapter under M\Ich the municipal corporation was organized. Does
’ ' NOT pply to Bond Limitations. Does NOT apply to ALL municipal corporations )

14. True cash value of muoioipal coroora'tion from most recent tax roll ..... 14

15. Statutory limitation of municipal corporation per (SRS' 15 9' Tve
16 Total dollar amount authonzed by statutory limit (.box 14 multiplied by box 15) 16

17 Total amount of box 8 kmed within statutory limitation ‘7

150-504-050 (Rev 11.84) . Dart IV and Oar V/ an haat




B PART IV: ANNEXATION WORKSHEET

1.

-Area - .-

Effective Date of Annexation . - .

1984 Assessed Value of Area Annexed -

B

D

If more than four annexations, attach sheet showing the above information for

each annexation.

Enter this amount in box 12, Part II, on front of form

- Annexation increase. Multiply box 2 by box 5

. Tax base levied by annexing entity for fiscal year 1984-85
. Assessed value of annexing entity on January 1,1984

. Taxbase rate of dhhéxing entity. Divide box 3 by box 4

. TOTAL 1or'1984 assessed v@lﬁe ot annexed areas (sum A thru D)

. TOTAL ANNEXATION INCREASE. Multiply box 6 by 1.06.

PART V: SCHEDULE OF SPECIAL LEVIES =

i .. TypeofLevy
' U (one-year, serialor
- continuing)

struction, or mixed)

" (operating, capital con-

Date voters approved
baliot measure
| - authorizing tax levy

year
levied

“First

. Final
your
tobe

Totaltaxlevy & .\

" suthorized per year by
©o . voters :

Amount of tax levied
this year as a result
of voter approval -

- lj:_'"Serialv

Mixed -

FY

FY

5/15/84 °

RA-R486.-8"

5,000,000

5,000,000

1f more than four levies, attach sheet showing the above information for each.

. TOTAL SPECIAL LEVIES (This amount should equal the total of boxes 2a, 2b, 4a, 5a and 5b, Part | on front of form), 3

'5,000,000.

- Filowith your assessor no later than July15



STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No. 8.5

Meeting Date June 26, 1986

CONSIDERATION OF AUTHORIZING A NEW CLASSIFICATION
AND AMENDING THE PAY AND CLASSIFICATION PLANS

Date: June 12, 1986 Presented by: Randy Boose

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The growth in the number of volunteers at the Zoo and the

increase in the breadth of programs in which they are involved
resulted in the request that a classification study be done of the

Program Assistant 2 classification. The Program Assistant 2 is
responsible for coordinating the volunteer program. A
Classification Study Summary Report of the position is attached.

The Executive Officer has approved the reclassification of Lois
Gibbons from her position of Program Assistant 2 position to
Volunteer Coordinator subject to Council authorizing the addition of
such a position to the Pay and Classifications Plans.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution
No. 86-657 establishing a new classification of Volunteer
Coordinator at the 8.0 salary range.

RB/sm
5766C/462~2
06/12/86



‘BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

- FOR THE PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING A RESOLUTION NO. 86~ 657

)

NEW CLASSIFICATION AND AMENDING )
) Introduced by the
)

THE PAY AND CLASSIFICATION PLANS
: ‘ Executlve Offlcer

WHEREAS, the Zoo operates a voluntéér worker program; and
WHEREAS, The volunteer worker prdgram has.éxpandéd in £he
n'éervices provided to the Zoo operations; and | |
WHEREAS The need has been establlshed to amend the Pay
"~ and C1a551f1catlon Plans by. addlng a Volunteer Coordlnator
‘class1f1cat10n, and |

WHEREAS, Metro Code Sectlon 2. 020 130 requ1res that any
ﬁew cla551f1catlon added to the Pay and Class1f1cat10n Plans require
Council approvai- now, therefore, |

" BE IT RESOLVED, »

1. That’the Coﬁncil of the Metropqiitan Service District
épproves'the ameﬁdmentfof the Pay and Classificétibn Plans to.
in¢1ude the addition of a Volhnteef Coordinator classification
attachea hereto as Exhibit "A" to'the Metiopolitan Sefvice District
-Classifiéation Plan. | | | | | |

2. . That the sélary range for Volunteer Coordinator

s

éiassification,shall be 8.0 in the Pay Plan.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

" this _ day of , 1986.

Richard Waker, Presiding Officer

RB/sm
5766C/462-2
06/12/86



CLASSIFICATION STUDY SUMMARY REPORT

Reason for the Study: The duties and qualifications required for

this position have changed. A study was requested by Jack Delaini,
' Education Services Manager, and his request was approved by - :

Gene  Leo, "Z00 Director. - - . o L

Summary of Current Responsibilities: Trains, schedules and
supervises approximately 150 volunteers who work at the Zoo in one
of the 14 volunteer programs that are now being offered. '

Coordinates the volunteer program activities with the various
divisions at the Zoo. Evaluates the programs staffed by the

- volunteers and resolves any problems with the volunteers of the
- volunteer program. Responsible for the volunteer headquarters ‘and.

the Zoomobile.

“Methodology: The incumbent, Ms. Gibbons, and her supervisor were
interviewed. A classification questionnaire was completed by
Ms. -Gibbons. Responsibilities and required qualifications were
. compared with other positions in the organization and point ratings
- were used to determine an appropriate salary range. A study of
~.comparable positions in other organizations was also conducted.

- Findings: The responsibilities of this. position have grown over the
-last three years from approximately 55 volunteers, when the position
- was created, to over 150 presently. The addition of new programs at
the Zoo, such as the Birds of Prey, increase the need for more
- volunteers. - The reasons that have created the need for the change
" in classification are: ' :

1. Supervisory responsibilities have increased. The current
classification receives no credit for supervisory
responsibilities. ' :

2. Increased knowledde of Zoo operations is required to
- determine needs for volunteer workers. -

3. Reorgénization of the Education Division places the
current classification of Ms. Gibbons out of alignment
with the other sections in the division such as Graphics,

‘Public Programming and the Childrens Zoo.

' The posiﬁibn fequires a knowledge of supervisory and management
'skills, and the ability to work independently and use excellent
i ipterpersonal skills., :

-Because Ms. Gibbons is already performing the duties of the proposed

- classification of Volunteer Coordinator it is appropriate to

- reclassify her to the position. Her current classification is at
the 6.0 salary range. The results of .point factoring put the

., position at the 8.0 salary range. The salary range for the 8.0

. salary level is $20,259 to $25,272.-

i



Recommendation: Create a new classification of Volunteer ‘
. Coordinator at the 8.0 salary range, reclassify the position of
Program Assistant 2 to Volunteer Coordinator. The incumbent is
qualified for the Volunteer Coordinator position. ' '

Action Required: Funding for the recommended salary range is
included in FY 1986-87 budget. Council approval is needed to _
authorize the new classification, which requires amending the Pay
and Classification Plans. Executive Officer approval is needed to .
approve the reclassification of Ms. Gibbons to the new :
classification. o ' ‘ : Lo

RB/sm
5767C/440-2
06/12/86



EXHIBIT A

Metro - . - o Established: '7/1/86
Classification No.: 268 - e . - Revised: - ‘. B

-AA.; Profess1onal
| VOLUNTEER COORDINATOR

'MISSION STATEMENT

Under the general direction of the Manager of the Educational

" services Division, to coordinate the activities of the volunteers at

‘the Washington Park Zoo; result interview, screen and- place
prospective volunteers into the most appropriate program(s) for
which they are quallfled maintain records pertaining to the
volunteers and their activities; coordinate the development and:
implementation of training programs for. volunteers, and to do other
‘work as required. e :

DISTINGUISHING CHARACTERISTICS ‘ o SRR R

The Volunteer Coordinator class is primarily oriented to performing
.activities which support the efforts of volunteers to participate in
a variety of Zoo programs. - The. Coordinater serves as a liaison
between the volunteers and Zoo staff in coordinating placements,
handling compla1nts and ‘terminating unsatisfactory volunteeers.
Employees:-'in this-class have considerable latitude 1n 1nterpret1ng
and applylnng pol101es, rules and regulatlons. ' : '

1

. PRINCIPAL FUNCTIONS

Duties include butfare not limited to:.

1. ADMINISTRATION

Typlcal Act1v1t1e8° ;

.-t Malntalns records, other 1nformatlon flles and systems, and
_program materials (e.g., slide programs,. handouts) related
: -to volunteer program functions and activities.
"= . May oversee.the work assignments, prOJects, etc., of lower
,-level staff and volunteers.
- May provide program support such as: ma1nta1n1ng equ1pment,
. and materlals, office management for better overall program
service.
- Supervises staff and volunteer clerical help.
. = -Monitors progress of -activities of varlous volunteer
: committees and Council. ,
- .. Arranges for recognition of volunteer efforts, 1nd1v1dually
and . collectlvely. : . .



2. SPECIAL EVENTS, PROGRAMS AND PROJECTS

"‘”jTyplcal Act1v1t1es~

- Worklng w1th other 700 personnel and occa51onally communlty o
' ‘representatlves, oversees and/or participates in the O
planning and implementation of spec1al events at the Zoo'
(e.g., Handlcapped Free Day, Packy's Birthday) in which
volunteer-led activities are central to the event.
- Collects, records and evaluates 1nformatlon for special
" studies.
S o= Part1c1pates, especially with other members of the
. Bducational Services Division, in the development and/or
implementation of programs and other materials for use by
_ and for volunteers. 1 oo
‘- ' Exercises respon51b111ty for- seelng that tra1n1ng of
' - volunteers is planned, developed, and 1mp1emented in a
thorough and t1mely manner. ;

3.  COMMUNICATIONS

' Typlcal Act1v1t1es"

- Makes formal and 1nforma1 presentatlons w1th1n the agency to
provide information about the volunteer program and its -
¥ . functions and objectives.
- Assumes responsibility for keeplng abreast of new
. developments and technologies affecting volunteer program
functions and objectives; conveys/commun1cates such
o "information to the approprlate staff. '
=  May represent the Zoo at -various meetings or, gatherlngs to
‘ discuss the Zoo's volunteer programs Or other activities. ;
= Acts as advocate for volunteer concerns: about the programs
in which they part1c1pate. :

REQUIRED KNOWLEDGE AND SKILLS

. Worklng Knowledge Of-

Effective communlcatlon (both oral. and wrltten), presentatlon,‘
instruction and interview practices and techniques;
data/information collection methods and general administrative
procedures; interpersonal principles and techniques and ‘
effective methods of evaluating personnel and programs;
volunteer organization structures and volunteer recruitment,
training and placement pratices and techniques; bas1c pr1nc1ples
of supervision, planning and admlnxstratlon.

| Sk111 To:

Communlcate effectlvely in writing, orally, and through formal
presentations to.a variety of audiences; organize work and
‘follow both written and oral directions; instruct prospectlve,
apprentice and veteran volunteers about information and’



- techniques (e.g., audio-visual equipment handling, public

presentations); relate to a wide variety of people of varying
ages, socio-economic backgrounds and needs; maintain records;
organize and manage projects and tasks; provigde leadership for

- and oversee the activities of volunteers carrying out a variety
of programs; counsel and advise volunteers having. concerns;
facilitate the effective conduct of meetings; assess the
abilities of prospective volunteers and place them into programs
accordingly; establish and maintain effective working
relationships with subordinate staff, volunteers, other Zoo
staff and the public, and to flexible in doing so .

WORKING CONDITIONS

‘The majority of duties are performed - indoors and are of a sedentary
nature although numerous activities performed by the volunteers will

require ‘this individual to be out on the Zoo grounds.

RB/sm ,
5767C/440-1
06/12/86 ‘



STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No. 8.6

Meeting Date June 26, 1986

CONSIDERATION OF AMENDING THE METRO PAY PLAN FOR
NON-UNION METRO EMPLOYEES

Date: June 13, 1986 Presented by: Randy Boose

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Non-Zoo employees did not receive the 7 percent salary increase
granted non-union Zoo employees for the FY 1982-83. Resolution
No. 82-333, adopted by the Council on June 24, 1982, granted three
additional personal holidays to the non-Zoo employees in lieu of the
7 percent increase until wage parity could be restored.

This request is for a 2 percent wage increase to non-Zoo
employees' salaries. This is the final catch-up increase required
to bring all non-union employees on a single uniform salary
schedule. This requires amending the Pay Plan by increasing Table A
(Non-Union) of the Plan by 2 percent, and merging it with Table 2
(Non-Union ZooO). '

The three personal holidays granted in lieu of the 7 percent
salary raise will not be continued after June 30, 1986, because the
salary parity will have been achieved. An eligible employee will be
entitled the two personal holidays as designated in Section 35(a) of
the Personnel Rules.

It is anticipated that a salary increase will be presented to
the Council at the July 10, 1986, meeting. It will be based on the
average increase of the Portland CPI-W was required by Article 29.2
of the Collective Bargaining Agreement for union employees.
Non-union employees will receive the same COLA increase as union
employees. The Portland CPI figures will not be available until
late June. The salary increases will be effective July 1, 1986.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution
No. 86-659 amending the Metro Pay Plan for non-union employees.

RB/sm
5809C/462-2
06/13/86



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

- 460
FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING RESOLUTION NO. 86-639

- '"HE METRO PAY PLAN FOR.NON-UNION ; e v
METRO EMPLOYEES = , ) - Introduced by the
: : ) Executive Officer
WHEREAS, Metro Code Section 2;02.145 fequires the
maintenance of a Pay Planvfor regular, regﬁlér paft-time, ﬁemporary"-‘
and seasonal employees; and | | |
WHERﬁAS, The Council intends to award a 2 percent increase
to non-union, non-Z%oo employees; .now, therefp;e, ' N
BE IT RESOLVED, |

| 1. That non-union sélary rangé Table A (Metro‘Downéown,

 ‘Gatehouse Sites), be amended and mergeGIWith Table Z fNon-Unioh Zoo)

~ as shown on Exhibit'"A?, effective July 1,'1986.

"ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of . , 1986.

Richard Waker, Presiding Officer

JS/sm ‘
2458C/402-6
06/13/86



TABLE A

NON-UNION SALARY RANGE TABLE

Salary = Beginning  Entry -Maximum . ~ Maximum
'Range - Salary Rate Merit Rate Merit Rate - Incentive Rate**
Number Annual Hourly Annual Hourly Annual Hourly Annual Hourly

8,070  3.88 .. 8,466 4.07 10,712 5.15 11,024 .5.30

.

*0.0
0.5 9,734  4.68 10,213 4.91 11,602 5.78 12,397 . 5.96
1.0 10,358 = 4.98 10,878 5.23 12,522 6.02 12,896 6.20
1.5 10,858 5.22 11,398 5.48 13,125 6.31 13,541 - 6.51
2.0 11,336 5.45 11,898 5.72 13,728 6.60 14,123 6.79
2.5 11,918 5.73 12,522 6.02 14,414  6.93 14,830 - 7.13 -
3.0 12,522 6.02 13,146 6.32 15,059 7.24 15,517 7.46
3.5 13,125 6.31. 13,790 6.63 15,891 = 7.64 16,349 .7.86
- 4.0 13,728 6.60 14,414 6.93 16,682 . 8.02 17,181 8.26
4.5 14,414 6.93 15,142 7.28 17,534 8.43 18,096 8.70
5.0 15,059 = 7.24 -~ 15,808 7.60 18,408 8.85- 18,970 . 9.12
5.5 15,891 . 7.64 16,682 8.02 19,344 9,30 19,947 = 9.59 .
6.0 16,682 8.02 17,514 8.42 20,301 . 9.76 20,904 10.05°
6.5 17,534 ~ 8:.43 18,408 8.85. 21,278 10.23 = 21,944 10.55
- 7.0 18,408 8.85 19,323 9.29 22,131 10.64 22,859 10.99
7.5 - 19,344 '9.30 20,322 9.77 23,379 11.24 24,086 11.58
8.0 20,301 9.76 21,320 10.25 24,565 11.81 - 25,334  12.18
- 8.5 21,278  10.23 - 22,339 10.74 25,834 12,42 26,624 12.80
9.0 22,027 10.59 23,130  1l.12 27,123 13.04 27,934 13.43
9.5 23,379 11,24 24,544 11.80 28,475  13.69 29,307 14.09
0.0 24,565 11.81 = 25,792 12.40 @ 29,806 14.33 30,701 14.76
0.5 25,834 12.42 . 27,123 13.04 31,408 < 15.10 32,323 15.54

11.0 27,102 13.03 28,454 13.68 32,989 15.86 34,029 16.36
11.5 28,475 13.69 . 29,890 14.37 34,632 16.65 35,672 17.15
2 12.0 29,806 14.33 31,304 15.05 36,234 17.42 37,294 17.93
12,5+ 31,408 15.10 32,989 15.86 - 38,168 18.35 = 39,333 18.91
13.0 32,989 15.86 34,632 16.65 40,123 19.29 41,330 19.87
13.5 34,632 = 16.65 36,358 17.48 43,118 20.73 44,408 - 21.35
14.0 36,234 17.42 38,043 18.29 44,158 21.23 45,448 21.85
14.5 37,960 18.25 . 39,853 19.16 46,322 | 22.27 47,674 22.92
15.0 - 39,853 19.16 - 41,850 20.12 48,693  23.41 50,128 - 24.10
15.5 42,390.  20.38 44,512 21.40 51,355 24.69 52,957 25.46
16.0 44,512 21.40 46,738 22.47 57,970 27.87 59,696 28.70

S * Range 0.0 is adjusted annually in January w1th other ranges a831gned to
' ,seasonal position classifications.

** Cost of living adjustments for employees in the 1ncent1ve range are'
- ‘computed- on maxlmum merit rate.

2459C/397-10
06/13/86



STAFF REPORT Agenda Item No. 8.7

'Meeting Date June 26, 1986

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 86-656 FOR THE
PURPOSE OF APPOINTING CITIZEN MEMBERS TO THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT SOLID WASTE RATE
REVIEW COMMITTTEE

Date: June 11, 1986 Presented by: Ray Barker

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The Metro Code Section 5.01.170 provides for the appointment of
members to the Solid Waste Rate Review Committee by the Metro.
Council. The five-member committee is composed of:

L One Certified Public Accountant with experience in-cost
accounting and program auditing. :

2 One Certified Public Accountant with experience in the
solid waste industry or public utility regulation.

3 One local government administrator with experience in
governmental financing, agency budgeting and/or rate
regulation. :

4. Two members of the public.

No representative or affiliate of the solid waste industry nor
an employee of Metro is to serve as a member of the Committee. The
term of service on the Rate Review Committee is for two years and
memberships of three members are to expire every other year while
the term of the other two members are staggered to expire in the odd
years.

Currently there are two vacancies on the Committee, the

Certified Public Accountant position and the local Goverment
Administrator position.

Citizens were solicited to fill these two positions in May
through newspaper advertisement and direct mailings to local
- government, public administrator and accountant organizations, and
to private accounting firms. :

We received two applicants for the local goverment position and
one for the CPA position. All applicants were qualified to serve on
this Committee. Presiding Officer Richard Waker has recommended



Jonathan Block and N. Charles O'Connor for appointment by the
Council. The letters of interest and resumes are attached.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Resolution
NO. 86_656 0

RB/MJ/gl
5776C/462~-2
06/11/86



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE =
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

' FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPOINTING ) - RESOLUTION NO. 86-656
‘CITIZEN MEMBERS TO THE ) ‘
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT ) . Introduced by
SOLID WASTE RATE REVIEW COMMITTEE ) Councilor‘Waker

WHEREAS The Metropolltan Serv1ce Dlstrlct Code
‘Sectlon 5. Ol 170, prov1des ‘that Council app01nts the members of the
ASolld Waste Rate Rev1ew Commlttee, and A

WHEREAS The purpose of the Commlttee is to gather
information and prov1de recommendatlons for the establlshment of
'rates, and _ _
| WHEREAS There are two vacancies on the Commlttee, and

WHEREAS Sectlon 5.01.170 requlres that membershlp will
‘1nclude one Certified Public Accountant, and one Local Government
Administrator; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

That Jonathan Block be app01nted as the Local Government

Adm1n1strator, and N. Charles O'Connor as the Cert1f1ed Public

ﬁAccountant members'of the_Solid Waste Rate Review Committee to

*conplete the terms of the vacant positions through DeCenber 31, 1986.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan'Service'District

this day of ~, 1986.

Richard Waker, Presiding Officer,
RB/MJ /g1 |
5776C/462~2
06/11/86
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1525 Tara Court
Forest Grove, Oregon 97116
Hay 25, 1986

Metropolitan Service District
2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97201

ATTENTION: Mary Jane Aman
Dear Ms. Aman:

I wish to apply for the position on the Solid Waste Rate Review
Committee requiring a Certified Public Accountant and wish to make
this letter my formal application. I have a very strong background
in accounting including three years of public accounting,

.five years of teaching accounting at the college level, and three
years of software development in the area of accounting. I have
.enclosed a copy of my resume for your perusal.

My experience in cost accounting dates to my public accounting
experience with McGladrey, Hendricksen, Pullen and Company. I was
involved in a variety of audits of manufacturing companies where
application of cost accounting principles was an important element of
the audit. I have no experience in program auditing although I

am familiar with its objective of measuring results (sometimes
qualitatively as opposed to quantitatively) of programs eastablished
by a governing body.

If you need additional information for my application, feel free
to contact me at my home address. I look forward to hearing from
 you concerning this application.

Sincerely,

N. Chontea

N. Charles 0’Connor



N. CHARLES O’CONNOR
1525 TARA COURT Phones:

FOREST GROVE, OREGON 97116 Home: 359-5539
Work: 357-6151 %2654

EMPLOYMENT

ASSISTANT PROFESSOR: Pacific University, Forest Grove, Oregon.
Responsible for teaching all accounting courses and advising students
interested in accounting. August 1985 through present.

CONSULTING: Various assignments including expert witneas in court

on two occasions, part-time tax practice for last eight years, worked
one tax season for CPA in Billings, Montana, and one summer for

CPA in McMinnville, Oregon. Part-time tax practice included work

on individual, partnership, corporate, and trust returns and work

in the area of corporete liquidations. September 1978 to present.

MANAGER OF PROGRAMMING: ALPS(formerly Timberline Syatems), Lake Oswego,
Oregon. During last year supervised four CPA’s responsible for
developing, designing, encoding, and maintaining accounting related
software., Member of programming staff during first two years. Proficient
in COBOL, Pascal, and BASIC. July 1982 through August 1985.

ASSISTANT PROFESSOR: Pacific University, Forest Grove, Oregon.
Responsible for teaching all accounting courses and advising students
interested in accounting. August 1980 through June 1982.

ASSISTANT PROFESSOR: Eastern Montana College, Billings, Montana.
Taught courses in accounting pPrinciples, cost accounting, managerial
accounting, auditing, and managerial finance. September 1978 through
July 1980,

ACCOUNTANT: McGladrey, Hendricksen, Pullen and Company, Certified
Publjic ‘Accountants, Cedar Rapids, Iowa. Strong experience in both tax
and auditing with some supervisory responsibilitieas. June 1976
through August 1978. :

EDUCATION

University of Iowa, Iowa City, Iowa. Received Master of Arts degree
in Accounting in May 1976. January 1975 through May 1976.

University of Northern Colorado, Greeley, Colorado. Received Bachelor
of Science degree in Accounting in May 1972. September 1970 through
May 1972.

Loras College, Dubuque, Iowa. Completed two year program in Liberal
Arts. August 1968 through May 1970. .

CERTIFICATES

Certified Public Accountent, State of Iowa and State of Oregon.

PUBLICATIONS

N. C. O’Connor, "Initial Franchise Fee: Revenue Recognition,®
Management Acecountina. Navemhas 1627 o Aan =



RECEIVED 22y § 9. 1986
May 16, 1986

METRO :
2000 S. W. 1st
Portland, OR 97201

ATTN: Mary Jane Aman

RE: Application for Vacancy on Solid Waste Rate Review Committee

Please consider the enclosed resume and this letter as my appli-
cation for appointment to METRO's Solid Waste Rate Review Com-
mittee. As explained in the announcement for the vacancy, one
position requires a local government administrator with expertise
in government financing, agency budgeting, and/or rate regulation.

For the past three years I have served as Administrative Assistant
to the City Administrator in Gladstone. As part of my reqular
duties, I assist the City Administrator in preparing Gladstone's
budget, researching and preparing findings and recommendations on
all aspects of local government finance, including solid waste
contract and rate regulation.

I am interested in serving on the Solid Waste Rate Review Com-
mittee so that I may extend my skills and experiences to new
challenges; I am interested in learning more about regional solid

waste issues, and the opportunities for METRO to deal with them.¢
s

Thank you for -your consideration. 1If I can supply any other
information of personal material, you are welcome to reach me at
work at 656-5225, '

Sincerely,

e Bloff

-Jonathan Block
JDB/vh



JONATHAN D. BLOCK
2912 SE Yamhill home: 236-6728
Portland, OR 97214 work: 656-5223

CURRENI' EMPLOYMENT's Administrative Assistant
City of Gladstone
525 Portland Ave., Gladstone, OR. 97027
July 1983 - current

Assistant to City Administrator in implementing policies of
the City Council, including budgeting and personnel ‘
administration.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS: city liason with state, county,
regional, and local government; analyze and evaluate
inmplications of other government actions on city policies and
practices.

RESPONSIELE FOR: contract and grant administration; serving
as planning director, supervising planning consultants;
providing staff support for Planning Commission &and Park &
Recreation Board.

ROUTINE DUTIES: research and prepare staff repori:s for City -
Administrator; public contact for planning, zoning,
developement review; Mumicipal Code interpretation and
enforcement; provide administrative support for otler city

departments.

SPECIAL SKILLS: Policy analysis
Research, writing, editing
Data processing and interpretation

EDUCATION: ) Master of Urban Planning in Policy Analysis,
Portland State University, 1981
B.A., English, University of Washington, 1970
Grant High School, Portland, Oregon, 1966

CONTINUING EDUCATION: Graduate-level coursework in Public and Personnel
Administration, P.S.U. 1984 - current
Holder of Oregon Real Estate Sales and Appraisers
Licenses (inactive)

PREVIOUS EMPLOYMENT' Self-eaployed planning & econamic development consultant
1980-1983, projects include:
Retail Market Survey, City of Hillsboro
Voters® and parents' surveys, School District 1
Tourist, Convention & Visitors® Survey,
(regarding Mt. St. Belens visitors center)

P.A.C. Campaign Spending Study, Common Cause

Retail management, sales, purchasing, 1973-1980

mmubleuponreglest
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RECEIVEDMAY 1 9 1985
U 1 “_May?le,.;gggle,:_‘.h
'METRO | : o

-2000 S. W, 1st
»”iPo;tland, OR 97201

- ;ATTN: Mary Jane Aman

" RE: Recommendation for Vacancy on the Solid Waste Rate
5 ' Review Committee ' -

S - I am pleased to'submit a letter of recommendation for
'+ . -:.Jonathan Block's candidacy for the vacancy on METRO's Solid
' Waste Rate Review Committee. ‘ -

_ f Jonathan has served as my'Administrative Assistant since -
/1983, demonstrating the intellect and ability to handle a
. wide range of tasks and assignments. He is an excellent

. analyst, researcher, and writer, and has the skills to work.

~very well with his co-workers and the public. As my
- - assistant, he has helped prepare the city's budget, recom-
mendations on rate regulations, among other activities.

. Based on my experience, I believe that METRO wéuld‘be well =
- - .served by appointing Jonathan Block to the Solid Waste Rate
Review Committee. If any additional information.is‘needed,‘

‘you are welcome to contact me at 656+5225.' |
i o CITY OF GLADSTONE
Lonih ).kl
Ronald J. Partch .
R City Administ:ator‘
Jon ' T

Cry
* 525 Fortiand Avenue

Gladstone, OR 97027

" (503) 6565223

Poﬁ?c Depanmem. :
535 Portland Avenue

- Gladstone, OR 97027

(503) 6564253

“ Public Library

135 E. Dartmouth

Gladstone, OR 97027 -+

(503) 6562411 -

1050 Portland Avenue

-Gladstone, OR 97027

(503) 655-7704 .

Gladstone, OR 97027

18595 Portland Avenue .

(503) 6567957 .




METRO

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398
503/221-1646

Executive Officer Report

June 26, 1986

WASTE REDUCTION PUBLIC
EDUCATION CAMPAIGN

RECYCLING INFORMATION
CENTER

KUDOS FROM
THE OREGONIAN

CONVENTION, TRADE, AND
SPECTATOR FACILITIES

DEQ LANDFILL SITING

The waste reduction public education campaign
designed by Coates Advertising began airing June 8.
The campaign features a large print ad running three
weeks in The Sunday Oregonian, a 30-second TV spot
and a 60-second radio spot. You may be able to
catch the TV spot during AM Northwest, Perry Mason,
Channel 2 Early News, MASH, PM Magazine or Town
Hall, among other programs. Some 16 radio stations
are airing the radio spot. The general awareness
campaign will be followed in July by another set of
ads for print and radio on the subject of recycling
and curbside pick-up.

The RIC has two new phone lines to handle the calls
from the promotion campaign. Four lines are now
available off the 224-5555 number and one line for
in-house use. Calls to the RIC have increased in
June by 15 percent over forecasted. The current
June daily average is 63 calls compared to 56 per
day in May -- with a total of 1,178.

The Oregonian columnist Jonathan Nicholas had nice
things to say in his June 13 column about the waste
reduction public education campaign. He gave kudos
to Vickie Rocker, public affairs director, and
colleagues for the "Together we can get out of the
Dumps" campaign.

The CTS staff is preparing a work plan and time line
outlining the specific tasks necessary to implement
the master plan adopted by the Council May 29. Also
being prepared is final documentation of the
convention center capital costs, and in preparation
for the Council's consideration of the bond measure,
a financing plan which will be presented to the
Council June 26.

A Project Office has been established and is located
on the first floor of the Metro Center in Room 150.

The initial screening step of the state landfill
siting process has yielded a list of 19 potential
sites. Among those are the Ramsey Lake site near
the S-. Johns Landfill, the Wildwood site, and the
I-5 scuth of Salem. These sites scored first,
second and third respectively. All 19 sites will




TRI-MET BUDGET

SIX-YEAR PROGRAM

TRANSPORTATION TECHNICAL
ASSISTANCE

WHEELCHAIR LIFT
INSTALLED ON THE Z0OO'S
ORIENT EXPRESS

Z00 ATTENDANCE

receive further scrutiny prior to October. Then two
to four sites will be selected for more in-depth
studies.

The committee members highly desired close
coordination between the Metro waste reduction and
the DEQ landfill siting public information effort.
The committee passed a formal resolution to that
effect.

JPACT reviewed Tri-Met's proposed budget and
transmitted a letter to the Board expressing concern
about the proposal on service availability and
reliability, and suggested that the proposed budget
does not solve the financial problems. Copies of
the letter from Councilor Waker to Dan Mercer,
Chairman of the Tri-Met Board, are available.

ODOT released its "Final Draft" Six-Year Highway
Improvement Program for public comment. Several
jurisdictions from throughout the region will be
providing comments to the OTC at their June 17
meeting. A summary of projects recommended in the
Portland region together with JPACT comments to the
OTC are available.

Work has been initiated on providing Washington and
Mul tnomah counties with detailed traffic forecasts
for their use in updating their comprehensive plans
and for preparing public facility plans. All three
counties have expressed an interest in expanding the
technical service via remote terminals funded
through Federal-Aid Urban Funds.

On June 12 members of the Hillsboro Elks Club Board,
the Spinal Cord Injury Association, and representa-
tives from the Oregon Health Sciences University
dedicated the new wheelchair lift installed on the
Orient Express, allowing wheelchair-bound Zoo
visitors to experience the Zoo train. The Hillsboro
Elks raised $3,000 for this project. Randy Schetke
of Schetke Sales Northest donated the labor for
installation. This represents the removal of the
last major barrier to physically handicapped
individuals at the Zoo.

Attendance in May was very good despite six times
the amount of rain than last May, and substantial
lower temperatures than last May. The Golden monkey
exhibit accounted for a dramatic increase in
attendance on those days when weather was not
inclement.



ANIMAL EXCHANGE

FY 1986-87 BUDGET

WASHINGTON, D.C.
TRANSPORTATION FLY-IN

KD/gl
5851C/D3

Last week we received confirmation from the
Guangzhou Zoo accepting our offer of an animal
exchange. A pair of lesser pandas will arrive at
Metro's Washington Park Zoo in exchange for a group
of parrots that will be sent to the Guangzhou Zoo.

The TSCC hearing June 10 went very smoothly, and on
thst basis we are anticipating receipt of the letter
certifying the budget for adoption by the Council.
In attendance at the hearing with me were Councilors
Tom DeJardin, Jim Gardner and John Frewing.

I attended a NARC transportation fly-in to
Washington. The budget issues still overwhelm all
other considerations. I shared the federal policy
paper with Rep. AuCoin and Senator Hatfield.



METRO Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

503/221-1646
Date: June 25, 1986 CONFIDENTIAL
To: Metro Councilors
Zrs
From: Eleanore S. Baxendale, General Counsele

Regarding: West Transfer & Recycling Center

The enclosed materials comprise an analysis of the west transfer
center situation: 1) the current status of the Cornelius Pass site
(confidential memo dated June 12 which was distributed at that
Council meeting and Solid Waste update memo dated June 25); 2) a
process for reviewing alternative sites (confidential memo dated
June 12 and confidential memo dated June 25); and 3) real property
acquisition and development (confidential memo dated June 25).

Summary of Recommended Actions

Three motions should be adopted by the Council in open session
following the Executive Session.

1% Move to "declare the Cornelius Pass Site selected by the
Council on February 13 is no longer a suitable site because
the Washington County Board of Commissioners has over turned
its staff's interpretation that the transfer station is an
allowed use."

o Move to "direct the Executive Officer and legal counsel to
take all necessary steps to terminate acquisition of this
parcel."”

3. Move to "take public testimony on Sites Number 52 (216th and
Cornelius Pass Road) and Number 57 (1.3 miles from Highway 26)
because they are in the Cornelius Pass Highway 26 area, for
sale to Metro, and zoned for a transfer station. The testi-
mony should be taken on July 22 in Washington County and the
Council will make its decision on the July 24 Council meeting
at the Metro offices. The Council should consider the same
issues for selecting a site as it used previously: access to
major transportation routes, impact of the traffic, impact on
residential and industrial development, and design/development
practicality. The 209th Site will be held in reserve, and
testimony on 209th Site will not be taken unless it is neces-
sary to consider selecting that site.”



Memorandum
Metro Councilors
Page Two

The background for these motions is in the attached memoranda.

Non-Confidential Material

The Council should discuss in public session whether to consider
the 209th Site with the two new sites, whether to request staff to
address additional information about these sites, whether to change
the public testimony process (as long as there is public testi-
mony). Please ask legal Counsel about any other areas of concern.

ESB/amn
5883C/D4-2



METRO Memorandum

Portland, OR 97201-5398
503/221-1646

T
L
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e B
. (CONFIDENTIAL =/

Date: =

To:

From:

. Regarding:

June 12, 1986

Metro Councilors v - R
Rick Gustafson, Executive Offlcer - ié%{é%f/
Eleanore S. Baxendale, General Counsel Y :

WEST TRANSFER AND RECYCLING CENTER

I. ISSUES ON SELECTED SITE

A.

" B.

Transportatlon Development Costs -- May Be Excess1ve.
Not Feas1ble to Remove . ‘ _

Current Zzoning =- County Interpretation of Ancillary
Prohibits West Regional Transfer Statlon. ‘
- Appeal Not Advisable’ ‘ :

Condemantion -- Metro Appraisal No Severance._.
Jury May Split Difference

Writ of ReView and Stay --'Court Needs Record to‘Resolvé
Jurisdiction and Stay Remains in Effect Untll Metro
Requests Amendment.

Inverse Condemnatlon -- Metro Should Declde'as Rapidly as
Possible Whether to Continue Its Efforts to Acqu1re This
Site.

‘II. OPTIONS

A.

Proposed Conditional Zoning -- Den1al Probable.

B.

~Appeal Not Adv1sable

cC.

209th Site -- Option On Large Parcel. Explred but Property
Available; Option on Small Parcel Still Running. '

Process for New Sites -- New Hearlngs Legally Adv1sable

D.‘ .

Funct10na1 Plan -=- Long-=Range

GENERAL SUMMARY




GENERAL SUMMARY

'Continuing at the Cornelius PassIRoad site_is not feasible
" ‘based on new developments occurring after the site was

selected. It poses significant hurdles which appear unreason-
able to expect to overcome: If the transfer station use is
allowed at all it will be a Type III use. The Board of

. Commissioners clearly does not favor this use on this site,

making their denial probable. Overturning it on legal grounds

- is most unlikely unless they make an outright mistake. 1In

addition, the County failed to inform Metro of road improve-
ment costs which may be prohibitive. Any amendment which

~ might limit those costs would have to be approved by the

Board, and the probable denial would be difficult to overturn,
especially since the procedural process for even requesting
amendment is unclear and might involve Neuman. Finally,
because the expert appralsal'oplnlons are so divergent (from
$0 to $5 million) there is a 51gn1f1cant risk of severance
damages in condemnatxon. ' : _

In exam1n1ng other sites (a) a public hear1ng process is
prudent (except for 209th which has already been heard at a
public hearing), and (b) selection of an exlstlng separate
parcel w1ll eliminate severance costs. ~ -

Instituting the functional planning process gives Metro ‘strong

| - legal author1ty, but is a long-range approach which will be

more useful in addressing future 51tuatlons rather than our
current 51tuat10n. :



I.

ISSUES ON SELECTED SITE

A.

Transportatlon Development Costs - May Be Excessive.
Not Feasible to Remove .

When the SID was created the owner agreed to participate
in certain 1mprovements. The improvements were identified
under the previous County transportation policy that
required developers to pay for upgrading roads based on
Traffic Impacts Evaluation Procedures. The policy was
developed at a time when transportation monies in the
County were scarce and was aimed particularly at large
tract developments which at "bu11d out" would generate
szgnlflcant traffic. : _

Washington County steadfastly maintains that Metro as the
property owner of the first site assumes this total
responsibility, and that the County would not accept only
a commitment to pay Metro's proportionate share.. Although
this interpretation is unreasonable, it will take
litigation to change it with no reasonable assurance of
success. Normally such an unreasonable exaction would be -
susceptible to legal challenge. In this case the risks of
such a law suit are compounded because Newman, originally
the property owner, agreed to this conditlon as part of
the SID formatlon. ‘

Since the SID was adopted, the County has revised their
policy for having transportation improvements made by land
owners. Now developers are required to pay on a fee per
trip basis rather than a traffic impact basis. There have
been recent developers that have requested to change this
condition and revisions to their developments where
approved.

Metro could seek an amendment to the SID plan which would
eliminate this requirement based on current policy. Such -

- an amendment goes through a public hearing as a Type III

process. It is difficult to ascertain how to apply for
such an amendment because Newman is still the property
owner for the rest of the SID, and Metro would own only
one portion. Logically, if Metro is enough of a property -
owner to be required to pay, Metro should be enough of a
property owner to ‘change the condltlon, but thlS too may
be litigated. ‘

A third option could be to meet the requirement of the SID
and to assure such transportation improvements the major
being the widening of Cornelius Pass Road. This may be
satisfied perhaps by including the 1mprovements in the TIP.

Conclusion. Staff will get cost estlmates of
transportation impacts. This development requirement is
not likely to be removed through legal actlon or the

County planning process.



Current Zoning -- County Interpretatlon of Anclllary
Prohibits West Regional Transfer Station.
Appeal Not Advisable

The neighborhood association asked the County to interpret
"ancillary" uses, a request which does not require a code
amendment and is, therefore, effective immediately.

The County's zoning code lists 12 uses, including transfer
stations, under the heading "Ancillary." County planning
staff for permits always advised Metro that the zoning
allowed the transfer station as Metro envisioned it -- a
west regional transfer station. Metro staff worked very

~closely with staff as the Board of Commissioners

considered the nelghborhood's allegation that "Ancillary"
limited the uses to serving the SID or the West Union
Planning Area only. Of the two positions, Metro's and the
County permit staff's is clearlx more reasonable than the

“neighbors’.

At the May 27 Board hearing the Commissioners asked for
background information. Permit staff repeatedly told
Metro staff that this request was being met by making the
tapes and the minutes of the SID ordinance hearings
available to the Board. However, long-range planning

‘staff drafted a memo to Commissioner Meek from Planning

Director Rick Daniels which Metro was not told about. ,
That memo had a short paragraph on the history of the term
"ancillary” which said the term was selected with the
intent to limit it as the neighbors proposed. The memo
pointed out that two types of uses were mixed under
the heading ancillary. However, on June 3 three
Commissioners relied on the historical information to
limit the scope of the ancillary uses. Transfer stations
in the SID can only be to serve the SID or the West Union
Planning Area. :

Appeal of this decision is not likely to be helpful. 1If
an appeal were successful it would likely take so much
time that an amendment to the code removing transfer
stations from Type II uses and making them Type III
(conditional use) or e11m1nat1ng them completely will
probably be in effect. ‘

Appeal may not be allowed now because the interpretation
may not be final. Under the County code an appeal can
only be made of an interpretation when the Board is
acting on a permit application. Metro, obviously, has
not filed an application. There is a reasonable argument
that the June 3. decision should be treated as final
rather than requiring a futile act, but it is not clear
LUBA would accept the case. Metro could file an

‘application under the current Type II before the Type III

use goes into effect, in order to preserve Metro's
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rights, but a permit is a major undertaking. Also, the
current court stay would have to be lifted and a
quick-taking approved before the perm;t can be filed.

Finally, interpretatlons, however unreasonable, are not
overturned unless there is no rational basis for the

- interpretation. The staff memo on the history provides a

rational basis, even though it may not truly be hlstory.
Conclusion: An appeal is not likely to be productlve.

Condemnation Metro Appraisal No Severance.
Jury May Split Difference -

Metro's appraiser concluded the property value is
$653,859 and there are no severance damages. This was
based on the transfer station being an allowed use.
Dick Bemls, Metro's condemnation attorney, believes the
change in the 1nterpretat1on of the zoning code will
affect the appraiser's: determlnatlon of severance.

Mr. Bem1s also advises that a Jury could be persuaded to

-award severance damages because of the property owner's

appraisal showing at least $5 million in severance
damage. This divergence of. expert oplnlons creates a
serious risk for Metro. . :

Writ of Review and Stay. Court Needs Record to Resolve:
Jurisdiction and Stay Remalns in Effect Until Metro

" Requests Amendment.

Sunset Property Assoc1atlon, the owner of Metro s 51te,
filed two petitions for Writ of Review alleging violation
of a wide variety of statutes, codes and rules. Metro
filed a Motion to Quash because the site selection is not
quasi-judicial and because petitioner had not identified

any spec1f1c legal requirement that makes the decision

quasi- Jud1c1al. At the hearlng the petitioner alleged
that the provisions of Metro's Solid Waste Management
Plan make the site selection quasi-judicial. Although
the plan is, in fact, very broad and provides only the
simplest standards (center of waste, good transportation
access) the Court cannot make this determination without
the whole record. 1In essence, the Court ruled it needs
the whole record in order to determine whether it can -
review the dec1s1on. The date for returning the record
is June 27. ‘ o

The current stay does not let Metro advance in acquiring :
the property beyond the offer letter, which was sent in
May. To move beyond this step Metro must move to modify
the stay.




Inverse Condemnation =-- Metro should decide asbrapldly as

possible whether to continue its efforts to acquire this
31te. .

. After con51der1ng the options 1lsted below, Metro must

decide as rapidly as possible whether to continue its
efforts to acquire this site. 1If'a condemning authority
states its intention to acquire property but then changes -
its mind and the owner and potential property purchasers
have relied on the original intention to their detriment,
a claim for inverse condemnation may be made. For
example, the property owners in the path of the intended
Mt. Hood Freeway claimed damages when their property
values were destroyed but the property was not
condemned. This area of the law is still developlng, so
no specific guidelines can be given, other than act as
promptly as reasonably poss1b1e. - o

II. OPTIONS

A.

Proposed Conditional Zoning =-- Den1a1 Probable.
- Appeal Not Adv1sablev S

‘It is not yet been decided by the County Board whether

public facilities (including transfer stations) should be
conditional uses in the SID. The County tentatively ’
adopted this position on June 10 but postponed a final
decision until June 24 to give affected jurlsdlctlons a
chance to respond.

If transfer stations become condltlonal in the SID then
gaining Board approval is unlikely. The Board clearly
finds this area 1nappropriate. One of the criteria in a
Type III process is whether the proposed development will
have adverse impacts on property values in the area.  As
we know from the condemnation appraisals.there is a split.
of the experts, thereby giving the Board the opportunity
to agree with Neuman's $5 million severance damage and to
deny the permit. Appeal would not‘be advisable. Other
criteria in the Type III process also allow the Board to
exercise broad dlscretlon without any 11ke1y avenue of -
appeal. _

(Addltlonally the permit cannot‘be“flied until the stay
is lifted, condemnation filed and a quick- taklng approved .
by the Court.) - . . _

209th Site -- Option On Large Parcel Expiredrbut Property

‘Available; Option on Small Parcel Still Running.

Previously two options were obtained by Jim Neuman on the
Governor's site at 209th and T.V. Highway. The option on
the large parcel is expired, but the property is still on

the market. Mr. Newman has indicated a willingness to g




approach the owner again, although not to spend much, if
any, money. The small parcel is still under option which
has an extension available. It is very expensive and
could be more reasonably acquired either by an
undisclosed purchaser or through condemnation.

The process for selecting this site would be to determine
that based on the April 8 hearing this site is acceptable
(i.e., that the Governor's referral like the Advisory
Group referral). Public notice would be prudent. Then
the Council would compare this site with the other site
found acceptable -- the Champion site. No public
hearings would be necessary, though public notice would
be a prudent step. The Council could allow comment by
designated neighborhood representatives.

The zoning in Industrial Zone is a Type II use. To date
Washington County staff have found no ambiguities in the
zoning, nor have they identified any exorbitant
development costs at this time.

The only potential issue I see is applicable to all
Industrial property. The definition of a transfer
station says it "may provide for the processing and
recycling of solid waste." It continues with one set of
special standards for "recycling or processing centers"
and another set for a "Resource Recovery Facility," which
is defined also as "processing." However, in the
Industrial zone there 1s a Type III use of "Processing
and storage of junk rags, paper or metal salvage."
Experience tells me the recycling portion of the transfer
station may be challenged as a Type III use. The code
provides that questions will be resolved in favor of the
process with the greatest notice and opportunity to
participate. It is reasonable to say Type II is the same
as Type III on these procedural two criteria but, of
course, it can be debated, and force the transfer station
into Type III. Type III on the 209th would be easier
than Type III on the current site because 209th is not in
an SID. ‘

Process for New Sites =-- new hearings legally advisable

The Metro Council has conducted public hearings first to
consider whether sites proposed by the Advisory Group are
appropriate and second to determine whether the 209th
site was superior to the Cornelius Pass Road site. Based
on the allegations in the two current writs of review,
this process is perceived as being adopted by the Council
as a formal requirement. The petitions both allege that
the Council has adopted the Advisory Group criteria. If
this is true, then the process is more likely to be a
quasi-judicial process. Also, it has been alleged that
the Solid Waste Management Plan is a guideline like a
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land use: comprehen51ve plan, maklng the ‘quasi- Judlclal

approach even more analagous. Although I believe Metro
is not in a quasi-judicial process, to avoid problems it
may be 51mpler to act as though Metro is. _ :

This would require ma1nta1n1ng the same basic cr1ter1a -
center of waste, site suitability zoning, acqulsltlon -

- for any future process. Also, Metro should continue to
hold at least one public hearing on any proposed site

giving the owner and the public the notice.  For 209th
this has already occurred. Any consideration of that

"site would be based on the testimony at the April. 8

hearlng.

Functional Plan -- Long-Range

“Functional planning gives. Metro the ab111ty to d1rectly
affect local land use plans with regard to the criteria

for transfer. statlons, and other solid waste facilities.
A plan requiring transfer stations outrlght in
approprlate industrial zones with certaln performance
standards is one proposed optlon. , ‘

" To implement this Metro needs to "define ‘and apply a

procedure to identify and designate" solid waste as an
"activity having a significant impact on the orderly and
responsible development of the metropolitan area.” ORS
268.390(1). Then the plan is adopted and local plans
reviewed for compliance within the follow1ng year. . ORS
268.390(2) and (4). Metro can require changes in local

plans to achieve compliance. ORS 268.390(4). Since this

kind of an effort will take careful coordination, the
Council, may want to include .more than transfer stations
in the functional plan. :

- 5810C/D2-2
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METRO  Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398
503/221-1646

Date .
June 25, 1986
To: .
: Council Members
~ From: : :
Doug Drennen
Regarding:

CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES FOR - SOLID
WASTE TRANSFER AND RECYCLING CENTER AND AUTHORIZ-
ATION TO CONDUCT PUBLIC HEARINGS FOR THE PURPOSE
OF RECOMMENDING A SITE. .

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

In April, the Metro Council reaffirmed their
January 16th decision choosing the area of Cornel-
ius Pass and Hwy 26 as the preferred site for the
solid  waste  transfer station. The decision
recognized the good access from Highway 26, a
limited access highway, onto a major arterial
(Cornelius Pass). The fact that_the surrounding
land uses were predominantly undeveloped industrial
property vs. the Champion site in Beaverton which
was located in an already developed industrial area
was also an important factor. ‘

Alternatlves Near nghway 26 and Cornelius Pass

In keeplng with the 1ntent of Counc1l Wthh was
reaffirmed after the Governor's Task Force present-
ed an alternate site for consideration, staff
reviewed other sites within reasonable dlstance of
the Cornelius Pass 1nterchange. :

After reviewing all potential sites surrounding
the interchange and finding none that would meet
the criteria, staff has identified the following
two sites for consideration (see Attachment A).
These sites were selected based on the following

criteria:

1) - Were part of the orlglnal 80 sites"
reviewed by the Advisory Group and met
the criteria.

2) Are industrially zoned and are a Type

IT process in Washington County



3) ~Have good transportation access
using arterials and are within‘two
miles of the Sunset Highway

4) | Are available for sale and with
' willing sellers. .

Site 57

This property is 6.1 acres, owned by the
Turner family (see Attachment B). It is .located
on Cornell Road, 1.3 miles from the Highway 26.
. All access to . the .site is via arterial roads.
Utilities are available, however, sewer access is
approximately 2,600 feet. Transportation
improvements needed appear to be  limited to
the immediate access requirements and appear
reasonable. The site is five (5) miles from the
center of waste.

Site 52

This parcel is 14.66 acres, owned by the
George Swindell/ Partnership, and is zoned
industrial. It is located on S.W. 216th, 1.7
miles from the intersection of Highway 26. The
owner is a willing seller. ' Transportation
improvements may be required beyond the immediate
access due to the location on S.W. 216th.
Improvements for access from Cornelius Pass onto
216th may be necessary to assure safe conditions
for this ‘level of traffic. These will  be
examined further if Council elects to proceed
with this site. The site 1is five (5) miles
from the center of waste.

Information related to the cost to acquire
properties will be provided to the Council in
Executive Session.

Sites not on the Interchange 209th and T.V. High-
way . .

This site is 8.2 acres and has 'a willing
seller. The site was recommended by the Gover-
nor's Task Force. It 1is located 3.5 miles from
the center of waste and is zoned industrial.
Transportation improvements are not excessive,
however, a variance may be required for access to
the site. Utilities are available. Although
this site was not the preferred site, it did meet



the criteria and is generally acceptable.

Other sites. in the BeavértOn area i.e. Champion

and a site at 217/Denny Road identified by the
Governor's Task Force were not re-examined because
Council's desire to be in the Cornelius Pass
area. :

It is recommended that a public  hearing be
held on the two sites located  near Cornelius Pass
and Cornell Rd. A public hearing has been held on
the 209th and T.V. Highway site. ‘ ‘ '

Staff will make a recommendation to the Council
on July 24th after considering comments from the
public and conducting research =~ on development
issues for these two sites. R
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tELHER Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

503/221-1646
Date: June 25, 1986 CONFIDENTIAL
To: Metro Councilors Z&%ﬁ%r//
From: Eleanore S. Baxendale, General Counsel

Regarding: West Transfer & Recycling Center Process

Based on the Council's rejection of the Champion Site in Beaverton
in favor of the Cornelius Pass site, staff assumed that Council
prefers: 1) access from Highway 26 and 2) vacant land surrounding
the potential site. Therefore, staff has reviewed sites in the
preferred area which were considered by the Advisory Group, and
recommends the Council hold the 209th/T.V. Highway Site in reserve.

The fact that the Advisory Group chose to recommend only sites with
a score of 55 or higher does not prevent the Council from
considering these two sites which scored in the low fifties. This
will have to be explained in the staff report and the Council's
final action.

The Council should take public testimony on these sites as it did
for the other sites recommended it by the Advisory Group or the
Governor. The Council should then determine its preferred site,
evaluating the same issues it considered important previously:
access (distance from Highway 26 or T.V. Highway); traffic
impact/cars passing through residential, school, commercial or
other sensitive areas); development impact (preference for areas
away from residential zoning and without intensive existing
development); and design/development factors (retrofitting
buildings, cost of roads, existance of wetlands).

If the Council wishes to consider more than the Highway 26/
Cornelius Pass area, this should be discussed in public session.
The process would be the same: if the area has not already had a
public meeting, it should be given one. In the case of the 209th/
T.V. Highway Site, a hearing has already been held; however, to
recognize the perception that the most recent arguements are the
most persuasive, some form of public testimony should be allowed if
that site comes out of "reserve" and is under consideration again.

ESB/amn
5885C/D4-2



LA Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

503/221-1646
Date: June 25, 1986 CONFIDENTIAL
To: Metro Councilors
N
From: Eleanore S. Baxendale, General Counsel({

Regarding: West Transfer & Recycling Center

The enclosed materials comprise an analysis of the west transfer
center situation: 1) the current status of the Cornelius Pass site
(confidential memo dated June 12 which was distributed at that
Council meeting and Solid Waste update memo dated June 25); 2) a
process for reviewing alternative sites (confidential memo dated
June 12 and confidential memo dated June 25); and 3) real property
acquisition and development (confidential memo dated June 25).

Summary of Recommended Actions

Three motions should be adopted by the Council in open session
following the Executive Session.

l. Move to "declare the Cornelius Pass Site selected by the
Council on February 13 is no longer a suitable site because
the Washington County Board of Commissioners has overturned
its staff's interpretation that the transfer station is an
allowed use."

2, Move to "direct the Executive Officer and legal counsel to
take all necessary steps to terminate acquisition of this
parcel."

3. Move to "take public testimony on Sites Number 52 (216th and
Cornelius Pass Road) and Number 57 (1.3 miles from Highway 26)
because they are in the Cornelius Pass Highway 26 area, for
sale to Metro, and zoned for a transfer station. The testi-
mony should be taken on July 22 in Washington County and the
Council will make its decision on the July 24 Council meeting
at the Metro offices. The Council should consider the same
issues for selecting a site as it used previously: access to
major transportation routes, impact of the traffic, impact on
residential and industrial development, and design/development
practicality. The 209th Site will be held in reserve, and
testimony on 209th Site will not be taken unless it is neces-
sary to consider selecting that site.”



Mémdrandum '
Metro Councilors
. Page Two

The background for these motions is in the attached memoranda.

Non-Confidential Material

The Council should discuss in public session whether to consider
the 209th Site with the two new sites, whether to request staff to
address additional information about these sites, whether to change
the public testimony process (as long as there is public testi-
mony). Please ask legal Counsel about any other areas of concern.

ESB/amn
5883C/D4-2



METRO Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398
503/221-1646

CONFIDENTIAL

Date:

To:

From:

Regarding:

June 12, 1986

Metro Councilors
Rick Gustafson, Executive Officer %i%ké%r/
Eleanore S. Baxendale, General Counsel

WEST TRANSFER AND RECYCLING CENTER

I. ISSUES ON SELECTED SITE

A.

B.

Transportation Development Costs =- May Be Excessive.
Not Feasible to Remove

Current Zoning -- County Interpretation of Ancillary
Prohibits West Regional Transfer Station.
Appeal Not Advisable

Condemantion -- Metro Appraisal No Severance.
Jury May Split Difference

Writ of Review and Stay -- Court Needs Record to Resolve
Jurisdiction and Stay Remains in Effect Until Metro
Requests Amendment.

Inverse Condemnation =- Metro Should Decide as Rapidly as
Possible Whether to Continue Its Efforts to Acquire This
Site.

II. OPTIONS

A.

B.

C.

Do'

Proposed Conditional Zoning =- Denial Probable.

Appeal Not Advisable

209th Site -- Option On Large Parcel Expired but Property
Available; Option on Small Parcel Still Running.

Process for New Sites -- New Hearings Legally Advisable

Functional Plan -- Long-Range

GENERAL SUMMARY



1.

‘GENERAL SUMMARY

Continuing at the Cornelius Pass Road site is not feasible
based on new developments occurring after the site was
selected. It poses significant hurdles which appear unreason-
able to expect to overcome: - If the transfer station use is
allowed at all it will be a Type III use. The Board of
Commissioners clearly does not favor this use on this site,
making their denial probable. Overturning it on legal grounds
is most unlikely unless they make an outright mistake. In

"addition, the County failed to inform Metro of road improve-

ment costs which may be prohibitive. Any amendment which
might limit those costs would have to be approved by the

Board, and the probable denial would be difficult to overturn, -

especially since the procedural process for even requesting
amendment is unclear and might involve Neuman. Finally,
because the expert appraisal opinions are so divergent (from
$0 to $5 million) there is a significant risk of severance
damages in condemnation.

In examining other sites (a) a public hearing process is
prudent (except for 209th which has already been heard at a
public hearing), and (b) selection of an existing separate
parcel will eliminate ‘severance costs.

Instituting the functional planning process gives Metro strong
legal author1ty, but is a long-range approach which will be
more useful in addressing future situations rather than our
current situation.



I.

ISSUES ON SELECTED SITE

A,

Transportation Development Costs =-- May Be Excessive.

Not Feasible to Remove

When the SID was created, the owner agreed to participate
in certain improvements. The improvements were identified
under the previous County transportation policy that
required developers to pay for upgrading roads based on
Traffic Impacts Evaluation Procedures. The policy was
developed at a time when transportation monies in the
County were scarce and was aimed particularly at large
tract developments which at "build out" would generate
significant traffic.

Washington County steadfastly maintains that Metro as the
property owner of the first site assumes this total
responsibility, and that the County would not accept only
a commitment to pay Metro's proportionate share. Although
this interpretation is unreasonable, it will take
litigation to change it with no reasonable assurance of
success. Normally such an unreasonable exaction would be
susceptible to legal challenge. In this case the risks of
such a law suit are compounded because Newman, originally
the property owner, agreed to this condition as part of
the SID formation.

Since the SID was adopted, the County has revised their
policy for having transportation improvements made by land
owners. Now developers are required to pay on a fee per
trip basis rather than a traffic impact basis. There have
been recent developers that have requested to change this
condition and revisions to their developments where
approved.

Metro could seek an amendment to the SID plan which would
eliminate this requirement based on current policy. Such
an amendment goes through a public hearing as a Type III
process. It is difficult to ascertain how to apply for
such an amendment because Newman is still the property
owner for the rest of the SID, and Metro would own only
one portion. Logically, if Metro is enough of a property
owner to be required to pay, Metro should be enough of a
property owner to change the condition, but this too may
be litigated.

A third option could be to meet the requirement of the SID
and to assure such transportation improvements the major
being the widening of Cornelius Pass Road. This may be
satisfied perhaps by including the improvements in the TIP.

Conclusion. Staff will get cost estimates of
transportation impacts. This development requirement is
not likely to be removed through legal action or the

County planning process.



Current Zoning -- County Interpretation of Anc1llary

Prohibits West Regional Transfer Statlon.

Appeal Not Advisable

The neighborhood association asked the County to interpret
“"ancillary"” uses, a request which does not require a code
amendment and is, therefore, effective immediately. .

The County's zoning code lists 12 uses, 1nc1uding transfer
stations, under the heading "Ancillary." County planning
staff for permits always advised Metro that the 2zoning
allowed the transfer station as Metro envisioned it -- a
west regional transfer station. Metro staff worked very
closely with staff as the Board of Commissioners
considered the neighborhood's allegation that "Ancillary"
limited the uses to serving the SID or the West Union
Planning Area only. Of the two positions, Metro's and the
County permit staff's is clearly more reasonable than the
neighbors’'. '

At the May 27 Board hearing the Commissioners asked for
background information. Permit staff repeatedly told
Metro staff that this request was being met by making the
tapes and the minutes of the SID ordinance hearings
available to the Board. However, long-range planning
staff drafted a memo to Commissioner Meek from Planning
Director Rick Daniels which Metro was not told about.
That memo had a short paragraph on the history of the term
"ancillary” which said the term was selected with the
intent to limit it as the neighbors proposed. The memo
pointed out that two types of uses were mixed under

the heading ancillary. However, on June 3 three
Commissioners relied on the historical information to
limit the scope of the ancillary uses. Transfer stations
in the SID can only be to serve the SID or the West Union
Planning Area.

Appeal of this decision is not likely to be helpful. If
an appeal were successful it would likely take so much
time that an amendment to the code removing transfer
stations from Type II uses and making them Type III
(conditional use) or eliminating them completely will
probably be in effect.

Appeal may not be allowed now because the interpretation
may not be final. Under the County code an appeal can
only be made of an interpretation when the Board is

acting on a permit application. Metro, obviously, has

not filed an application. There is a reasonable argument -
that the June 3. decision should be treated as final

rather than requiring a futile act, but it is not clear
LUBA would accept the case. Metro could file an
appllcatlon under the current Type II before the Type III
use goes into effect, in order to preserve Metro's



rights, but a permit is a major undertaking. Also, the
current court stay would have to be lifted and a
quick-taking approved before the permit can be filed.

Finally, interpretations, however unreasonable, are not
overturned unless there is no rational basis for the
interpretation. The staff memo on the history provides a
rational basis, even though it may not truly be history.

Conclusion: An appeal is not likely to be productive.

Condemnation Metro Appraisal No Severance.
Jury May Split Difference

Metro's appraiser concluded the property value is
$653,859 and there are no severance damages. This was
based on the transfer station being an allowed use.
Dick Bemis, Metro's condemnation attorney, believes the
change in the interpretation of the zoning code will
affect the appraiser's determination of severance.

Mr. Bemis also advises that a jury could be persuaded to
award severance damages because of the property owner's
appraisal showing at least $5 million in severance
damage. This divergence of expert opinions creates a
serious risk for Metro.

Writ of Review and Stay. Court Needs Record to Resolve
Jurisdiction and Stay Remains in Effect Until Metro
Requests Amendment.

Sunset Property Association, the owner of Metro's site,
filed two petitions for Writ of Review alleging violation
of a wide variety of statutes, codes and rules. Metro
filed a Motion to Quash because the site selection is not
quasi-judicial and because petitioner had not identified
any specific legal requirement that makes the decision
quasi-judicial. At the hearing the petitioner alleged
that the provisions of Metro's Solid Waste Management
Plan make the site selection quasi-judicial. Although
the plan is, in fact, very broad and provides only the
simplest standards (center of waste, good transportation
access) the Court cannot make this determination without
the whole record. 1In essence, the Court ruled it needs
the whole record in order to determine whether it can
review the decision. The date for returning the record
is June 27.

The current stay does not let Metro advance in acquiring
the property beyond the offer letter, which was sent in
May. To move beyond this step Metro must move to modify
the stay.



Inverse Condemnation =-- Metro should decide as rapldly as

possible whether to continue its efforts to acquire this
81te.

After considering the options listed below, Metro must
decide as rapidly as possible whether to continue its
efforts to acquire this site. If a condemning authority
states its intention to acquire property but then changes
its mind and the owner and potential property purchasers
have relied on the original intention to their detriment,
a claim for inverse condemnation may be made. For

. example, the property owners in the path of the intended
Mt. Hood Freeway claimed damages when their property

values were destroyed but the property was not
condemned. This area of the law is still developing, so
no specific guidelines can be given, other than act as
promptly as reasonably possible.

IXI. OPTIONS

A.

B.

Proposed Conditional Zoning -- Denial Probable.
Appeal Not Advisable ‘

It is not yet been decided by the County Board whether
- public facilities (including transfer stations) should be

conditional uses in the SID. The County tentatively
adopted this position on June 10 but postponed a final
decision until June 24 to give affected jurlsdictlons a
chance to respond.

If transfer stations become conditional in the SID then
gaining Board approval is unlikely. The Board clearly
finds this area inappropriate. One of the criteria in a

" Type III process is whether the proposed development will

have adverse impacts on property values in the area. As
we know from the condemnation appraisals there is a split
of the experts, thereby giving the Board the opportunity
to agree with Neuman's $5 million severance damage and to
denny the permit. Appeal would not be advisable. Other
criteria in the Type III process also allow the Board to
exercise broad discretion without any likely avenue of
appeal.

(Addltlonally the'permlt cannot be f11ed until the stay
is lifted, condemnation filed and a qulck-taklng approved
by the Court )

209th Site -- Option On Large Parcel Exglred but ProEertg

"Available; Option on Small Parcel Still Running.

Prev1ous1y two opt1ons were obtained by Jim Neuman on the
Governor's site at 209th and T.V. Highway. The option on
the large parcel is expired, but the property is still on
the market. Mr. Newman has indicated a w1111ngness to



approach the owner again, although not to spend much, if
any, money. The small parcel is still under option which
has an extension available. It is very expensive and
could be more reasonably acquired either by an
undisclosed purchaser or through condemnation.

The process for selecting this site would be to determine
that based on the April 8 hearing this site is acceptable
(i.e., that the Governor's referral like the Advisory
Group referral). Public notice would be prudent. Then
the Council would compare this site with the other site
found acceptable -- the Champion site. No public
hearings would be necessary, though public notice would
be a prudent step. The Council could allow comment by
designated neighborhood representatives.

The zoning in Industrial Zone is a Type II use. To date
Washington County staff have found no ambiguities in the
zoning, nor have they identified any exorbitant
development costs at this time.

The only potential issue I see is applicable to all
Industrial property. The definition of a transfer
station says it "may provide for the processing and
recycling of solid waste."™ It continues with one set of
special standards for "recycling or processing centers"
and another set for a "Resource Recovery Facility,” which
is defined also as "processing." However, in the
Industrial zone there is a Type III use of "Processing
and storage of junk rags, paper or metal salvage."
Experience tells me the recycling portion of the transfer
station may be challenged as a Type III use. The code
provides that questions will be resolved in favor of the
process with the greatest notice and opportunity to
participate. It is reasonable to say Type II is the same
as Type III on these procedural two criteria but, of
course, it can be debated, and force the transfer station
into Type III. Type III on the 209th would be easier
than Type III on the current site because 209th is not in
an SID.

Process for New Sites -- new hearings legally advisable

The Metro Council has conducted public hearings first to
consider whether sites proposed by the Advisory Group are
appropriate and second to determine whether the 209th
site was superior to the Cornelius Pass Road site. Based
on the allegations in the two current writs of review,
this process is perceived as being adopted by the Council
as a formal requirement. The petitions both allege that
the Council has adopted the Advisory Group criteria. If
this is true, then the process is more likely to be a
guasi-judicial process. Also, it has been alleged that
the Solid Waste Management Plan is a guideline like a



land use comprehensive plan, making the quasi-judicial
approach even more analagous. Although I believe Metro
is not in a quasi-judicial process, to avoid problems it
may be simpler to act as though Metro is.

This would require maintaining the same basic criteria --

center of waste, site suitability zoning, acquisition --
for any future process. Also, Metro should continue to
hold at least one public hearing on any proposed site
giving the owner and the public the notice. -For 209th
this has already occurred. Any consideration of that
site would be based on the testimony at the April 8
hearing. :

Functional Plan -- Long-Range

Functional planning gives Metro the ability to directly
affect local land use plans with regard to the criteria
for transfer stations, and other solid waste facilities.
A plan requiring transfer stations outright in
appropriate industrial zones with certain performance
standards is one proposed option. ‘

To implement this Metro needs to "define and apply a
procedure to identify and designate"™ solid waste as an
"activity having a significant impact on the orderly and
responsible development of the metropolitan area."™ ORS
268.390(1). Then the plan is adopted and local plans
reviewed for compliance within the following year. ORS
268.390(2) and (4). Metro can require changes in local

- plans to achieve compliance. ORS 268.390(4). Since this

kind of an effort will take careful coordination, the
Council, may want to include more than transfer stations

~in the functional plan.

ESB/gl
5810C/D2-2
06/12/86



METRO Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398
5037221-1646

Date:

June 25, 1986
To:

Council Members
From:

Doug Drennen
Regarding:

CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVE SITES FOR SOLID
WASTE TRANSFER AND RECYCLING CENTER AND AUTHORIZ-
ATION TO CONDUCT PUBLIC HEARINGS FOR THE PURPOSE
OF RECOMMENDING A SITE.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

In April, the Metro Council reaffirmed their
January 16th decision choosing the area of Cornel-
ius Pass and Hwy 26 as the preferred site for the
solid waste transfer station. The decision
recognized the good access from Highway 26, a
limited access highway, onto a major arterial
(Cornelius Pass). The fact that__ the surrounding
land uses were predominantly undeveloped industrial
property vs. the Champion site in Beaverton which
was located in an already developed industrial area
was also an important factor.

Alternatives Near Highway 26 and Cornelius Pass

In keeping with the intent of Council which was
reaffirmed after the Governor's Task Force present-
ed an alternate site for consideration, staff
reviewed other sites within reasonable distance of
the Cornelius Pass interchange.

After reviewing all potential sites surrounding
the interchange and finding none that would meet
the criteria, staff has identified the following
two sites for consideration (see Attachment A).
These sites were selected based on the following
criteria:

1) Were part of the original 80 sites
reviewed by the Advisory Group and met
the criteria.

2) Are industrially zoned and are a Type
II process in Washington County



3) ' Have good transportation acééSsg
‘using arterials and are  within‘two .
- miles of the Sunset Highway :

4) Are available for sale and with
: willing sellers. ' e

Site 57

This property is 6.1 acres, owned 'by the
Turner family (see Attachment B). It is located
on Cornell Road, 1.3 miles from the Highway 26.
All access to the site is via arterial roads.

- Utilities are available, however, sewer access is.

approximately = 2,600 feet.  Transportation

~improvements needed appear to be limited to
" the immediate access requirements  and  appear

reasonable. The site is five (5) miles from the
center of waste. o SRS R EI R :

Site 52
~ This parcel is” 14.66 acres, owned by the
- George Swindell/ Partnership, and is zoned
industrial. ' It is located on S.W. 216th, 1.7

miles from the intersection of Highway 26. The
owner ' is a willing seller. Transportation

- improvements may be required beyond the immediate

access . due. .to the location on S.W. 216th.
Improvements for access from Cornelius Pass onto
216th may be necessary to assure safe conditions
for this 1level of traffic. These will be
examined further if Council elects to proceed

with this site. The site is -five (5) miles
from the center of waste. ' : : '

Information related to the coSt to acquire
properties will be provided to the Council in
Executive Session. . . : . i

‘Sites hot on the Interchange 209th and T.V. High—
way , ‘ - . :

This site is 8.2 acres and has a willing

. seller. The site was recommended by the Gover-

nor's Task Force. It is located 3.5 miles from
the center of waste. and is zoned industrial.

- Transportation improvements are not excessive,
“however, a variance may be required for access to
‘the site. Utilities are available. Although
this site was not the preferred site, it did meet
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the . crlterla and is generally acceptable.'

Other sites . 1n the Beaverton area i.e. Champlon

and a site at. 217/Denny Road identified by the -
Governor's Task Force were not re-examined because
Council's desire .to:- be ‘in the Cornelius Pass -
area. ' : ; - :

It is. recommended that .a public hearing  be
held on the two sites located near Cornelius Pass
and Cornell Rd. A public hearlng has been held on
the 209th and T.V. nghway site. R

Staff will make a recommendation to the Council
n July 24th after considering comments from the
public and conducting research - on development
1ssues for these two sites. ’ S
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AR Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

503/221-1646
Date: June 25, 1986 CONFIDENTIAL
To: Metro Councilors 11%7//
From: Eleanore 8. Baxendale, General Counsel.Za%

Regarding: West Transfer & Recycling Center Process

Based on the Council's rejection of the Champion Site in Beaverton
in favor of the Cornelius Pass site, staff assumed that Council
prefers: 1) access from Highway 26 and 2) vacant land surrounding
the potential site. Therefore, staff has reviewed sites in the
preferred area which were considered by the Advisory Group, and
recommends the Council hold the 209th/T.V. Highway Site in reserve.

The fact that the Advisory Group chose to recommend only sites with
a score of 55 or higher does not prevent the Council from
considering these two sites which scored in the low fifties. This
will have to be explained in the staff report and the Council's
final action.

The Council should take public testimony on these sites as it did
for the other sites recommended it by the Advisory Group or the
Governor. The Council should then determine its preferred site,
evaluating the same issues it considered important previously:
access (distance from Highway 26 or T.V. Highway); traffic
impact/cars passing through residential, school, commercial or
other sensitive areas); development impact (preference for areas
away from residential zoning and without intensive existing
development); and design/development factors (retrofitting
buildings, cost of roads, existance of wetlands).

If the Council wishes to consider more than the Highway 26/
Cornelius Pass area, this should be discussed in public session.
The process would be the same: if the area has not already had a
public meeting, it should be given one. 1In the case of the 209th/
T.V. Highway Site, a hearing has already been held; however, to
recognize the perception that the most recent arguements are the
most persuasive, some form of public testimony should be allowed if
that site comes out of "reserve" and is under consideration again.

ESB/amn
5885C/D4~-2
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Move to " declare the Cornellus Pass site selected by

the Council on February 13 is no longer a suitable site ’
because of the Washington County Board of Commissioners'
recent:ihterpretation.that the Special.Industrial District

requires more protection than other industrial zones."
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& Oregon Sandlary Sernvice Tnotitute

4372 Liberty Rd. S., Salem, Oregon 97302  Phone 399-7784

«— _ .

Research June 26, 1986
Standards
Service Reply to: 2202 SE Lake Road

Milwaukie, OR 97222 (654-9533)

TESTIMONY BEFORE METRO COUNCIL, June 26, 1986
Re: Advertising Campaign for Recycling

When I appeared before you on June 9, 1986, I stated that
it was the position of the solid waste industry that Metro should
take an aggressive role in promotion and education, but that
industry should be included in the planning and promotion stages.
Councilor Kirkpatrick expressed a concern that such a procedure
take place. Unfortunately, this did not occur.

Had the solid waste industry been involved in planning
the advertising campaign currently underway for Metro's Waste
Reduction Program, I can assure you the slogan would not have
read: "Together we can get out of the dumps."

Both industry and Metro have waged a campaign for many
years to change the public perception of landfills. As you tried
to site a landfill, you constantly assured the public that you were
not trying to saddle their community with an unsightly "dump."

Now your own advertising campaign confirms the public's
perception of a rotting pit.

Only the last line of the large newspaper ad stresses
the true message - RECYCLING.

This is a typical example of what happens when a task is
given to someone who is totally unfamiliar with the subject. They
not only gave a negative image, they missed the point entirely.

The solid waste industry strongly recommends that the complete
tenor of the advertising campaign be revised to emphasize citizen
involvement in recycling and ways that can be accomplished. The
industry again recommends that they be included in the planning and
promotion stages since they have had the hands-on expertise in this
area for many years.

Respectfully submitted,

Lot RfaLar

EH:e ESTLE HARLAN,
Industry Consultant

Copy: OSSI BOARD
TRI-COUNTY COUNCIL
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June 2, 1986
TO THE METRO COUNCILORS:

After discussing the solid waste reduction promotion
campaign with Metro staff, | would |ike to make a
few comments on behalf of the Association of Oregon
Recyclers. i

The campaign is very well researched and thought out
and looks to have every sign of success, except for
one very important item. Any good campaign has a
slogan or tag line. A simple, short statement that
sticks with you for a period of time that keeps

the subject in mind. "You deserve a break today" -
nFinger |ickin' good"” = "pouble your pleasure”. These
are tag |ines that have endured many years of famitiarity.
Our society's goal is to have recycling be a life-long
pro ject. Therefore, any tag line selected 1o follow
this project needs to be positi ve and something
thg;,gggyeys_ggf_ggiggﬂig_ggg_gpvirbnment;’”

"Together we can get out of the dumps" is a negative
statement that regresses at least ten years.

- Much effort and many hours and dol lars have been
spent to have "dumps" recognized as the clean,
efficient and professionally run LANDFILLS of
todays'! technology. Running ANY tag line that
refers to a "dump"” is a disgrace.

- Staff has repeatedly referred to the "double
entendre! " of "the dumps”. That reasoning
_ needs to be recycled! Many phrases can be used
that wilé~amuse BUT NOT CONFUSE the public.

- A positive statement such :as "Together we can”
is a great thing - don't weight it down with
negativism. Instead, ask that a positive phrase
be added.



A »

Feelings on this subject are very strong. Starff replies it is
because we are too close to the issue, that surveyed citizens
rfelt good about the "dumps". This is probably quite true,
however, when will we learn that what we feel good about is not
necessarily good for us? If the prorfessionals in a field are
uncomfortable with a statement made about their profession, do
they refute it or make the same statement themselves because
their audience reels good about it?

The decision is now with the Council. A positive, complimentary
tag line that will accomplish the intent of the solid waste
reduction plan - or .a tag line that will encourage the public

to connect waste reduction with infested, dangerous, open,
antiquidated DUMPS to add to Metro'’s image. ‘

Sincerely,

ASSOCIATION OF OREGON RECYCLERS

Kathy Cancilla
Education Chair

“AKC: tvdk

cc: Richard Waker, Presiding Officer .
Jim Gardner, Deputy Presiding Officer
Bob Oleson, Councilor
Corky Kirkpatrick, Councilor
Tom DeJardin, Councilor
George Van Bergen, Councilor
Sharron Kelley, Councilor
John Frewing, Councilor
Hardy Myers, Councilor -

Larry Cooper, Councilor

Marge Kafoury, Councilor

Gary Hansen, Councilor

Rick Gustarson, Executive Officer

deie
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To: Metro Council
From: SWPAC
Re: Advertising Slogan, "Together We Can Get Out of the Dumps"

SWPAC is eagerly anticipating an exciting advertising campaign for solid
waste reduction. However, the committee is very concerned about the
selection of the above slogan. A telephone survey of the committee which
reached 15 of 16 members resulted in 14 members expressing negative
reactions to the use of the slogan. E

SWPAC urges Metro Council to give serious consideration to abandoning this
slogan and requesting the Coates agency to develop a more appropriate
approach to the campaign. We realize production work has already been
completed on the campaign but believe it is more cost effective to revise
the campaign now, before its release to the public, rather than proceed

with it in its present form.
Members of SWPAC have a variety of concerns:

- slogan's use of the word "dumps" is negative, confuses dumps and
landfills, and undermines Metro's and industry's efforts to use the correct
term, lan@fill.

- slogan erroneously suggests that landfills could be eliminated,
potentially compromising Metro's and DEQ's efforts to site a new landfill.

- slogan has caused grave concern among solid waste hauling industry,
recycling industry, and Metro solid waste staff.

- slogan uses a negative rather than positive, proactive approach.

SWPAC realizes that an advertising slogan cannot please all people.
However, there is a serious problem with the proposed slogan in that it has
provoked a remarkable extremity of negative reactions from a wide range of
people. This reaction has already consumed a tremendous amount of energy
and threatens to jeopardize morale and motivation of staff and industry
representatives.

SWPAC applauds Metro's efforts to use an attention-getting slogan, but
feels strongly that the current approach is counterproductive.

e
Teresa DeLox‘jﬁ%Jlﬁ,Tv

Chair



' Counc1l Meeting of June 26, 1986

NOTE: The follow1ng mlnutes are in draft form, have not been edlted
by the Council Clerk and have not been approved by the Council. -.The
Minutes of June 26, 1986, will be con51dered for Counc11 approval at
the meet1ng of July 24, 1986. ‘ : .

8.1 Con51derat10n of Resolutlon No..86 650 for the Purpose of
Accepting the ‘Hearings Officer's Report in Contested Case No.
85-7 (Kaiser), Furthering Annexation of the Affected Property
to Metro and Expressing. Counc1l Intent to Amend the Urban; :
Growth Boundary . R ‘

; Jlll H1nckley, Land Use Coordlnator,‘reported when the Counc11
"considered the Resolution at its June 12 meeting,: it voted to remand
the matter to staff to work with the petitioners on providing better
assurance the property would be: used to meet large ‘parcel needs.

'She also explained the proposed action was .a resolution to:: 1) 301n
in a "triple majority" petition: for annexation to Metro; and
2) express .the Council's intent to amend the Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB) as requested once the property was within Metro's " .
jurisdiction. Ms. Hinckley then reviewed: staff's proposed language

" to amend the Hearings Officer's;Report ‘as contained in’ Exh1b1t ‘D
(the exhibit dlstrlbuted was erroneously marked "C") N

Mot1on. Counc1lor Kafoury moved to adopt Resolutlon‘\”
: : No. 86-650 as publlshed in the .staff report with the
following-revisions: 1) change. "Exhibit C" to read
"Exhibit D" ("Amendments to the: Hearlngs Offlcer S
yFlnglngs of 'Fact and Conclusions of 'Law for. .
- Application of. Kalser Development Corporatlon and
. Co-Petitioners")  under ‘the fourth "whereas" and the
first "be it resolved" in the Resolution; 2)° 1nclude
- the new language in Exhibit D with’ the follow1ng
changes; a) in Exh1b1t D, -item’ 5 change “the
"reference to "Resolution No.- 86~ 6571": to read
"Resolution No. 86-651; b) in Exhibit D, item 6,
delete the word "g1vs" (s1c) from ‘the first sentence;
c) 'in Exhibit D, item*6, fourth line, ‘change- "the word
- "district" to read "dlstlnct."j Counc1lor“Van Bergen.
- seconded the mot1on. PR ’ e A '

A d1scuss1on followed about whether 1t was ‘the Counc1l's 1ntent to
.~ ‘encourage large lot preservation for:all- cases. or for this case
.only. The Presiding Officer noted the need- for ‘large lots was not
universal throughout the District. Councilor Frewing: suggested
staff schedule a workshop for Counc1lors,_developers and local
government planners to offer instruction: on UGB 1ssues., The .

R Pre51d1ng ‘Officer said a workshop could be scheduled

.Vote: A vote on the motlon resulted 1n-?*‘h,



- Ayes: ‘Coun01lors DeJardln, Frew1ng, Gardner, Hansen,,: ‘

' ‘Kafoury, Kelley, Klrkpatrlck Oleson, Van Bergen and A
Waker o s , , - o

. AbSent-b‘ Councilors Cooper and Myers

“The motlon carrled and Resolutlon No. 86 650 was adopted as rev1sed..

"gamn

'5923C/313-1
07/07/86



CTS Work Plan Timeline’

]- PUBLIC Jun86 Jul : Aug Oct Ex\'urv Dec Jan 87 ;Feb Mar éMay :Jun
INFORMATION  : e e e o Rel ' | ‘ a8
Project Speake,s bureau . 4-clection
information @ - <
activities . Prepare: ¢ Contact local
. Factsheet :  publications :
Standard speech i Contract for concept 5.
Slide show i sketches ;
Brochure
Calendar of events :
L }i’ublic exhibits & displays . = =
Contmuing r———ym,n,m™,—  — -,y : Info for property owners
information @ Py
Speaker's bureau
& - -
II. FINANCING Fulfill election requirements _
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: General explan. info
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district funds study on spccial i specifications for Council on LID ordinance creatcs : to Metro o 2k
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rail station) :

III. DESIGN &
CONSTRUCTION
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on design &
construction

Construction
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Architectural/
engineering (A/E)
design team

Design of convention

1 1

Advise project staﬂ',ia.a
§ -
Work program Select CM
& RFP for CM
Sclection criteria, Advertisment Respond 1o questions © Contract award
RFP for AJE : Prc-bid conference  : Review proposals for A/E
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| —




T mauesOow cenler. : : = = F s ' ~ ilransportauon ¢ S E ~ "~ : Schematic design
’ : : ' ¢ study (A/E) i Alternatives for i review
:Light rail station - :  schematic design ! i City issues
Soils survey (A/E) i (AVE) e  Light mil station 4 ; .
Utility relocation ;;Rcfme architectural : Site study results . Refine cost :  agrecements { Design development drawings, costs o

(A/E) program - (B  estimates (A/E) i w/Tri-Met for alternatives (A/E) G

. Cons;tx'ucﬁ-(in

PROPERTY

Holladay/Union
it :

e PDC/Metro conract : Acquire Lloyd

for acquisition & . Corporation property

relocation assistance

Parcel tracking & : :
; reporting procedure  :  Meetings with property owners.tenants
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Relocate businesses

. Relocate businesses (PDC through normal channels)

V. REGIONAL
OPERATION OF
CONVENTION
CENTER

Regional
commission to
administer center

Draft ordinance : 2-Metro review 27-Select regional
establishing ¢ 23-Metro approve . commission
regional commission ¢ ordinance :

Transition of ERC
to regional
commission
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operations
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:  marketing agent
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. for booking i : De

VL
ADMINISTRATION

Master plan
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: 26-Metro review : : Budget for
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: 6-month budget County events i for arena study i Develop contract an ®

(July-Dec) center arecna :
Oregon agricultural products and natural resources center
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2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

MEIRO  Memorandum

503/221-1646
‘Date: June 26, 1986
To: Richard Waker, Presiding Officer
From: Ray Barker, Council Assistant

Regarding: COUNCIL AGENDA NOTES FOR JUNE 26 MEETING

7.1 Consideration of Ordinance No. 86-203, Amending Metro's Code
Section 2.05 regarding Deadlines and New Evidence and
Exceptions to Revised Orders (First Reading and Public
Hearing) (Action Requested: Motion for Adoption)

a. Announce that this is the first reading and public
hearing of Ordinance No. 86-203. .

b. Have Clerk read the Ordinance a first time by title only.
C. Have Ms. Hinckley present staff repbrt;

d. Receive a motion for adoption of Ordinange No. 86eZOBa

e. Open public hearing.

f. Close public hearihg.

g. Council questions and comments.

h. Anriounce that the second reading of Ordinance No. 86-203
will be July 10.

7.2 Consideration of Ordinance No. 86-204, Amending Ordinance
No. 85-189 (Temporary Procedures for Hearing Peititons for
Major Amendment of the Urban Growth Boundary) (First Reading
and Public Hearing) (Action Requested: Motion for Adoption)

a. Announce that this is the first reading and public
hearing of Ordinanceé No. 86-204. '

b. Have Clerk read the Ordinance a first time by title only.

c. Have Ms. Hinckley present staff report.



Memor andum
June 26 Council meetlng
"Page 2

8.1

8.2

8.3

d. Receive a motion for adoption of Ordinance No.'86-2
e. Open public hearing.

f. Close public hearing.

g. Council questions and comments.

h. Announce that the second reading of Ordinance No. 8
will be on July 10.

Con51derat10n of Resolutlon No. 86-650, for the Purpose
Accepting the Hearings Officer's Report in Contested Cas
No. 85-7 (Kaiser), Furthering Annexation of the Affected
Property to Metro and Expressing Council Intent to Amend
Urban Growth Boundary (Action Requested: Adoption of the
Resolution)

a. Have Ms. Hinckley presént staff report.

b. Invite petitioner to speak.

C. Receive motion to adopt Resolution No. 86-650.

d. Codncil questions and comments.

e. Vote on motion to adopt Resolution No. 86-550.
Consideration of Resolution No. 86- 658, for the Pdr?ose
Granting Public and Commercial Rate Increases at the

Killingsworth Fast Disposal Landfill (Action Requested~
Adoption of the Resolution) ‘

a. Have Mr. McConaghy present staff report.

b. Receive motion to adopt Resolution No. 86-658.
c. Invite public comments. v
d. Council questions and comments.

é. Vote on motion to adopt Resqlution No. 86-658.

Consideration of Resolution No. 86-654, for the Purpose

04.

6-204

of
e

the

‘of

of

Amending Resolution No. 85-562 Amending the FY 1985-86 Budget

and Appropriations (Public Hearlng) (Action Requested:
Adoption of the Resolutlon)

a. Have Ms. Sims present staff report.
b. Receive motion to adopt Resolution No. 86-654.

c. Open public hearing.



Memorandum
June 26 Council meeting
Page 3

8.4

8¢5

8.6

d. Close public hearing.
e. Council questions and comments.
f. Vote on motion to adopt Resolution No. 86-654.

Consideration of Resolution No. 86-659, for the Purpose of
Adopting the Annual Budget for FY 1986-87, making
Appropriations from Funds of the District in Accordance with
Said Annual Budget, and Levying Ad Valorem Taxes (Public
Hearing) (Action Requested: Adoption of the Resolution)

a. Have Ms. Sims present staff reportQ

b. Receive motion to adopt Resolution No. 86-659.

é; Open public hearing.

a. Close public hearing.

e. Council questioﬁs and comments.

f. ReceiQe motion to incorporate proposed amendments.

g. Vote on proposed amendments.

h. Vote on main motion to adopt Resolution No. 86-659.
Consideration of Resolution No. 86-657, for the Purpose of

Authorizing a New Classification (Program Assistant 2) and
Amending the Pay and Classification Plans (Action Requested:

Adoption of Resolution)

a. Have Mr. Boose present staff report.
b. Receive motion to adopt Resolution No. 86-657.

c. Council questions and comments. Kay Rich will be present
to answer questions. ‘

d. Vote on motion to adopt Resolution No. 86-657.

Consideration of Resolution No. 86-660, for the Purpose of
Amending the Pay Plan for Non-Union Employees (Action
Requested: Adoption of Resolution)

a. Have Mr. Boose present staff report.
b. Receive motion to adopt Resolution No. 86-660
c. Council questions and comments.

d. Vote on motion of adopt Resolution No. 86-660.



Memor andum
June 26 Council meeting
Page 4

8.7 Consideration of Resolution No. 86-656, for the Purpose of
Appointing Citizen Members to the Solid Waste Rate Review
Committee (Action Requested: Adoption of Resolutlon) '

a. Have Mr. Barker present staff report.
b. Receive motion of adopt Resolution No. 86-656.
c. Council questions and comments.

d. Vote on motion to adopt Resolution No. 86-656.

EXECUTIVE SESSION (Held Under the Authority of ORS 192 660(1)(e),
(f) and (h))

a. Recess regular meeting.
b. Hold Executive Session.
c. Return to regular meeting.

d. Discuss nonconfidential matters. Take any necessary
action. .

e. Adjourn regular meeting.

RB/sm
5884C/D4
06/26/86



Department of Transportation | »
HIGHWAY DIVISION | Jui b s
 vicon aTien Right of Way, Metro Office, Phone: 238-8215

5821 NE. GLISAN, PORTLAND, OREGON 97213

June 19, 1986 _ ‘ In Reply Refer to
, . _ ‘ ‘ File No.:
Mr. Tuck Wilson : , )
CTS Project Office . S
Metro ' — -
2000 S.W. First Ave. , : - 7. ' Convention Center Estimate

Portland, OR 97201

It was a pleasure to meet and visit with you yesterday at
the PDC office while reviewing the file for the Holladay convention
center site.

As we discussed then, the estimate appears to have been
performed in a thorough and responsible manner. PDC obtained several
opinions of value for each individual parcel and factored in what
seem to be reasonable amounts for relocation, settlement, personnel,
demolition and administrative costs. S
Wb

You may recall that we noted there may be at least one
instance where the project appears to require only part of an owner's
property. During acquisition it is conceivable the owner might demand
that the remainder be purchased as.well. However, -the added cost of
such additional purchases appears relatively insignificant compared
to the total estimate. A -

Good luck with -your project and please let us know if we
‘may be of assistance. G S, '

~V,-’l‘- 'Sinéérély;

Erik Ingebretson
Metro Liaison Agent

EI:jb

cc Steve Green
J. B. Boyd

Form 734-1962



METRO Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398
" 503/221-1646

From:

Regarding:

1st
2nd
3rd
3rd

June 27, 1986

Metro Council

Ray Barker, Council Assistant
Evaluation of District 9 Candidates

The following candidate scores and rankings were taken
from the evaluation forms completed by the three-member
Citizen Committee on June 26, 1986:

Committee Members'

Ranking of Scores* Average
Candidates _ A B C Score
Tanya Collier 25 28 28 27.0
Bob Palmer 24 18 21 21.0
Edward Meese 14 16 11 13.7
Ben Butzien 8 16 17 13,7

*with the evaluation form used, the highest score
possible is 30.

Attached are written comments made by members of the
Citizen Committee regarding the strengths and weaknesses
of the candidates.




TANYA COLLIER

Understands need to secure support

Like her varied background . '

Provide good sound judgment on regional level U
Would make a strong candidate for election as she is well

known.

W

BOB PALMER

Has not lived here very long - not familiar with district

Strong in public.duties but weak in knowledge of district

Lack of knowledge of .the district

Has no Portland experience at the local level.

Would have a hard time being a successful candidate for election.

tupPwNne-

EDWARD MEECE

Interested in urban growth - key component of Metro
Interested .in wider view of Metro g :
Articulate - has broad sense of duties '

.Has shown no interest in local government to date, no
activity at the local level, would be a weak candidate for
election.

rLONH

' BEN BUTZIEN

Too concerned with grassroots, doesn't see the overview/
regional ,

Doesn't correlate regional duties versus city, or understand
-the broader sense or view. N

‘Lack of understanding of overall responsibilities of Metro
Has a strong involvement in the community '

. Would be a good candidate

MPhWwW N -

RB:tj



METRO'

2000 S.W. First Avenue
~ Portland, OR 97201-5398
503/221-1646

METRO COUNCIL DISTRICT 9 POSITION

Questions for Candidates:

Why would you like to be a Metro Councilor?

What services do you think Metro should
provide?

How should Metro relate with other govern-
ments in the region?

Metro Councilors are responsible for setting
regional policy and, for fiscal oversight of
the Metropolitan Service District.

Explain how your background would enhance
the Council's ability to perform these tasks.

"By assuming this position, you will be ap~-

pointed to represent a district of approximately
78,000 people -

Please share with us your knowledge of the needs'
and concerns of your district.

What experience do you have in working with
community organizations, as well as individuals
in your district?

How would you balance the needs of your district
with the needs of the region?

June
1986



METRO COUNCIL DISTRICT 9 POSITION

Evaluation Form

. Knowledge of Metropolitan Issues

A, Metro: Understands the major programs and respon31b111t1es
of Metro and upcomlng issues.

1) very weak 2) somewhat | 3) average 4) somewhat 5) very
. ' weak L strong = = strong

Comments:

B. Regional Intergovernmental Relations Understands relation-
ships with other governments in region. ‘

1) véry weak 2) somewhat 3) averagé 4) soméwhat 5) very
weak strong strong

Comments:

. Duties of Metro Councilor Understands/has experlence in pollcy

setting and budget process.

A. Public Policy Skills: Background and experience in public
policy setting. | ’

1) very weak 2) somewhat 3) average 4) somewhat -5) wvery
weak strong strong

Comments:

June 1986 (continued on next page)



Evaluation Form.
page 2

B. Budget Skills: Background and experience in using budgét as
policy setting tool.

1) very weak 2) somewhat 3)'avérage 4) somewhat‘ 5) very
weak } strong . strong

Comments:

. Constituent Relations Experience in workiﬁg with broad based
community concerns: particularly within Metro Council District 9.

1) very weak  2) somewhat  3) éverage 4) somewhat 5) very
weak : strong ~strong

Comments:

. Personal Goals Why does this candidate wish to be a Metro Councilor?

. Observations

A. Communication Skills: Ability to clearly share thoughts with

constituents and fellow Counc1lors, ability to 1lsten and
understand other people's opinions. :

1) very weak 2) somewhat 3) average 4)‘stéwhat 5) very
weak . - strong - strong

Comments:

B. Strengths/Weaknesses of candidate (based on apollcatlon and
any additional 1nformat10n provided):

C. General Comménts:




METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT o Lo
2000 S.W. 1st Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97201 (503) 221-1646

APPLICATION FOR APPOINTMENT
TO VACANT METRO ELECTIVE OFFICE

DISTRICT 9

This application must be completed in full and returned to'Metro.at
the above address not later than 5:00 p.m. June 23,1986.

.NAME:- %gﬂ @mﬁ B .DATE:__B;/Z‘/&L:

ADDRESS : : ’> _ : !
o Street N City tate - 21ip

TELEPHONE: (Day) 2%5%-(O71( _ (Evening) - SamME,

LIST EXPERIENCE, SKILLS OR QUALIFICATIONS WHICH YOU FEEL WOULD
QUALIFY YOU FOR THE POSITION: Chrcen. 1o\ ConstTrrucnion, LAND

oe. 4 \'l—\s’ﬂ)'@\(_ Renne Caf\aquuﬁgl@.  Many Yeaec
ANOL/EMENT N oM TTESS, Boapoe 4"Oommnsgwq>

EANNG WITH  PRLATED  1SSuss - Piresce Sec
CEswe | T neD,

IN THE SPACE.PROVIDED STATE YOUR REASONS.ANb PURPOSES FOR APPLYING
FOR THE POSITION: “ ‘ o :

F?ﬁiﬁﬂ?EhLT' F:O(L.‘~NAGETEQD (%ngﬂZJB ‘ éi ”Ci+£¢PLi,ﬁih\61¥£;

OF  locAl JREGIeNAL 1506 & Do uTionls




'Y

HIGH SCHOOL ATTENDED: kk)d?)f)FﬁJl&l kx)\t_se»& G%QCTkHUND 69&5
COLLEGE: Name Ec:(&.:[l.m;& %mg &Mliu Major @,6 6@!51’“‘}[@5

GLoloGy, Ukbpek Srunifs,,

Name M33°3—mmm_af—_§\ﬂ1(—ﬁ.
VOCATIONAL TRAINING: Nane Course__
Name Course

OTHER FORMAL EDUCATION:

'EMPLOYMENT HISTORY‘ ' ' :

Present or Last Employer P% &AT‘?—\EQ \%V\\l—os;« %mc\k&(?_a?\sjmwm
Address 42_463?—_ 22 Ave -:\Do’u\,m@: Qreom A2\
Position or ;I‘itle @Qu‘%/ Gm Mﬁg Phone 253 - (O (.

Duties TTease.  See ﬁgﬁ.ume_ - ZQ‘TTHU-}—(EB |

Dates of Employment Aw&ux%‘r-\ 197¢ . T FrecealT

CERTIFICATE

I hereby certify that I am an elector and resident of
subdistrict No. 9 _ of the Metropolitan Service District, as
reapportioned in 1981; that I will have been a resident of
subdistrict No. 9 for a continuous period of at least one year as
~of July 10, 1985—; and that I am not an elected official of any
other publlc body or, if an elected offxcial, I will resign such
- office prxor to appointment.

DATED c. 23 1986 \ e

o ' Applicgnt's Signature
AJ/srs |
6770A/94

01/17/86



RESUME
F. BEN RUTZIEN
. 42 S.E. 83rd Ave
Fortland, Oregon 97216
(503) 253—6076'_

*%'*%%***%-**’)‘:**-)‘.’--)(-***-)‘:******-ﬁ-************‘*** :

FERSONAL INFDRMATION

Date of RBirth - June 19, 1946

Social
Oregon
Height

Weight

Security Number - S43-50-5542

‘Driver’'s Licénse - 479841

-5 ft, 8 in

- 165

Married 14 Years - kKaren Ferkins-Butzien
Dependents - Jay, 11 yrs

Coby, 7 yrs
Jessica, I yrs

EMFLOYMENT HISTORY

F.B. Butzien - Builder, Designer % Woodworker (Self Employed)

42 B.E. B3rd Ave
Fortland, Oregon 9?7216

TITLE: Owher, General Manager
SUFERVISOR: None
DATE: August, 1976 to FPresent

DUTIES: Responsible for all aspects of operation and management of
‘local construction and woodworking company; Experience includes new
construction and remodeling, residential and light cbmmer;ial, custom
shopwork and consultation; Supervise sub-contractors and staff;
Bidding, financial management, design, plans, permits and job
supervision; Also manufacture custom and commissioned furniture,
woodworking and cabinetry in shop.



Alternate-Inn, Inc.
F.0. Box 12282
Fortland, Oregon 97214

TITLE: xecutive Director
SUFERVISOR: Larry Rutter -
DATE: December, 1973 fo August, 1976

DUTIES: Conceived and developed residential treatment program for
adult felony offenders on probation and parole; grant writing and
fundraising; recruitment, training and supervision of staff,
voluntesrs and practicum students; represented program at community
~meetings and events, with news media and interested governmental and
private agencies; made presentations at professional seminars, v
conventions and training events; lectured high school and college
classes; . facilitated group and individual counseling with program
clients; prepared and implemented policy and budgetary decisions of
Board of Directors.

Oregon Corrections Division i
Adult Farole and Frobation Section
Fortland Branch Office East
S05 NLJE. Blisan St
Fortland, Oregon 97213

TITLE: Human Resouwrces Assistant 11
SUFERVISOR: George Hutto
DATE: September, 19723 to May, 1976

DUTIES: Supervised caseload of adult felony offenders on probation
and/or parole; supervised volunteers and practicum students in
developing: and implementing work and treatment plans, resources and
alternatives. ' ’

EDUCATION

Frimary ‘ ,
Edwin Markham Elementary
Fortland, Oregon

High School

: Woodrow Wilson High School
Fortland, Oregon .
Graduated June, 1964

3



Colleqge ,
Fortland State University
Fortland, Oregon

 B.S. General Studies/Sociology — 1574
B.S. Urban Studies - 1973
B.5. Administration of Justice - 1975

CDMMUNITY AND CIVIC ODRGANIZATIONS

Bureau of Buildings Budget Advisory Committee
Fortland, Oregon .
Chair
1987 to 1986

‘Budget Advisory Coord1nat1ng Committee
Fortland, Oregon
Bureau of Buildings Rep
1984 to 1986

Southeast Uplift Neighborhood Frogram
Fortland, Oregon
Board Member & Neighbhorhood Rep
1978 to September, 1985

Southeast Uplift Land Use Committee
Fortland, Oregon
Chair
1979 to September, 1985

Southeast Uplift Crime Frevention Committee
Fortland, Oregon
Member
191 - 1982

Resd Neighborhood Association
Fortland, Oregon
Board Member; SEUL Delegate
1978 to 1983

Montavilla Community Association
Fortland, Oregon
Chair ‘
1983 to present

Mul tnomah County Citizens' Involvement Committee
Fortland, Oregon '
Chair 4
January, 1985 to present

i



Muh Co DES Citizen Budget Adv. Comm.
Fortland, Oregon '
Chair
1986

B82nd Avenue Business Association
Fortland, Oregon :
Member _
February, 1985 to present

Alliance of Fortland Neighborhood Business Associations
Fortland, Oregon
B82nd Ave B/A Delegate
1982 to present

Fortland City Club
Fortland, Oregon
Member
19846



METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT o
2000 S.W. 1st Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97201 (503) 221-1646

APPLICATION FOR APPOINTMENT
- TO VACANT METRO ELECTIVE OFFICE

| DISTRICT 9

This application must be completed in full and returned to Metro at
the above address not later ‘than 5:00 p.m. June 23,1986.

NAME: ‘Edward Ted Meece = - | DATE: June 23, 1986
ADDRESS:4124 NE Royal Court, Portland Oregon 97232

Street o City . State Zip
TELEPHONE: (Day) 227-0597 - (Evening) 233-1719.

LIST EXPERIENCE, SKILLS OR QUALIFICATIONS WHICH YOU FEEL WOULD
QUALIFY YOU FOR THE POSITION:

Legislative Intern 1973; 1975; LeslativevAssistant 1977

Attorney at Law in Portland, Oregon (trial emphasis) 1978 to present,

partner in the firm of Deich, Hinton»and‘Meece.

IN THE SPACE PROVIDED STATE YOUR REASONS AND PURPOSES FOR APPLYING
FOR THE POSITION: : :

I have a strong interest in regional planning issues"particularly

regarding transportation. 1In my judgment, the Tri-county area‘needs,

a mass transporation system that is responsible to thePpeople it serves

through officials they elect. I would like to see Metro take this

responsibility.




HIGH SCHOOL ATTENDED: Willow Glen High, San Jose, California

COLLEGE: Name Willamette University Major Political Science

Name _Major

VOCATIONAL TRAINING: Name _ 3 | __Course

Name Course

OTHEg FORMAL EDUCATION: Willamette University Law School - 1976

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY:

Address 1618 SW First #400, Portland, OR 97201

 Position or Title n/a  Phone?27-0597"

Duties 9eneral practice of léw, represent clients in all court, ci&il

and criminal in the State of Oregon

Dates of gmploymen%partner 1984 to present. Prior to that I was in

sole practice.

CERTIFICATE

I hereby certify that I am an elector and resident of
- subdistrict No. 9 of the Metropolitan Service District, as
reapportioned in 1981; that I will have been a resident of ‘
subdistrict No. 9 for a continuous period of at least one year as
of July 10, 1986 ; and that I am not an elected official of any
other public body or, if an elected official, I will resign such

office prior to appointment. ‘
O L]/zz,_,--

DATEQ éi;éé:i/éé;é:‘ Jféi?ZZAQXJ%C7'

~" “Applicant's SignatdrF"

AJ/srs
- 6770A/94
01/17/86



METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT |
2000 S.W. 1st Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97201 (503) 221-1646

v

APPLICATION FOR APPOINTMENT
TO VACANT METRO ELECTIVE OFFICE

- DISTRICT 9

This application must be éompleted in full and returned to Metro at
‘the above address not later than 5:00 p.m. June 23,1986.

. Al ’

NAME: - Bob Palmer . DATE: June 17, 1986
o ADDRESS: 6406 E. Burnside Portland, Oregon 97215
: Street e | City State - 21p
- - 236-5429
TELEPHONE: = (Day) 236-5429 (Evening)

LIST EXPERIENCE, SKILLS OR QUALIFICATIONS WHICH YOU FEEL WOULD
' QUALIFY YOU FOR THE POSITION: I have had over a decade of experience

.as an elected public official. My public services includes: Two terms

in the Montana State House of Representatives, one term in state senate

and almost five yeafs as county commissioner in the third largest county

-

in the state. See Attachment

- IN THE SPACE PROVIDED STATE YOUR REASONS AND’PURPOSES FOR APPLYING
FOR THE POSITION:

I have always been interested and involved in local and state government.

As a native Portlander, this position provides me the opportunity to

utilize the skills I have acquired over the years‘tijake_the greater

Portland area a better place to live,




HIGH SCHOOL ATTENDED: “ocpington High Portland

Portland Community Collegl%jor Social Science

- COLLEGE: Name

Portland State Universitﬁajo’ Social Science/education

Name r

VOCATIONAL TRAINING: Name _______ Course

Name ____Course_-
" Enrolled in masters program.

OTHER FORMAL EDUCATION:

EMPLOYMENT BEISTORY:

Oregon Child Care Education and Advocacy'Project.
Present or Last Employer '

2455 Franzen N.E. 'Salem, Oregon 97301,

Addréss

. . Executive Director ' 581-1093
Position or Title Phone
Dufies~T° administer the day to day functions of a statewide child

care advocacy program.

Dates of Employment Jul, 1, 1985 to present

CERTIFICATE

‘ I hereby certify that I am an elector and resident of
subdistrict No. 9 of the Metropolitan Service District, as
reapportioned in 1981; that I will have been a resident of
subdistrict No. 9 for a continuous period of at least one year as
of July 10, 1985 ;7 and that I am not an elected official of any
other public body or, if an elected official, I will resign such
office prior to appointment.

June 17, 1986 " ,é éﬁ.«ﬂ__
DATED o ‘

Applicant's Signature

AJ/srs
6770A/94
01/17/86



[E 2N

6406 E. Burnside
Portland, Oregon 97215

~ June 21, 1986

Selection Committee

2000 SW First Ave
Portland, Oregon 97201

Dear Sir:

'As a manager and a former local government policy/administrator, I have
supervised, coordinated and evaluated personnel as well as reviewed and adopted
local and state budgets ranging from $20,000,000 to over 1.9 billion dollars. My
background encompasses fifteen years experience in both local and state government
as well as in education. Given these qualifications, I am pleased to submit my
name as a candidate for appointment to the vacant p031t10n from Metro District 9.

During my three terms in the Montana State Legislature, I establlshed a
positive track record of working with diverse personalities and philosophies. As
~ county commissioner, I interacted on a regular basis with senior citizens, city
alderman, the mayor, business leaders, the press, labor leaders and the public.
Over the years, I succeeded in establishing a relationship of mutual trust and
respect with officials at the local, state and federal levels of government,

Should I be appointed to the council, I bring an understanding that
persistence generates progress. I learned long ago, that government moves slowly
and if something can go wrong it will. Further, I understand that along with a
position such as this comes the potential for criticism. - Again, I am no stranger
when it comes to the controversy of making difficult decisions. Over the years I
have attended meetings and on more than one occasion faced angry citizens hostile
over something the county or state legislature had under consideration. I possess
a mature understanding based upon first hand experience of the process for
implementing sound public policy.

As an elected official, I always looked for creative ‘'ways to reduce the cost .
of government without gutting essential services. .The challenge of providing
necessary services while eliminating duplication is what prompted me to apply for
this position. It makes good sense in an era of shrinking public revenues to
encourage the delivery of services on a regional basis. As a member of the Metro
Council, I would use my expertise and understanding of local and state government



*s

to négotiate when possible or change the law if necessary to bring those services
best delivered on a regional basis under the authority of Metro. '

Finally, I would appréciate the opportunity to discuss this further in an
interview,

Respectfully,

| Egiré? é;247u04_—~ ‘

Bob Palmer

1-503-236-5429 Home  Phone
1-503-230-9269 Message Phone



-

Bob Palmer _ - ‘ '
6406 E. Burnside i ‘ - Ph, (503)236-5429
Portland, Oregon 97215 - , - (503)230-9269

SUMMARY OF EXPERTENGE

- Over 15 years experience in management, local and state government and
~ education that includes budget preparation, program planning and directing
and motivating staff. : ‘

- Served 11 years as elected public local and state official that included six
years in Montana State Legislature; two terms in state house, one term in
state senate and five years as county commissioner in the third most
populated county in Montana. 3 : a

- Served as both administrator and policy maker for non-profit organizations;
duties included preparing comprehensive reports and recommendations to the

‘board; supervising staff, fund raising, and program development.

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE '

- Thorough knowledge of management printiples; skilled in budget and personnel
procedures; developed and wrote job discriptions, conducted staff ;
~evaluations, and grievance hearings, :

- Screened, interviewed, hired and supervised group home houseparents.
Conducted program and personnel evaluations. Maintained corporate records,
— Well developed communication skills§ proven ability to work with people from

all walks of life such as reporters, businessmen, elected officials,
bureaucrats as well as taxpayers; established professional relationship of
trust and earned respect of elected officials at the city, county, state and
federal levels of government, ' ,

— Demonstrated expertise in legislative procedures and'coaiition building;
passed 18 of 24 bills during legislative career.

- Co-founded and lobbied with the Montana Urban Coalition during the 1983
‘legislative session; resulted in the passage of first state revenue sharing
program for local governments totalling over $6,000,000.

- Mobilized community, business, and press support in building effective
statewide coalitions; assisted legislative committees, citizens' groups and
governing boards in developing legislative strategies; organized and
prepared testimony before various state legislative committees,



EMPLOYMENT HISTORY

July 1985 to Present Executive Director
' Oregon Child Care Education and Advocacy Program
2455 Franzen NE Salem, Oregon 97301

January 1981 to July 1985 County Commissioner
, County Courthouse
Missoula, Montana 59802.

December 1976 to January 1981 Teacher, Adult Basic Education .
Missoula Vocational Technical Center
Missoula, Montana 59801

January 1975 to January 1981 Montana State Representative and State Senate
' Capitol Station Helena, Montana 59601

Hay 1975 to September 1975 Housing Administrator
Missoula Developmentally Disabled Homes Council
Missoula, Montana 59801

May 1973 to June 1974 Executive Director
Project REACH
" Missoula, Montana 59801

January 1971 to May 1973 . Teacher
Mary Immaculate School
De Smet, Idaho 83824

PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES

— Appointed three consecutive years to the National Association of Counties,
. Human Services Steering Committee.

- Elected two terms to the Executive Board of D1rectors for the Montana
Association of Counties (MACo) and the Montana Urban Coalition; appointed by
the Governor to the State Job Training Coordinating Council.

- Awarded by Coeur .d' Alene Indian Tribe, "Resolution of Tribute for Service";
recognition received from the Montana Daycare Association in 1977 and the
Montana Adult Basic Education Association in 1979

EDUCATION & SPECIAL TRAINING

Enrolled Masters Program, 1986, Portland State University

Portland, Oregon. Major: Master Public Administration (MPA)

Bachelor of Science, 1971, Portland State University,

‘Portland, Oregon. Major: Social Science

. Oregon Secondary Teaching Certlflcate

Associate of Arts, 1967, Portland Community College,

Portland, Oregon. Major: Social Science

Word Processor, Missoula Vocational Technical Center, 1983,

18 hours: Management and Organization, The Budget Process, University of
Montana, 1983, Missoula, Mt. 59802.



METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT :
2000 S.W. lst Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97201 (503) 221-1646

APPLICATION FOR APPOINTMENT -
TO VACANT METRO ELECTIVE OFFICE

DISTRICT _9

Th1s application must be completed in full and returned to Metro at
the above address not later than 5:00 p.m. June 23 1986.

NAME: - . TANYA COLLIER . DATE:‘June, 19, 1985

ADDRESS:____ 8637 S.E. Morrison _ Portland " Oregon 97216
Street - City . ~State - - Zip

TELEPHONE: (Day) 293-0011 (Evening) _256-3699

LIST EXPERIENCE, SKILLS OR QUALIFICATIONS WHICH YOU FEEL WOULD
QUALIFY YOU FOR THE-POSITION: I have over ten (10) years experience in

public policy development. Personal'skills'spedific to this position

include: group facilitation experience, public speaking experience,

citizen involvement skills, personal knowledge of Distfictv#9 and

political experience. PLEASE REFER TO ATTACHED RESUME for details.

IN THE SPACE PROVIDED STATE YOUR REASONS AND PURPOSES FOR APPLYING
- FOR THE POSITION' ,

PLEASE REFER TO ATTACHED




BIGH SCHOOL‘ATTENDED: : John Marshall High Séhéol, Portland, Or

COLLEGE: Name_Portland State Univ. Major B.S. Political Science (1974)
| Name Portland State Univ. Major Master's in Public Admin.
Leadership | _ v .., (1979)
- VOCATIONAL TRAINING: Rame Skills Institute Course Group facilitation
Name Course

OTHER FORMAL EDUCATION:

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY:

Present or Last Employer Oregon Nurses Association
‘Address 9700 S.W. Capitol Highway Suite 200 Portland, Or 97219
Position or Title Labor Representative - Phone 293-0011

Duties Collective Bargaining, Grievance handling, Training, Organizing,

Project development, Arbitration, Unfair Labor Practices, Advocacy

~

Dates of Employment March, 1985 - Present

CERTIFICATE'

I hereby certify that I am an elector and resident of
subdistrict No. 9 of the Metropolitan Service District, as
reapportioned in 1981; that I will have been a resident of
subdistrict No. 9 for a continuous period of at least one year as
of July 10, 1985 ; and that I am not an elected official of any
other public body or, if an elected official, I will resign such
office prior to appointment.. B '

DATED June 19, 1986 | UW

Appliéant's Signature

AJ/srs
6770A/94
01/17/86



June 19, 1986

Ray Barker, Council Assistant
Metropolitan Service District
2000 S.wW. First Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97201

Dear Mr. Barker,

Enclosed please find my application‘for appointment to the
District 9 vacancy created by Hardy Myers' resignation.

I have been a resident of District 9 virtually all of my
life. In particular, I have lived at 8637 S.E. Morrison, Port=
land, Oregon, since 1977. I am not currently an elected official.

In addition to my application for appointment, I have en-
closed my resume and some (as time allowed) supplemental answers
to the questions you will ask during the interview. Since only
10 minutes is allowed, I will try to be succinct with my verbal
comments. If you would like more information please call me
at work or at home. '

Barring unforeseen circumstances, I intend to run for the
position if I am appointed. I am prepared to gather the neces-
sary signatures on a nominating petition and campaign for the
position.

I apologize for my unavailability to interview until after
4 p.m. on June 26th. If this is inconvenient, please contact
me and I will rearrange my work schedule.

Thank you for the opportunity to gather, and focus, my
thoughts on Metro. It is something every Metro voter should
do --but doesn't, unless provoked. I look forward to our
interview: '

~ Sincerely, -
Enclosures Tanya Collier :

TC/ct



REASONS AND PURPOSES FOR APPLYING FOR THIS POSITION

I believe in the concept of Regional Government. I
also believe that the creation of Metro was the imple-
mentation of sound public policy. In order to succeed,
however, Metro really needs some p051t1ve, v1sable——and
successful projects.. .

‘I am submitting my name for this appointment, not only
because I believe in Regional Government, but because I
have some skills and talents to help 1t reach full po-

tential.

I have been an active.citizen and have a variety of public
relations skills. Additionally, I have extensive know-
ledge of government at all levels. Specifically, my
knowledge and experience include: the public decision
making process, budget, personnel, planning, evaluation
and organizing public interest campaigns.



Tanya Collier

8637 S.E. Morrison.
Portland, Oregon 97216
(503) 256-3699

"Resume -

TANYA COLLIER

SUMMARY Professional manager with strong, successful background

DESCRIPTION - in public administration. Experience includes high-

o level management responsibility for planning, budgeting,
operational control, and evaluation. Especially adept
at team building and special project troubleshooting.
Have solid background helping organizations develop
policy positions, representing those positions in a o
variety of public forums. Have well developed skills :
“in group negotiation and public speaking. Active in
civic affairs at both the state and local level.

CAREER : prer—]eve] management position which is a- cha]]enge
OBJECTIVE and takes advantage of my professional growth in public
- : : administration. - o ,
* EDUCATION - Master's Degree, Public Administratfon, Portland State

University, 1979. Recipient of National Public Service
Fellowship. Study emphasis on personnel adm1n1strat10n
and co]]ect1ve bargaining.

 B.S., Political Science, m;gha cum Taude,\Pdrtland
State University, 1975. Named University Outstanding
Scholar for 1975. R - : '

A.A., Political Science, with highest honors, C]ackamas
| Commun1ty College, 1973. : S .

Certification, sixémonth coUrSe at the Leadérship )
Skills Institute, Goldbar, Washington, 1976.

- EMPLOYMENT Genera] Manager

. Portland Energy Conservation, Inc (PECI)
Portland, Oregon
October 1983 to Present

PECI is a pr1vate, non prof1t corporat1on charged w1th
1mp1ement1ng the private sector goals of the C]ty of
Portland's Energy Policy.

Through $3.5 m1111on in contracts with private corpora-
~ tions and local, state and federa] agencies, PECI administers



-5 programs including: 1low interest residential weather-
jzation loans, weatherization cash rebates; marketing that
promotes a variety of weatherization opportunities avail-
able to the public as well as energy conservation in
general; a Commercial/Industrial energy audit program, .
and, a Commerc1a]/Industr1al eva]uat1on program

Prlmary management respons1b111t1es personne] plann1ng,

budgeting, program supervision, evaluation, securing and

- administering energy conservation contracts and reporting

to a .7 member Board of Directors appointed by City Council.

EECI has 12 employees and a monthly operat1ng budget of
30,000.

“ Director
. Department of Intergovernmenta] Re]at1ons and Commun1ty
: Affairs
" Multnomah County
- January 1981 -- January 1983

ThlS was one of six major department d1rectorates in
Multnomah County government. Was responsible for over-
seeing eight program activities, including legislative .
policy development, lobbying, public information, inter-
_governmental affairs, citizen involvement, omsbud assis-
tance, and cable television franchising and regu]at1on
Major.achievements in the position included:

-Upon assuming a relatively new department, ‘stabilized it
and established operating procedures, including an approach
to legislative policy development that has become a model
for other jurisdictions around the country

-By the account of many state legislators, established
the most effective lobbying program the County ever had
at the state cap]to]

-Established a tradition of negotiation w1th other juris-
dictions. Organized and chaired 1ntergovernmenta1 nego-
tiations on a number of important issues: ‘cooperative
purchasing among 9 jurisdictions, division of law enforce-

~ ment coverage between the Multnomah County Sheriff's Office
~and the Portland Police Bureau, proposed merger of the '
human resource departments of Multnomah County and the
Clty of Port]and .

‘The voters made several Charter changes in 1983; one of
which abolished the Department of Intergovernmenta] Re-
lations and Commun1ty Affairs.



Ass1stant Director -
Department of Intergovernmenta] Re]at1ons and Communlty
Affairs _
Multnomah County
August 1980 -- January 1981

General respons1b1]1t1es included ass1st1ng the depart-
ment director in the activities mentioned above. Special
responsibilities included supervising all community affairs
~ programs.and developing a public information program
Promoted to director of the department -

Special Project Manager

Bureau of Budget and Management
City of Portland :

January -- June 1980 -

Temporary assignment. Was responsible for coordinating
the City budgeting process. This entailed the review of
all bureau budgets and the production of the City's
budget document for submission to the‘City Council.

~ Staff Assistant ‘ ‘
Multnomah County Comm1551oner Barbara Roberts

June - December 1978

Respons1b1e for analysis of Comm1551on agenda 1tems,
1iaison to the Department of Human Services, constituent
relations, development.of public forums on po]icy'issues.
Was given special responsibi]ity for revising and imple-
menting the County's Affirmative Action plan, an effort
that kept the County from los1ng $10 million din federa]
fundlng ,

Commissioner Roberts was fu1f1111ng an unexp1red term
When her term expired I accepted a public service
fellowship in Portland State's MPA program.

.  Executive Dlrector - :
~ Multnomah County Children's Commlss1on
September 1976 -- May ]978

Responsible for genera1 admlnistration‘of the agency,
development of legislative proposals, and lobbying for
child welfare legislation. Coordinated citizens, business,
and labor involvement in day care programs. Encouraged
-and helped several businesses and public bodies to
establish employee-sponsored day care programs.



CIVIC ﬂND PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES

1985-86 o Co Cha1r, Portland State Un1verswty, Publlc Admlnls-- .
: S tration 10th Annlversary celebration. L

1982-84 ~ Adjunct Professor, Master's in Public Administration
‘ Program, Portland State University. Taught courses
in Intergovernmental Relations and Publlc Management.

1984-85 Portland State Un1vers1ty Foundat1on.
- 1984-85  Columbia Willamette Futures Forum (CWFF), Cr1tleal Choices
' ‘84 (Parks, L1brar1es, Transportation) Conference Steering
_ - committee. _ :
}l983—84 _ | Board member, Metropolitan Citizens League.
~ 1983-84 : | Member, Multnomah County Charter Review Commission.
1983-86 - Member, Clty Auditor's Citizen Adv1sory Comm1ttee, C1ty
of Portland. . : :
- 1983-86 County Auditor's C1t1zen Adv1sory Commlttee and personnel
selection committee. :
1981-83 Member, Council of Intergovernmental Coordinators,
~ National Association of Counties (NACO).
1980-81 . Member, School Closure Commlttee, Portland School District 1.
1977-80 Multnomah County Commun1ty Action Agency (MCCAA), member

and Board Cha1r, l979.

1979-80 : Member, Joint City-County 911 Emergency Service Task Force;
' respons1ble for establishing a 911 emergency telephone
system in the Portland Metropolitan area. :

1979 - Member, D1str1ct Attorney's Task Force on Domestic Violence.
1979 | "~ Member, Office of Management and Budget Adv1sory Committee,
o ‘ o Multnomah County. | o _
1978 | ‘Chair, State of Oregon Child Care Eligibilitx Task Force.

| 1976-87 Oregon Women's Political Caucus. State Vice Pre51dent

1983-84; Portland metropolitan Vice Pre51dent, l98$ -86;.
National Representatlve, 1986~ 87. :



QUESTIONS FOR CANDIDATES

Why would you like to be a Metro Councilor?

I believe in the concept of Regional Government. The creation
of Metro fulfilled that concept. I would like to see Metro
succeed: not be changed to a "Super County" not have to be
supported by tax dollars without visable dellvery of service,
and certainly, not to be abolished. I have a vision of Metro
reaching full potential --conceptually and statutorily.

I am submitting my name for this appointment, and if appointed
will probably run for a full term, because I believe in Metro
and have some ideas and skills to help it succeed.

I have been seriously involved in my community for over ten (10)
years. Citizen involvement is tough. My extensive experience
has enlightened my views. Experience has also honed my skllls'
and increased my respect for citizen part1c1pat10n.

‘Additionally, I have been educated and have experience at all
levels and facets of government. Besides my Master's Degree

in Public Administration, I have been employed by, or a citizen
- activist, at the local, state and national level of government.
Specifically my education and experience includes: the public
decision making process, citizen involvement, budget (revenue
and expenditures), personnel, planning, evaluation, program
development and implementation, and re-evaluation.

I have been seriously active in my District and our community.
Submitting this application is merely an extension of my per-

sonal ideals and growth. This postion will give me the oppor-
tunity to be a participant in setting and 1mplement1ng public

policy rather than just reacting to it.

' Metro needs good policy makers with admlnlstratlve experlence
and knowledge of the public decision maklng process. It is im-
portant to represent a District with a view towards the whole

region.

What services do you think Metro should provide?

For the time being, Metro should work on the projects .it has al-
ready undertaken. New projects should be considered with an eye

towards potentlal for success and positive V1sab111ty. As Metro's

public image improves it should begin slowly, competently, ful-
filling its . statutory authorlty.



Eventually, Metro should be responsible for any service that
would be better provided on a regional basis. Some of those
services include:

1. Transportation

2. A regional library system

3. A regional justice/jail system
4., Coordinated regional health care
5. Roads

6. A regional park system

7. Regional economic development

How should Metro relate with other governments in the region? .

1.

2.

Keep current on all local government acendas in the Metro-
politan area.

Establish working relatlonshlps w1th all metropolltan
elected officials.

Routinely make presentations to public bodies. Regular
reports on per capita governmental contributions should
be made as well as current and future project coordination
efforts.. ’

Participate in establlshed citizen committees pertalnlng
to current and potential Metro issues.

Coordinate with local governments for legislative action
and impacting state administrative agencies.

Routinely update metropolitan legislators on goals, ob-
jectives and plans. .

Create a public relations plan that is not only directed
at the public but metropolitan governments as well.

Metro councilors are responsible for setting regional policy
- and, for fiscal oversight of the Metropolitan Service District.

Explain how your background would enhance the Council's ability
to perform these tasks.

Setting regional policy:

My experience with government and my community has given me a
well developed sense of the fine lines between representing .a



specific group, and vision, and leadership. I work well with
citizens and routinely include their opinions and participation
in my personal decision making process. Negotiation and compro-
mise is compatable with my personal style. When I am wrong or
misdirected I back off, reassess, and try elther somethlng new
or a different approach. :

.Fiscal‘oversight‘

I was the General Manager of a $4 million prlvate non-profit
corporation with 12 employees for two years. My responsibilities -
included budget, personnel, planning, evaluation and project
management. Specifically, I was responsible for meeting a bi-
weekly payroll. Our sources of income ranged from publlc contracts,
_foundations to creative programs designed for "profit". I bal-
anaced future planning with current programs to ‘enable the work

and production flow and timing of- incoming contracts to sustain

the corporation on an even keel.

Addltlonally, I worked in the C1ty of Portland Budget Office,
served as a citizen on the Multnomah County Budget Adv1sory '
Committee and was responsible for creating and overseeing my
own Departmental budget as Director of Intergovernmental Rela-
tions' and Community Affairs for Multnomah County.

By assuming this position, you will be app01nted to represent
a District. of approximately 78,000 people - : .

‘What experience do you have in worklng w1th communlty organlza—
tions, as well as individuals in your district?

Knowledge of the District:

I have lived in the District all of my 11fe. My son and I both
graduated from John Marshall High School and my daughter currently
is attending Marshall. I was an unsuccessful candidate for the
state legislature in 1978 and 1980. I personally knocked on the
doors of 10,000 households in 2 successive primary elections.

That legislative district comprised a great deal of Metro's Dist-
rict 9. The boundaries were: N-Banfield; E- approx1mate1y 122nd;
W-82nd; and, S-Clackamas County.

Generallz speaking of the above area:

1. lower middle class economlcally

2. conservative

3. want better for thelr children

4. ngh percentage of "starter" homes and .
senior citizens

5. low voter registration ‘and turn out

6. Protestant, conservative rellglous orlen-

tation

7. low activity in nelghborhood assoc1atlons



8. inconsistant community activity‘
9. anti: sewers, Metro, Tri-Met
10. mistrustful of government in general

General knowledge of District west of 82nd: :
1. economlcally middle and upper-mlddle class
2. public opinion makers
3. civically active
4. high Catholic population
5. high registration and voter turnout
6. more active neighborhood associations
7.  less turnover in neighborhoods
8. moderate to liberal politically.

Concerns of citizens in District 9:

1. How their tax dollars are raised and spent
‘2. Those who want to be included should be;
- those who want to vent should have a forum
3. Service and service delivery
4.  Property tax relief
5. Jjobs/economic development
6. conditions of the streets west of 82nd
7. Cost and timing of the sewer projects
8. Crime.

What experience do you have in working with communlty organlza—
tions, as well as 1nd1v1duals in your District?

PLEASE REFER TO THE CIVIC AND PROFESSIONAL
ACTIVITIES SUPPLEMENT TO MY RESUME.

- Individuals:

I maintain a network of individuals that I know have a concern
about specific issues. I also keep a card file and assist
citizens with Board and Commission appointment and activites
that would. be of interest. I recruit individuals in the District
to work on issues I am involved in.

How would you balance the needs of your Dlstrlct with the needs
of the region?

I am aware of the confllctlng v1ews on the principle of repre-
sentative government vis a vis one's duties and obllgatlons in
providing that representation. My view is that one is elected
to make decisions. Information gathering from constituents is
part of the decision making process. Ultimately, the elected
representative must balance all information, including looking
at what other Districts have to say, and make the policy decision.

My personal decision making style is:



6. |

7.

To be personally at ease with my views on repre-
sentation and my decision making process.

‘To actlvely include 1nterested citizens in my
‘dec151on making process.

To educate myself on all sides of an issue.

To base my final position on all the facts at hand.’

To present my decision, and the reasons for it, to

- .to the full decision making body.

To educate/inform my constituency.

To make positive use of both my allies‘and opposition

for future position development and issues.





