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METRO Agenda
2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398
503/221-1646
o
DATE: September 25, 1991
MEETING: METRO COUNCIL
DAY: Thursday
TIME: 5:30 p.m.
PLACE: Metro Council Chamber
Approx. Presented
Time* By
5:30 CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL
(5 min.)
1l. INTRODUCTIONS
2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS TO COUNCIL. ON NON-AGENDA
ITEMS
3. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS
5:35 3.1 Arts Plan 2000+ Presentation on the Future of

(20 min.)

* All times listed on this agenda are approximate;

4.3

4.4

Arts Programs, Arts Organizations, Public Art and
Related Issues

CONSENT AGENDA (Action Requested: Motion to
Adopt the Items Listed Below)

Minutes of June 13 and September 12, 1991

Resolution No. 91-1508, For the Purpose of
Approving a Request for Proposals Document for
Establishing an Employee Assistance Program and
Waiving Council Approval of the Contract and
Authorizing the Executive Officer to Execute the
Contract Subject to Conditions

Resolution No. 91-1501, For the Purpose of
Amending the FY 92 Unified Work Program to
Include the I-5/I-205 Portland/Vancouver
Preliminary Alternative Analysis

Resolution No. 91-1509, For the Purpose of
Authorizing the Executive Office to Execute a
Contract with CTR for the Purchase of Computer
Hardware, Software and Services and a Contract
with First Portland Leasing for the Financing of
Said Purchase and Completing the Strap Computer
Project

(Continued)

considered in the exact order listed.

items may not be



METRO COUNCII. AGENDA
September 12, 1991

Page 2

Approx.
Time*

5:55
(5 min.)

6:00
TIME
CERTAIN
(1 hr.)

7:00
(10 min.)

Presented

By

18]
o

ORDINANCES, FIRST READINGS

5.1 Ordinance No. 91-427, An Ordinance Amending
Ordinance No. 91-390A Revising the FY 1991-92
Budget and Appropriations Schedule for the
Purpose of Funding Special District Association
Dues for FY 1991-92 (Action Requested: Refer to
Finance Committee)

5.2 Ordinance No. 91-428, An Ordinance Amending
Ordinance No. 91-390A Revising the FY 1991-92
Budget and Appropriations Schedule for the
Purpose of Funding Entry into PERS (Action
Requested: Refer to Finance Committee)

5.3 Ordinance No. 91-429, For the Purpose of Amending
Metro Code Chapter 5.06 to Allow for Committee
Member Reappointment, Staggered Terms, and
Establishing Committee Membership Date Effective
as of Confirmation (Action Requested: Refer to
Solid Waste Committee)

6. ORDINANCES, SECOND READINGS
REFERRED FROM THE TRANSPORTATION & PLANNING COMMITTEE

6.1 Ordinance No. 91-418A, An Ordinance Repealing the Gardner
Columbia Region Association of Governments Land
Use Goals and Objectives and Adopting the
Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives
Public Hearing (Action Requested: Motion to
Adopt the Ordinance)

REFERRED FROM THE REGIONAL FACILITIES COMMITTEE

6.2 Ordinance No. 91-424, For the Purpose of Devlin
Approving the Revision of Metro Code Section
4.01.060 Revising Admission Fees at the Metro
Washington Park Zoo Public Hearing (Action
Requested: Motion to Adopt the Ordinance)

REFERRED FROM THE FINANCE COMMITTEE

7:10
(10 min.)

6.3 Ordinance No. 91-425, An Ordinance Amending Wyers
Ordinance No. 91-390A Revising the FY 1991-92
Budget and Appropriations Schedule for the
Purpose of Funding an Amendment to the R.W. Beck

Contract Public Hearing (Action Requested:
Motion to Adopt the Ordinance)

(Continued)
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Approx.
Time*

7:20
(10 min.)

7:30
(10 min.)

7:40
(10 min.)

7:50
(10 min.)

8:00
(10 min.)

8:10
(10 min.)

Presented
By

REFERRED FROM THE GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

6.4 Ordinance No. 91-426, For the Purpose of DeJardin
Approving the Revision of Metro Code Sections
2.02.180, 2.02.185, 2.02.200, and Adopting the
Management Compensation Plan Public Hearing
(Action Requested: Motion to Adopt the
Ordinance)

7. RESOLUTIONS

REFERRED FROM THE TRANSPORTATION & PLANNING COMMITTEE

7.1 Resolution No. 91-1489A, A Resolution Adopting
By-Laws for the Regional Policy Advisory
Committee (Action Requested: Motion to Adopt
the Resolution)

REFERRED FROM THE REGIONAL FACILITIES COMMITTEE

7.2 Resolution No. 91-1494B, For the Purpose of Knowles
Authorizing the Execution of a Sale Agreement for
the Acquisition of the Sears Facility (Action
Requested: Motion to Adopt the Resolution)

7.3 Resolution No. 91-1505B, For the Purpose of Knowles
Authorizing the Issuance of Metro Headquarters
Project Design/Build and Ratifying the Previously
Issued RFQ

BEFORE THE CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD

7.4 Resolution No. 91-1507, For the Purpose of Knowles
Exempting the Headquarters RFQ/RFP Process from
Competitive Bidding Process Pursuant to Metro
Code 2.04.041 (Action Requested: Motion to
Adopt the Resolution)

7.5 Resolution No. 91-1504, For the Purpose of
Authorizing Exemption to the Requirement of
Competitive Bidding Pursuant to Metro Code
2.04.041(c) and Approving Portland General
Electric as a Sole Source Contractor Pursuant to
Metro Code 2.04.060 (Action Requested: Motion
to Adopt the Resolution)

(Continued)
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Approx.
Time*

8:20
(10 min.)

8:30
(10 min.)

8:40
(10 min.)

8:50
(10 min.)

9:00
(20 min.)

9:20
(10 min.)

9:30

7.6 Resolution No. 91-1503, For the Purpose of
Authorizing an Exemption to the Requirement to
Solicit Competitive Proposals for Amendment No. 2
to the Contract with R.W. Beck & Associates,
Providing Additional Performance Test Monitoring
for the Riedel Compost Facility (Action
Requested: Motion to Adopt the Resolution)

REFERRED FROM THE TRANSPORTATION & PLANNING COMMITTEE

7.7 Resolution No. 91-1498, For the Purpose of
Adopting the FY 1992 to Post 1995 Transportation
Improvement Program and the FY 1992 Annual
Element (Action Requested: Motion to Adopt the
Resolution)

REFERRED FROM THE GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

7.8 Resolution No. 91-1506, For the Purpose of
Adopting a Management Compensation Package
(Action Requested: Motion to Adopt the
Resolution)

7.9 Resolution No. 91-1467A, For the Purpose of
Adopting Rules Establishing Procedures Relating
to the Conduct of Council Business (Action
Requested: Motion to Adopt the Resolution)

NON-REFERRED RESOLUTIONS

8.1 Resolution No. 91-1496, For the Purpose of
Expressing Council Intent to Amend Metro’s Urban
Growth Boundary for Contested Case No. 91-1,
Dammasch Public Hearing (Action Requested:
Motion to Adopt the Resolution)

9. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATIONS AND COMMITTEE REPORTS

ADJOURN

Presented
By

McFarland

Devlin

DeJardin

Devlin



METRO Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

503/221-1646
DATE: October 1, 1991
TO: Metro Council

Executive Officer
Interested Staff

7

RE: COUNCIL ACTIONS OF SEPTEMBER 26, 1991 (REGULAR MEETING)
COUNCILORS PRESENT: Presiding Officer Tanya Collier, Deputy Presiding
Officer Jim Gardner, Roger Buchanan, Richard Devlin, Tom DeJardin, Sandi
Hansen, Susan McLain, George Van Bergen and Judy Wyers. COUNCILORS ABSENT:
David Knowles and Ruth McFarland.

FROM: Paulette Allen, Clerk of the Council

AGENDA ITEM ACTION TAKEN
1a INTRODUCTIONS Presiding Officer Collier

introduced Mike Bear and
Boy Scout Troop #815
Sunnyside.

IM
0

CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS TO COUNCIL ON NON- Patricia Miller, Friends

AGENDA ITEMS of Cedar Mill, thanked
Metro for its
participation via the
Metro Greenspaces booth at
their street dance the
previous weekend.

3. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS

3.1 Arts Plan 2000+ Presentation on the Future Dr. Thomas Wolfe gave Arts
of Arts Programs, Arts Organizations, Plan 2000+ preliminary
Public Art and Related Issues recommendations; final

report pending.

4. CONSENT AGENDA Adopted (DeJardin/Gardner;
8-0 vote).

4.1 Minutes of June 13, 1991

4.2 Resolution No. 91-1508, For the Purpose of

Approving a Request for Proposals Document
for Establishing an Employee Assistance
Program and Waiving Council Approval of
the Contract and Authorizing the Executive
Officer to Execute the Contract Subject to
Conditions

Recycled Paper
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4.3

4.4

(=2}
.

N
.
[

Resolution No. 91-1501, For the Purpose of
Amending the FY 92 Unified Work Program to
Include the I-5/I-205 Portland/Vancouver
Preliminary Alternative Analysis

Resolution No. 91-1509, For the Purpose of
Authorizing the Executive Office to
Execute a Contract with CTR for the
Purchase of Computer Hardware, Software
and Services and a Contract with First
Portland Leasing for the Financing of Said
Purchase and Completing the Strap Computer
Project

ORDINANCES, FIRST READINGS

Ordinance No. 91-427, An Ordinance
Amending Ordinance No. 91-390A Revising
the FY 1991-92 Budget and Appropriations
Schedule for the Purpose of Funding
Special District Association Dues for FY
1991-92

Ordinance No. 91-428, An Ordinance
Amending Ordinance No. 91-390A Revising
the FY 1991-92 Budget and Appropriations
Schedule for the Purpose of Funding Entry
into PERS

Ordinance No. 91-429, For the Purpose of
Amending Metro Code Chapter 5.06 to Allow
for Committee Member Reappointment,
Staggered Terms, and Establishing
Committee Membership Date Effective as of
Confirmation

ORDINANCES, SECOND READINGS

Ordinance No. 91-418A, An Ordinance
Repealing the Columbia Region Association
of Governments Land Use Goals and
Objectives and Adopting the Regional Urban
Growth Goals and Objectives

Ordinance No. 91-424, For the Purpose of
Approving the Revision of Metro Code
Section 4.01.060 Revising Admission Fees
at the Metro Washington Park Zoo

Referred to the Finance
Committee.

Referred to the Finance
Committee.

Referred to the Solid
Waste Committee.

Public hearing held.
Adopted as amended
(Gardner/DeJardin; 8-1
vote).

Adopted (Hansen/DeJardin;
7-1 vote).
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6.3

6.4

~]
0

~
L]
P

7.2

7.3

Ordinance No. 91-425, An Ordinance
Amending Ordinance No. 91-390A Revising
the FY 1991-92 Budget and Appropriations
Schedule for the Purpose of Funding an
Amendment to the R.W. Beck Contract

Ordinance No. 91-426, For the Purpose of
Approving the Revision of Metro Code
Sections 2.02.180, 2.02.185, 2.02.200, and
Adopting the Management Compensation Plan

RESOLUTIONS

Resolution No. 91-1489A, A Resolution
Adopting By-Laws for the Regional Policy
Advisory Committee

Resolution No. 91-1494B, For the Purpose
of Authorizing the Execution of a Sale
Agreement for the Acquisition of the Sears
Facility

Resolution No. 91-1505B, For the Purpose
of Authorizing the Issuance of Metro
Headquarters Project Design/Build and
Ratifying the Previously Issued RFQ

Resolution No. 91-1507, For the Purpose of
Exempting the Headquarters RFQ/RFP Process
from Competitive Bidding Process Pursuant
to Metro Code 2.04.041

Resolution No. 91-1504, For the Purpose of
Authorizing Exemption to the Requirement
of Competitive Bidding Pursuant to Metro
Code 2.04.041(c) and Approving Portland
General Electric as a Sole Source
Contractor Pursuant to Metro Code 2.04.060

Resolution No. 91-1503, For the Purpose of
Authorizing an Exemption to the
Requirement to Solicit Competitive
Proposals for Amendment No. 2 to the
Contract with R.W. Beck & Associates,
Providing Additional Performance Test
Monitoring for the Riedel Compost Facility

Adopted (Wyers/Hansen; 8-0
vote) .

Adopted (DeJardin/Hansen;
8-0 vote).

Adopted as amended
(Gardner/Devlin; 10-0
vote) .

Removed from the agenda.

Removed from the agenda.

Removed from the agenda.

Adopted (Buchanan/Wyers;
8-0 vote).

Adopted (Wyers/Buchanan;
8-0 vote).
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7.7

Resolution No. 91-1498, For the Purpose of
Adopting the FY 1992 to Post 1995
Transportation Improvement Program and the
FY 1992 Annual Element

Resolution No. 91-1506, For the Purpose of
Adopting a Management Compensation Package

Resolution No. 91-1467A, For the Purpose
of Adopting Rules Establishing Procedures
Relating to the Conduct of Council
Business

NON-REFERRED RESOLUTIONS

Resolution No. 91-1496, For the Purpose of
Expressing Council Intent to Amend Metro’s
Urban Growth Boundary for Contested Case
No. 91-1, Dammasch

Adopted (Gardner/Buchanan;
8-0 vote).

Adopted (DeJardin/Hansen;
8-0 vote).

Deferred to October 10
Council meeting.

Adopted as amended
(DeJardin/Buchanan; 8-0
vote) .

COUNCITOR COMMUNICATIONS AND COMMITTEE REPORTS

No Action Requested.



Meeting Date: September 26, 1991
Agenda Item No. 4.1

MINUTES



MINUTES OF THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

June 13, 1991
- Council Chamber

Councilors Present: Presiding Officer Tanya Collier, Deputy
: ’ Presiding Officer Jim Gardner, Larry
Bauer, Roger Buchanan, Richard Devlin,
Tom DeJardin, Sandi Hansen, David
Knowles, Ruth McFarland, Susan McLain, .
George Van Bergen and Judy Wyers

Coﬁndilo:s Absent: - None
Also Present: | ~ Executive Officer Rena Cusma

PresidinélbffiCer Collier called the regular meeting to order at
5:35 p.m. '

Presiding Officer Collier announced Agenda Item No. 3, Executive
Officer Communications, had been scheduled after consideration of
Agenda Item No. 7.1, Resolution No. 91-1437A. She announced
Cliff Carlsen, chair, Metro’s Public Policy Advisory Committee on
Regional Facilities would brief the Council on that committee’s
activities to date under Executive Officer Communications.

Presiding Officer Collier announced an Executive Session had been

.. added to the agenda and would be considered as Agenda Item No. 8

before Agenda Item 9, Councilor Communications and Committee
Reports. ' S '

1.  INTRODUCTIONS

None.

2. 'CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS TO COUNCTIL ON NON-AGENDA ITEMé
- None. T _ ’

3. EXECUTIVE OFFICER COMMUNICATIONS

None. .

4.  CONSENT AGENDA

4.1 Resolution No. 91-1470, Supporting Tualatin River Discove
: Day and Tts Goals of Recreation and Preservation

Motion: Councilor DeJardin,méved, seconded by Councilor
Wyers, for adoption of the Consent Agenda as
“listed. ’



‘METRO COUNCIL
June 13, 1991
Page 2 ’

Vote: - Councilors Buchanan, Devlin, DeJardin, Gardner,
'Hansen, McFarland, McLain, Van Bergen, Wyers and
Collier voted aye. Councilors Bauer and Knowles
were absent. The vote was unanimous and the
Consent Agenda was adopted. ‘

(3]
0

ORDINANCES, FIRST READINGS

Ordinance No. 91-406 For the Purpose of Amending Ordinance
No. 88-266B Adopting the Reqgional Solid Waste Management

Plan to Incorporate the Illegal Dumping Chapter

The Clerk read the ordinance for a first time by title only.

152}
0
H .

Presiding Officer Collier announced Ordinance No. 91-406 had been
referred to the Solid Waste Committee for consideration.

5.2 Ordinance No. 91-407, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Code
Sections 2.01.070, 2.01.090, 2.01.120, 2.01.130 and 2.01.140
Relating to Conduct of Debate at Council Meetings, Receipt

. of Public Testimony at Council Meetings and Consideration of

a _Consent Agenda at Council Meetings and Standing Committees

of the Council

The Clerk read the ordinance for a first time by title only.

Présiding Officer Collier announced Ordinance No. 91-407 had been
referred to the Governmental Affairs Committee for consideration.

5.3 Ordinance No. 91-408, For the Purpose of Amending the

Planning Procedure for Designating Functional Planning Areas
- and_Activities : ' :

The Clerk read the ordinance for a first time by title only.

Presiding Officer Collier announced Ordinance No. 91-408 had been
referred to the Transportation & Planning Committee for ‘
consideration.

Presiding Officer Collier called a recess at 5:36 p.m. The
Council reconvened at 5:45 p.m.
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7. - RESOLUTIONS

«1 "Resolution No. 91-1437A, Establishing Polic fbr Develd ment
of the Washington County Solid Waste Svstem Cha ter to the

Regional_ Solid Waste Management Plan

Main Motion: Councilor Gardner moved, seconded by Councilor
Wyers, for adoption of Resolution No. 91-1437aA.

~J

‘Councilor Gardner gave the Solid Waste Committee’s (SWC) report
and recommendation. He said the SWC on May 22 voted 3 to 1 in
favor to recommend the Council adopt the resolution as amended.-
- He said the resolution established the policy to be used while
developing the Washington County chapter of the Regional Solid
Waste Management Plan (RSWMP). He said those policies were the
result of two years of work performed by the Washington County
Steering Committee (Steering Committee) and recommended to Metro.

Councilor Gardner explained Solid Waste Committee amendments. He
said the Steering Committee had recommended policy to develop a

- solid waste system to serve the Washington County portion of the
region or the west waste shed. He said the Committee amended the
process Metro would use to determine how and who would construct
a-‘transfer station in the Wilsonville area to serve that portion
of Washington County. He said the amendment provided for a
competitive Request for Proposals (RFP) process by Metro and that
proposers would be asked to submit two proposals: 1) A proposal
for a privately-owned franchise station; and 2) A proposal for a
publicly-owned transfer station under a turn-key arrangement in
which a proposer would design and build a station which would
undergo performance testing. He said when it was finished and
ready for operation, ownership would transfer to Metro. BHe said
part of the proposal would be for a three-to-five year contract
for the designing firm to operate the transfer station after
which Metro would rebid the transfer station’s operations
contract. He said the amendment would allow the Council to
determine if Metro West Station should be publicly or privately
owned. He said other recommendations made by the Steering
Committee still stood as to the possible number and size of

- transfer stations. He said the issue to be decided was whether
ownership decisions could be delegated to groups other than Metro
and whether that decision was made two to three years previous to
when the Steering Committee began work. '

Councilor Gardner referred to a June 1988 meeting at which four
current Councilors, Executive Officer Cusma, Planning &
Development staff, and the Solid Waste Policy Advisory Committee
were present. He said at that meeting consensus was reached on
the local option. He said that meant Washington County could
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form their own group and decide how solid waste should be handled
- in their part of the region and then submit that plan to Metro.
He said that agreement stated Metro would evaluate and accept all
options found to be consistent with RSWMP. He recalled a
discussion regarding when the local option plan came back as to
who would decide it was consistent with regional policy and said
the consensus was that Metro would decide because Metro was -
giving up the option to plan disposal details for that part of
the region. ' He said the local solution had to meet clear and
objective standards. -

Councilor Gardner said the Council had been told by the Steering
Committee, Planning & Development staff and the Executive Officer
the plan was consistent with RSWMP and with regional solid waste
policy. He said among questions to be asked were whether such
decisions could be made by other parties or whether it was the
Council’s decision to make. He said Council’s right to.decide
whether the plan was consistent with the RSWMP and other
policies. He said those questions were reflected in the
amendments made at Committee related to Metro West Station
ownership. He said the Solid Waste Committee had amended the
resolution to make the procurement process an open and :
competitive one- and decided after the proposals were submitted,
Metro would decide then if a privately or publicly owned transfer
station would best serve the region. -

Motion to Substitute Minority Report for Main Motion:

Councilor DeJardin moved, seconded by Councilor Devlin,
. to substitute Resolution No. 91-1437B for Resolution
No. 91-1437A. ‘ ,

Councilor DeJardin said Resolution No. 91-1437B would amend
Resolution No. 91-1437A as recommended by the Solid Waste
Committee on May 21. He said Resolution No. 91-1437B eliminated
the option for ownership of the transfer station to be located in
eastern Washington County, to be decided during procurement, and
eliminated the two different procurement processes. He said
Resolution No. 91-1437B recognized the need for Metro to maintain
the ability to provide for facility changes during a long-term
ownership/operations franchise agreement by identifying Metro’s
authority to do so. He said the purpose of Resolution No.. 91-
1437B was to establish Metro policy and support for Washington
Cogpty'sAsolid~waste pPlan that was consistent with Metro past
action. : '

Councilor DeJardin said a great deal of time, energy and money
had been spent on the issue before the Council. He appreciated
Councilor Gardner’s report and the issues he raised, but noted -
the solid waste disposal problems Metro had faced in previous
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Years. He noted the St. Johns Landfill was reaching capacity in
1988 and neither Metro nor the State of Oregon could site a new
landfill. He said the State’s super siting authority had failed.
he said Oregon City threatened to close Metro South Station
.~ because it was over-capacity then and still was. He said the
"Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) had imposed a Stipulated
Order (SO) on Metro’s waste reduction efforts and said planning
-for Metro East Station was a year behind schedule at the time.
He said as a result, the Council joined with the Executive
Officer to ask local governments for their assistance. He said a
series of meetings and workshops were held between local
government officials, Metro Councilors and Metro’s Executive
Officer in an attempt to initiate a regional cooperative working
effort. He said the most significant of these meetings was held
on June 4, 1988, between the Metro Council, the Solid Waste
Policy Advisory Committee comprised of local government
officials, the Metro Executive Officer, the Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQ) and the City of Portland. He said
discussion at this meeting provided the framework for the solid
. waste planning policies which were adopted unanimously by the
‘Metro Council in October 1988 and incorporated into RSWMP. He
said those agreements were now Metro policy and remained valid
until changed through official Council action and said the
Council had not changed such policy. :

Councilor DeJardin said since the June 1988 meeting, the region
had leaped forward in effective waste reduction efforts. He said
every local government in the region currently had in place their
own waste reduction plan which identified tasks, timelines and
budgets and said local jurisdictions were fulfilling their

- portion of the regional waste reduction program. He said such
events represented a huge reversal from the situation in 1988
when Metro had threatened local governments with penalties if
they did begin waste reduction activity. He said Metro was
considered a leader in the nation in the field of waste reduction’
because of its cooperation with local governments.

He said Metro’s success in solid waste management over the last
four years was commendable. He said Washington County had worked
with Metro since the initiation of the cooperative. decision-
making process on solid waste issues. .He said Washington County
carried out Metro’s plan over the previous four years. He said
Washington County had developed an excellent yard debris program
in response to EQC’s rule on yard debris and had actively worked
with Metro to provide appropriate zoning for solid waste-
facilities throughout Washington County, although the Council
.itself had not yet passed the model zoning ordinance for solid
waste facilities. He said the model zoning ordinance was first
‘presented to the Solid Waste Committee on April 2, 1991 and '
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recommended for adoption by the SWC on May 7 and said final .
Council action on the ordinance was anticipated in June. He said
given the fact that the Council had not yet adopted the model
zoning ordinance, it was not possible to hold local government
responsible for amending their ordinances to provide appropriate
zoning for solid waste facilities. He said local governments had
‘developed their model zoning ordinance in conjunction with Metro.
He said Washington County had also brought to Metro a -
comprehensive transfer material recovery plan system. He said
Washington county’s relationship with Metro had been a good one.

Councilor DeJardin discussed six policy issues related to Metro
and the plan proposed by the Steering Committee. He said .
Resolution No. 91-1437A was not consistent with the six policies
adopted via Ordinance No. 88-266B and Resolution Nos. 89-1156,
90-1263, 90-1250A, and 90-1358B. He said the issues involved
more than the procurement process alone and whether ownership was
private or public. He reiterated Washington County had carried
out every aspect of their plan as originally promised to Metro.
He said Resolution No. 91-1437A was not consistent with =~
Washington County’s proposed plan or Metro adopted policy. He
said the resolution was not consistent with Ordinance No. 88-266B
because it was not based on or supported the findings of the
technical analysis (TA). He said Resolution No. 91-1437A
required the public turn-key ownership option for one of the two
transfer facilities, stated procurement for that facility would
be via an RFP process, and said such action would not be
consistent with Metro policy. He said Resolution No. 91-1437B
was consistent with Metro policy and relied on the findings of
the TA. He said most important of all was Resolution 90-1250A
which specifically stated, "the Council authorized the private
versus .public ownership analysis on the Washington County system
components to be conducted during the planning phase and states
its intention to make a decision on this issue prior to
commencement of the procurement phase."

Councilor DeJardin said Resolution No. 91-1437A ensured ownership
decisions would be made during the procurement phase and said
that was not consistent with Metro policy. Councilor DeJardin
said the most important aspect of the public/private issue was
vested interest. He said an applicant might have a vested
interest because the site could be contaminated or because of
other related issues. He said the public interest must be
protected. He said staff and the consultants conducted a
thorough analysis on ownership issues. He said the Steering
Committee’s recommended plan was consistent with such analysis.
Councilor DeJardin said he dwelt on policy in his presentation
- of Resolution No. 91-1437B because the Metro Council was a
policy-making body. Councilor DeJardin said the community
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expected Metro to follow its own policies. He said based on the
TA, the decision on ownership should adhere to Washington
County’s stated preference for private ownership. He said there
was no technical justification for delaying ownership decisions
on the larger transfer station in Washington County and said
there was no rationale for allowing the smaller transfer station
to be privately owned while the larger one was not. He said some
Councilors expressed concern about Metro Code franchise language
“and asked, if the station were privately owned if the Council -
would have any authority to modify the station/system as improved
technology developed in the future. He said under Metro’s

- franchise code, Metro would have the necessary authority to write
a franchise agreement with the private sector which explicitly
stated Metro’s control and ability to cause necessary changes to
facility capital improvements, methods, and operations.

- Councilor DeJardin said the real issue did not center on
ownership but related to set up and management of the over-all
- waste reduction program for the region. :

Councilor DeJardin noted Resolution No. 91-1437A recommended a
competitive long-term franchise process for the smaller transfer
station in Forest Grove and an RFP with a turn-key ownership
option for the larger station, possibly to be located in
Wilsonville. He said that recommendation was not based on the TA
and would result in a cumbersome and unfair procurement process
because the turn-key option would limit public competition and
noted Metro Central Station as a turn-key facility had not ‘led to
substantial cost savings. He said Resolution No. 91-1437A’s
recommended procurement process followed the same guidelines as
those used for Metro Central Station. :

Councilor DeJardin said Resolution No. 91-1437B said language was
added to page 1, sixth WHEREAS, which stated: "Chapter 13 of the
Regional Solid Waste Management Plan establishes criteria for
determining the form of facility ownership that best serves the
public interest, including that facilities must be able to adjust
to changing circumstances which may require capital : '
improvements..." He said also added on page 2 to BE IT RESOLVED
- Section No.'1, "...to ensure that the Washington County Plan is
~consistent with the Regional Solid Waste Management Plan." ' He
said language added to Page 4, l(e) stated: "Public/private
financing; with option for Metro to sponsor Revenue Bonds with a
limited Metro pledge..." and eliminated other lanquage. He said
under (f) language was eliminated that stated: "private
financing costs do not exceed financing costs for an identically
priced facility finance through Metro limited pledge private
‘activity bonds, and the only increase in operating costs is due
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to the payment of local property taxes. Councilor DeJardin
discussed other language as revised from Resolution No. 91-1437A.
Councilor DeJardin explained Resolution No. 91-1437A was changed
to be consistent with the plan as submitted by the Steering
Committee and Metro policy. Councilor DeJardin said Resolution
No. 91-1437A stated on page 6: "These policies are identified as
the preferred policy options in the April, 1991 Policy and
Technical Analysis for the Washington County System Plan. These
policies represent the conclusion of the analysis conducted on
various solid waste system options for Washington County."

Councilor DeJardin discussed Councilor Gardner’s June 10
memorandum "Comments on Minority Report on Resolution No. 91-
1437A." He said in response to the memo’s statement: "It is
fundamentally inconsistent with Metro statutory responsibilities
and the regional plan for Metro to obligate itself to defer to
local government recommendations on broad regional system
management issues," that Metro was not deferring but delegating
responsibilities in this instance. He said Councilor Gardner had
also stated: "with the composter and Metro Central in place the
system is not in crisis." Councilor DeJardin disagreed with that
assessment and noted again Metro South was over-capacity and -
cited transportation difficulties to Metro Central. Councilor
DeJardin asked for the Council’s unanimous support of Resolution

Presiding 0fficer Collier opened the public hearing.

Mayor Gussie McRoberts, City of Gresham, discussed the importance
of regional cooperation. She said those who had served on . -
Metro’s Urban Growth Management Policy Advisory Committee for the
past two years struggled to define Metro’s and local government’s
roles in future regional planning. She said progress had been
made because that committee believed the Council could be trusted
to follow the rules agreed upon by all parties involved. She
said the Council had previously ruled local jurisdictions could
develop their own solid waste plans. She said Metro staff had
‘determined Washington County’s plan met the criteria previously
established to handle such plans. She expressed concern that if
Metro violated its previous commitment with local governments on
solid waste issues, it would be difficult to gain consensus and
move forward with the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives
(RUGGO) . She urged the Council to think about such issues when .

ng%ng on either Resolution No. 91-1437A or Resolution No. 91-
g . » ' ’ .

Councilor Gardner agreed with Mayor McRoberts on regional
consensus on growth management. He said the debate at this
meeting centered on what rules were agreed upon by the parties
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involved two or three years ago. He said all parties hoped. to
achieve the same goals. He said it was important rules be
developed and understood by all so that if they were not followed
all involved parties would know. He said such rules made in the
past were fuzzy at best and the result were two different
understandings of what the rules were. He said the fault was in
- not writing clear rules two years ago. -

'.Councilor Bauer thanked Mayor McRoberts for her testimony because
‘she addressed the main point which was consensus building. '
Councilor Buchanan thanked Mayor McRoberts for her testimony -

Councilor Forrest Soth, president, Beaverton City Council,
introduced John Atkins, Assistant to the ‘Mayor of Beaverton, who
was Beaverton’s representative on the Washington County Solid
Waste Systems Design Steering Committee. Mr. Atkins on behalf of
the County Solid Waste Committee and the City, expressed
Beaverton’s appreciation to the Council for giving Wa County the
opportunity and resources to develop a county-wide solid waste
plan as a component of the regional solid waste management
program. He said the cooperative effort began three years ago
following a divisive unsuccessful effort to site a transfer 4
station in Washington County. He said Washington County’s local
governments had worked diligently since then to produce a
comprehensive material recovery system plan for adoption. He
said the plan had been developed in full conformance with the
adopted standards and policies Metro set before local governments
at the outset of the planning process. He said the plan was
reviewed by Metro staff, analyzed by a team of consultants, and
was found to be consistent with Metro’s policies and with the
RSWMP. He said the plan also satisfied criteria Washington
County governments’ set for themselves in land use and
transportation goals. He said Washington County wanted a plan
that would succeed politically with the units of local ‘
government. He said there was no proof that Washington County’s
plan was out of compliance with Metro adopted policy. He said
Policy 16 of RSWMP stated: "Implementation of the Solid Waste
Management Plan shall give priority to solutions developed at the
local level that are consistent with all Plan policies." He said
the local jurisdictions had complied with Metro policy and kept
their end of the bargain and respectfully asked the Council to
adopt Resolution No. 91-1437B. : -

Mr. Soth said Beaverton felt strongly they had met the test of
policies in the RSWMP. He said they had followed the quidelines
in the resolution establishing the local solutions in Washington
County. He said they had designed the plan with the best
technical analysis available. He said the plan would work and
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would work well. He said the plan‘was developed through a local
cooperative process and had earned the Metro Council’s support
and urged they adopt Resolution No. 91-1437B. ' S

Emilie Kroen, representative for Mayorvéf Tualatin Steve Stolze,
urged the Council to adopt Resolution No. 91-1437B as soon as
possible because the region needed to establish recycling rates.

Mayor Clifford Clark, City of Forest Grove, representative on
Steering Committee, and previously served as representative of
cities of Washington County on the Solid Waste Policy Advisory
Committee. He testified in opposition to Resolution No. 91-
1437A. He said the Steering Committee originally proposed 4-5
material recovery sites which were dropped because of the ’
technical analysis findings and compromised on one large
facility. He said Metro’s control of the gate houses had been
supported. He said they originally proposed a direct franchise
process after Metro Legal Counsel defined the parameters for the
procurement process, the Steering Committee developed a
procurement process consistent with those needs including
complete and open competition for both transfer stations. He
said they originally proposed a system to handle Washington
County waste only, but expand the system to handle some Clackamas
County waste. They originally proposed private financing only
but recently after the TA showed public/private was best, |
supported that. He said earlier mention had been made of the
model zoning ordinance and noted that ordinance had not been
adopted by the Council and said criticism of local governments
for not adopting it had been seriously misplaced. He said they
had been reasonable with regard to technical needs, legal R
requirements, or existing adopted Metro policies were identified.
He said Policy 16 was not an ambiguous policy. He said the
Washington County system would fit with the rest of the regional
solid waste system and urged adoption of Resolution No. 91-1437B.

Councilor Van Bergen asked Mayor Clark if they believed the
requirement under Resolution No. 91-1437B require open,’ ,
competitive bidding.  Clark said they had always supported a
competitive process and that he supported that as the best option
for Washington County. ' he said political support from Washington
County rested on private ownership. _ R

Councilor Gardner noted the TA looked three different ways to
finance transfer stations; straight public financing, straight
private financing, and a combined public/private financing. He
asked MC which of the three the TA show would be the least
expensive financing mechanism. MC said public financing was the
least expensive option but contended that if private financing
with a Metro pledge option was put into place it would result in
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an efficient and effective system aiso. He said the 1 to 5 cents
per‘can}differential was worth the private option.

Councilor Gardner said the TA was being used as the final word
for how the Council should make its decision, and asked again
‘'what was the cheapest financing option. Mayor Clark said the
cheapest was the public ownership option. '

Councilor Devlin said the competition issue would recur although
he did not believe it to be the primary issue. He noted Forest
Grove was unique in that it permitted solid waste facilities on
industrial land as outright use. Mayor Clark said general
industrial on outright use. Councilor Devlin asked if there were
other general industrial areas in Forest Grove not currently
occupied. Mayor Clark did not know of such industrial areas at
this time.. : ' : o ' :

Jerry Taylor, city manager, City of Cornelius, Steering Committee
- alternate, said the Steering Committee was on record in support
of a competitive long-term process for any company that submitted
a bid for both portions of the west waste shed. He said the
procurement process supported by the Steering Committee would
ensure a fair deal. He said Metro had spent a great deal of
money for a financial model to ascertain what a fair and
reasonable price would be. He said if a fair and reasonable bid
was not received, the Steering Committee was on record in support
of a second round of bidding which could include public financing
and ownership options. He said that would be a useful safety
valve and could be applied to all of the waste sheds. He said
Resolution No. 91-1437A eliminated that safety valve. He urged
the Council to support Resolution No. 91-1437B.

Jerry Krummel, Mayor of Wilsonville, urged the Council to adopt
Resolution No. 91-1437B. He said any delay would cause negative
repercussions on their local land use permitting process. He

- said after months of extensive analysis on waste generation rates
and tonnages, questions had been raised about the need for a
transfer station in the eastern portion of the waste shed. BHe
said that issue had created confusion in Wilsonville, and the
delay had raised doubt about whether two essential  elements in
the Washington County plan for the eastern waste shed would be
included in the final plan with regard to tonnage caps and
private ownership. He said if those elements were not included,
Wilsonville would not support a transfer station.

Jim Rapp, city manager, City of Sherwood, said RSWMP required all
local regional governments to adopt clear and objective siting
standards for solid waste facilities. He said as chair of .
Metro’s Land Use Technical Subcommittee for RSWMP, he knew how
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difficult it was for such stahdards to be developed. He said
that committee worked for one year to produce a model siting code
to comply with RSWMP. He said some issues such as odor could not

be easily reduced to quantifiable clear and objective standards.

He said in other areas such as air quality, criteria equal or
similar in complexity to DEQ requlations were the only answer to
clear and objective mandates. He said the work involved in the
model siting ordinance was not appreciated and it was not known

that some parts of the model were of necessity complex. He said

the Steering Committee was on record in support of working with
Metro to adopt and develop such standards. BHe said Washington
County was implementing those standards already although the -
Council had not yet adopted the ordinance. He noted Forest Grove
already permitted many solid waste uses outright. He said
Sherwood had incorporated key portions of the model into its
zoning code with the remainder scheduled for adoption by the end
of 1991. He said other jurisdictions had already scheduled the

- model ordinance for incorporation into their work programs. He
said such signs of good faith and commitment was also reflected
in the Washington County plan. He said the Council should honor
that commitment by adopting Resolution No. 91-1437B.

Liz Newton, community relations coordinator, City of Tigard, and
Tigard representative on Steering Committee, noted the Steering -
Committee had worked hard for a cooperative effort with the Metro
Council. She said the Council had been invited to all of their
meetings, had received all materials, that the Council’s opinion

had been solicited throughout the process, and said the Steering

Committee had held workshops in November and April to which the
Council had been invited. She said the same spirit of ‘
cooperation had been utilized in Tigard itself, resulting in
county-wide consensus on the plan. She urged the Council to
support Resolution No. 91-1437B. A

Steve Schwab, owner Sunset Garbage and president, Clackamas
County Refuse Disposal Association, said the Association
supported Resolution No. 91-1437B for a privately owned and
operated transfer station in Washington County. He said the
transfer station proposed in Wilsonville was critical for
Clackamas County haulers because it would alleviate the current
over-use of Metro South and the resulting long lines at that
transfer station. He said private ownership appeared more
costly, but said rate impact would be minimal and would not

offset the benefits the Association felt would result from such a -

transfer station being sited. He said United Disposal Inc. was a
long-time member of the Association and had an excellent. '
reputation for service and efficiency in operations. . He said the

Association had complete confidence in United Disposal’s ability

to construct and operate a state-of-the-art facility in
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Wilsonville. He said RSWMP would be complete with. implementation
of Washington County’s plan. o S v

Councilor Van Bergen asked Mr. Schwab if he understood whether
procurement under either Resolution No. 91-1437A or Resolution
No. 91-1437B required open, competitive bidding. Mr. Schwab said

“Karen Joy Douqlas Rowe, 25635 Garden Acres, Sherwood, urged the:
Council to site the transfer station away from existing -
residential areas. She said environmental studies had not been
done on the property proposed for the transfer station site and

-noted their interchange was due for construction work. She said
other interchanges already had water and sewer that could be used

- and described transportation and traffic flow problems with the

interchange closest to the proposed site.

Councilor McLain asked Ms. Rowe if Resolution No. 91-1437A or
Resolution No. 91-1437B was site specific in Wilsonville. Ms.
Rowe said a site had been purchased with an option in Wilsonville
and Wilsonville‘’s Planning Commission had voted 5 to 1 against
the site. Ms. Rowe said the residents were aware of the site
proposed for the transfer station.

Delyn Kies, Washington County solid waste manager, said the TA

- performed by consultants under contract to Metro looked at ‘
specifications for system solid waste facilities for Washington
County which included the type of facility, number and size of
facilities, location, and methods of financing, phasing or timing
of those facilities. She said the Ta’s purpose was first to
evaluate how changes in those factors would affect the

collection, transfer, processing and disposal costs of a variety
of solid waste facilities and then to estimate the capital and
operating costs of a specific solid waste system for Washington
County. She said one item discussed was whether or not there was
a cost differential between publicly or privately owned ‘
facilities and financing and how great that cost differential
would be. She said there would be specific benefit to regional
rate payers if Metro could use the private sector to leverage its
.overall bonding capacity and noted a memorandum to Becky -
Crockett, Regional Planning Supervisor, from Ken Rust, Public
Financial Management, Inc. dated April 17, 1991, titled "Further

- Explanation of Financing for Washington County Transfer Stations"
which stated: “Metro has two choices for securing the financing
of solid waste facilities: senior lien debt used historically by’
Metro to finance publicly owned facilities and subordinate lien
debt historically used by Metro to finance privately owned
‘facilities." Ms. Kies said in utilizing subordinate lien debt
to finance elements of the solid waste disposal system, Metro
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could improve senior lien debt financial performance, minimize
impacts on rates and charges by more closely equating revenue
requirements to cash requirements and maintain senior lien debt
capacity for projects providing system wide services and o
benefits. She those factors should combine to reduce overall
long~term borrowing costs and reduce Metro’s solid waste program
costs., :

Ms. Kies said the results of the financial review and the TA were
applied to an analysis of 11 policy issues on the RSWMP. She
said those issues included facility ownership, procurement of
facilities, and rates at those facilities. She said conclusions
were: 1) The Washington County plan was supported by the TA; and
2) That the Washington County plan was consistent with RSWMP.
Ms. Kies urged the Council to support Resolution Ko. 91-1437B.

Councilor Van Bergen said Ms. Kies’ testimony on subordinate lien
debt raised new issues. He said Metro had used solid waste rates
as security to borrow funds in the past. He said $50 million had
been secured against the rates. He asked if subordinate lien
debt created a separate rate and asked what that rate was.

Ken Rust, Public Financial Management, Inc., said Metro’s current
secured debt pledged to the bond holders the net revenues of the
system, or the revenue after paying system expenditures. He said
Metro via its bond ordinance, had created two debts or two _
outstanding bond issues which were: 1) Senior lien debt in which

after all operating expenses were paid, the bond holders were the .

first to get paid; and 2) Subordinate lien debt which paid bond
holders second after Metro paid operating costs and the senior

lien debt. He said this system created two classifications of:
debt. : ' ,

Councilor Van Bergen asked if the subordinate lien debt created a
second rate of interest at a higher rate of interest than the
first rate. Mr. Rust said it did and that their analysis showed
financing would take place in the form of a "limited Metro
pledge." Mr. Rust estimated that approximately 4 tenths of 1
percent of a penalty would be paid in borrowing costs. He said
that equated to approximately 11 cents per ton by 1993-94 when
all facilities were on-line and said there was a higher cost
differential with the subordinate lien debt. ‘

Councilor Devlin asked if $50 million borrowed on senior lien
debt would receive a higher rating. Mr. Rust said it would.
Councilor Devlin and Mr. Rust discussed bonding and interest
issues briefly. Mr. Rust said to maintain the same high rating
Metro enjoyed on the senior lien obligations, Metro would likely
want reported coverage in one year of at least 1.1 percent.
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Councilor Gardner asked if such scenarios were used to develop -
the TA. He asked Mr. Rust which of the options would be cheaper
to borrow on. Mr. Rust said senior lien debt with a coverage
requirement would have to be raised to a higher level than with
just a combination of senior and junior debt even with higher
financing costs. Councilor Wyers asked if any those scenarios
were used in the TA. Mr. Rust said Public Management o

- reviewed the three options in the TA and assumed the private

. ownership option would be.covered through the subordinate lien
"debt obligation. - : S

Commissioner Bonnie Hays, chair, Washington County Board of
Commissioners, noted Commissioners Steve Larrance and Linda
Peters were also present. She said Washington County had
invested heavily in the cooperative planning process with Metro.
She said the Commission and staff had spent a great deal of time
on the plan to ensure it.met with RSWMP and Washington County
solid waste requirements. She discussed regional partnership and
trust. She said if Resolution No. 91-1437B passed, it would be a
shining example of regional cooperation. She said the State of
Oregon had charged Metro with solving regional solid waste needs
via RSWMP. . She said Metro‘’s local option policy allowed local
jurisdictions to develop their own solutions and believed that
Washington County had developed a good plan. She said the
Washington County plan was worthy of undivided support.

Councilor Bauer for the record asked Commissioner Hays how many
elected local officials in Washington County had participated in
development of the plan. Commissioner Hays estimated
approximately 55 elected officials supported the plan
unanimously. She said she had only seen such consensus for the
Oregon'Convention Center and Westside Lightrail.

Commissioner Hays submitted for the record a letter from federal
Washington County legislators stating their support for the

- Washington County plan dated June 5 to the Council:
Representative Tom Brian; Representative Ted Calouri,

- Representative Mary Alice Ford; Representative Delna Jones;
Representative John Meek; Senator Jeanette Hamby; and Senator

- Paul Phillips. o ‘

Bill Duncan, Garden Acres Neighborhood Association )
representative, discussed the proposed site. He said Washington
County had spent a great deal of time on the plan, but said his
association was never invited to or asked to participate in any
of the meetings held by the Steering Committee. He said
transportation problems had not been solved. He said the site

. proposed had groundwater on top of a basalt ridge. He said the
only accessible service at the site was water and said the
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closest sewer line was 4,000 feet away. He asked who would pay
for the sewer hook-up. He said the Wilsonville Planning '
Commission voted against the plan because of such issues. He
said he provided a position statement by the Garden Acres
Neighborhood Association to the SWC and said that document
addressed all of the above issues and provided comparison
rebuttals to the Washington County plan. . He said other issues
related to land use and said the site would have to be expanded
outside of the Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) which Metro’s own rule
prohibited. He expressed Garden Acres Neighborhood Association’s
support for Resolution No. 91-1437A because it would provide
flexibility on all options regarding the west waste shed. He
urged the Council to read the position paper distributed to the
SWC previously. . ' '

Sam Brentano, United Disposal, Inc., (UDI) discussed private
versus turn-key ownership issues. He said Richard Brentano -
founded UDI in 1956. He said UDI involved itself in recycling
efforts early on and that UDI was among the first to utilize drop
boxes, packers and automation. He said 10 years before it was
mandated by the State, UDI provided.residential recycling v
services. He said UDI was interested in the proposed transfer
station because of their commitment to the industry and the
community. - : '

Richard Brentano, United ;Disposal, Inc., said UDI would not site.
a facility that was not compatible with the community it served.
He discussed the site UDI selected when they first heard about
the proposed facility. He said their proposed site was large -
enough and would not need expansion outside the UGB and
Wilsonville. Her said it was close to the Ellington Road
Interchange and I-205 and therefore close to Arlington. He said
the site had water and UDI was prepared to bring the sewer line
to the site. He noted discussion on smaller and larger stations
and said their proposed facility would be medium-sized facility.
He said they could handle 25 percent of Metro South’s volume
initially and later, at most, approximately 50. percent of Metro
South’s volume. ' _ ‘ ‘

Councilor Devlin said Resolution No. 91-1437B called for a
competitive franchise process. He asked Mr. Brentano if UDI was
prepared to compete with other proposers. Mr. Sam Brentano said
UDI believed it was competitive enough to compete. .

Councilor Van Bergen asked UDI’s representatives if they

understood that procurement under either Resolution No. 91-1437A
or Resolution No. 91-1437B required competitive bidding. Mr. Sam
Brentano said they understood the issues. He believed a ‘company.
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‘which had already begun work on the transfer station would have a
“head start on other bidders. '

Mike Ragsdale noted he served as the Council’s Presiding Officer
when the June 1988 meeting was held and said because of Metro’s
"difficulties with solid waste -facility siting and other problems,
Metro embarked on a cooperative effort with local governments and
-said the June 1988 meeting was the beginning of that cooperative
effort. He noted Councilor Gardner’s memo which stated "at the
time the final decision is made, this Council needs to reserve
the latitude to determine if the decision is consistent with what
we want the policy to be." Mr. Ragsdale said such policy was
already in existence. He said the Council committed to a plan
and policy in 1988. He said the current Council should not
change policy already established and trust already built.

Councilor Bauer asked Mr. Ragsdale if the Council promised at the
1988 meeting that the Steering Committee would have the
opportunity to develop an independent component of the regional
solid waste plan. Mr. Ragsdale said the Council did not do so
specifically, but said the Council had embarked on a policy of

- establishing plans and policies that would set guidelines for
future actions. He said Washington County had already made clear
their intent to host multiple facilities. He said policy was
supposed to be developed in the RSWMP that any future components
had to be system compatible and had to fit Metro'’s policies as
they existed on public/private ownership and financing. He said
Resolution No. 91-1437B fit that criteria. He said Washington
County was told if their component was more costly, Metro would
not subsidize a more expensive system at the cost of the region.
He said the Council should follow guidelines already established.

Councilor Buchanan asked if Resolution No. 91-1437B met the

requirements as listed by Mr. Ragsdale above. Mr. Ragsdale said
it did. '

Councilor Gardner asked Mr. Ragsdale if RSWMP policies could be
used and applied. separately to any given situation or decision
the Council might have to make. - Mr. Ragsdale equated the RSWMP
with the 14 goals and quidelines of Oregon’s land use policy. He
said those rules did not have equal authority as was intended by.
the Legislature. He said when looking at a plan, one had to see
if it matched existing policy, but said plans should not be based
on criteria to be developed at a later time. o '

Councilor Devlin said Mr. Ragsdale’s premise was that if the
Steering Committee submitted a plan consistent with the RSWMP,
the Council was obligated to adopt the plan. He said it was the
same matter of integrity if the Council could not demonstrate the
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Plan was inconsistent with policy. He said if sponsors of
Resolution No. 91-1437A could not demonstrate the Steering
Committee’s plan was inconsistent, he asked if the Council was
obligated to adopt the plan because the Council’s obligation was
to determine if the plan was inconsistent. He said he saw no
evidence to prove Washington County’s plan was inconsistent with
the RSWMP. Mr. Ragsdale agreed and said the Council did not have
a legal obligation to adopt the plan as submitted, but noted the
Council’s previous promises to Washington County. ‘He said if the
Council did not agree the plan was consistent with the RSWMP,
they should send it back to the Steering Committee for further
work. -

Councilor Knowles said it was of interest to hear on an on-going.
basis that the Council had committed itself to Washington
County’s preferred policies. ' He said he was not present at the
June 1988 meeting, but had read the Steering Committee’s minutes
and the Council’s minutes when the Council had considered the
issue on various occasions. He said at each of those meetings
when policies were discussed, several Councilors had indicated
their discomfort with some of the policies proposed. He noted
both he and Mr. Ragsdale served on the Council together and both
had expressed similar concerns on a conceptual plan as submitted.
Councilor Knowles said Mr. Ragsdale expressed concern that
receipt of the plan might express endorsement of those policies
when it was submitted at a May 1990 meeting. He said he and Mr.
Ragsdale both amended the resolution to clarify the Council was
‘not endorsing those policies and would be used as part of the
frame work for the technical analysis. He said those concerns
arose again in December 1990. Councilor Knowles asked when the
Council had committed itself on the record to adhere to the
Steering Committee’s policies. Mr. Ragsdale said the Council
should tell Washington County if the plan did not match stated
policy, they should fix it, but said he did not believe goal
posts should be changed during the process. He believed the plan
met all the tests. :

Councilor Knowles noted on two occasions the Council did not"
wholly approve the plan as submitted by Washington County. He -
said Washington County should have been told their plan did not
meet certain criteria and should be amended to remedy the o
problem. He said no one had asked Washington County to do so.

He said supporters of Resolution No. 91-1437A he had talked to
had not stated a specific deviation from the RSWMP. He recalled
not liking some components of the plan and said he had attended
Steering Committee meetings to state that. BHe said Resolution
No. 91-1437B did meet the Council’s goals. ‘

)



METRO COUNCIL
June 13, 1991
Page 19

Councilor Knowles said he was not aware of any record where the
Council had stated the only applicable test was whether or not
the Plan met the RSWMP. He said the Council had not stated as
long as there was consistency they would not object to various
options contained in the plan regarding private or public
ownership options and other issues. He said the plan might be
consistent with RSWMP but still contained only one option. He
'said the record was clear in stating the Council told Washington
" County their plan was consistent but their options were not. -

Councilor Gardner said the Solid Waste Committee had noted
several times where and how the plan was inconsistent with RSWMP.
He asked Mr. Ragsdale what proof the Council should provide to
prove their plan was inconsistent with Metro policy. He asked if
it should be technical or legal analysis to prove it was
inconsistent. Mr. Ragsdale said the Council should review their
adopted policies and ask questions in that context.

- Councilor Van Bergen said he attended the June 1988 meeting and
did not recall that group reaching consensus on the local option.

- Ragsdale noted Councilor Van Bergen left the meeting early
and said the group did reach consensus later in the meeting. He
said that meeting began the consensus process. '

Estle Harlan, Tri-County Association, said haulers believed
Resolution No. 91-1437B to be the best plan. She said they

- believed the cost differential would be minimal and did not
believe it would impact the regional rate structure. To
Councilor Van Bergen’s question, Ms. Harlan stated both
Resolution No. 91-1437A and Resolution No. 91-1437B spoke to
competition, but believed Resolution No. 91-1437A would impede
competition and make it likely that the only bidder would be a
large national company. Councilor Gardner said Resolution No.
91-1437A asked that bidders submit both private and public
proposals. He asked if Ms. Harlan if the bid allowed bidders to
submit one or the other or bids on both types of ownership, if it
would be more acceptable to potential bidders. Ms. Harlan said
UDI had indicated it would be impossible for them to submit a bid
on the public/turn-key ownership option. . :

Presiding Officer Collier asked if any other citizens present
wished to testify. No citizens appeared to testify and the
public hearing was closed. : -

Presiding Officer Collier recessed the meéting'at 8:45 p.m. The
Council reconvened at 8:55 p.m. :

Councilor Wyers asked Councilor DeJardin where amendments to
Resolution No. 91-1437A had originated from. He said some
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amendments resulted from SWC discussion, concerns expressed by
Councilors, and the requirement to be able to adapt to any
changing technology. He said the amendments tried to incorporate
concerns as expressed by Councilors over the Washington County
plan. Councilor Wyers said Resolution No. 91-1437B had not been .
discussed by the Solid Waste Committee and said Resolution No.
91-1437B had not undergone public discussion and debate.
Councilor DeJardin noted he did distribute Resolution No. 91~

~ 1437B to fellow Councilors and to Washington County.

Councilor Buchanan noted he served on the Steering Committee,
expressed his support for Resolution No. 91-1437B and said it
furthered the goals of regional cooperation. He urged the ,
Council to vote for Resolution No. 91-1437B because the Council’s’
goal was to further regional cooperation. ‘

Councilor Devlin said his stated goal by the end of his elective
term was that a transfer station be built in Washington County.
He said during the process he had issued various warnings to both
parties about issues that could become problematic. He said at
no time did he ever say that would limit what the Steering
Committee or the Council could do. He recalled a lengthy
discussion with a former Councilor on an issue and told him his
decision on an issue. He said the former Councilor said he had
forgotten one criteria which was "Is it possible?" He said
Resolution No. 91-1437B would result in two transfer stations in
Washington County with five times greater solid waste disposal
capacity than currently existed. He said if Resolution No. 91-
14377 version were adopted, the entire issue would collapse
because of the integrity issue. He said there would not have
been as much debate if Washington County had proposed a publicly-
owned option only. He displayed a binder titled "The WTRC
Story." He said this entire process would end up in a binder if
Resolution No. 91-1437A was adopted rather than Resolution No.
91-1437B. - ' ' ‘ : :

Councilor McLain said she would vote aye on Resolution No. 91-
1437B.. She said she would not basée her decision on previous -
history as discussed extensively at this meeting, but on the ‘
merits of the plan as submitted by Washington County because it
was structurally sound, although there problematic issues on cost
and public or private ownership. She said Wilsonville had
transportation problems and the hauling industry had told Metro -
they must be able to access a viable interchange. She noted ;
groundwater and neighborhood problems as discussed previously,
but believed the Washington County Commission could solve those
problems. She stated her respect for Councilor Gardner and his
amendments as submitted. She said any policy board had the right
to go back and revisit decisions and that Councilor Gardner had
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exercised his right to amend the resolution. She agreed with Mr.

Ragsdale Washington County’s plan met the test. She expressed

unhappiness with "turf" battles. She said jurisdictions had to

Protect their own constituencies, but that trust was necessary -

also. She said Councilor Gardner behavior during this issue

- should be used as a standard for future dealings with other
elected officials.

- Executive Officer Rena Cusma reiterated her previous testimony
“before the Council on the issues and said they involved Metro’s
credibility. She said the Washington County plan was not the
only item on Metro’s agenda and said the Council would see
regional support for the Charter Committee, MERC, the
Headquarters Hotel, Arts Plan 2000, Greenspaces, RUGGO, and the
vehicle registration fee agreement. She urged the Council to
think about those programs as they voted on the resolution.

Councilor Gardner urged the Council to vote no on the motion to
substitute Resolution No. 91-1437B for Resolution No. 91-1437A.
He said Resolution No. 91-1437B was inconsistent with RSWMP
language on facility ownership which stated ownership of
facilities would be made on a case-by-case basis by the Council
and in making those decisions, the Council would apply 13 _
different criteria. He said Washington County’s recommendation
did not leave the option for the 13 criteria and was therefore
inconsistent with RSWMP. He said the Washington County Steering
Committee had been told that. He noted from Steering Committee
minutes that Councilor Devlin had stated the parties involved
must realize that if the analysis came back and the private and
the public options were found to be relatively equal in merit, or
if the publicly-owned option was found to be preferable after the
TA was performed, that procurement had to include scenarios for
both public and privately owned options. He said the Steering
Committee was told this several times. He said the TA
demonstrated public ownership would be less expensive. He said
the policy analysis concluded regardless of expense the ‘
recommendation should be for private ownership. He said Metro’s
past experience had shown real competition meant greater cost-

. effectiveness. Councilor Gardner expressed concern about
animosity expressed over the issue by the parties involved. BHe
said if the Council adopted Resolution No. 91-1437B, it would
telegraph a message that if a part of the region assembled and
would not negotiate with Metro on an issue, they would win. He
said adoption of Resolution No. 91-1437B could set bad precedent
for the future. ' ’

Councilor Devlin noted Councilor Gardner quoted his. statements
from the minutes of a May 1990 Steering Committee meeting. He
- noted at that time, all entities involved had decided to wait for
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the TA before making final decisions and said the TA had solved
many outstanding issues since that time. :

Councilor DeJardin said policy and technical committees reviewed
the resolution, as well as consultants, the solid waste industry,
local industry, elected officials, legal counsel, Executive
Officer Cusma, Oregon City and staff and had given their time to
develop a good plan to solve regional solid waste problems. He
said other governments used Metro as a model and would in this
issue also. He said a bid submitted by a large national company
would hurt small, local companies. Councilor DeJardin urged the
Council to adopt Resolution No. 91-1437B.

Vote on Motion to Substitute Resolution No. 91-1437B for

Resolution No. 19-1437A: Councilors Bauer, Buchanan,
Devlin, DeJardin, Hansen, and McLain voted aye.
Councilors Gardner, Knowles, McFarland, Van Bergen,
Wyers and Collier voted nay. The vote was 6 to 6 and
the motion failed.

Councilor McFarland distributed an amendment to Resolution No.
91-1437A. She proposed to delete paragraph (i) on page 5,
"Larger Facility" and to substitute the following language:

"Larger Facility: Competitive request for proposals process
allowing proposers to submit proposals for either private
ownership and operation (20 year franchise) or public
ownership (turnkey with 3-5 year operation agreement), or
for both.  Proposers submitting proposals for both private
and public ownership must state a single capital cost. -
Proposers must specify financing method for private
ownership if non-Metro assisted financing is proposed."

Councilor Devlin said he could not support the amendment because
Resolution No. 91-1437A’s language on "Smaller Facility" had
taken out the language that gave the Council the authority to use
a competitive RFP process in the smaller facility scenario and .
said the scenario as proposed in the amendment was not feasible.

He said Washington County had clearly stated a preference for
private ownership. . ‘

Councilor McLain said she could not support the amendment because
of testimony given by Ms. Harlan at this and other meetings.

Councilor Gardner said public ownership was in the best interests
of the public both for cost reasons and also to manage the
system. He said the amended language could mean Metro only ;
received proposals for privately owned facilities. He expressed
support for the amendment to create a competitive atmosphere.
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Councilor McFarland said her amendment was in response to
potential bidders who had stated it was not possible to submit

. both public and private bids.

Vote on Motion to Amend Resolution No. 91-1437A: Councilors
Gardner, Knowles, McFarland, Van Bergen, Wyers and ‘
Collier. Councilors Bauer, Buchanan, Devlin, DeJardin,
Hansen and McLain voted nay. The vote was 6 to 6 and
the motion failed. ‘ '

Councilor Wyers said if the main vote to adopt Resolution No. 91~
14377 failed, the Solid Waste Committee would work on the
resolution further. She said as Solid Waste Committee chair she
was willing to work on a compromise solution. She said the
committee could work on bifurcating the two stations and review
the competition aspect. She said the committee could return the
resolution in a passable form for Council adoption.

Councilor Gardner agreed with Councilor Wyers and said the
Council could identify where the resolution was inconsistent with
the RSWMP and ask the Steering Committee to work on that piece of
the plan if the main motion did not pass.

Vote to Adopt Resolution No. 91-1437A: Councilors Gardner,
McFarland, Van Bergen, Wyers and Collier voted
aye. Councilors Bauer, Buchanan, Devlin,
DeJardin, Hansen, Knowles and McLain voted nay.
The vote was 7 to 5 opposed and the motion failed.

Motion to Reconsider Resolution No. 91-1437A: Councilor
-+ DeJardin moved, seconded. by Councilor Devlin, to
-reconsider Resolution No. 91-1437A.

The Council briefly discussed the motiop.’A

Vote on Motion to Reconsider Resolution No. 91-1437A:

. Councilors Bauer, Buchanan, Devlin, DeJardin, Gardner,
Hansen, Knowles, McFarland and McLain voted aye.
Councilors Van Bergen, Wyers and Collier voted nay.
The vote was 9 to 3 in favor and the motion passed.

Councilor Van Bergen asked what had happened to the issue of
vertical integration or integrated ownership. :

Motion to Substitute Resolution No. 91-1437B for Resolution
: No. 91-1437A: Councilor DeJardin moved, seconded by
Councilor Buchanan, to substitute Resolution No. 91-
1437B for Resolution No. 91-1437A. :
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Vote on Motion to Substitute Resolution No. 91-1437B for
Resolution No. 91-1437A: Councilors Bauer, Buchanan,
Devlin, DeJardin, Hansen, McFarland and McLain voted
aye. ' Councilors Gardner, Knowles, Van Bergen, Wyers
. and Collier voted nay. The vote was 7 to 5 in favor
" and the motion passed. '

Motion to Amend Resolution No. 91-1437B: Councilor
~ McFarland moved, seconded by Councilor DeJardin, to

amend Resolution No. 91-1437B so that Section 1(i)
would read as follows: "Section 1(i). Competitive
long-term franchise process with the option to.
circulate RFP, if the private sector is unable to
obtain facility financing and meet other criteria for
the franchise. These criteria shall include a cost

which is no greater than the cost of a publicly. .

financed facility using the assumptions and methodoloqy -
in the technical analysis."

Councilor McFarland said her amendment as proposed was an attempt
to reconcile the two points of view. Councilor Van Bergen said
an outstanding problem were the unknown costs. :

Vote on Motion to Amend Resolution No. 91-1437B: Councilors
Bauer, Buchanan, Devlin, DeJardin, Gardner, Hansen,
Knowles, McFarland, MclLain and Collier voted aye. ‘
Councilors Van Bergen and Wyers voted nay. The vote
was 10 to 2 in favor and the motion passed.

Vote on Motion to Adopt Resolution No. 91-1437B as Amended:

' Councilors Bauer, Buchanan, Devlin, DeJardin, Hansen,
McFarland and McLain voted aye. Councilors Gardner,
Knowles, Van Bergen, Wyers and Collier voted nay. The
vote was 7 to 5 in favor and the Resolution No.- 91~
1437B was adopted as amended.

Presiding Officer Collier récessed‘the meetihg at 10:00 p.m. The
Council reconvened at 10:06 p.m. ‘

6.1 Ordinance No. 91-398, An Ordinance Amending Ordinance No.
90-340A Revising the FY 1990-91 Budget and Appropriations
Schedule for the Purpose of Funding Due Diligence Costs

"Related to the Metro Headquarters Relocation Project

(Public Hearing) ,
The Clerk read the ordinance by title only for a éeéond.time.

P;esiding Officer Collier announced Ordinance No. 91-398 was
first read on May 23 and referred to the Finance Committee. - The
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Finance Committee considered the ordinance and recommended it on
June 6 for adoption by the full Council. ‘

- Motionﬁ ' Councilor Hansen moved, seconded by Councilor
DeJardin, for adoption of Ordinance No. 91-398.

Councilor Hansen gave the Finance Committee’s report and
.recommendations. She said the ordinance requested the transfer
of $20,000 from Building Fund Contingency and $80,000 from
Capital Outlay to the Miscellaneous Professional Services line
item in the Building Fund Materials and Services Category. She
said the purpose of the transfer was to properly budget and
account for expenditures already incurred on due diligence costs
for the proposed acquisition of the Sears Building for use as the
new Metro Center. '

Presiding Officer»Collier opened the public héaring. No citizens
appeared to testify and the public hearing was closed.

Vote: Councilors. Buchanan, Devlin, DeJardin, Gardner,
Hansen, Knowles, McFarland, McLain and Collier _
voted aye. Councilors Bauer, Van Bergen and Wyers
were absent. The vote was unanimous and Ordinance

- No. 91-398 was adopted.

6.2 Ordinance No. 91-399, An Ordinance Amending Ordinance No.
‘ 90-340A Revising the [FY 1990-91 Budget and Appropriations
Schedule for the Purpose of Funding Increases in at Metro

ERC Facilities (Public Hearing)

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

Presiding Officer Collier announced Ordinance No. 91-399 was
first read on May 23 and referred to the Finance Committee which
considered the ordinance and recommended it to the full Council
for adoption.on June 6. : "

Motion: Councilor Hansen moved, seconded by Councilor
Devlin, for adoption of Ordinance No. 91-399.

‘Councilor Hansen presented the Finance Committee’s report and
recommendations. She said the ordinance would amend the. MERC
Oregon Convention Center Fund and the MERC Spectator Facilities
Fund. She said MERC had requested transferring $220,000 from the
Personal Services category to various line items in the Material
and Services category in the Convention Center Fund because
savings were realized in Personal Services because personnel had
been hired later than anticipated. She said the major
expenditure increase in the Concession/Catering line item was
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because of increased business at that facility. She said the
$300,000 would be transferred from the Concession/Catering line
item under Materials & Services to the Wages line item for part-
time employees under the Personal Services category. Councilor
Hansen explained line item transfers and changes further.

Presiding Officer Collier opened the public hearing. No citizens
appeared to testify and the public hearing was closed. :

.Vote: Councilors Buchanan, Deviin, DeJardin, Gardner,
Hansen, Knowles, McFarland, McLain and Collier

voted aye. Councilors Bauer, Van Bergen and Wyers

were absent. The vote was unanimous and Ordinance
No. 91-399 was adopted..

6.3 Ordinance No. 91-400A, An Ordinance Amending Ordinance No.
90-340A Revising the FY 1990-91 Budget and Appropriations
'Schedule for the Purpose of Fund Increases in Zoo Operations

(Public Hearing)

The Clerk read the ordinance by title only fot a second time.

Presiding Officer,Collier announced Ordinance No. 91-400 was
first read on May 23. The Fiance Committee considered it on June
6 and recommended Ordinance No. 91-400A for adoption.

Motion: Councilor Devlin moved, seconded by Councilor
‘ Hansen, for adoption of Ordinance No. 91-400A.

Councilor Devlin gave the Finance Committee’s report and
recommendations. He explained several small fund transfers were
needed at the Zoo to cover increased or changed expenses which
included: 1) A transfer of $12,000 from Operating Contingency to
cover increases over-time costs in the Administration Division
for security services and increased food costs in the Animal
Management Division; and 2) A transfer of $10,000 from the
Education Services Division Capital Outlay category to the same
division’s Personal Services category to cover increased costs
for Workmen’s Compensation. He said funds would also be
transferred from the African Rain Forest construction contract
line item in Materials & Services to Personal Services to cover
the costs of electricians’ services on the project.

Presiding Officer Collier opened the public hearing. No citizens
appeared to testify and the public hearing was closed.

>
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Vote: - Councilors Buchanan, Devlin, DeJardin, Gardner,
Hansen, Knowles, McFarland, McLain and Collier
‘'voted aye. Councilors Bauer, Van Bergen and Wyers
were absent. The vote was unanimous and Ordinance
No. 91-400A was adopted.:

6.4 Ordinance No. 91-401 An Ordinance Amending the FY 1990-91
: Budget_ and Appropriations Schedule for the Purpose of

Funding Increased Expenses in the Solid Waste Revenue Fund

The Clerk read the ordinance for a second time by title only.

Presiding Officer Collier ‘announced the ordinance was first read
- on May 23 and referred to the Finance Committee. The Finance
Committee considered the ordinance on June 6 and recommended it
for adoption by the full Council. :

Motion: Councilor Hansen moved, seconded by Councilor
Devlin, for adoption of Ordinance No. 91-401.

Councilor Hansen explained the requested changes affected three
divisions of the Operating Account and three capital projects in
the General Account. She explained the Operating Account changes
included: 1) The transfer of $5,000 in the Administration
Division’s Personal Services fund to Materials & Services; 2) The
transfer of §15,000 in the Engineering and Analysis Division
Materials and Services category to the Personal Services
category; and 3) The transfer of $240,000 from Fund Contingency
to both Materials & Services and Personal Services in the
Operations. Division. She explained the General Account changes
included the transfer of $750,000 from the Fund Contingency to
cover increased costs for design and construction contract change
orders for Metro South Station’s renovation; design contract
change orders for Metro South’s household hazardous waste
facility and St. John’s Landfill Closure contract change orders.

Presiding Officer Collier opened the publicrhearing. No citizens
appeared to testify and the public hearing was closed.

Vote: . Councilors Buchanan, Devlin, DeJardin, Gardner,
~° Hansen, Knowles, McFarland, McLain and Collier
.voted aye. Councilors Bauer, Van Bergen and Wyers
were absent. The vote was unanimous and Ordinance
No. 91-401 was adopted. ‘

6.5 Ordinance No. 91-402, An Ordinance Amending Ordinance No.

90-340A Revising the FY 1990-91 Budget and Appropriations

Schedule for the Purpose of Fundin Increased Expenses in

the Council Department (Public Hearing)
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The Clerk read the title for a second time by title only.

Presiding Officer Collier announced the ordinance was first read
on May 23 and referred to the Finance Committee for »
consideration. The Finance Committee considered the ordinance on
June 6 and recommended it to the full Council for adoption.

Motion: ' Councilor Devlin moved, seconded by Councilor
Hansen, for adoption of Ordinance No. 91-402.

Councilor Devlin gave the Finance Committee’s report and
recommendations. He said the ordinance would authorize interfund
transfers to cover the cost of a new personal computer purchased
FY 1989-90 but charged to FY 1990-91. He said several new '
changes included transfer of funds from Election Expense to cover
increased Personal Services expenditures and the purchase of
Capital Outlay items.

PresidingyOfficer Collier opened the pﬁblic hearing. No citizens
- appeared to testify and the public hearing was closed.

Vote: - Councilors Buchanan, Devlin, DeJardin, Hansen,
.. Knowles, McFarland, McLain and Collier voted aye.
- Councilor Gardner voted nay. Councilors Bauer,
- Van Bergen and Wyers were absent. The vote was 8
to'l in favor and Ordinance No. 91-402 was
adopted. _ : :

[¢))
.
(o))

~Ordinance No. 91-403 .An Ordinance Amending Ordinance No.
90-340A Revising the FY 1990-91 Budget and Appropriations

Schedule for the Purpose of Funding Increased Expenses in
the Business lLicense Program ' : .

The Clerk read the ordinance by title only for a second time.

Presiding Officer Collier announced the ordinance was first read

on May 23 and referred to the Finance Committee. The Finance '
Committee considered it on June 6 and recommended it to the full

.Council for adoption. »

Motion: Councilor Buchanan moved, seconded by Councilor
' Devlin, for adoption of Ordinance No. 91-403.

Councilor Buchanan gave the Finance Committee’s report and
recommendations. »

Presiding Officer Collier opened the public hearing. No citizens
appeared to testify and the public hearing was closed.
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Vote: Councilors Buchanan, Devlin, DeJardin, Gardner,v
- Hansen, Knowles, McFarland, McLain and Collier
voted aye. Councilors Bauer, Van Bergen and Wyers
were absent. The vote was unanimous and Ordinance
No. 91-403 was adopted.
6.7 Ordinance No. 91-404, An Ordinance for the Purpose of

Amending Chapter 5.02 of the Metro Code to Provide that All
User Fees and Other Fees Submitted to Metro for Solid waste
Generated Within the District Shall Be Calculated on a

Tonnage Basis Using Certified Scale Weights (Public

Hearing)

The Clerk read the title for a second time by title only.

Presiding Officer Collier announced the ordinance was first read
on May 23 and referred to the Solid Waste Committee. The Solid
Waste Committee considered the ordinance on June 4 and
recommended it to the full Council for adoption.

- Motion: Councilor DeJardin moved, seconded by Councilor
Gardner, for adoption of Ordinance No. 91-404.

Councilor DeJardin gave the Solid Waste Committee’s report and
recommendations. '

Presiding Officer Collier opened the public hearing. No citizens
appeared to testify and the public hearing was closed.

Councilor McFarland asked Mr. Martin to submit figures based on
new scale weight configurations becaiuse she said one constituent
had told her the new system would cost eight times as‘'much as
before.

Vote: Councilors Buchanan, Devlin, DeJardin, Gardner,
Hansen, Knowles, McFarland, McLain and Collier
voted aye. Councilors Bauer, Van Bergen and Wyers
were absent. The vote was unanimous and Ordinance’
No. 91-404 was adopted.

6.8 Ordinance No. 91-405A, An Ordinance for the Purpose of
Amending Chapter 5.02 of the Metro Code to Amend Section
5.02.025(c) Regarding the Recyclable Material Credit

The Clérk read the title for a second time by title only.

Presiding Officer Collier announced the ordinance was first read
on May 23 and referred to the Solid Waste Committee. The Solid
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Waste Committee considered‘the ordinance on June 4 and
recommended it to the full Council for adoption.

Motion: Councilor McLain moved, seconded by Councilor
. Hansen, for adoption of Ordinance No. 91-405A.

Councilor McLain gave the Solid Waste Committee’s report and
recommendations. . She said staff explained the ordinance would
eliminate the recyclable material credit at Metro Central Station
and the staff planned to install a recycling depot so that self-
haulers could drop off recyclable before their garbage. was
weighted and eliminate the need for the credit. -

Presiding Officer Collier opened the public hearing.. No citizens
appeared to testify and the public hearing was closed.

Vote: Councilors Buchanan, Devlin, DeJardin, Gardner,

' Hansen, Knowles, McFarland, McLain and Collier
voted aye. Councilors Bauer, Van Bergen and Wyers
were absent. The vote was unanimous and Ordinance
No. 91-405A was adopted. ‘ ,

6.9 Ordinance No. 91-395A, An Ordinance Adopting a Final Order

and Amending the Metro Urban Growth Boundary for Contested -

Case No. 90-1: Wagner ‘

The Clerk read the title for a second time by title only.

Presiding Officer Collier announced the Council would consider
the ordinance in its capacity as a quasi-judicial decision-maker.
She announced the ordnance was first read on May 23 at which time
the Council received the Hearings Officer’s report and staff’s
report. A public hearing was held and no one spoke in opposition
to the ordinance. She said consideration of Ordinance No. 91-
395A was continued to this meeting for final consideration and
adoption. ‘ ‘

Motion: Councilor Knowles moved, seconded by Councilor
Devlin, for adoption of Ordinance No. 91-395A.

Vote: Councilors Buchanan, Devlin, DeJardin, Gardner,
Hansen, Knowles, McFarland, McLain and Collier
voted aye. Councilors Bauer, Van Bergen and Wyers
were absent. The vote was unanimous and Ordinance
No. 91-395A was adopted. : :
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RESOLUTIONS (Continued)

Resolution No. 91-1456, Esﬁablishingba Strateqy for High

Capacity Transit Studies :

Motion: Councilor Devlin moved, seconded by Councilor
. DeJardin, for adoption of Resolution No. 91-1456.

[~
Q

~
o -
N

Councilor Devlin explained the resolution would establish
coordinate strategies for light rail studies in the I-
205/Milwaukie area and the I-5/I-205 North Corridor to Clark

. County, Washington. He said the resolution ensured lightrail
studies by Metro and the Intergovernmental Resource Center (IRC)
in Vancouver, Washington would be conducted on a concurrent, -
coordinated schedule. .

Vote:  Councilors Buchanan, Devlin, DeJardin, Gardner,
Hansen, Knowles, McFarland, McLain and Collier
voted aye. Councilors Bauer, Van Bergen and Wyers
were absent. The vote was unanimous and '
Resolution No. 91-1456 was adopted.

7.3 Resolution No. 91-1468 Revising Guidelines for Council Per

Diem, Councilor Expense and General Council Materials &

Services Accounts

Motion:  Councilor DeJardin moved, seconded by Councilor
: . .Buchanan, for adoption of Resolution No. 91-1468.

Councilor DeJardin gave the Governmental Affairs Committee’s
report and recommendations. Councilor DeJardin said the Council
had already approved increasing the amount of per diem days from
120 to 144 and the amount of Councilor expense reimbursement from
$2,000 to $2,200. He said the Portland All Urban Consumer CPI

. was used as the basis for increases in the per diem rate and the-
1990 6.74 percent CPI increase translated to a $4.00 increase in
Councilor per diem. He said the increased per diem would result
in a budget adjustment and increase the Council Department’s
budget by $1,728 for the year.

Councilor Devlin noted there would be numerous small adjustments
to the budget and noted Councilor Wyers’ survey of the Council
showed that nine Councilors were in favor of increasing the per
diem; the increase had been approved in the budget; and the
increase needed to be approved in June to become effective with
the new fiscal year beginning July 1 and that it was not
necessary to increase the per diem for the current fiscal year.
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‘Vote: Councilors Buchanan, Devlin, DeJardin, Gardner,
Hansen, McFarland, McLain and Collier voted aye.
Councilor Knowles voted nay. Councilors Bauer,
- Van Bergen and Wyers were absent. The vote was 8
to 1 in favor and Resolution No. 91-1468 was
adopted. W

Presiding Officer Collier recessed the Council of the
Metropolitan Service District and convened the Contract Review
Board of the Metropolitan Service District. She announced the
Contract Review Board would consider Agenda Item Nos. 7.4, 7.5 .
and 7.6 . - '

7.4 Resolution No. 91-1464, Authorizing an Exemption from
. Requirements of the Metro Code to Permit Amending the

‘Deloitte_and Touche Contract for Economic Impact Assessments
for Regional Facilities

- Motion: Councilor Devlin moved, seconded by Councilor
Hansen, for adoption of Resolution No. 91-1464.

Councilor Devlin gave the Finance Committee’s report and
recommendations. He said the amendment to the Deloitte and
Touche contract for the services specified in the Scope of Work
was a result of the District’s financial advisor, Public
Financial Management (PFM), taking a job with the Portland Trail
Blazers to provide financial advice on the proposed new arena.
He said Metro staff believed it was a conflict of interest for
PFM to provide consulting services to Metro regarding the
proposed arena. He said Metro had a current contract with }
Deloitte and Touche for an economic analysis for spectator and
performing arts facilities. ' ‘

Vote: = Councilors Buchanan, Devlin, DeJardin, Gardner,
-~ Hansen, Knowles, McFarland, McLain and Collier
voted aye. Councilors Bauer, Van Bergen and Wyers
‘were absent. The vote was unanimous and
Resolution No. 91-1464 was adopted.

7.5 Resolution No. 91-1431, Authorizing an Exemption from Metro

Code_Section 2.04.054 for an Amendment of the Zimmer Gunsul
Fragsca Contract .

Motion: - Councilor McFarland moved, seconded by Councilor
Knowles, for adoption of Resolution No. 91-1431.

Councilor McFarland gave the Regional Facilities Committee’s
report and recommendations. Councilor McFarland explained the-
resolution would Amendment No. 24 to the original contract with
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Zimmer Gunsul Frasca (ZGF) for architectural services at the
Oregon Convention Center. She said the original contract cost
was for $3.76 million and amendments to the contract had cost
$1.09 million. = She said Amendment No. 24 would authorize an
additional expenditure of $174,189 for final administrative
changes and added work related to the original contract for
$65,000 and follow up work for the Skyview Terraces for $108,000.

Vote: Councilors Buchanan, Devlin, DeJardin, Gardner,
Hansen, Knowles, McFarland, McLain and Collier
voted aye. Councilors Bauer, Van Bergen and Wyers
were absent. The vote was unanimous and
Resolution No. 91-1431 was adopted.

7.6 Resolution No. 91-1446 Authofizin an Exemption to Metro
Code Chapter 2.04.041(c) Competitive Biddin Procedures and
Authorizing a Sole Source Contract with Information Systems

Inc., for Consulting Services with Weight Systems Software
at Solid Waste Disposal Facilities

Motion: Councilor.MbFérland moved, seconded by Councilor
. ‘Devlin, for adoption of Resolution No. 91-1446.

Councilor McFarland gave the Solid Waste Committee’s report and
recommendations. Councilor McFarland said staff explained the
computer system provided by the vendor was customized for Metro
and copyrighted and that if Metro planned to use the system,
Information Systems, Inc. was the only vendor which could provide
it. She said in such case, a sole source contract was justified.

Vote: ~ .Councilors Buchanan, Devlin, DeJardin, Gardner,
Hansen, Knowles, McFarland, McLain and Collier
voted aye. Councilors Bauer, Van Bergen and Wyers
were absent. The vote was unanimous and
Resolution No. 91-1446 was adopted. ‘

"Presiding Officer Collier adjoﬁrned the Contract Review Board and ..
reconvened the Council of the Metropolitan Service District.

7.7 Resolution No. 91-1445, Authorizing the Executive Officer to
- Lease the Property from Riedel Environmental Technologies
Inc.,, Located at 5610 N.E. Columbia Boulevard for a

Transport Trailer Storage Area

Motion: Councilor Gardner moved, seconded by Councilor
Buchanan, for adoption of Resolution No. 91-1445.

Councilor Gardner gave the Solid Waste Committee’s report and
recommendations. He explained the property consisted of storage
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and a staging afea to be leased to Jack Gray Transport, Inc., ,
(JGT) fulfilling a portion of Metro’s original contract with JGT.

Vote: Councilors Buchanan, Devlin, DeJardin, Gardner,

' Hansen, Knowles, McFarland, McLain and Collier
voted aye. Councilors Bauer, Van Bergen and Wyers
were absent. The vote was unanimous and :
Resolution No. 91-1445 was adopted.

The Council discussed odor abatement at the Metro-Riedel
Composting Facility. Charles Bird, Riedel manager said Riedel
had met with Councilor Buchanan and neighborhood groups to ’
discuss the action Riedel planned to ease the situation. He said
Riedel hoped to alleviate the problem by July 1991..

8. EXECUTIVE SESSION Held Under the Authority of ORS
' 192.660(1) (e) Related to Real Property

The Executive Session began at 10:51 p.m. Present: Councilors
Hansen, Devlin, McFarland, DeJardin, Gardner, Collier, Buchanan
and McClain; Executive Officer Cusma, Deputy Executive Officer
Engstrom. Staff present: Neil Saling, Director of Regional
Facilities; Dan Cooper, General Counsel; Casey Short, Council
Analyst; Don E. Carlson, Council Administrator; Berit Stevenson,
Senior Management Analyst; and Jennifer Sims, Director of Finance
and Management Information.

The Executive Session ended at 11:01 p.m.
9. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATIONS AND COMMITTEE REPORTS

Councilor Devlin distributed proposéd reapportionment maps of
Council districts for Councilors’ review and comment.

Presiding Officer Collier asked Councilors piesent to calculate
their hours spent per week on Metro Council business and give
those estimates to staff to report to the Charter Committee.

All business having been attended to, Presiding Officer Collier .
adjourned the meeting at 11:05 p.m. - :

Respectfully éubmitted,

o/

Péulette Allen -
Clerk of the Council



Meeting Date: September 26, 1991
Agenda Item No. 4.2

- RESOLUTION NO. 91-1508



MEIRO - Memorandum

Portland, OR 97201-5398
503:221-1646

DATE: September 20, 1991
TO: Metro Council
Executive Officer
Interested Parties _ .
- FROM: ' Paulette Allen, Clerk of the Council7%i |
"RE: _ AGENDA ITEM NO. 4.2; RESOLUTION NO. 91-1508

The Governmental Affairs Committee report will be distributed in advance
to Councilors and available at the Council meeting September 26.

Recycled Paper



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 91-1508 FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING A
REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS DOCUMENT FOR AN EMPLOYEE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM AND
WAIVING THE REQUIREMENT FOR COUNCIL APPROVAL OF THE CONTRACT AND
AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER TO EXECUTE THE CONTRACT SUBJECT TO
CONDITIONS ' ' :

Date: September 11, 1991 Presented by: Paula Paris

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

In the F.Y. 1991 - 1992 budget an appropriation of $20,000 for
funding an employee assistance program was approved.

The employee assistance program is designed to provide
professional, confidential, and timely assistance for employees
with problems or concerns which may affect their job performance.
This program, to be administered through the Personnel Department
‘program by an independent service provider, will increase
productivity, decrease time loss, enhance morale and provide a
vehicle for employees and/or managers to seek short-term, solution
oriented, professional assistance.

The employee assistance provider will be selected from
respondents to the Request for Proposals and selected in accordance
with Metro contract rules for personal services. Proposals will
be evaluated on the basis of ability to provide adequate service;
experience with similar clients and references; experience,
training, and qualifications of staff; accessibility of facilities
and services; and ability to provide training and orientation
sessions to staff and management.

The firm selected will be appointed for a period between
November 1, 1991 and June 30, 1992. The contract will be renewed
on a fiscal year basis for up to two additional fiscal years,.
provided there is future appropriation and satisfactory performance
by the provider. '

EXECUTIVElOFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution
No. 91-1508.



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING A
REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS DOCUMENT
FOR ESTABLISHING AN EMPLOYEE

ASSISTANCE PROGRAM AND WAIVING

RESOLUTION NO. 91-1508

Introduced by Rena Cusma,
Executive Officer

APPROVAL OF THE CONTRACT AND

" AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE OFFICER

TO EXECUTE THE CONTRACT SUBJECT

)
)
)
THE REQUIREMENT FOR COUNCIL )
)
)
" TO CONDITIONS )

WHEREAS Section 2.04.033(b) of the Metro Code requlres

the Council must approve the Request for Proposal document for
certain contracts; and

WHEREAS, the contract for an Employee Assistance Program
fequires Council approval, and the Request for Proposal document
"has been filed with the Council Clerk; now therefore,
| BE IT RESOﬁVED, That the Council of the MetrOpolitan Service
District 1) approves the Request for Proposals for an Employee
Assistance Program attached as Exhibit A hereto and authorizes
immediate release for response by vendors or proposers} and 2)
 subject to the conditions in Exhibit B attached hereto waives the
requirement fer Council approval of the contract and authorizes the
Executive Officer to execute the contract if the condiﬁions are
met. |

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of , 1991,

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer



EXHIBIT A

- METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS
EMPLOYEE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

INTRODUCTION *

. The Metropolitan Service District (Metro) is a regional government responsible for the

management of the Metro Washington Park Zoo; St. John’s Landfill, Metro South
Station, Metro Central Station, Metro Composter; urban growth and transportation
planning; Oregon Convention Center, Portland Center for the Performing Arts, Civic

Stadium, and Memorial Coliseum.

Metro is soliciting written proposals for an organization to establish an Employee
Assistance Program (EAP) for approximately 275 regular employees, who are either non-
represented or members of the American Federation of State, County, and Municipal
Employes. ' ' :

Both groups participate in the Metro-sponsored health care plan. This package consists
two health care choices; an indemnity plan with ODS which includes a preférred
provider organization overlay through CareMark, or a health maintenance organization
plan with Kaiser Permanente. - :

PROPOSAL INFORMATION

Proposals will be received at the business office of the Metropolitan Services.District,

- Personnel Division, 2000 S.W. First Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97201, to the attention
- of Sarah Keele, until 5:00 p.m., PDT, Wednesday, October 9, 1991. Proposals
' submitted prior to that date should be delivered to the Personnel Division, marked
"Proposal - Employee Assistance Program." ' ,

The initial contract period will be from November 1, 1991 through June 30, 1991. The .
contract will be renewed on a fiscal year basis (July 1, to June 30 each year) for up to
two (2) additional fiscal years, providing future appropriation by Metro and satisfactory
performance by the provider. _

Each proposal must be submitted on the prescribed form as described in this proposal
“document. , : - :

| In the 1991 - 1992 Metro budg¢t, $20,000 has been appropriated for this contract.
SCOPE OF WORK

1) Provide three solution-oriented, short-term -employer-paid counseling sessions fof £+~
: _employee/ per fiscal year. Those employees whose needs require chronic or long term



treatment shall be referred to an appropriate provider utilizing the employer—sponSored |

- medical plan and preferred provider organization, if applicable.

2) Provide counseling services including, but not limited to, assessment, referral, and/or ,
short term problem solving for psychological, conflict resolution, identity, job related
. illness, marital, family, and chemical dependency assessment and referral. It is assumed
that if the diagnosis of alcohol or chemical dependency is made, the employee will be
referred to an appropriate alcohol or chemical dependency treatment program.

3) Provide information and referral, for those services beyond the scope of the
employee assistance program, and follow-up on all such referrals. This shall be done
through effective coordination with the benefit program provided by employee health
insurance plans and preferred provider organization, if applicable. ' -

4) Have available information on counselor’s specialties, credentials, etc., and the
option for employees to select a counselor available from the EAP provider, if desired.

5) Provide initial orientation sessions at various’ work sites for interested employee
groups addressing the purpose and utilization of an Employee Assistance Program, This
must include the ability to provide presentations to swing and grave yard shift
employees. Additional orientation sessions will be provided, if needed, to increase ones
understanding of available services and EAP utilization if determined by Metro. Sessions
are to be conducted by professional counseling staff. '

6) Provide initial training and follow-up sessions as needed for managers, supervisors,
and labor representatives on the use of an Employee Assistance Program and how to
make proper referrals. - - | -

7) Provide periodic orientation and training sessions for new employees and supervisors
as needed and as determined by Metro. ‘ ,

8) Develop and ‘provide materials for the purpose of educating and maintaining
awareness of an Employee Assistance Program, e.g., posters, brochures, home mailings,
new employee orientation materials, etc. Metro will coordinate and pay for actual
mailing. ' S

+9) Provide statistical data on Metro employees regarding the use of the Employee
Assistance Program on a monthly and quarterly basis. Provide analysis of trends and
patterns of usage. S

10) Provide on-site mediation, facilitation, and conflict resolution services at Me;tro
facilities on an "as needed" basis. :

11) Provide confidential case consultation to supervisors, ”managers, ‘and labor
representatives. ' . .

MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS

Proposers must meet the following minimum requirements in order to be considered a



Qualified Proposer.

1) Those responsible for administering and proViding the counseling services must
l(;urrently be located in offices within Multnomah, Washington, and Clackamas County
oundaries. ' ' »

2) The proposer must be a single agency, currently engaged soleiy in providing
employee assistance counseling services and has provided this service for a minimum of
three (3) years. : . -

3) Proposers must have adequate staff of mental health professionals to provide the
- services as outlined in the Scope of Work. Those agencies engaging in only information
- and referral (brokerage services) will not be considered as a Valid Proposer.

EVALUATION CRITERIA:

1) Experience with similar clients 25 pts
2) Experience, training and qualifications of staff = 25 pts
3) References o ; 25 pts
4) Cost for services per employee, per month = 25 pts
5) Accessibility of facilities and services ' 20 pts
6) Compliance with the terms and conditions 10 pts

of the Request for Proposals
Total Possible Points: 130
INDEMNIFICATION AND INSURANCE

.1) Contractor shall hold harmless, defend, and indemnify Metro and its Councilors,
officers, agents, and employees against all claims, demands, actions, and suits (including
‘attorney fees and costs) brought against any of them arising from the Contractor’s work
resulting from work under this Agreement.

© 2) The contractor shall purchase and maintain at the contractor’s expense, the following
types of insurance covering the contractor, its employees and agents.

A. Broad form comprehensive general ﬁabiiity insurance covering personal injury,
property damage, and personal injury with automatic coverage for premises and
operations and product liability. The policy must be endorser with contractual liability
coverage. : o .

“B. Aﬁtomobile bodily injury and property damage liability insurance.

Insurance coverage shall be a minimum of $500,000 per person, $1,000,000 per
occurrence, and $50,000 property damage. If coverage is written with an annual
aggregate limit, the aggregate limit shall not be less than $1,000,000. - s

Met'ro‘,‘ its Councilofs, .depariments, employees and agents -shall be némed as an
ADDITIONAL INSURED. Notice of any material change or policy cancellation shall



be provided to Metro thirty days (30) prior to the change.

3) The Contractor shall comply with ORS 656.017 for all employees who work in the
State of Oregon for more than 10 days. The Contractor shall provide Metro with
certification of worker’s compensation insurance including employer’s liability.

4) The Contractor shall provide professional liability insurance covering personal injury
and property damage arising from errors, omissions, or malpractice. Coverage shail be
in minimum of $1,000,000. Metro shall receive certification of insurance and 30 days
notice of material change or cancellation. : “

" PROPOSAL INSTRUCTIONS:

A. Deadline and Submission of Proposﬂs: o .
Three copies of the proposal shall be furnished to Metro addressed to:

~ PERSONNEL DIVISION

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT
- 2000 S.W. FIRST AVENUE
PORTLAND, OREGON 97201

Proposals will not be Considered if received after 5:00 p.m., PDT, October 9, 1991.
Postmarks are not acceptable. ,

B. Basis for Proposals

This Request for Proposals represents the most definitive statement Metro will make
concerning the information upon which proposals are to be based. Any verbal
.information which is not addressed in this Request for Proposals will not be considered
by Metro in evaluating the proposal. All questions relating to the Request for Proposals
should be addressed to Sarah Keele, Benefits Analyst. Any questions, which in the
opinion of Metro, warrant a written reply or Request for Proposals amendment will be
furnished to all parties receiving this Request for Proposals. o

C. General Proposai and Contract anditions:

Limitation and award - This Request for Proposals does not commit Metro to the award
of a contract, nor to pay any costs incurred in the preparation and submission of
proposal in anticipation of a contract. Metro reserves the right to accept any or all
proposals received as the result of this request, to negotiate with all qualified sources,
or to cancel all or part of this Request for Proposals. S '

D. Contract Type: - _
Metro intends to award a personal service contract with the selected firm for this project.

A copy of the standard contract form which the successful consultant will be required
to execute is attached. . . o S :



E. Validity Period and Authority: .

The proposal shall be considered valid for a period of at least ninety days and shall
contain a statement to that effect. The proposal shall contain the name, title, address and
telephone number of an individual or individuals with authority to bind any company
contracted during the period in which Metro is evaluating the proposal.

TERMS OF AGREEMENT

- 1) The initial term of this agreement shall be from November 1, 1991 through and
including June 30, 1992. , - }

2) Metro reserves the option to extend the contract for up to two (2) additional fiscal

year periods. Changes in the fee schedule my be requested for any additional contract

periods, if justifiable. Renewal will result assuming provided the following conditions -
are met: '

A. Future appropriation by Metro. ’
B. Satisfactory performance as determined exclusively by Metro.

The contract may be terminated at any time by either party subject to a thirty (30) day
written notice of such termination. , .

PROPOSAL CONTENT:

All proposals must be submitted in the format described below. Submissions which do
not address all questions posed or are otherwise incomplete will be deemed non-
responsive and not considered as part of this competitive process.

General Information:

1. Provide name, address of pfovide;', date established, and brief descxiption of agenéy’s
background. ‘ :

2. State the number of personnel in your organization and their general duties.

3. Describe the expeﬁence and professional credentials of the staff in your firm who
would be assigned to work on Metro’s account on the enclosed form titled; .
"Experience/Training Questionnaire.” Resumes of individuals proposed for this contract
may be attached. ' _- , - -
4. Provide a copy of your agency’s Affirmative Action Plan. -

5. -Provide evidence of insurances specified under the section titled, "Indemnification
and Insurance." -



Information Contained within RFP Document:
1. Completed "Employeé Assistance Prdgram Proposal Form."

2. Provide a responée' to each of the questions contained under the section titled,
"Provider Questionnaire." : , :

3. Provide the name, titles, and references of an adequate number of clients you feel
woullg best represent your ability to perform the duties contained within the Scope of
Work. . | . . . .

PROVIDER QUESTIONNAIRE:
A. Experience, Training and Qualification of Staff

1. List all staff members who will be directly involved in providing the sérvices
required with level of education, practical experience, credentials or certification, areas
of expertise, types of services provided and length of time with your organization.

B. Accessibility of Facilities and Services

1. List the facilities at which your'organization will be utilizing to provide service‘s; give
the address and type of facility. } e

2. List the regular hours and days of the week during which your organization provides
services.

3. Describe what accommodations or 'arrangemen‘.ts gou will make to provide access to
services during times other than those listed in No. 2. o

4. Provide an estimate of how quickly an employee can receive services once contact
is made with your organization during both your usual business hours and non-business
hours. : : : : '

'5. Provide a statement as to the feasibility of providing services at the work site or at
"neutral” locations. ' '

6. Describe your familiarity with and use of community resources in the provision of
services. ‘ , .

C. Experience with Similar Clients/References

1. Describe your experience in setting up and administering employee assistance
programs, including current and previous client organizations you have serviced of equal
size and similar composition. Include the number of employees each, the duration of
the contract or service, period and the name and number of a contact person with each
organization. '



- 2. List any references other than the contact persons listed above who are familiar with
the quality of services offered by your organization. :

D. Ability to Provide Training and Orientation Sessions

1. Describe the’type and extent of orientation sessions you would provide for employees
with an estimate of the time involved in each session and the ideal group size you would
- recommend.

2.‘ Describe the type and extent of training you would provide managers, supervisors
and labor representatives in their role in and use of the EAP.

" E. Extent of and Ability to Provide Services.

1. List and briefly describe the types of short-term counseling services your organization |
provides. , :

2. Describe the procedure you would follow from the point of initial contact by an
employee or group of employees to the point of receiving counseling at one of your
facilities. Include a description of the initial screening process you would employ as
well as the types of assessment and diagnostic tools you would use. ;.

3. Describe the general approach your would use ‘for the assessment, treatment and
referral of drug/alcohol dependence problems.

4. Describe the general approach you would use for the assessment, treatment and
referral of chronic mental health problems.

5. Describe your procedures for coordinating your services with those provided through
the employee’s health insurance benefits program.

6. Describe the procedure§ you would use tofollow up on the progress of employees
whom you have referred to another service provider.

7. Describe the assistance your organization will provide in developing summary data
on the effectiveness of the program, including client satisfaction, extent of and patterns
of utilization, and the outcomes of counseling and referral services while maintaining
confidentiality. ' -

8. Describe our organization’s policies for assuring the confidentiality of services
provided to employees. .

9. Describe the capability of your organization has to expand resources should other
employee groups (numbering as many as 1,000) be included under your EAP. ‘

SELECTION PROCESS

The following are approximate timelines in the selection process:



1. Evaluation commlttee will evaluate the proposals using the criteria outlined which

follows.
Week of October 14, 1991

2. Interview finalists by evaluation commxttee using same criteria as used for the
written proposals. .
Week of October 21, 1991

3. References checked, final selectlon made.
Week of October 28, 1991

4) Contract implementation
November 1, 1991



EXPERIENCE/TRAINING
QUESIONNAIRE

: EDUCATION CREDENTIALS/ TYPE OF SERVICE LENGTH OF TIME WITH
NAME ‘ ‘ . LEVEL : CERTIFICATION PROVIDED ORGANIZATION

1.



5406 SW Sherman
Portland, OR 97215

Metropolitan Family Servivce
2281 NW Everett
Portland, OR 97210

Affiliated Physch. Assoc.
5319 SW Westgate Drive, Ste. 141
‘Portland, OR 97221 |

‘Occupational Health Services Corporation
125 E. Sir Francis Drake Blvd.
Larkspur, CA 94939-1860

Southwest Washington Hospitals

Employee Assistance Program
P.O. Box 1600
Vancouver, Washington 98668

*No DBE/MBE organizations in the area provide this type of service



EAP MAILING LIST

CAPE Employee Assistance
5415 SE Milwaukie Ave.
Portland, OR 97202

- CODA Employee Assistance Resource
210 NE 20th ‘
" Portland, OR 97232

Cascade Center -
7180 SW Fir Loop
Tigard, OR 97223

Columbia Employee Assistance Program
3105 SW 1st Ave.
- Portland, OR 97201

EAP Sisters of Providence
1235 NE 47th Ave, Suite 29
Portland, OR 97213 ‘

E.AS.E.
2110 SW Jefferson, Suite 200
Portland, OR 97201

Employee Assistance Professionals
~ Legacy Health System

18770 SW Boones Fy. Road

PO Box 863 %

Tualatin, OR 97062

Managed Heatlh Network-HRG

. 1001 SW Fifth Ave., Suite 1000

Portland, OR 97204

Northwest Employee Assistance Group
Fladers Professional Building

2250 NW Flanders, Suite 105
Portland, OR 979210

Holiday Park Medical Center
1225 NE 2nd Ave.
Portland, OR 97232

Evergreen Counseling



EXHIBIT B
CONDITIONS FOR WAIVER OF COUNCIL APPROVAL
The Council of the Metropolitan Service District waives the requirement for Council
approval of the Employee Assistance Program Provider contract, subject to the following
; _conditions: - o
" 1. The amount of the contract shall not exceed $50,000.
2. ~The service provided shall conform in all-material respects to

the specifications set out in the Request for Proposals for an
Employee Assistance Program provider. S



 EMPLOYEE ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
. ID FORM _

Please attach this form to your written responses to the questlonnmre contamed within
the Invitation to Bid. -
NAME

- OF ORGANIZATION
ADDRESS
TELEPHONE NO.

CONTACT._
(please print)

- TITLE

Price per Employee per Month for Services
Described in the Scope of Work:

This bid will remain in effect for a period of 90 days from date of signature.

»

Signed Date:




«d
“

Meeting Date: September 26, 1991
Agenda Item No. 4.3

RESOLUTION NO. 91-1501



METRO Memorandum

503.221-1646
DATE: September 20, 1991
TO: Metrd‘Council

Executive Officer
Interested Parties

mmoms . cler ancii B
FROM. Paulette Allen, Clerk of the Council:
'RE‘ AGENDA ITEM NO. 4.3; RESOLUTION NO. 91-1501

. The Transportation & Plannlng Committee will meet on September 24 to
consider Resolution No. 91-1501. The Committee report will be

distributed to Councilors in advance and will be avallable at the
Council meetlng September 26.

Recycled Paper



' BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING THE )

. FY 92 UNIFIED WORK PROGRAM TO )

INCLUDE THE I-5/I-205 PORTLAND/ ) Introduced by

VANCOUVER PRELIMINARY ALTERNA- ) David Knowles, Chair

‘TIVES ANALYSIS : ) Joint Policy Advisory Commit-
tee on Transportation

RESOLUTION NO. 91-1501

WHEREAS The FY 92 Unified Work Program was adopted by
Resolution No. 91-1407; and

WHEREAS The region 1s undertaklng prelimlnary
alternatives analysis within the I-205 and Milwaukie Corridors;
and |

WHEREAS, The region is undertaking the Regional High
Capacity Transit Study; and

WEEREAS, The Intergovernmental Resource Center and C- -
TRAN are completing the Clark County High Capacity Transit system
" planning studies; and _ .
WHEREAS, The State of Washington ﬁas funds within the
- High Capacity Transit Development account for'HCT,corridor
planning; and |

WHEREAS, JPACT and Metro Council have adopted
Resolution No. 91-1456 calling for a Preliminary Alternatives
Analysis to be conducted within the I-5 North and I-205 North
corridors between Portland and Clark County, in coordination and
on a concurrent schedule with the I-205/Milwaukie Preliminary
Alternatives'Anaiysis; now; therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,



1. That the Council of the Metropolitan Service
District does hereby amend the FY 92 Unified Work Program to
include the I-5/I-205 Portland/Vancouver Prellmlnary Alternatlves
Ana1y51s as reflected in Exhlblt A. |

2. That this work program and policy conclusions shall .
be coordinated with actions in the I-205/Milwaukie Preliminary
Alternatives AnelySis and in Clark Ceunty, Washington.

| ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service

District this day of _ , 1991.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ACC:LPS:bc



EXHIBIT A

Proposed Draft Unified Work Program Amendment

1-5/1-205 PQRTLAND/VANCOUVER PRELIMINARY-ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

~ To select and prepare a North priority corridor and to determine whether it should advance

~ into a federal or locally sponsored Alternatives Analysis simultaneous with or following a
Southeast Corridor Alternative Analysis. Comparative analysis of potential transit demand in
the I-205 North and I-5 North corridors. Identification of the transportation problems within
the corridors and development of a range of alternatives that respond to those problems.

 Screening those alternatives to a handful of promising alternatives. Development or
refinement of design and operations standards for Transportation Systems Management
(TSM), high occupant vehicle (HOV), busway and light rail transit alternatives. Conceptual
engineering analysis for critical elements within the corridors, such as river crossings and
major interchanges. Development of a work program for the AA/DEIS as appropriate.

' RELATION TO PREVIOUS WORK

In May 1991, the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation endorsed a proposal to
undertake a locally funded Preliminary Alternatives Analysis study for the I-5 Corridor from
downtown Portland to Vancouver and other parts of Clark County and the I-205 corridor into
Clark County. JPACT further directed that this I-5/1-205 Portland/Vancouver Preliminary
Alternatives Analysis be completed on a concurrent schedule with the I-205/Milwaukie _
Preliminary Alternatives Analysis. A systems analysis of the I-205 and I-5 corridors within
Clark County is currently in process under the direction of the Intergovernmental Resource
Center. This current study includes a preliminary study of expanded bus, HOV lanes,
busway and LRT alternatives and transit travel demand within the corridors, including a
feasibility study of converting the I-205 bridge crossing of the Columbia River to include
LRT or a dedicated busway. C-TRAN and the City of Portland are also participating in a
study of the I-5 bridge crossing the Columbia River. Metro and the Intergovernmental
Resource Center (IRC) are participating in another study, the Bi-State Study, which will
determine the anticipated travel demand, both transit and highway, across the Columbia
River, and whether additional capacity is justified beyond that planned for in the Regional
Transportation Plan, ' .

August 22, 1991 Proposed Drﬁft UWP Amendment : . : 1



OBJECTIVES

The I-5/1-205 Portland/Vancouver Preliminary Alternatives Analysm is intended to culminate
in a decision on whether to advance one of those corridors into Alternatives Analysis. The -
work program for the study will be designed to provxde the technical information needed by
the region to make this decision.

Following are the tasks that will be completed within the study'

Overall project management responsibility, including the coordination of technical, citizen
and pohcy advisory commlttees, :

Identlfy transportatlon problems and needs within the corﬁdor;

v

Develop and refine TSM, busway, transitway, HOV lane and LRT de51gn and operatxon
guxdelmes ! 4

Develop and 1mp1ement a citizen 1nvolvement program and staffing a Citizen Adv1sory
Committee; »

Initiate and maintain an expert peer group review for the study; !

Document the background mformanon on population, employment and travel trends
within the corridors;

Prepare the ridership estimates for each corridor and all alternatives under consideration;

Assess the land use impacts and development potent1a1 assoc1ated with the potentlal
alternatwes within each corridor;

Identify the impact of LRT, busway and TSM alternatives on highway demand and
congestlon and costs of improvements associated with highway projects;

Determine the operating and capital costs for each alternative;
Determine the interrelationship between the coi’ridqrs;

Assess the sighiﬁcant environmental and traffic impact of the alternatives;

1 To be jointiy funded with the I-205/Milwaukie Preliminary Alternatives Analysis

August 22, 1991 ' Proposed Draft UWP Amendment ' 2



Develop a financial strafegy for the corridor consistent with the systemwide financial plan
to be developed within the Regional HCT study; :

Determine the preliminary cost effectiveness of the alternatives and corridors;

Determine whether to initiate a federally or locally sponsored Alternatives Analysis and
select the corridor to enter into Alternatives Analysis; '

Refine mode and alignment alternatives within the priority corridor; |

Prepare a conceptual work program, cost estimates and schedule for Alternatives

- Analysis;

These tasks are a multi-year effort, to be completed in FY 92-93. The project has previously
been endorsed by JPACT. This work program description is intended as a general overview.
A full scope of work and budget will be prepared for approval prior to initiation of the study.

PRODUCTS/MILESTONES

Present detailed Work Plan to IRC Transportation Policy Committee and JPACT for
approval and to UMTA for review and comment - October/November 1991.

- Work program approved - November/December 1991, |

Consultant contract approved - February 1992,
Selection of a priority corridor - March/April 1993.

Completion of Study - July 1993,

EXPENSES , REVENUES

Personal Services:

Materials and Services:

Computer (M&S)

Capital Outlay:
Transfers:
Contingency:

August 22, 1991 Proposed Draft UWP Amendment 3



STAFF_REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 91-1501 FOR THE PURPOSE
OF AMENDING THE FY 92 UNIFIED WORK PROGRAM TO INCLUDE
THE I-5/I-205 PORTLAND/VANCOUVER PRELIMINARY

. ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS WORK ELEMENT ‘

» Bate: August‘zs, 1991 . Presentéd by: Andrew Cotugno
PROPOSED ACTION |

This resolution would amend the FY 92 Unified Work Program to

. include the I-5/I-205 Portland/Vancouver Preliminary Alternatives
Analysis. The following actions would follow adoption of this
resolution: : - : o

1. Dévelopméht of a detailed Work Plan for the Preliminary
Alternatives Analysis by Metro, IRC and C-TRAN with
assistance of a Technical Advisory Committee. .

2. Submission of a .grant application to the Washington State
Department of Transportation for High Capacity Transit
Development funds to finance portibns of the project.

3. ' Development of Intergovernmental Agreements, including
detailed scopes of work and budget agreements for
expenditures and local match requirements.

4. Develobmeht>of a consultant scope of work, and solicitation
- and selection of a planning consultant to perform elements
of the project work as outlined in the detailed work plan.

5.  Establishment of an Expert Review Panel and Citizen's
Advisory Committee to provide independent evaluation and
comment on the study's assumptions, methodologies, and
alternatives being considered.

6. - Identification of the transportation problems within the
corridor, development of study guidelines and methodologies,
and development of Transportation Systems Management (TSM)
and high capacity transit (HCT) alternatives that respond to

"those.problems.

7. Screening of alternatives into a handful of most promising
alternatives within each corridor. : -

8. Evaluation and selection of a priority corridor based upon
the alternatives within each corridor using local criteria.

9. Development of a corridor financial strategy, consistent
with: the regional HCT financing plan.



10. Development of an action plan for transit developmeht in the
remaining corridor. ,

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The Portland region is currently completing the preparation of a -
Final Environmental Impact Statement and Preliminary Engineering
for the Westside Project. It is also preparing an Alternatives
Analysis and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Hillsboro Corridor, an extension to the Westside Corridor.

In order to prepare additional HCT corridors for advancement into
Alternatives Analysis, the region is undertaking three systems-
level planning studies. First, the Unified Work Program (UWP)
includes the I-205/Milwaukie Preliminary Alternatives Analysis,
to select the next priority corridor to advance into Alternatives
Analysis. The study will identify the transportation problems
within the corridors, develop and screen TSM and HCT alternatives
within the two corridors, and, based upon the performance of the
alternatives and other local criteria, select a priority
corridor. Products of the study will be an application to UMTA
-for advancement into AA, the development of a corridor financial
strategy, and an action plan for transit development in the mid
and long-term in the remaining corridor.

- The second study to be undertake is also included within the FY
92 UWP. The Regional High Capacity Transit study will prepare a
system-wide financial plan for the long-term development of HCT
in the region. It will also update HCT corridor travel demand
forecasts to the year 2010, and prioritize remaining HCT
corridors and extensions. Finally, the study will evaluate HCT
alignment options within the Portland CBD, concentrating on
operations, transit ridership, travel times, costs and urban
design issues. ' _

The third HCT transit study is the proposed I-5/I-205
Portland/Vancouver Preliminary Alternatives Analysis. Since
adoption of the FY 92 UWP, JPACT and the Metro Council have
adopted a resolution authorizing initiation of the I-5/1-205
Portland/Vancouver Preliminary AA to be conducted in coordination
and on a concurrent schedule with the I-205/Milwaukie Preliminary
AA. The proposed work plan as described in the draft UWP
amendment includes the following key areas of activity:

Administration

The project will include general administration of the project .
and planning consultants. It will included regular meetings with
a Technical Advisory Committee, a Citizen Advisory Committee, and
a Project Management Group (PMG). The PMG will be shared with
the I-205/Milwaukie Preliminary AA. Policy oversight of the
study will be provided by JPACT and the IRC Transportation Policy
Committee. A public involvement plan will be implemented that
will include regular staff presentations and public comment to



the CAC, a project newsletter, and public meetings and
‘presentations. An Expert Review Panel (ERP) will be formed, in-
compliance with Washington State HCT development account
regulations, in order to provide independent review of the study
assumptions, methodologies and alternatives. The ERP will be

- shared with the I-205/Milwaukie Preliminary AA.

Data Dévélogment.

Previous and concurrent HCT and transportation studies within the
corridors will be reviewed. Data on the travel patterns and .
demographic characteristics of the corridors will be prepared and
- summarized. Finally, a draft statement of the transportation
. problems. within the two corridors will be developed.

Methodologies and Guidelines

A local evaluation methodology and criteria will be prepared.

The methodology and criteria will provide a structure for the
local screening of alternatives and the selection of a priority
corridor. Guidelines will be developed or refined for the S
development of facility and operations plans for the alternatives
to be considered. Methodologies for determining capital and
operating costs, forecasting travel demand, financial analysis,
and evaluating various local criteria will be developed. ‘

Development and Screening of Alternatives

Using the facility and operation guidelines, alternatives will be
developed that respond to the identified transportation problems
within the two corridors. Then, using the local evaluation
methodology and criteria, the alternatives will be screened to a
handful of most promising alternatives within each corridor.

Evaluation of Corridors

The screened alternatives will be mapped and defined to a greater
level of detail to allow capital and operating costs, travel
demand estimates, transportation impacts, financial analysis and
assessment of a variety of local criteria to be prepared.
Conceptual . engineering will be prepared at significant sites that -
‘have exceptionally high costs, significant engineering problems,
‘or major trade-offs between facility and operations designs.

Priority Corridor

Using the information developed on the two corridors, including
the performance of the alternatives, a priority corridor will be
selected. The a final problem statement will be developed, the
small set of promising alternatives will be refined, indicators
of cost effectiveness will be prepared, a. corridor and system-
wide financial plan will be finalized, and a scope and budget for
AA will be prepared. A key objective of this task will be the
coordination of a priority corridor decision for the I-5/1I-205



Porﬁland/Milwaukie Preliminary AA with the I-205/Milwaukie
Preliminary AA. i : : ' :

Prepare Action Plan fdr the_ Other Corridor

For the remaining corridor, a mid and long-term transit .
development plan will be developed. It will include plans for
capital and service improvements, and a financial strategy to
fund those improvements consistent with the systemwide financial
plan. : S ' : o

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution No. 91-
1501. ‘



Meeting Date: September 26, 1991
Agenda Item No. 4.4

RESOLUTION NO. 91-1509



MEIRO  Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

5037221-1646
. DATE: September 20, 1991
TO: Metro Council |

Executive Officer
Interested Parties

FROM: Paulette Allen, Clerk of the Counciffk}‘

RE: AGENDA ITEM NO. 4.4; RESOLUTION NO. 1509

The Finance Committee report on Resolution No. 91-1509 will be
distributed in advance to Councilors and available at the Council
. meeting September 26.

Recycled Paper



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING THE RESOLUTION NO. 91-1509
- EXECUTIVE OFFICE TO EXECUTE A

- CONTRACT WITH CTR FOR THE PURCHASE
OF COMPUTER HARDWARE, SOFTWARE AND
SERVICES AND A CONTRACT WITH FIRST
PORTLAND LEASING FOR THE FINANCING
. OF SAID PURCHASE AND COMPLETING THE

STRAP COMPUTER PROJECT

-Introduced by Rena Cusma,
Executive Officer

vvvvvvvv

WHEREAS,’The Council approved funding for compﬁter hardware,
software and services for an intér-departmental network; and
WHEREAS, Metro depaftments find it advantageous and efficient fo
have the capability to eléctronically transfer information and
~documents between work groups- and
WHEREAS, Cost savings resultlng from shared equipment and software
licenses can be achieved by inter-departmental coordination; and |
WHEREAS, A Request for Proposals for an inter-departmental’
computer network was approved for release by the Council Finance
Committee; and |
WHEREAS, The proposais received wefe reviewed and evaluated by the
Information Systems D1v1510n and the STRAP network users group, and
| WHEREAS, A budget amendment restructurlng the financing
arrangements was adopted by Council; and ‘
WHEREAS, Metro Code Section 2.04. 033 requires these contracts to
be approved by Council; now, therefore,
BE IT RESOLVED,-
' That the Council of the Metropolitan Service District authorizes
the Executive Officer to execute contracts with CTR and First Portland

Leasing for the purchase and financing of Phase II and completing the



Resolution No. 91-1509
Page 2

STRAP 1nter-departmental computer network.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolltan Servxce Dlstrlct thls

day of ¢« 1991.

Tanyé Collier, Presiding Officer

kr:dpuser:strapres
September 9, 1991

Ey



- ATTACHMENT 1

August 29, 1991

S.TR.A.P. Network Rebommendation

Recommendation -

The S.TR.A.P. committee recommends the purchase of networking
. hardware, software, and cabling as proposed by CTR Business
Systems. The major reasons for making this recommendation are; 1)
- .network expandability, 2) network management capabilities, 3)
redundancy, and 4) maintainability of network operations.

Functionality -

The proposed network is designed to meet Several primary
objectives those being: ' _

1) Provide vthe ability for various work groups to
access and run RLIS applications in ARC/INFO.

2) Replace old, failing technology, ie. the Solid
Waste 3COM network.

3) Provide integration of all work group networks
through an internet.

- 4)  Allow sharing of limited resources such as
printers, plotters, optical disks, modems, and tape
backup systems. ' ‘

5). Provide ability to expand the system to accommodate
needs of additional departments. :

History of STRAP The S.TR.A.P (Solid waste, Transportation,
Public Affairs, Planning and Development and Council) group was
formed early in 1991 as a response to the common need for access
to the RLIS data bases and ARC/INFO applications and/or
- integrating work groups of personal computers. A cooperative ,
effort to meet these needs was recognized as a means of assuring
- & consistent computing environment enabling sharing of data and
device access within and between the member departments.

Request for Proposals A joint RFP was issued in May, 1991 for

computers running the UNIX operating system required to support
ARC/INFO and components needed to network the new and existing
systems. The two elements were combined in a single RFP to give
- vendors a full picture of the system being created, however, they
were given the opportunity to propose on either part.



Evaluation of Responses Two responses (addressing both computers
and networking) were received:

Hewelett-Packard: proposed using their new 700 series
computers to support ARC/INFO and act as personal computer
file servers (by running Novell Netware 9000). A single
backbone network was proposed to support the internet"
between departments; and

'CTR Business Systems/SUN: proposed SUN SPARC computers to

support ARC/INFO applications and a COMPAQ System Pro as
personal computer file server. A bridged, dual backbone"
network separately linking the UNIX and personal computer
systems was proposed to provide inter-departmental
networking.

‘Per the structure of the RFP, an initial decision was made to
divide the evaluation and selection into two phases: selection of
ARC/INFO computers and selection of network components.

"Phase I: Compute Servers The machines proposed by CTR/SUN,
although well considered, will not be commercially available
until late 1991. A tenet of the STRAP evaluation team, stated in
the RFP, is that any system proposed must be available for bench
mark tests. Because SUN could not meet this requirement, the
compute server portion of the proposal was rejected as non-
responsive. : i ,

The HP proposal was accepted based on: : ’
1. Demonstrated success of similar HP equipment currently
'~ supporting RLIS ARC/INFO applications at METRO; and
2. Computing power offered by the HP 700 series that is
considerably greater than that of competing, similarly
priced machines. o .

Phase II: Network Components

The CTR Business Systems proposal for a dual backbone network
using a Compaq SystemPro as a network server was accepted for
Phase II based on the following: '

Novell - The Hewlett-Packard proposal would have Novell
running as a sub-process to UNIX; in other words Novell is
being emulated. This is inefficient when compared to the
CTR proposal which runs Novell as the operating system
(native) on a compute server. "Native" Novell has a larger

install-base, or market share, of applications software that

ensures continued vendor support and third party development
efforts.. ‘ . ' _ o

a



' System Performance - Hewlett-Packard claimed that their

servers are so fast that they give performance equivalent to
that of the 486/33mhz processor used in the Compagq
SystemPro. However, the SystemPro enhances processor
performance by use of the Intelligent Disk Array (IDA). IDA .
accomplishes this by disk striping. An added value of the
SystemPro is disk duplexing which keeps two copies of user
files, providing continuous service in the event of a disk
failure. A failure of one set of disks will not disrupt
service, both disk controllers would have to fail ‘
simultaneously before the DOS side of the network would be
off line. The maintenance agreement with CTR is set up so
that CTR maintains a pool of spare parts. Should a disk
failure occur it can be corrected quickly, usually within 4
hours. : »

Network Performance - Hewlett-Packard proposed a single
backbone network supporting both ARC/INFO and DOS traffic.
A single coaxial line does not provide any network
redundancy; in the event of a failure the entire network is
down. 1In this type of environment, network traffic can
quickly become unmanageable. CTR‘s dual backbone network
separates ARC/INFO and DOS onto separate networks connected
by a managed bridge. This allows network redundancy so that
if one side fails the other is still operational. Traffic
control is obviously more manageable because of the
isolation. This network environment will also make future
expansion much easier.

-Network Management - Hewlett-Packard manages the network -

with a combination of hardware and software. Bridges and
concentrators (hubs) would be used to segment, or isolate,
each department. Network management software is used to
monitor traffic and maintain network operations. CTR’s. dual
backbone network uses concentrators and a bridge to achieve
the segmentation of departments. These items are
essentially identical in electrical performance to the
Hewlett-Packard hardware. However, they are more easily
managed and maintained in that these items are modular; if a
part fails it can be replaced simply by pulling it out of
the chassis and putting in a new part. The Simple Network
Management Protocol software (SNMP) is able to provide the
network administrator with greater detail about the network

~components for problem analysis and maintenance.

‘Cost - The Hewlett-Packard network proposal cost $211,000.

The CTR proposal is $220,000. The $9,000 cost difference is
justified by the advantages of network redundancy, expansion
capabilities, manageability, and vendor support and
application software available to the CTR Compaq SystemPro
network. ’ :

jb:\datapro\recom.wp



STRAP Evaluation: Hewlett-Packard Network Costs

ltems in ltalics were added to complete the HP proposal

Unit Total
. Qty Price . Cost
General '

" Server 0 $0 $0
Concentrators
Cabling 0 0.00 0.00
Installation 1 29,823.00 29,823.00
Network OS 1 28,000.00 28,000.00
Network Mgmt 1 22,577.00 22,577.00
Maintenance 12 1,384.00 16,608.00
Backup System 1 5,990.00 5,990.00
Dial-Out Service 1 4,081.00 4,081.00
Server 0 : .
Bridges 2 3,374.25 6,748.50
Concentrators 2 . 1,724.25 3,448.50
Client Cards 2 206.25 412.50
Misc Hardware 2 74.25 148.50"

s 9 119.25 1,073.25 .
- Network OS (server) 0 0.00 - 0.00 -
Network OS (Client) 0 0.00 0.00
Server 1 21,793.40 21,793.40
Bridges 1 3,374.25 3,374.25
Concentrators 0 0.00 0.00
Client Cards 0 0.00 0.00
Misc Hardware 1 .5,345.00 '5,345.00
Network OS (server) 0 0.00 0.00 .
Network OS (Client) 0 0.00 0.00 -

Page 1



6,792.50 6,792.50

Server 1 .
Bridges _ 1 - 3,374.25 3,374.25
Concentrators -3 1,724.25 5,172.75
Client Cards . 20 206.25 4,125.00
Misc Hardware ' -3 74.25 - 222,75
1 119.25 119,25
Network OS (server) 0 0.00 0.00
Network OS (Client) 0 0.00 0.00
Council
Server 1 10,653.80 10,653.80
Bridges 1 3,374.25 3,374.25
-Concentrators 1 1,724.25 1,724.25
Client Cards 8 - 206.25 1,650.00
Misc Hardware 1 74.25 74.25
1 119.25 119.25
Network OS (server) 0 0.00 . 0.00
Network OS (Client) 0 0.00 0.00
Public _Affairs

Server 0 -
Bridges 1 3,374.25 - 8,374.25
Concentrators 1 1,724.25 1,724.25
. Client Cards 12 570.00 6,840.00
Misc Hardware 1 - 74.25 ' 74.25
6 119.25 - 715.50
A 1 5,345.00 - 5,345.00
Network OS (server) 0 0.00 0.00
Network OS (Client) 1 5,744.00 . . 5,744.00

- Total : ' I $210,642.45
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Quan

STRAP NETIWWORK COST SHEET

Item Description

' ‘ General Network Components

N -

-t mh ek ) -

i \* B

3 year on-site maintenance for Fileserver

- 3 year on-site maintenance for Dial-Out Server

3 year on-site maintenance for Concentrators
3 year on-site maintenance for Tape Drive ‘
3 year on-site maintenance for HP LaserJet lilsi

Configuration of Novell Fileéervers

Configuration of Communication Servers

Unit cost

$13,858.00

$15,000.00
$1,200.00

$1,500.00
$2,400.00

$2,000.00
$1,500.00

$350.00
$1,000.00

$2,161.00
$200.00
$3,250.00
- $200.00

- $5,995.00

Extehded Cosf

Su btotals

$13,858.00 $13,8568.00

$15,000.00
$1,200.00

$1,500.00 -

$4,800.00

~$4,000.00 -
$1,500.00

$350.00
$1,000.00

$2,161.00

$600.00 .

$3,250.00
$200.00

- $5,995.00

$22,500.00

. - $6,850.00

$12,206.00



*(software controls diagnostics, mgmt for entire network and
.assumes a control console is available.)

2 3Com Ethernet Il 10Base-T adapters
1 3COM Etherport adapters for Macintosh

General Network Components subtotal:

Server Components

Compagq SystemPro
Additional Duplexed Drive Array(s), 4 x 1.02Gb
32 bit IDA Controller for Duplexing

24Mb memory upgrade

13" monochrome monitor

Serial adapter for Print Services

Compaq DOS 3.31

e - T

1 Novell Netware 3.11, 100 user version
Novell NFS NLM o
Novell Name Service NLM

Server subtotal:

$295.00

$395.00
$200.00

$16,675.00

$7,900.00

$2,490.00

$2,740.00
$169.00
$150.00

$85.00

$975.00

$4,995.00
~ $3,995.00

$1,475.00

$590.00
$3985.00
$200.00 '
$1,185.00

$56,599.00

$16,675.00
$31,600.00
$2,490.00
$2,740.00
$169.00
$150.00
$85.00
$975.00

- $54,884.00

$4,995.00
- $3,995.00
$1,475.00
$10,465.00
$65,349.00



»

1

: . Miscellaneous Network Software
Novell LAN Workplace for DOS, 10 user

2 Novell LAN Workplace for Macintosh

1
1

1
10

1
1
1

- ed A NN =N

Miscellaneous subtotal:

. UPS Power Backup
Remington PowerBacker 1200*

UPS monitor I/F and cable

* Solid Waste UPS unit is compatible and will be used

Backup System
Emerald external 2.2Gb VAST
2.2Gb Tape Cartridge
Backup System subtotal:

N . Dial-Out Service

CTR 386/25 LANStation, 2Mb RAM, 40Mb HD
WNIM+ adapters (8 ports) . ]
Novell NACS software ( asynchronous Dial Service)
Modem Server subtotal:

. Public Affairs
Dayna 10Base-T NIC for Macintosh
Novell Macintosh Service NLM, 20-user
Novell LAN WorkPlace for Macintosh
Install LAN WorkPlace on Macintoshes

,,

- HP LaserJet llIsi, Postscript, Ethernet adapter

AT&T StarLAN 12 port concentrator*
Transceiver (AUl to ThinNet)

Public Affairs subtotal:

*(reuse existing concentrator in Transportation)

$1,850.00
$185.00

$90.00

$5,500.00
- $49.00

$2,395.00
$618.00

$1,068.00

$359.00
$695.00
$185.00
$125.00
$5,345.00

$200.00

$1,850.00
$370.00

VT

$5,500.00
$490.00

$2,395.00
© $618.00

$1,068.00

$4,308.00
$695.00

$370.00
- $250.00

82.220.00

$80.00 $90.00 §

$5,990.00

$4,081.00 |

$5,345.00

$2oo;oo

$11,168.00



8 3COM Ethernet Il 10Base-T adapters

8 Install Client Netware, 2 network apps.

1 AT&T StarlAN 12 port concentrator*

1 Tranceiver (AUl to ThinNet)

Council subtotal:

*(reuse existing concentrator in Transportation)

28

25

—t wd b

e T T T O N Ry

| | (

: Planning & Deelopment

COM Ethernet Il 10Base-T adapters

Install LAN WorkPlace, Client Netware, 3 network apps

Install Client Netware, 3 network apps

Install PC Tools Deluxe, WP Office, WP5.1 on server

Synoptics 2310 concentrator (36 port)
Transceiver (AUI to ThinNet)
Planning & Development subtotal:

H
Install LAN WorkPlace, Client Netware, 2 network apps

Solid Waste

P LaserJet llisi, Postscript, Ethernet adapter

Install Client Netware, 2 network apps

Synoptics 3030 concentrator chassis (4-slot version)

Synoptics 3301 6-port BNC module* S
Net Management module (hardware) '
Transceiver (AUl to ThinNet)

AT&T StarlLAN 12 port concentrator**

Solid Waste subtotal:

*(all existing thin-net connections in Solid Waste attach here)

**(reuse existing concentrators in Transportation)

S

ynoptics 2

Transportation/Data Resources Center
310 concentrator (36 port) -

$295.00
$170.00

$200.00

$295.00
$250.00

- $220.00

$250.00
$6,395.00
$200.00

$5,345.00
$200.00

$170.00 -

$1,395.00
$1,595.00
$5,032.00

$200.00

$6,395.00

$2,360.00
$1,360.00

© $200.00

$3,920.00

$6,260.00

$750.00
$5,500.00
$250.00
$6,395.00
$200.00

$5,345.00
$1,400.00
$5,270.00

$21,355.00

$1,395.00

$1,595.00
$5,032.00
$200.00

$6,395.00

P

$20,237.00
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SCOM 30588 15 slot chassis

Transcelver (AUI to ThinNet)
ACC ACS 2100 SNMP Managed Bridge

BNC T-Connector and Transceiver tap
Synoptics 3030 concentrator chasis

Net Management module (hardware)

Synoptics 3308 12 port 10Base-T module
Transportation/Data Resources Center subtotal:
*(reuse existing chassis in Solid Waste)
**(reuse existing modules in Solid Waste)

Network Total:

$989.00

$200 00
$3,250.00
$200.00
$1,395.00

$5,032.00

$3,099.00

$989.00

$600.00
$3,250.00
$200.00
$1,395.00
$5,032.00
$6,198.00

$24,059.00

$215,068.00
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STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 91-1509 AUTHORIZING THE
EXECUTIVE OFFICE TO EXECUTE A CONTRACT WITH CTR FOR THE
PURCHASE OF COMPUTER HARDWARE, SOFTWARE AND SERVICES AND A
CONTRACT WITH FIRST PORTLAND LEASING FOR THE FINANCING OF
SAID PURCHASE AND COMPLETING THE STRAP COMPUTER PROJECT

Date: Septembéi'Q,‘1991 " Presented by: -Keith Lawton

FACTUAY, BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

On May 16, 1991, the Council Finance Committee approved Resolution
No. 91-1451A, authorizing the issuance of a Request for Proposal for
the purchase of UNIX based computers for applications using the ‘
Regional Land Information System database and Arc-Info software, and
for the network infrastructure needed to link these computers and
various departments. The purchase anticipated under this RFP was to be
accomplished in two phases. The contract approval for Phase I of this
project was waived at the time the RFP was authorized. The purchase of
the Phase I UNIX computers and network infrastructure is already in
process. ' » : ' _

Phase II of the process includes the purchase of hardware and
software necessary to network the various DOS based computer
departments. This network will serve all personal computers and
Macintoshes in the Solid Waste, Public Affairs, Planning and
Development and Council departments, and includes bridges to the UNIX
network with Transportation and the Recycling Information Center. It
allows easy extension to include other Metro departments when they so
wish. This action is brought to authorize contracts with CTR and First
Portland Leasing for the purchase and financing, respectively, of Phase
II of the process. ‘

Following a careful evaluation of the proposals by the Information
Systems Division, the STRAP committee recommended the purchase of Phase
II equipment from CTR. Documentation outlining the review and
evaluation process is attached. The financing arrangements proposed as
part of the RFP have been coordinated by the Finance Division.

Since the initial release of the RFP, the Solid Waste Department
began experiencing severe equipment problems with their existing
network. The current Solid Waste network is incapable of meeting the
demands and is partially inoperative. This, along with other factors,
. demanded ‘a change in the purchase/financing structure of the project.

On July 18, 1991, Ordinance No. 91-414A was presented to the
Finance Committee to move appropriation from capital outlay to capital
lease. This budget amendment permitted the purchase and financing of
an integrated multi-department network within the amount budgeted for
FY 1991-92. As fully explained at the meeting, the effect of this
action added a future cost of approximately $352,154 for the two



Staff Report
Resolution No. 91-1509
Page 2

succeeding f;scal years for a total flnanc1ng cost of approxlmately
$627,198 for both phases over three years. ‘The Finance Committee and
Council unanimously approved and adopted the amendment. A summary
- showing the recently revised total costs for Phases I and II for FY
1991-92 and the estimated costs for the next three fiscal years is
attached to this staff report.

This action requests the approval of a contract with CTR for the
purchase of hardware, software and maintenance not to exceed $230,000,
and a three year financing contract with First Portland Leasing not to
exceed $324,000. The leasing agreement will include financing for the
above mentloned purchase with CTR and the purchase of ARC/INFO software
for the Public Affairs and Solid Waste Departments of $45,154.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executlve Officer recommends approval of Resolution No. 91~
1509, approving contracts for the purchase and financing of network
hardware and software to complete Phase II of the STRAP Network.

kr:dpueerzst:apsr
S8eptember 9, 1991



TOTAL STRAP PROJECT COSTS

Coat Summarized by Phases

FY 1991-92 | FY 1992-93 | FY 1993-94 | FY 1994-95 PROJECT
Total Total Total Total Total
Costs Costs Costs Costs Cosats

ITRANSPORTATION
Phaga

S4;065

$15,210

$5,070

833572

{subtotal Department

$81,114

S$14,442

. : \
|puBLIC. AFFAIRS
£ 1 Pha
lPhase.II
Lease of CTR Hardware $11,443 $15,257 $15,257 $3,814 $45,771
Lease of ARC/INFO Software $12,843 $12,843 $3,211 $38,528

$0:

$20;0007%

§$68,424

$59,146

$59,146

$14,786

$201,502

|subtotal Department

[soLID wAsTE

Lease of CTR Hardware $14,093 $18,791 $18,791 $4,698 $56,372
Lease of ARC/INFO Software $3,563 $4,751 $4,751 $1,188 $14,254
ISubtotal Department $32,252 $37,583 $37,583 $9,396 $116,814
IPLANNING & DEVELOPMENT
|Phase 11
ILeaae of CTR Hardware $14,420 $§19,226 §$19,226 $4,807 $57,679
[Subtotal Department $14,420 $19,226 $19,226 $4,807 $57,679
|counciL
|Phase 11
lLeaae of CTR Hardware $9,325 $12,433 $12,433 $3,108 537,299
[Subtotal Department $9,325 $12,433 $12,433 $3,108 $37,299

$64,490

$85,987

0

$257,962
'$33;220%

‘|Lease of ARC/INFO Software

$13,195

$17,594

LEWi avelopmen’

§20;000

$4,398

$52,781
2050007

|Tota1 All Departments

$205,535

$186,160

$186,160

$46,540

$624,395

Items shaded have been previously approved

'FY 1991-92 assumes 9 months of lease payments
FY 1994-95 assumes 3 months of lease payments
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STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 91-427 AMENDING ORDINANCE NO.
91-390A REVISING THE FY 1991-92 BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS
SCHEDULE FOR THE PURPOSE OF FUNDING SPECIAL DISTRICTS
ASSOCIATION DUES FOR FY 1991-92

" Date: September 16, 1991 ' Presented by: Kathy Rutkowski

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Metro has been a member of the Special Districts Association
(SDAO) since 1985. Historically, the primary purpose for the '
membership was to enable the District to purchase insurance from the
SDAO excess pool. As a result, the dues were always funded out of the
Insurance Fund. As of January, 1991, Metro no longer purchases its ,
insurance through the Special Districts. In FY 1990-91, the Executive
Officer executed a contract with Western Advocates through the Special
‘Districts Association for lobbyist services. This contract has
extended into FY 1991-92.

During the FY 1991-92 budget process, the SDAO dues were deleted
from the Insurance Fund. They were to be transferred to the Office of
Governmental Relations. However, they were inadvertently left out of
that division’s budget. ‘

This action requests the transfer of $1,600 from the General Fund

Contingency to Materials & Services in the Office of Governmental
Relations to fund the Special District Association dues for FY 1991-92.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends the adoption of Ordinance No. 91-
427, transferring $1,600 from the General Fund Contingency to fund
Special District Association dues for FY 1991-92.

kr:0rd91-92:91-427:sr
September 16, 1991



-BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO.
91-390A REVISING THE FY 1991-92
BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS SCHEDULE
FOR THE PURPOSE OF FUNDING SPECIAL
DISTRICT ASSOCIATION DUES FOR FY
1991-92

ORDINANCE NO. 91-427

Introduced by Rena Cusma,
Executive Officer

Nt st sst? it® sl ogt?

WHEREAS, The Council of the Metropolitan Service District has
reviewed and considered the need to transfer appropriations within the
FY 1991-92 Budget; and |

WHEREAS, The need for a transfer of appropriation has been
Justified; and _ _

WHEREAS, Adeqﬁate funds exist for other identified needs; now,
therefore, A

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

1. That Ordinance No. 91-390A, Exhibit B, FY 1991-92 Budget, and ‘
Exhibit C, Schedule of'Appropriations, are hereby amended as shown in
the column titled "Revision" of Exhibits A and B to this Ordinance for
the purpose of transferring $1,600 from the Geheral Fund Contingency to
fund the Special District Association dues for FY 1991-92

2. This Ordlnance belng necessary for the immediate preservation
of the public health, safety and welfare, an emergency is declared to
exist, and this Ordlnance takes effect upon passage.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District this °

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

kr:ord91-92:91-427:0rd
September 16, 1991
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EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE KO. 91-427
. : CURRENT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
[ accr # | |pEscrrerron | PTE | AmMounT FTE | : AMOUNT . FrE | amousr
GENERAL FUND

Office of Govarnmental Relations

|Tota1 Perscnal Services , | I 1.50! 81,005 I I o.oo! 0 I I 1.50! 81,005 '

I@:erialu & Services : I
521100 Office Supplies 3,080 2] 3,080
521310 Subscriptions 300 0 300
521320 |pues 0 1,600 1,600
524190 Misc. Professional Services 160,000 0 160,000
526500 Travel 200 0 200
526800 Training, Tuition, Conferences 200 0 200
529500 Meetings 540 ] 540

I'.l'otal Materials & Services l

|'1‘ota1 Capital Outlay | 4,000 Q 4,000
[roman_expERDITURES ] | 1.50] 249,325 | | 0.00] 1,600] | 1.50] 250,925




»
>
>

EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE RO. 91-427

CURRENT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
FTE | . AMOUNT FTE | AMOUNT FTE | AMOUNT

| accr # | [oescriprron
GENERAL FURD

Canaral Expenses

|zotal Interfund Transters _] 2,989,170 Q 2,989,170
lcuntingoncy and Unappropriated Balance I ’
s e |

ITotal Contingency and Unappropriated Balance I 401,558 399,958

JTOTAL RXPENDITURES - 11 18.75} 5,016,718 | | 0.0o} o] | 18.75] 5,016,718 ]




EXHIBIT B

ORDINANCE NO. 91-427
S8CHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONRS

CURRENT PROPROSED
APPROPRIATION REVISION APPROPRIATION .
GENERAL FUND
IConncil
-|Personal Services 403,577 403,577
Materials & Services 372,828 372,828
Capital Outlay 8,000 8,000

ISnbtotal ‘ g

Ixxecutive Management

I 784,405 I

I 784,405 '

Personal Services - 348,071 348,071
Materials & Services 60,963 60,963
Capital outlay 6,000 6,000

|8ubtota1 l

[ottice of Governmental Relations

| 415,034 |

415,034

0
0
0
l==================éLJ
0
0
0
L===============éLJ
0

Personal Services 81,005 81,005
Materials & Services 164,320 1,600 165,920
Capital Outlay 4,000 [] 4,000

ISubtotal I

IRegional Facilities

| 249,325 I

I 1,600 |

I 250,925 '

'IPersonal S8aervices 154,106 154,106
|Materials & services 23,120 23,120
ICapital Outlay 0 0

ISubtotal I

Icenaral Expenses

| 177,226 I

I 177,226 '

Interfund Transfers

2,989,170

0

0
L==============g=|

0

2,989,170

Contingency

401,558

(1,600)

399,958

ISubtotal I

I 3,390,728 I

I (1,600)'

| 3,389,128 I

ITotal General Fund Requirements I

I 5,016,718 l

ALL OTHER APPROPRIATIONS REMAIN AS PREVIOUSLY APPROVED

Y

I 5,016,718 I
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STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 91-428 AMENDING ORDINANCE NO.
91-390A REVISING THE FY 1991-92 BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS
SCHEDULE FOR THE PURPOSE OF FUNDING ENTRY INTO PERS

Date: September 16, 1991 . Presented by: Jennifer Sims

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

During the FY 1991-92 budget process, the AFSCME and LIU Local 483
bargaining agreements were set to expire on June 30, 1991. The make up
of the benefit packages for these groups was unknown at the time of
budget preparation. In addition, proposals for a non-represented
benefit package were being formulated. As a result, department budgets
were prepared utilizing the fringe rates for the previous fiscal year.
Funds were placed in Contingency pending settlement of the bargaining
agreements and final development a management benefit package.

_ Subsequent to the adoption of the FY 1991-92 budget, both
bargaining units have approved contracts accepting entry to PERS. 1In
addition, the management package has been approved offering PERS to
those employees hired before July 1, 1991. All non-represented
employees hired after July 1, 1991, are automatically members of PERS.

'The average cost impact of entry to PERS for this first year is
three percent of regular salaries. The total cost impact is summarized
by fund below:" ‘

Zoo Operating Fund $112,868
Solid Waste Revenue Fund v 70,943
Planning & Development Fund 28,352
Transportation Planning Fund 41,310
General Fund 22,337
Support Service Fund 78,220
Building Fund 2,871
Insurance Fund 2,885
Convention Center Capital Fund 2,112

TOTAL COST IMPACT ' $361,898

This action requests the transfer of funds from Contingency to
Personal Services to fund the additional cost impact of entry into

ggECUTIVE OFFICER'S‘RECOHHENﬁATION

" The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Ordinance No. 91-428,
transferring funds from Contingency to fund the addition cost impact of
entry into PERS.

kr:ord91-92:91-428:8c
September 16, 1991



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

~ AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO. ORDINANCE NO. 91-428

) '
91-390A REVISING THE FY 1991-92 )
BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS SCHEDULE ) Introduced by Rena Cusma,
FOR THE PURPOSE OF FUNDING ENTRY ) Executive Officer
INTO PERS ) :

WHEREAS, The Council of the Metropolitan Service District has

reviewed and considered the heed to transfer appropriations within the
FY 1991-92 Budget; and |

| VWHﬁREAS, The need for a transfer of appropriation has been
justified; and

WHEREAS, Adequate funds exist for other identified heedsf noﬁ,
therefore, | '

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBRY ORDAINS:

1. That Ordinance No. 91-390A, Exhibit B, FY 1991-92 Budget, and
Exhibit C, Schedule of Appropriations, are hereby amended as shown in
the column titled "Revision" of Exhibits A and B to this Ordinance for
the purpose of transferring funds from Contingency to fund the
' additional cost impact of entry into PERS dues for FY 1991-92

2, This Ordinance being necessary for the immediate preservation
of the public health, safety and Qelfare, an emergency is declared to
exist, and this Ordinance takes effect upon passage.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District this

day of  1991. |

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

kr:ord91-92:91-428:0rd
September 16, 1991



EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 91-428

CURRENT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
| acer # | [oescripTION H Pre |  amoumr FTE | AMouwr FTE | amouwr’
_ GENERAL FUND
Executive Management
IPersonaI Services I
| 511110 ELECTED OFFCIALS :
|executive orzicer I 1.00] 73,080 | l o] | 1.00] 73,080 |
|_511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) . '
Deputy Executive Officer 1.00 62,747 0 1.00 62,747
Sr. Management Analyst 1.00 48,146 0 1.00 48,146
8r. Public Info. Specialist 0.50 22,113 0 ‘0.50 22,113
Administrative Assistant 1.00 31,044 (] 1.00 31,044
| 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
[administrative secretary [ 1.00f 24,073 ] | o| | 1.00 24,073 |
|__ 511235 WAGRS-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time)
ITempotary Intern LO.ZS 4,500 0 I 0.25 4,500
| 512000 FRINGE 82,368 7,836 90,204

ITotal Personal Services

] [ s.7s] 343,071' | o.oo! 7,836' I 5.75! 355,907'

ITotal Materials & Services

l'xotal Capital Outlay I 6,000 Q 6,000

JTOTAL EXPENDITURES

| L s.1s]  a1s,03a | [ 0.0 7,836 | 1 5.75] 422,870 |




EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 91-428

CURRERT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET

| accr # | [pEscrrerion | FTE | AMOURT FTE | AMOUNT FTE | AMOUNT
GENERAL FUND -
Offica of Governmental Relations
IPorlonal Services I .
| . 511121 SALARIRS-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) .
|sr. Management Analyst - I 1.50 61,836 | ol { 1.s0 61,836
| 512000 FRINGE 19,169 1,855 21,024

|'.l‘otal Personal Services I I ) 1.50! 81,005 l I 0.00! 1,855 I . l 1.50! 82,860 l
[ i moie |
e s vy | —

|TOTAL EXPENDITURES ] | 1.50] 2s0,925] [ o0.00] 1,855 | | 1.s0] 252,780 |




ORDINARCRE RO. 91-428

EXHIBIT A

. CURRERT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
| accr # | [oEscrrpriON | | rre |  amouwr FTE | AMmOURT P2 | amouwr
GEMERAL FPUND
Regional Facilities
IPeraonal Services I
|__511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Directors 0.10 6,772 [ 0.10 6,772
Managers (Finan., Const.) 1.00 61,431 0 1.00 61,431
Sr. Management Analyst 0.80 33,710 0 0.80 33,710
Asst. Management Analyst 0.30 10,392 0 0.30 10,392
| 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) :
|administrative secretary | o.25 5,333 o]l | o.25 5,333
I s12000 FrINGE 36,468 3,529 39,997

'ITotal Personal Services

ITotal Materials & Services I

ITotal Capital Outlay

_J

I I 2.45! 154,106 I I 0.00! 3,529 l

I 2.45! 157,635 l

== @[3 ==
g [= [

" JTOTAL EXPENDITURES

3,529 | |

2.45]

180,755 |

| | 2.¢5] 177,226 ] | o.00|



EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 91-428

CURRENT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
| acer # | |pRscrreTION | | rre | amouwr FTE | AMoUNT FTE | Amoumr
CENERAL FUND -
Council
earsonal services 1

| 511121 sALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) :

Council Administrator . 1.00 66,276 0 1.00] - 65,276

8r. Management Analyat 3.00 124,243 0 3.00 124,243

Clerk of the Council 1.00 27,405 0 1.00 27,405
| 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)

Administrative Secretary 3.00 72,142 0 *3.00 72,142

Secretary 0.75 13,832 0 0.75 13,832
| 511235 WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time) : _

|Temporary Administrative Support | o.30 4,176 | o] | o.30 4,176
| - s12000 FRINGE 95,503 9,117 104,620

|Tota1 Perscnal Services | 9.05 403,577 | [ o0.00] 9,117 [ | o9.05] 412,694 |
[zotal Materials & services ] 372,828 ‘ g o 372,828
[otal capital outiay | o] 8,000

froTarL ExPRNDITURES » | | s.05] 784,405 | | o.00] 9,217 | | 9.05] 793,522 |




EXHIBIT A
ORDINARCE NO. 91-428

CURRENT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
FTE | AMOUNT FTE | amoumr FrE | - amouwr

o] [eacmon
GENERAL FUND . .
General Expenses . ' ' ‘ "

ITotal Interfund Transfers I . 2,989,170 2,589,170 §

!

ICOntingency and Unappropriated Balance I
| 599999 Contingency | 399,958 ‘ (22,337)
]'rotal Contingency and Unappropriated Balance | 399,958 (22,337)

- |[TOTAL EXPENDITURES | [ _28.75] 5,016,718 | [ o.o00] o] [T1e-7s] 5,016,718 §

LN
i




EXHTBIT A
ORDINANCE NO.

91-428

: CURRENT BUDGET REVISION
| accr # | |pEscrrpTIioN | PTE | AmounT FTE | amouwr FTE |  AMOUNT
SUPPORT SERVICE FUND
Finance and Managemant Information
IPersonal Services l
I 511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Directors 1.00 69,763 0 1.00 69,763
Data Processing Administrator 1.00 53,078 0 "*1.00 53,078
Chief Accountant - 1.00 57,441 0 1,00 57,441
Management Analyst Supervisor 1.00 46,795 [+] 1.00 46,795
8r. Management Analyst 4.00 182,269 0 4.00 182,289
Assoc. Management Analyst 3.00 103,349 0 3.00 103,349
Asst. Management Analyst 2.00 54,283 0 2.00 54,283
D.P. Systems Analyst 3.00 110,219 0 3.00 110,219
D.P. Computer Programmer -1.00 31,445 0 1.00 31,445
Administrative Assistant 1.00 28,500 (] 1.00 . 28,500
Senior Accountant 3.00 116,920 0 3.00 116,920
I 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
D.P. Computer Operator 1.00 28,608 [+] 1.00 28,608
D.P. Computer Technician 1.00 25,970 0 1.00 25,970
Administrative Secretary 1.00 21,350 [+] 1.00 21,350
Secretary 2.00 43,166 0 2.00 43,166
Lead Accounting Clerk 1.00 23,548 (4] 1.00 23,548
Reproduction Clerk 1.00 25,870 0 1.00 25,870
{Accounting Clerk 2. 4.00 82,358 0 4.00 82,358
Accounting Clerk 1 : 3.00 54,849 0 3.00 54,849
" lotfice Assiatant 1.00 15,956 0 1.00 15,956
Operations Utility Worker 1.00 19,268 0 1.00 19,268
| 511235 WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time)
l!l‘eupox-ary Administrative Support I 1.00 18,683 0 I 1.00 18,683
511400 OVERTIME 4,074 [] 4,074
512000 FRINGE 377,513 35,851 413,364

|1‘otal Personal Services l I 38.00 I 1,595,295 I I 0.00 l 35,851 I

ITotal Materials & Services I

Irotal Capital Outlay ‘ I

l 38.00 l 1,631,146 I

54,770

jroTAL EXPENDITURES

] | 38.00] 2,607,485 | | o.00 |

35,851 | | 3s.00 | 2,643,336 ]




EXHIBIT A
! : ORDINRARCE RO. 91-428

o : CURRENT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
Lacer # | [orscriprION ] FTE | AMOUNT FTR | amoumT FTE | amouwr
BUPPORT SERVICE FUND '
Regional Facilities
lPerlonal Services - I
|__511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
’ Directors ’ 0.70 47,406 0 0.70 47,406
Managers (Finan., Const.) 0.70 40,193 0 0.70 40,193
Procurement Officer 1.00 52,507 )] 1.00 52,507
. |8r. Management Analyst 1.00 40,099 0 1.00 40,099
Assoc. Management Analyst 1.00 34,645 0 1.00 34,645
Asst. Management Analyst 0.20 6,928 0 0.20 6,928
Support Services Supervisor 0.50 23,228 -0 0.50 23,228
| 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Administrative Secretary 1.25 28,882 0 1.25 28,882
Secretary . 0.75 14,526 0 0.75 14,526
Accounting Clerk 1 1.00 18,676 .0 1.00 18,676
Building Operations Worker 0.50 11,213 0 0.50 11,213
- |_511235 WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time)
Temporary Professional Support 0.50 9,000 0 0.50 9,000
Lo Temporary Administrative Support 0.25 4,500 0 0.25 4,500
LSIZOOO FRINGE 102,859 9,549 112,408
o ITotal Parsonal Services . I I 9.35 I 434,662 I l 0.00 | 9,549 l 9.35 444,211

Total Materials & sgrvi_ces | 317,966 Q

] [ o35 793,128 [ o.00]

froTAL ExPENDITURES 9,549 | | 9.35 ] 802,677 |




ORDINANCE NO. 91-428

EXHIBIT A

: CURRENT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
| accr # | [pEscrrprION | FTE | AMOURT FTE | AMOUNT FTE | amouwr
SUPPORT SERVICE FUND
Personnel C

JPersonal Services |
| 511121 SALARIRS-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Parsonnel Manager ’ 1.00 52,853 0 1.00 52,853
8r. Management Analyst 3.00 125,582 (4] 3.00 125,582
Assoc. Management Analyst 1.00 32,995 0 1.00 32,995
Asst. Management Analyst 1.00 27,038 [ 1.00 27,038
| 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) 0 . 0
Administrative Secretary 1.00 27,035 0 1.00 27,035
! Secretary 1.00 18,442 0 1.00 18,442
Receptionist 1.00 17,562 0 1.00 17,562
- |accounting clerk 1 1.00 17,562 [ 1.00 17,562
| 511235 wAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time) 0 0
ITemporary Administrative Support I 0.25 4,182 [} I 0.25 4,182
511400 OVERTIME ‘ 400 0 400
512000 FRINGE 100,332 9,572 109,904
I'.l‘otal Personal Services | | 10.25 | 423,983 | I 0.00 | 9,572 I |=1o.25 |  433,sss5 |

ITotal Materials & Services

Irotal Capital Outlay I

]

JTOTAL EXPENDITURES

]| f[10.25] 487,520 ] { o.00 |

9,572 | | 10.25 ] 497,092 |




EXHIBIT A
ORDINARCE NO. 91-428

A CURRERT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
| accr ¢ | [oescrrpTION ‘ | FTR | aAMOoURT FTE | amouwr e |  avour
SUPPORT SERVICE FUND
Office of General Counsel
Jrersonal Services |
_ |_511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) ,
- |General Counsel 1.00 67,464 1.00 67,464
Senior Assistant Counsel 3.00 155,265 R . 3.00 155,265
| 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Legal Secretary 1.00 30,910 1.00 30,910
Secratary 1.00 19,171 . 1.00 19,171
511400 OVERTIME 1,500 1,500
512000 FRINGE ‘ ~ o 85,036 8,184 93,220

Irouu Personal Services ' I | 6.00] 359,345 | 0.00 8,184 6.00 367,530

JTOTAL EXPENDITURES ] [ s.00] 3s1,845] | o.00 | 8,184 | | 6.00 ] 390,029 |




ORDINANCE RO. 91-428

EXHIBIT A

CURRENT BUDGET

REVISION

PROPOSED BUDGET

| acer # | [nﬁsc#irmxon

] FTE |  AMOUNT FPTE |- amouwr PrE | Amoumr
SUPPORT SERVICE FUND
Pnblic Affairs
|personal services |
| 511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) ‘
Directors 1.00 69,059 - 1.00 ~ 69,059
Public Information Supervisor 1.00 38,047 1.00 38,047
8r. Public Info. Specialist 2.50 100,296 2,50 - 100,296
Assoc. Public Info. Specialist 4.00 145,787 4.00 145,787
Asat. Public Info. Specialist 1.00 29,925 1.00 29,925
Graphics/Exhibit Designer 3.00 77,254 3.00 77,254
| 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES ‘(full time)
Administrative Secretary 1.00 23,457 1.00 23,457
Secretary 1.00 18,302 1,00 16,302
I 512000 FRINGE 155,659 15,064 170,723

Irotal Personal Services I I 14.50 | 657,786 I I 0.00 | 15,064 || 14.50 I . 672,850 I

ITotal Materials & Services I .

I'l‘otal Capital Outlay , I

136,040
7,485

© 136,040

JTOTAL EXPENDITURES

] [ 14.50]

801,311 | | o.o00 |

15,064 | | 14.50 |

A-10

816,375 |



EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 91-428

CURRENT BUDGET

REVISION

PROPOSED BUDGET

| acer # | [nﬁmw

] | e | amouwr

FTE | amouwr

FTE | AMOUNT

8UPPORT SERVICE FUND
Genaral Rxpenses

ITotal Interfund Transfers I 416,068

ICQntingency and Unappropriated Balance I
I 599999 Contingency
* General 330,000
* Builders License 7,848

ITotal Contingency and Unappropriated Balance I 337,848

=]

(78,220)
0

416,068

251,780
7,848

259,628

|TOTAL EXPENDITURES

| | 78.10] 5,825,205 | |

0.00 | o] J78.10] 5,825,205

e



ORDINANCE NO. 91-428

EXHIBIT A

- CURRENT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
| acer # | |oRscripTION | FTE | AMOUNT FTR | amouNT FTE | AMOUNT
BUILDING MANAGEMENT FUND
Metro Centar Account
|perscnal services |
| 511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYERS (full time)
Director 0.10 6,772 0 0.10 6,772
Support Services Supervisor 0.50 23,228 0 0.50 23,228
| 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Administrative Secretary 0.25 5,333 0 0.25 5,333
Secretary 0.25 4,842 0 0.25 4,842
Building Operation Worker 0.50 11,213 0 0.50 11,213
Security Officer 1.00 17,502 [ 1.00 17,502
| s12000 FrRINGE 27,757 2,067 29,824
|Total Personal services | | 2.60] 96,647 | 0.00 2,067 2.60 98,714

|Total Materials & Services

|Tota1 Capital Outlay I

639,118
50,000

e

I
Y

50,000

il

JTOTAL EXPENDITURES

] | 2.60

| 785,765 | |

0.00]

2,067 | [ 2.60 |

787,832 |

A-12
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EXHIBIT A
' ORDINANCE NO. 91-428
. . . CURRENT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
| accr ¢ | [pEscriprION | | rre | amouwr FTE | AMOUNT FTE | Amouwr
BUILDING MANAGEMENT FUND
Metro Headquarters Project
IParuonal Services I

| 511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)

Construction Manager © 0.10 5,742 0 . 0.10 5,742

Senior Management Analyst 0.50 21,069 0 ' 0.50 21,069
I 512000 FRINGE . 8,311 804 9,115

I‘I‘otal Personal Services I I 0.60 I 35,122 I I 0.00! 804 I | 0.60 I 35,926 I
Total Materials & Services | 899,628 Q 899,628 |
[rota1 capital outlay |  [16,115,386 A Q 16,115,386 |

jroTAL EXPENDITURES ] | o.60] 17,050,236 ] | o.00] 804 | | o.60 | 17,050,940 §

A-13



EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 91-428

CURRENT BUDGET

REVISION

PROPOSED BUDGET

| accr ¢ |

|pESCRIPTION

FTE | AMOURT

¥TE | AmourT

FTE | AmousT

BUILDING MANAGEMENT FUND
General Expenses

ITotal Interfund Transfers I

Entingency and Unappropriated Balance I
| 599999  contingency
Metro Center Account
Metro Headquarters Project
I 599990 Unappropriated Balance

l Metro Center Account

ITotal Contingency and Unappropriated Balance I

12,250,000 :

50,000
50,000

i

(2,067)
(804)

|
il

12,250,000

47,933
49,196

froTaL ExerNDITURES

| | 3.20] 30,210,901 | |

0.00] o] [ 3.20] 30,210,901 |

A-14



ORDINARCR NO. 91-428

EXHIBIT A

.

. CURRENT BUDGET REVISIOR PROPOSED BUDGET
[accr ¢ ] [oescrrerion ] FTE | AmouNT FTE | AMOUNT FTE | AMOUNT
TNSURANCE FURD
lggrlonal Bervices 4]
511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full-time)
|IRisk Manager 1.00 45,000 1.00 45,000
Assoc. Management Analyst 1.00 31,725 1.00 31,725
|_511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full-time)
- IAdminintrative Secretary [7 1.00 19,400 0 I 1.00 19,400
I 512000 FRINGE ' 29,798 2,884 32,662
|Total Personal services | |_3.00] 125,823 ] [ o.00] 2,884 | 3.00 128,807

Irotal Materials & Services . I

ITotal Capital Outlay I

ICOntingency & Unappropriated Balance

1

599999 Contingency

599990 Unappropriated Balance

ITotal Contingency & Unapp. Balance I

947,290

!

483,284
4,026,941

Il
il

(2,864)
0

| (2,884)]

947,290

480,400
4,026,941

4,507,341

| L_3.00] 5,595,658 ] [ o.00]

°

3.00] 5,599,658 |

JroTAL EXPENDITURES

A-15



EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 91-428

CURRENT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
| accr # | [oescrrerion | | e | amouwr rre | amouwr rrE | amounr
ZOO OPERATING YUND
Administration
lPanonal Services I
| 511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Director 1,00 78,400 0 1.00] . 178,400
Assistant Director : 1.00 64,500 0 1.00 64,500
8r. Management Analyst 1.00 39,046 0 1.00 39,046
Development Officer 1.00 45,190 0 1.00 45,190
Safety/Security Supervisor : 1.00 31,422 0 1.00 31,422
| 511221 wAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Adminietrative Secretary 2.00 53,689 0 2,00 53,689
Program Assistant 2 : 1.00 - 24,642 0 1.00 24,642
Security 1 : 3.00 53,568 0 3.00 53,568
" |security 2 1.00 19,367 0 1.00 19,367
I 511225 WAGRS-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (part time) ) .
Iﬂecurity 1-reg . : | o.sol 8,366 | I .0 I | o.5o|. 8,366 |
I 511235 WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time) .
ISecurity 1-temp I 1.4o| 22,338 | : | 0 | I ’1.4o| ’ 22,335|
I 511325 REPRESENTED 483-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (part time)
ICaahroom Clerk I 1.50] 30,968 | v | 0 I I 1.50[ 30,968 I
| 511335 REPRESENTED 483-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time)
ICa-hroon Clerk | 1.00 18,172 0 | 1.00 18,172
511400 OVERTIME 10,902 0 10,902
512000 FRINGE ' ' 145,165 18,334 ' 163,499

Irotal Personal Services | I 16.40! 645,735 I | 0.00! 18,334 I I 16.40! 664,069 |
T — —
T — —

|roran ExpENDITURES | | 2s.¢0] saa,ser] | o.00] 18,336 ] | 1s.¢0] s3z,015 |

A-16



ORDINANCE NO. 91-428

EXHIBIT A

CURRENT BUDGET

REVISION

PROPOSED BUDGET

I Accfg;g] Ingscnxpmzox I FTR I AMOURT FTR l AMOURT ¥TE | AMOURT
ZOO OPERATING FUND '
Animal Managewent
IPeruonal Services ]
l44§11121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Curator 1.00 48,043 0 1.00 48,043
Veterinarian 1.00 50,363 0 1.00 50,363
Research Coordinator 1.00 45,640 0 1.00 45,640
Assistant Curator 1.00 46,920 0 1.00 46,920
l 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Administrative Secretary 1.00 21,348 1.00 21,348
Vetaerinary/Research Assistant 1.00 34,070 0 1.00 34,070
Records Specialist 1.00 31,539 0 1.00 31,539
| 511225 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (part time)
Animal Hospital Attendant 0.70 13,026 0.70 13,026
Program Assistant 1 0.50 9,221 0.50 9,221
l 511231 WAGRS~-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (Full Time)
IHanagement Intern ‘ l ‘ 1.5o| 31,5524] | ] I l 1.so| 31,626 '
l44511235 WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (Part Time)
IHanaqenent Intern l;;ﬁo.zo| 4,200 I I 0 I l 0.20' 4,200 l
I. 511321 REPRESENTED 483-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) '
Nutrition Technician 1.00 26,808 1.00 26,808
Senior Animal Keeper 7.00 198,219 7.00 198,219
Animal Keeper 24.00 649,892 24.00 649,892
| 511325 REPRESENTED 483-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (part time)
|anima1 xeeper-pr [ 2.00] 53,616 | | o] | 2.00 53,616 |
l47511335 REPRESENTED 483~TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time)
Inninal Keeper ‘ [44,0.72 16,570 0 [4470.72 16,570
511400 OVERTIME 55,300 0 55,300
512000 FRINGE 481,122 36,861 . 517 983

|Tota1 Personal Services I [_Agt.szl 1,817,523 I I 0.00'

|Total Materials & Services I

Irotal Capital Outlay

1
i

I

36,861 I I 44. 62! 1,854,384 I

111

frorar ExeeNpITURES

| [ ess2] 2,201,667 ] [ o.0d]

36,861 | | 44.62] 2,328,528 |

A-17



ORDINANCE NO. 91-428

EXHIBIT A

) . CURKERT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
| ACCT 0‘] [gggcnxpmzou | FTR | AMOURT ¥TE I AMOUNT FTR | AMOURT
20O OPERATING FUND
Facilities Managemsnt
IParlonal Services I
I 511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Managers {B&G, Const, VS, Ed, PR) 1.00 42,182 0 1.00 42,182
Maintenance Supervisor 1,00 32,995 (4] 1.00 32,995
Fac. Mgmt. Project Coordinator 1.00 32,995 0 1.00 32,995
FPac. Mgmt. Work Center Coordinator 1.00 29,926 0 1.00 29,926
| 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
[Administrative secretary [ 1.00] 24,737 | | o | 1.00] 24,737 ]
l 511225 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (part time)
|secretary I o.77| 14,201 ] | 0 I | 0.77] 14,2o1|
I 511321 REPRESENTED 483-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Maintenance Worker 3 3.10 88,822 0 3.10 88,822
|Maintenance Technician 1.00 28,652 0 1.00 28,652
Imintenanca Worker 2 6.50 176,567 0 '6.50 176,567
Maintenance Worker 1 8.25 202,489 0 8.25 202,489
Senior Gardener 1.00 30,748 0 1.00 30,748
Gardener 2 1.00 27,164 0 1.00 27,164
Gardener 1 6.00 147,265 0 6.00 147,265
Maintenance Mechanic 1.00 29,889 0 1.00 29,889
Master Mechanic 1.00 33,305 ] 1.00 33,305
|Maintenance Rlectrician 1.00 36,512 0 1.00 36,512
I 511331 REPRESENTED 483-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES(Full Time)
Laborer 0.68 13,269 0 0.68 13,269
|Maintenance Worker 3-FT Seasonal 0.69 17,702 0 0.69 17,702
Inaintenanca Worker 2 FT Seasonal 0.50 12,062 0 0.50 12,062
|Masntenance Worker 1-FT seasonal 0.40 8,527 0 ' 0.40 8,527
I 511335 REPRESENTED 483-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time) )
Temporary Keeper/Support 0.68 13,269 0 0.68 13,269
Maintenance Worker 1 0.17 3,766 0 " 0.17]) 3,766
511400 OVERTIME 27,005 0 27,005
512000 FRINGE 386,658 29,353 416,011

|’.l'ota1 Personal Services ' I 38.74] 1,460,707 | 0.00! 29,353' l 38.74' 1,490,05?'

I'I'otal Materials & Bervices . I

|'rota1 Capital Outlay |

‘ 1,408,190

1,408,190

[roTAL ExeENDITURES

| 1 38.74] 3,208,447 |

0.00]

20,353 | | 38.74] 3,277,600 |

A-18



EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. S1-428

: CURRENT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
| accr ¢ | |orscrrpTION - : | PTE |  AMoUNT PTE |  AMOUNT FIR | Amouwr
20O OPERATING FUND ' )
Education Saervices
Personal Services I
I 511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
luanagers (B&G, Const, VS, E4, PR) 1.00 44,243 0 1.00 44,243
Program Coordinator ©2.00 56,038 0 2.00 56,038
"|B4. service specialist 1.00 39,112 0 1.00 39,112
Volunteer Coordinator 1.00 31,417 0 1.00 31,417
Graphics Coordinator 1.00 39,967 0 1.00 39,967
. . Graphics/Exhibit Designer 1.00 28,501 0 1.00 28,501
I 511125 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (part time) .
Iaraphicslxxhibit Designer [;471.oo| 28,501 I ) I 0 I I 1.68] 28,501 l
| 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) ' ’
Administrative Secretary 1.00 27,267 0 1,00 27,267
Program Assistant 2 1.00 24,737 0 1,00 24,737
Giaphics Technician 1.00 24,715 0 1.00 24,715
. |Program Assistant 1 2.00 40,715 0 2.00 40,715
| 511235 WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time)
Education Service Aide I 5.29 83,724 0 5.29 83,724
Education Services Aide II’ 0.61 11,493 (] 0.61 11,493
511400 OVERTIME 8,193 0 8,193
512000 FRINGE 151,473 11,556 163,029

I'.l‘otal Personal Services | | 18.90! 6‘0,096' | 0.00! 11,556' I 18.90! 651.552'

ITotal Materials & Services I

|Tbtal Capital Outlay I

{rorar ExpERDITURES

| Las.oo] s13,80] [ 0.0l 11,556 ] [ 1e.00] 925,426 |



EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE RO. 91-~-428

CURRENRT BUDGET

REVISION

| accr 8 | [omscrrerron

ZOO OPERATING FUKD
Marketing

| ez |  awower

IPot-onal 8ervices

I 511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Managers (B&G, Const, VS, Ed, PR) 1.00 48,715 1.00 48,715
Assoc.. Pub. Affairs Specialist - 1.00 34,662 1.00 - 34,662
Asst. Pub. Affairs Specialist 1.00 31,417 1.00 31,417
| 511225 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (part time)
Program Assistant I/Photographer 0.50 11,213 0 0.50 11,213
Educational Service Aide 0.75| ' 12,561 -0 0.75 12,561
l 512000 FRINGE ‘ 42,956 4,460 47,416
|Tbta1 Personal Services I | 4.25! 181,524 | I 0.00I 4,460 I

ITotal Materials & Services I 358,919

ITbtal Capital Outlay I

—

4.25 185,984

: 358,919

[roTAL ExPENDITURES

| | e8] sec,4a3] |

0.00}

A-20
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EXHIBIT A
ORDINARCE RO. 91-428

CURRENT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
l;ggcr 54] Inxscnxrr:ou l PTE | AMOURT PTE I AMOUNT FTE I AMOUNT
Z0O OPERATING ¥UND
Visitor Services

lggsgonAIYSQrvicol I
I 511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYERS (full time)
Managers (B&G, Const, VS, Ed, PR) 1.00 42,000 0 1.00 42,000
-[Food 8ervice Supervisor 1.00 41,941 . 0 1.00 41,941
Retail Supervisor 1.00 - 34,344 0 1.00 34,344
Food Service Coordinator 4.00 97,608 [\] - 4,00 97,608
Retail Coordinator 1.00 23,459 0 - 1.00 23,459
511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Administrative Secretary 1.00 21,348 0 1.00 21,348
Storekeeper 1.00 23,549 1.00 23,549
511225 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (part time)
Office Assistant 0.50 10,168 - 0,50 10,168
Visitor Service Worker 3-reg 3.00 47,010 3.00 47,010
Visitor Service Worker l-reg 1,00 11,291 1.00 11,291
511241 WAGES-SRASONAL EMPLOYEES
_[visitor Service Worker 2-temp’ 6.00 75,079 0 6.00 75,078
‘|Visitor Service Worker l-temp 29,00 312,866 4] 29,00 312,866
511321 REPRESENTED 483-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
[rypist/Receptionist-rag [, 1.00] 17,670 | | ol | 1.00] 17,670}
511325 REPRESENTED 483-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (part time) )
lTypilt/Racaptionist Reg. (part time) I 2.25| 39,75;4] [ 0 l I 2.25] 39,756 I
511335 REPRESENTED 483-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time)
Typist/Receptionist-temp 1,50 23,612 0 1.50 23,612
Stationmaster-temp 2,20 47,127 0 2.20 47,127
511400 OVERTIMRE 15,500 0 . 15,500
512000 FRIKGRE . 247,612 12,304 A259,916

ITotal Personal Services I I 56.45! 1,131,940' I 0.00! 12,304' | 55.45! 1,144,20!'

|Total Materials & Services I 1,176,198

. ITotal Capital Outlay l

|roraL mxpERDITURES

| | s6.45] 2,351,788 | |

0.0 12,304 | | s6.45] 2,364,092 |

A-21



EXHIBIT A

ORDINANCE NO. 91-428

CURRENT BUDGET

REVISION

PROPOSED BUDGET

[Agccr ' Inzscnx?mmcu

I FTE I AMOURT

rre | Amouwr

Z0O OPERATING FUND
General Expensss

|'.l'ota1 Interfund Transfers I

ICOntingoncy and Unappropriated Balance

599999 Contingency

824,073

599990 Unappropriated Balance

2,393,612

o |Total Contingency and Unappropriated Balance I .

1,000,931

—

(112,868)

0

1,000,931

711,205
2,393,612

~

I'J.‘O!I'.'AL EXPENDITURES

| 1 175.36] 14,483,422 ] | .00}

o] [ 179.36] 14,403,412 |

A-22



EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE RO. 91-428

, . CURRERT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
[ accr # | [omscrrerion | FTE |  AMouNT ¥rE |  amounr P |  amoumr
SOLID WASTE REVENUE FUND
OPERATING ACCOURT:Administration
lPeraonal S8ervices I
| . 511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
: Dir. of Solid Waste Planning 1.00] . 72,064 ] 1.00 : 72,064
Sr. Management Analyst . 1.00 40,121 0 1.00 40,121
Assoc. Management Analyst 1.00 28,501 0 1.00 28,501
Administrative Assistant 2.00 48,074 0 2.00] . 48,074
| 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) : :
Administrative Secretary 1.00 20,335 0 1.00 : 20,335
Secretary 1 1.00 18,399’ 0 1.00 18,399
Office Assistant 1.00 15,125 0 1.00 15,125
| 511225 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (part time) 4
“foffice Assistant | 1.00 17,940 ol | 1.00 17,940
511400 OVERTIMR 2,837 0 2,837
512000 FRINGE . 84,287 7,817 - 92,104

[zota1 rersonal services | [Couod] 347,603 | [ o.09] 7,817 ] 9.00 355,500
[rotal Materials & Services ] 75,673 : g 75,613

froTaL ExPENDITURES < ] 1 s.00] 423,356 | | o0.00] 7,617 | | s.00] 431,173 |

A-23



RXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE KRO. 91-428

CURRERT BUDGET REVISIOR PROPOSED BUDGET
| acer # | [pEscrrpTION . l FTE |  AMOUNT | rre |  amouwT FTE |  AMOUNT
' BOLID WASTE REVENUE FUND , ’
OPERATING ACCOUNT:Budget & Finance : ’ -
IPsruonal Services ’ I
| 511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Budget and Pinance Manager . 1.00 55,729 0 1.00 55,729
‘|sz. solid waste Planner : 1.00 40,121 0 1.00 40,121
Assoc. Solid Waste Planner 1.00 36,289 0 1.00 36,289
Sr. Management Analyst 3.00 114,246 0 3.00 114,246
Management Technician: 1.00 30,057 0 1.00 30,057
| 511221 wacEs-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
|program Assistant 2 < | | 1.00 21,348 . ol | 1.00 . 21,348
| 512000 FRINGE _ 95,293 8,934 104,227

I'rotal Personal Services I 8.00 393,083 | | o0.00] 8,934 | | s.00| 402,017 |
o ot s | Em = ==

JTOTAL EXPENDITURES 1 | s.o 572,803 | | o0.00} 8,93¢'| | 8.00] 581,737 |

A-24



EXHIBIT A
ORDIRARCE NO. 91-428

: . CURRENT BUDGET REVISIOR PROPOSED BUDGET
| accr ¢ | |prscrrerion | | rer | amousr FTE |  AMOURT FTE |  amouwt
SOLID WASTE REVENUE FUND '
OPERATING ACCOUNT:Operations
Jpersonal services |
| 511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Facilities Superintendent 1.00 46,109 0 1,00 46,109
‘ 8r. 8olid Waste Planner ) 1.00 44,243 0 1.00 44,243
Assoc. Management Analyst 1.00 28,610 0 1.00 28,610
Hazardous Waste Specialist 3.00 89,826 0 3.00 89,826
Site Manager II 1.00 31,351 0 1.00 31,351
- Site Manager I 3.00 59,377 0 3.00 59,377
| 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Hazardous Waste Technician 9.00 215,561 0 g.00| - 215,561
Scalehouse Technician 19.00 290,796 0 19.00 © 290,796 .
| 511225 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (part time)
|scalehocuse Technician | a.65 61,315 o] | 3.65 61,315
511400 OVERTIMRE 38,973 0 38,973
512000 FRINGE R 289,972 26,016 315,988

|Total Personal Services ' I 41.65! 1,196,133' | 0.00! 26,016| l 41.65! 1,222,149 I
[rotar Materials & services ] 43,878,534 g 43,678,534

JToTAL EXPENDITURES | | ¢1.65] 45,074,667 ] | o.00f 26,016 | | 41.65] 45,100,683 |
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EXHIBIT A ©
ORDIKANCE NO. 91-428

CURRENT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
| acer ¢ | [oracrrrrION | FTE |  AMOUNT FTE |  aMOURT ‘PTE |  amoumr
80LID WASTE REVERUE FUND '
QOPERATING ACCOUNT:Engineering & Analysis
IPorlonal Services I
| 511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Engineering Manager 1.00 53,653 ] 1.00 53,653
Sr. Engineer 2.00 80,131 0 2.00 80,131
Asgoc. Engineer 2.00 72,276 0 2.00 72,276
Sr. Solid Waste Planner 2.00 92,894 0 2.00 92,894
Construction Coordinator 1.00 48,047 0 1.00 48,847
Assoc. Solid waate Planner . 1.00 36,138 (4] " 1,00 36,138
I 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
|program Assistant 1 | 1.00 22,426 ol | 1.00 22,426
l 512000 FRINGE 130,037 12,191 i : 142,228

|Total Personal Services I I 10.00! 536,402 l I o.oo! 12,191 I I 10.00! 548,593 I
Total Materials & Services I 257,125 g 257,125

|roTaL ExPENDITURES ] | 10.00] 793,527 | | o0.00] 12,191 | | 10.00] 805,718 |

A-26
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EXHIBIT A
ORDINARCE NO. 91-428

CURRENT BUDGET REVISIOR PROPOSED BUDGET
| acer # | |pRscrrpTION | FTE |  AMOURT FrE |  AmouxT FTE | Amoumr
SOLID WASTE REVENUE FUND ’
OPERATING ACCOUNT:Waste Reduction
IPetnonal Services I
| 511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) ‘
Solid waste Planning Supervisor . 2.00 80,317 0 2.00 80,317
8r. 8o0lid Waste Planner 2.00 74,498 [+) 2.00 " 74,498
Assoc. Solid Waste Planner 4.00 133,683 0 4.00 133,683
Asst. Solid Waste Planner 1.00 28,434 [+] 1.00 28,434
Asgsoc. Public Affairs Bpec. 1,00 32,919 [+] 1.00] - 32,919
Waste Reduction Manager 1,00 52,220 0 1.00 52,220
I 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
|program Assistant 1 . | 4.00| 72,891 | | ol | .00 72,891 |
I 511225 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (part time)
|Program Assistant | o.s0] 9,151 | | o] | o.50| 9,151 |
| 511235 WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time) ~
|remporary | o.15 2,754 o] | o.15]: 2,754
511400 OVERTIME 5,292 0 5,292
512000 FRINGE 157,491 15,985 173,476

|Total personal services | | 15.65] 649,650 | | o0.00} 15,985 | | 15.55! 665,635 |
Il'otal Materials & Services I Q 3,154,796

|roraL ExpERDITURES | | 15.65] 3,804,446 ] | o0.00} 15,985 | | 15.65] 3,820,431 |
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EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE RO. 91-428 N

, . | curreer BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
[ acer # | [omscrrprroN .} | rr | amouwr FTE | AMOURT FTR |  AMOUNT
SOLID WASTE REVENUE FUND
Gensral Rxpanses

ITbtal Interfund Transfers I 17,742,748 ‘ ' ' 17,742,748

Icontingency and Unappropriated Balance I
599999 Contingency : 2,465,797 (70,943) . 2,394,854
599990 Unappropriated Fund Balance 21,460,391 0 21,460,391
ITotal Contingency and Unappropriated Balance I . .
JTOTAL REVENUE FUND zﬁpxnnxmuaxs | [ e4.30] 115,200,228 | |- o.00] < ov| I s4.30] 115,180,228 |
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EXHIBIT A
ORDINARCE NO. 91-428

: CURRENRT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
| accr ¢ | |orscrrerion ~ | | rre | amoumr FTR | amoumT FTE | AwoowT
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING FUND '
IPax-lonal S8ervices . I
I 511121 sALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYRES (full tima)
) * |Transportation Director 1.00 67,714 0 1.00 67,714
Trans. Planning Manager -1.00 58,506 0 1.00 58,506
Technical Manager . - 1.00 58,506 -0 1.00 58,508
Regional Planning Supervisor 1.00 53,056 0 1.00 53,056
Trans. Planning Supervisor 3.00 141,790 (4] 3.00 141,790
Senior Regional Planner } 2.00] - 82,855 0 .2.00 82,855
Senior Management Analyst 1.00 43,711 0 1.00 43,711
Senior Trans. Planner 8.00 309,615 0 8.00 309,615
Assoc. Trans. Planner 7.00 224,742 0 7.00 224,742
Assoc. Regional Planner ' 3.00 90,415 0 3.00 90,415
Asst. Trans. Planner 3.00 83,367 0 3.00 83,367
Asst. Regional Planner ' " 3.00 63,062 0 3.00 63,062
Administrative Assistant. 1.00 29,921 0 1.00 29,921
| 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Administrative Secretary 1.00 27,248 0 1.00 27,248
S8ecretary 1.00 23,023 0 1.00 23,023
Planning Technician . 1.00 19,461 0 1.00 19,461
| 511231 WAGES - TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (full time) '
| remporary | 1.00 21,404 . o] | 1.00 21,404
| s1z000 FrINGE - 433,503 _ 41,310 474,613

I'I’otal Parsonal Services I I 39.00! 1,831,899| I 0.00! 41,310' I 39.00! 1,873,209!

I‘rotal Materials & Services I 2,094,538 Q

) Ic:mtinganey and Unappropriated Balance I
599999 Contingency 264,668 (41,310)
599990 Unappropriated Fund Balance 38,000 0

ITotal Contingency and Unappropriated Balance l . 302,668 . :

2,094,538

223,358
38,000

JTOTAL EXPENDITURES _ | [ 29.00] 5,013,402 ] | o.00] o] | 39.00] 5,013,402}
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ORDINANCE RO. 91-428

EXHIBIT A

CURRENT BUDGET

REVISION

PROPOSED BUDGET

| acer # | [oescrrprION l FTE | AMOURT FTE | AMOUNT FIE | amousT
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT FUND
Land Use Division
Jrersonal services |
| 511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Director of Planning & Davelop 0.30 20,577 0 0.30 - 20,577
- |[Regional Planning Supervisor 1.00 48,781 ‘0 1.00 48,781
Senior Regional Planner 3.50 131,951 0 3.50 131,951
Senior Management Analyst 0.50 19,107 0 0.50 19,107
Management Technician 0.30 9,427 0 0.30 9,427
| 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
|administrative Secretary | o.50] 12,358 | | o| [ o.50] 12,358 |
| 511235 WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time)
|Temporary Administrative Help | o.25 2,500 o] | o.25 2,500
| 512000 FRINGE 75,857 7,266 | 83,123
|Total personal services | [6.3s | 320,558 ] [ o0.00] 7,266 | | 6.35 | 327,824 |

I'x‘otal Materials & Services I

I'rotal Capital Outlay |

476,772
10,700

i

—
=]

|TOTAL RXPENDITURES

1 | s.35 |

808,030 | | o.00 |

7,266 | |

6.35 | 815,296
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EXHIBIT A .
ORDINARCE NO. 91-428

. CURRENT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
| accr # | [oescrrprION | Fr2 | Amounr FTE | AMOUNT FrE | amoumr
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT FUND '
Environmental Planning Division
|personal services |
| 511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
‘|Director of Planning & Develop : 0.30 20,577 0 0.30 20,577
Regicnal Planning Supervisor 1.00 50,579 0 . 1.00 50,579
Senior Regional Planner 3.00 119,125 0 3.00 119,125
"|8enior Management Analyst : 1.00 42,138 0 1.00 42,138
Assoc. Regional Planner - 1.00 31,424 0 1.00 31,424
Management Technician 0.30 9,428 0 0.30 9,428
Assoc. Management Analyst - 1.00 32,990 0 1.00 32,9%0
| 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
Administrative Secretary 0.50 12,357 .0 0.50 12,357
Program Assistant 1 . 1.00 17,565 -0 1.00 17,565
| 511235 WwAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time) . :
|Temporary Administrative Belp . | o.50 5,000 o| [ o.50 5,000
I 512000 FRINGE 105,767 10,085 . 115,852

[zotal Personai services | ool ass,o%0 | [Co.co] 10,085 | [s.60 457,035
[zotal materials & services ] 911,255 g

JTOTAL EXPENDITURES ] | .50 1,365,845 ] | o.00 | 10,085 | | 9.60] 1,375,930
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EXHIBIT A

ORDINARCE NO. 91-428

‘

CURRENT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
| accr # | [pEscripTION | | rre | amouwr FTR | AMOUNT FTE. |  AMOUNT
PLARNING & DEVELOPMENT FUND
Urban Services Division
IPersonal Services I
| 511121 sALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)
_[pirector of Planning & Dsvslop 0.40 27,436 0 0.40 27,436
Regional Planning Supervisor 1.00 48,781 ] 1.00 48,781
Senior Solid Waste Planner 1.00 34,640 0 1.00 34,640
Assoc. Solid Waste Planner 2.00 67,636 0 2.00 67,636
Senior Regional Planner 0.50 21,069 0 0.50 21,069
Senior Management Analyst 3.50 135,207 0 3.50 135,207
Management Technician 0.40 12,570 0 0.40 12,570
| 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) : .
|secretary | 1.00] 19,367 | | o] | 1.00] 19,367 |
| 511235 WAGES-TEMPORARY EMPLOYEES (part time)
|Temporary Administrative Help | o.25 2,500 : o| | o.25 2,500
I 512000 FRINGE 114,454 11,001 125,455
|Total Personal services | [10.05] 483,660 | | o.00 | 11,000 | [ 10.05 | 494,661 |

lTotal Materials & Services

|Total Capital OQutlay

il

386,712

i

12,581

| | 10.05

| ee2,953] | o.00|

| 893,954 |

JTOTAL EXPENDITURES
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EXHIBIT A
ORDIRANCE RO, 91-428

CURRENT BUDGET REVISION ‘| erorosep Bupcer
| accr ¢ | [oEscripTION | | rre | amouwr FTE | Amouwt FTE | amouwr
PLARNING & DEVELOPMENT FUND '

Genarel Expenses

ITbtal Interfund Transfers I

o |COnt1ngency and Unappropriated Balance I

| 599995  contingency 86,001
ITotal Contingency and Unappropriated Balance l 86,001

frorAL ExpENDITURES ] [ 26.00] 3,696,371 ] | o.00 | o] [2s.00] 3,696,371 |

08§
08 |
i
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) EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 91-428

CURRERT BUDGET REVISION PROPOSED BUDGET
| accr # | [pescrrpTION _ | PTE |  amoUNT FTE | AMOUNT FTE | AMOUNT
CORVERTION CENTER PROJECT CAPITAL FUND ' ’
-lPexlonal Services I

I 511121 SALARIES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time)

Regional Facilities Director 0.10 6,772 0 0.10 6,772

Construction Manager ) 0.20 11,464 0 0.20 - 11,484

Senior Management Analyst 0.70] - 29,497 0 0.70 29,497

Assistant Management Analyst 0.50 17,320 ] 0.50 17,320
| 511221 WAGES-REGULAR EMPLOYEES (full time) :

Ihdministrative Secretary I 0.25 5,333 . . 0 I - 0.25 5,333
l 512000 FRINGES . 21,826 2,122 ) 23,948

E

I'x‘otal Personal Services | I 1.75! 92,232 I I o.oo! 2,122 l 75 94,354

|Total capital outlay | 1,351,779 Q 1,351,779
[zote) tnterfund Transters ] 98,904 Q 98,904

ICOntingency and Unappropriated Balance I
[ 599999  contingency ] 266,028 263,906

|'1‘otél Contingency and Unappropriated Balance I 266,028 ' ) 263,906
IMAI. EXPENDITURES : I I 1.75! 1,832,893 l I 0.00! 0 I I 1.75! 1,832,893 I

:
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EXHIBIT B
ORDINANCE NO. 91-428
SCHRDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS

CURRENT PROPOSED
APPROPRIATION REVISION APPROPRIATION
GRRERAL FUND .
Icanncil :
|personal services 403,577 9,117 | 412,694
. " |materials & services 372,828 0 372,828
|capital outiay v 8,000 0 8,000

' IBubtot:al | | 7s¢,405| | 9,117] I 793,522| _

[§§gcut1va Management
Personal Services 348,071 . 7,836 ) 355,907
|Materials & services - 60,963 0 60,963
|capital outiay , 6,000 0 , 6,000

|subtotal | | 415,034' I 7,a:s| | 422,a7o|

Iortice of Governmental Relations
Personal Services . 81,005 1,855 82,860
Materials & Services 165,920 (] 165,920
|capital outiay . . 4,000 0 4,000

|subtota) | | 250,925 | | 1,855 | | . zsz,vao'

lRagional Pacilities
IPerlonal Services 154,106 3,529 157,635
|Materials & services . 23,120 0 . 23,120
|capital outiay 0 0 0

Isubtotal l I 177,226 I I 3,529 I | 180,755 |

Icon.:al Expense

Interfund Transfers 2,989,170 0 2,989,170
Contingency 399,958 (22,337) . © 377,621
|Subtota1 | I 3,389,128 I | (22.337)] I 3,366,791 |
Jrotal General rund Requirements I 1 5,016,718 | | of | . 5,016,718 | .

SUPPORT SERVICES FUND

I?inanco & Administration -
) Paersonal Services 1,595,295 35,851 1,631,146
Materials & Services i 957,420 0 957,420
Capital Outlay . 54,770 0 54,770

Isubtotal I I 2,607,485 I l 35,851 I I 2,643,336 I
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EXHIBIT B
ORDINANCE NO. 91-428
SCHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS

CURRERT ) PROPOSED
APPROPRIATIOR REVISION APPROPRIATION
SUPPORT SERVICES FUND (continued)
|Rng:lonn1 Pacilities
IParlonal Services ‘ . 434,662 9,543 . 444,211
Iuatorialn & Services 317,966 [+] 317,966
|capital outiay ‘ 40,500 0 40,500
Isubtotal I I 793,128 l I 9,549 I I - 802,677 I
IPersounel .
IPersonal Services . 423,983 . 9,572 C 433,555
|uateriala & Bervices 62,310 0 . 62,310
[capital outlay 1,227 [ 1,227

Isubtotal | | 487,520' | 9,572 | | 497,092'

Iottiea of General Counsel ‘
jperlonal Services ) 359,346 8,184 ‘367,530
|Materials & services 19,544 0 " 19,544
|capital outlay - 2,955 | . 0 2,955

|8ubtotal I I 381,845 I I 8,184 l I 390,029 '

IPubnc Affairs
IPeuonal Services 657,786 15,064 672,850
|Materials & services 136,040 0 136,040
|capital outiay - 7,485 0 7,485

[Bubtota: | | sor, 31 ] | 15,064 | B 816,375 |

lconu:nl Expense

Interfund Transfers . 416,068 [+] 416,068
Contingency 337,848 (78,220) 259,628
ISubtotal : . I | 753,916 I l (78,220)' I : 675,696 I '
Jrotal support Sarvices Pund Requirements [ | 5,825,205 | | o] | - 5,825,205 |

BUILDING MANRAGEMENT FUND

Iuotro Center Management Account .
[Patlonal Services . 96,647 ‘ 2,067 98,714
|Materials & services 639,118 0 639,118
|capital outiay 50,000 0 50,000

|8nbtotal I I 785,755' | 2,067' l 787,032'
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EXHIBIT B
ORDINANCE NO. 91-428
8CHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS

CURRENT PROPOSED
APPROPRIATION - REVISION APPROPRIATION
BUILDING MANAGEMENT FUND (continued)
[getro Headquarters Project
Personal Services 35,122 804 35,926
Materials & Services 899,628 0 899,628
Capital Outlay 16,115,386 0 16,115,386

ISubtotal I I 17,050,136 l 804 I 17,050,940 I

v[ggpetal Expenses

-|contingency 100,000 (2,871) . 97,129
. Interfund Transfers 12,250,000 0 12,250,000
Isubtotal | I 12,350,000 | | (2,371)' | 12,347,129 |
IUnappropriated Balance I [47 25,66671 [7 9 I 147 25,000 I .
Jrotal Building Management Funa Requirements ‘ 11 30,210,901 | | ol | 30,210,901 |

INSURAKCE FUND

IPersonal Services 125,923 2,884 128,807
'Hateriall & Services 947,290 0 947,290
Capital Outlay 16,220 0 16,220
- [Contingency ) ’ 483,284 (2,884) 480,400
Unappropriated Balance 4,026,941 0 : 4,026,941
[rotal Insurance Fund Requirements | | 5,599,6554] [47 641 I 5,599,658 |
ZOO QOPERATING FUND
Indminiltration .
|personal services 645,735 18,334 664,069
|vaterials & services 265,846 0 265,846
fcapital outlay 3,000 0 3,000

|Buhtotal l I 914,581 I I ' 18,334 I I 932,918 l

|Animal Management . :
Irerlonal Services 1,817,523 36,861 1,854,384
|Materials & services 359,244 0 359,244
ICapital Outlay ’ 114,900 0 114,900

|Subtota1 | | 2,291,667 | | 36,861 | | 2,328,528 |
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EXHIBIT B
ORDIRANCE NO. 91-428
SCHEDULR OF APPROPRIATIONS

CURRERT ' _ PROPOSED
) APPROPRIATION REVISION APPROPRIATION
ZOO OPERATING FUND (continued)
|Pac111t1u Management . .
IPersonal Services 1,460,707 ' 29,353 | - 1,490,060
|Materials & services - 1,408,190 [] 1,408,150
|capital outiay 379,550 0 379,550
Isubtotal I | 3,248,447 I | . 29,353 I | 3,277,800 |
. IEducation .
IPorsonal S8ervices 640,096 . 11,556 : 651,652
IHatetials & Services 263,574 0 263,574
|capital outiay . 10,200 0 10,200
ISubtotal ‘ | | 913,870 | I 11,556 | I 925,426 I
lnarketing .
IParnon&l Services : 181,524 . " . 4,460 185,984
|Materials & services 358,919 0 358,919
|capital outiay 4,000 0 4,000

|8ubtota1 l I 544,443' I 4,460' l 548,903'

IViuitor Services
Personal Services : 1,131,940 12,304 1,144,244
Materials & Services 1,176,198 (1] 1,176,198
Capital Outlay 43,650 | ] 43,650

|8ubtotal : - I | 2,351,7BB| | 12,304' I 2,364,092'

|cona:al Expenses

Interfund Transfers 1,000,931 0 1,000,931
Contingency 824,073 (112,868)] 711,205
|Subtotal | | 1,825,004 | | . (112,868)| | 1,712,136 |
|unappropriated Balance ' | | 2,393,612 | | o] :l 2,393,612 |
rotal Zoo Operating Fund Requirements 1 1 14,483,412 | | o] 1| 14,483,412 |

SOLID WASTE REVENUE FURD

ladnin:lltx'ation
|personal services 347,683 7,817 355,500
[Materials & services 75,673 0 75,673

ISubtotal I I 423,355' | 7;617' I 431,173'

B-4
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EXHIBIT B
ORDIRARCE HO. 91-428
SCHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS

CURRERT PROPOSED

" APPROPRIATION REVISION APPROPRIATION
SOLID WASTE REVENUE FUND (continued)
IGanaral Account -
|Materials & services 193,550 0 193,550
|capital outlay — 3,151,330 0 3,151,330

ISubtotal | I 3,344,880 I I 0 I l 3,344,880 I

IHa-te: Project Account
|pebt service | 3,033,085 | | ol | 3,033,085 |

ISubtotal ) I I 3,033,085 I I 0 | | : 3,033,085 I

|Genera1 Expenses

Interfund Tranasfers ‘17,742,748 ] 17,742,748

Contingency . ‘ 2,465,797 (70,943) 2,394,854
|subtotal — _ | 1| 20,208,545 | | . (10,95_3__)_1 | 20,137,602 |
|unappropriated Balance 11 21,460,391 | | ol | — 21,;60,391 |
Jrotal sc1ia waste Revenue Fund Requirements I 1 115,180,228 | | - ol | 115,180,228 |

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING FURD

]Pe:aonal Services 1,831,899 41,310 | 1,873,209
[Materials & services 2,094,538 0 2,094,538
Capital Outlay ‘ 61,585 0 61,585
Interfund Transfers : 722,712 | 0 722,712
Contingency 264,668 (41,310) 223,358
Unappropriated Balance . 38,000 : 0 38,000
frotal Transportation Planning Fund Requirements 11 5,013,402 | | of | . 5,013,402 |

PLANNIRG & DEVELOPMENT FUND

lLand Use Planning
Personal Services 320,558 7,266 327,824
Materials & Services . 476,772 [+] 476,772
Capital Outlay 10,700 0 10,700
|8ubtotal I 1 808,030 | | 17,266 | | 815,296 |



EXHIBIT B

ORDINANCE NO. 91-428
8CHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS

CURRENT PROPOSED
APPROPRIATION REVISION APPROPRIATION
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT FUND (continued)
IEnvironmental Planning
IParlonal S8ervices 446,950 10,085 457,035
Iuaterials & Services 911,255 0 911,255
|capital outiay 7,640 0 7,640
|subtotaa | | 1,365,845 | | 10,085 | | 1,375,930 |
|Urban Services
|personal services 483,660 11,001 494,661
[Materials & services 386,712 0 386,712
|capital outiay 12,581 0 12,581

|Suhtota1 - I | 882,953' I 11,001| | 893,954'

[ceneral Expenses *
Interfund Transfer 525,190 0 525,190
Contingency 114,353 (28,352) 86,001

@toul

639,543 | | (28,352)' | s11,191|

ITotal Planning & Development Fund Requirements I I 3,696,371 | I 0 I I 3,696,371 l
Iﬂnonal Services 92,232 2,122 94,354
Materials & Services 23,950 0 23,950
Capital Outlay 1,351,779 0 1,351,779
Interfund Transfers 998,904 0 98,904
Contingency 266,028 (2,122) 263,906

Total Convention Center Project Capital Pund | 1,832,893 | | of | 1,832,893 |

Requirements .

ALL OTHER APPROPRIATIONS REMAIN AS PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ORDINANCE NO. 91~429, FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING METRO CODE
CHAPTER 5.06 TO ALLOW FOR COMMITTEE MEMBER REAPPOINTMENT,
STAGGERED TERMS, AND ESTABLISHING COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP DATE
EFFECTIVE AS OF CONFIRMATION

Date: September 17, 1991 Presented by: Don Rocks

'In November, 1990, the Metro Council adopted Ordinance No. 90-
331A creating the Composter Community Enhancement Program and
Committee. The Ordinance established the geographic boundaries
for the area, funding criteria for the program, and specified
membership composition of a 10-member committee.

‘When it was adopted, the ordinance did not address the issue of
committee member reappointment and it did not provide for
staggered terms of office for members. Additionally, the
appointments became effective the date the composter facility
opened. The Executive Officer recommends amendments to the Metro
Code to establish member appointment procedures for this
committee consistent with those of other Metro citizen
committees:

1. Member reappointment: It is customary for members of Metro
~ committees who have served well in a volunteer capacity to
- be eligible for one or more reappointments. Ordinance No.
91-429 would amend the Code to provide for reappointment of
members for one consecutive term or to serve on the
committee for two full terms.

2. Staggering of terms: There is no provision for staggering
of terms, whereby a portion of the members remain on the
committee, while the terms of a portion expire. oOrdinance
No. 91-429 would amend the Code to permit staggering of
terms to be determined by lot, to provide continuity and a
portion of the members having recent experience with
previous actions of the committee.

3. Effective date of appointment: The effective date of
committee member appointment is the date the facility
opened. The facility began receiving waste April 8. The
member solicitation process began in March. Due to delays
in organizations responding to the request, we have only
recently received nominations from all groups. Ordinance

“No. 91-429 would amend the Code to provide the date of
confirmation as the effective date of committee membership.

J:\judith\eosumm.rpt



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

ORDINANCE NO. 91-429
Introduced By
Executive Officer
Rena Cusma

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING

METRO CODE CHAPTER 5.06 TO ALLOW
FOR COMMITTEE MEMBER REAPPOINTMENT,
STAGGERED TERMS, AND ESTABLISHING
COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP DATE EFFECTIVE
AS OF CONFIRMATION o

W s s st e

'THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

Section 1. Metro Code Section 5.06.040, Composter Community
Enhancement Committee, subsection (¢), is amended to read as
follows: ’

"(c) The effective date for all appointments of all members
except the Metro Councilors shall be date of membership
confirmation by the Metro Council. The initial terms of
service for the eight non-Council members shall be four
members for one year and four members for two years,
designation to be determined by lot. Committee members may
be reappointed for consecutive terms not to exceed two full
terms." ‘

' [+e+——A&&—members—exeept—#etre—eeane%&ers—sha%%fbe—appeinted
fer—?we-year-%ermg—effee%tv?—the—da%e—%he—faet&tty—e?e597—
‘Appeintnen%s—te—fti&—vaeagetes—sha&&—be—fer—the—rematader—ef

the—vacant—term:)

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
this day of , 1991,

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council
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METRO - Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

503/221-1646
DATE: September 19, 1991
- TO: Metro Council
Executive Officer .
) Interested Parties 1%(,
FROM: Paulette Allen, Clerk of the Council

RE: AGENDA ITEM NO. 6.1; ORDINANCE NO. 91-418A

The Transportation & Planning Committee report and Ordinance No. 91-418A
only have been printed in the Council agenda packet. A supplemental
packet will be distributed in advance to Councilors and available at the
meeting September 26. Those interested in obtaining a copy of the
supplemental packet may contact the Clerk at ext. 206.

The Supplemental Packet contains:

1. Committee Report

2. Ordinance No. 91-418A and Exhibits A and B

3. Staff’s report .

4. Ordinance No. 91-418 and Exhibits

5. Testimony from the Special Districts Association of Oregon,
testimony submitted by Robert L. Liberty, and 1000 Friends of
Oregon

6. Letters and resolutions received from elected officials and
jurisdictions , v

7. Letters received from citizens and associations
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TRANSPORTATION AND PLANNING COMMITTEE REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 91-418A, REPEALING THE COLUMBIA
REGION ASSOCIATION OF GOVERNMENTS LAND USE GOALS AND
OBJECTIVES AND ADOPTING THE REGIONAL URBAN GROWTH GOALS AND
OBJECTIVES : ‘

Date: September 16, 1991 Presented by: Councilor Gardner

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: At the September 10, 1991 meeting, the
Committee voted unanimously to recommend Council adoption of
‘Ordinance No. 91-418 as amended. ' Voting in favor were Councilors
Bauer, Devlin, Gardner, McLain and Van Bergen.

COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/ISSUES: The Committee considered Ordinahce No.
91-418 at the August 27, 1991 and September 10, 1991 meetings.

Staff report: Ethan Seltzer, Land Use Supervisor, presented the
staff report. He explained that land use goals and objectives are
required under Metro’s enabling legislation. He noted that the
Columbia Region Association of Governments goals under which Metro
has been operating are outdated. He said that the proposed Goals -
and Objectives are intended to provide a policy framework for
evaluating alternatives for urban growth in the region. He said
‘they address the manner in which Metro will carry out its planning
authority in cooperation with local jurisdictions. They also
provide building blocks and concepts for development of functional
plans to address substantive issues.

'Mr. Seltzer described the process through which the draft RUGGOs
were developed, including review by local elected officials and
citizens who served on the Urban Growth Management Policy Advisory
committee, supplemented by a series of public meetings. He noted
that the Goals and Objectives establish a Regional Policy Advisory
Committee (RPAC) to assist the Metro Council in addressing growth
management and other regional issues.

Summary of comments at public hearing: A total of 34 persons
provided testimony to the committee, twenty-two in person.

1000 Friends of Oregon, representatives from Sensible
Transportation Alternatives for People, and Robert Liberty all
commended Metro on its work, and supported many of the RUGGO
concepts, but also expressed the view that the RUGGOs are too weak
to be useful as an immediate implementation tool. Suggestions for
amendments included adding statements requiring local comprehensive
plans to conform to functional plans; defining areas and activities
of metropolitan significance more clearly, and listing specific
examples; substituting mandatory language for the permissive
language in the current draft; adding a timetable for compliance;
adding performance benchmarks; and changing the composition of the
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~ proposed Regional Policy Advisory Committee from elected officials,
Metro Councilors and citizens, to a committee comprised primarily
of citizens. ‘ :

These comments were echoed in the testimony of six citizens who
testified generally in support of the substance of the Goals and
Objectives, but who urged the Committee to incorporate stronger
implementation language.- ' :

Eric Carlson from the City of Beaverton noted that these issues had
been discussed extensively by the Policy Advisory Committee. " He
suggested that if the Committee or Council wished to consider these
issues further with a view toward adopting them, the issues. should
be more fully and broadly discussed. He also supported technical
and clarifying amendments suggested by Metro staff.. :

John Miller, a citizen who served on the Urban Growth Management
Policy Advisory Committee, testified in support of the proposed
Goals and Objectives. He said that the proposed RPAC composition
~ is very fair, given practical difficulties in selecting a citizen
committee., Charles Hales, who represented the Homebuilders
Association on the Policy Advisory Committee, also expressed .
support. G. B. Arrington from Tri-Met urged prompt adoption of the
Goals and Objectives, and said that Tri-Met should be regarded as -
-an ally in the urban growth management process. -

Other citizens who testified in support of the Goals and Objectives
commented on their desire to avoid the California experience with _
congestion; the need to encourage pedestrian and bicycle routes;
the importance of addressing parks and recreational needs; the need
to include financing tools and cost-benefit analyses of development
alternatives; the desirability of including a citizen petition
process; the desirability of coordinating with the State of Oregon
Land Conservation and Development Commission; and the importance of
developing all alternatives up front, including potential future
modes of transportation. : : '

One citizen was concerned that creation of urban reserves will lead
to expansion of the urban growth boundary into farm areas.

Betty Atteberry of the Sunset Corridor Association generally
supported the plan, but expressed concerns about the market for
higher densities. One citizen objected to the RUGGOs based on the
perceived impact on county government and lack of direct citizen
involvement. , . :
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With regard to membership composition of the proposed Regional
Policy Advisory Committee, Alan Fletcher testified on behalf of the
Special Districts Association. He said that special districts have
as much of an interest in regional growth management as 1local
governments. The Association asked the Committee to include special
districts within the membership of the RPAC,.and to add references
to special districts as appropriate when the Goals and Objectives
-refer to ‘“cities and counties." Tri-Met also requested
representation on the RPAC.

Twelve citizens forwarded written comments to the Committee, all in
support of the Goals and Objectives, with eleven specifically
mentioning the natural environment goal, and one writing in
particular support of the transportation goal.

Committee consideration of proposed amendments: At the conclusion
of the public hearing, the Committee considered a revised draft of
the RUGGOs, annotated to reflect seventeen technical and clarifying
amendments. :

An amendment from Councilor Devlin was adopted unanimously by the
Committee. The amendment added a new section 2 to the Ordinance
adopting the Goals and Objectives. The new section provides that
the Regional Policy Advisory Committee will replace the existing
Urban Growth Management Policy Advisory Committee, and that the
other existing Policy Advisory Committees will be phased out and
replaced by RPAC once they complete their assigned tasks. The
amendment also states that the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on
Transportation will continue. Councilor Devlin indicated that the
existing Policy Advisory Committees would be disbanded through
adoption of resolutions. '

The Committee unanimously adopted the wording proposed in five
amendments suggested by Council staff. These amendments correct
the wording of the ordinance adopting the Goals and Objectives, and
clarify the relationship between the Council and the proposed RPAC.
A memorandum from Council staff dated September 5, 1991, sets out
the wording and rationale for each amendment (copy attached).

The Committee unanimously adopted a revised version of Amendment
No. 6 from Council staff. The amendment as proposed reworded
Objective 2.2 to clarify that the Council can determine the need
for technical advisory committees and appoint them without the
concurrence of the RPAC. The Committee unanimously voted to
further amend Objective 2.2 to delete lanquage which would have
permitted RPAC to appoirt not only technical advisory committees to
assist it, but also task forces and other bodies. The Committee
agreed that the phrase "task forces and other bodies" is ambiguous
and overly broad. -



TRANSPORTATION AND PLANNING COMMITTEE REPORT
Ordinance No. 91-418A
Page Four

Councilors McLain and Devlin explained that the intent of this
objective is to allow the RPAC to appoint and seek advice from
short term or special focus committees. They said that the
appointment process for technical advisory committees which will-
assist the Council with development of specific functional plans
should follow normal procedures, which call for Council approval or
disapproval of Executive Officer appointments. : _

The Committee unanimously adopted ten technical amendments
suggested by legal counsel. These amendments were intended to
conform the language of the Goals and Objectives to wording
contained in state land use law and regulations, and to otherwise
bolster the legal sustainability of the Goals and Objectives.

A memorandum from Larry Shaw dated August 29, 1991, sets out. the
wording and rationale for each amendment (copy attached).

The Committee voted unanimously to adopt an additional amendment
recommended by Mr. Shaw, which he indicated was prompted by
testimony from 1000 Friends. The proposed amendment is intended to
clarify the relationship of the urban growth boundary line to
statewide planning goals and the Regional Urban -Growth Goals and
Objectives. The amendment revised the third sentence of Objective
3.1.2) to read: .

The location of the urban growth boundary 1line shall be
[consistent] in compliance with applicable statewide planning goals
and consistent with these goals and objectives.

Councilor McLain proposed an amendment, which she said was prompted
by Mr. Liberty‘’s testimony, to include a statement about the
Council’s ability to adopt functional plans. She said there is no
question that Metro has the authority to undertake functional
planning, and that there should be a clear statement to this effect
to avoid doubt. She said this amendment also would be in keeping
with other technical amendments adopted by the Committee. The
Committee voted unanimously to adopt the amendment and to revise
Objective 4.1.5) by adding language to provide that the Council
shall "adopt functional plans necessary and appropriate for the
implementation of these regional growth goals and objectives".

Committee discussion of Ordinance No. 91-418A: Councilor Van Bergen
indicated that although he does not believe in the RUGGOs, he
intended to vote to recommend Council adoption, because he believes
they should have an opportunity to be tested.

He noted that the public testimony had been well-érepared;véndvthat
.?lmc.ast'all of the witnesses came from Washington County. He
indicated he had expected to hear more opposing testimony, because
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local officials had expressed concerns to him. He noted that none
had come forward at the public hearing. He indicated that in view
of the good-faith effort by those involved in developing the Goals
and Objectives, he would vote in favor. He said he hopes that the
Goals and Objectives are what the people want, because otherwise,
‘there will be considerable antagonism over them in the future.

Committee members noted that the Special Districts Association and
Tri-Met had requested amendments to a companion resolution adopting
by-laws for RPAC to include these groups as RPAC members. After
discussion, Councilor Gardner said that Resolution No. 91-1489
would be deferred until the September 24, 1991 Committee meeting,
with the intention that the Committee could forward any
- recommendations to the Council for consideration at.the September
26, 1991 Council meeting.

Council staff noted, and Mr. Shaw concurred, that any changes in
the proposed membership composition of the Regional Policy Advisory
Committee would have to be reflected in Objective 2.1, as well as
-the proposed RPAC By-laws. Councilor Devlin suggested that the
Committee could reconsider the applicable portion of the Goals and
Objectives at the September 24 meeting, although he was not
endorsing changes.

Councilor Devlin noted that the words "shall" and "should" are not
used consistently in the Goals and Objectives, and that these words
mean different things. He said the wording had been discussed
extensively by the Urban Growth Management Policy Advisory
Committee, and that in his view it would be best not to revise the
Goals and Objectives at this point. In response to an inquiry from
Councilor McLain, Mr. Shaw agreed that there is a legal distinction
between the words, but that the Goals and Objectives are a
constitution, which is general in nature. He said the wording used
in the functional plans will be important.

Councilor Devlin also said that Mr. Liberty’s suggestions regarding
the need for performance benchmarks and specific guidelines have
merit. He said that the Committee and the RPAC should address
these issues within a short period of time. Mr. Shaw indicated,
and Councilor Devlin concurred, that these issues are more
appropriately addressed in budget documents or in a functional plan
than in the Goals and Objectives. :



METRO Memorandum

2000 S.W, First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

503/221-1646
TO: Council Transportation and Planning Committee
1
FROM: Karla Forsythe,zéouncil Analyst
DATE:  September 5, 1991
" RE: Goal 1 of the Proposed RUGGOS: Clarifying Amendments

‘When the Committee considers the RUGGOS at its next meeting on
September 10, Council staff suggests review of several paragraphs
of the current draft to determine whether wording changes are
needed to clarify the role of the Metro Council.

l. Appointment of task forces and other advisory bodies (Page 7,
Objective 2.2). _ v

This paragraph provides that the Council, consistent with the
Regional Policy Advisory Committee bylaws, shall appoint technical
advisory committees, task forces, and other bodies as it and the
RPAC determine a need for such bodies. Article VI c. of the
proposed bylaws similarly provides that the Council or the RPAC can
appoint these bodies as it and the Committee determine need.

The following revision would provide for consistent wording in the
objectives and the bylaws, and also would clarify that either the
Council or the Committee can determine the need for technical
advisory bodies. A similar change to the bylaws is also
recommended. A

Suggested change: The Metro Council or the Regional Policy Advisory
Committee, consistent with the RPAC bylaws, shall appoint technical

advisory committees, task forces, and other bodies as [it and] the
Council or the Regional Policy Advisory Committee determine a need
for such bodies. :

2. Development of functional plans (Page 10, Objective 5.2);

This section provides that when the Council adopts factual reasons .
for development of a new functional plan, RPAC will oversee. plan
preparation. After the plan is prepared, and broad public and
local government consensus is sought, RPAC may propose the plan to
the Council for adoption. The paragraph further provides that "The
Metro Council may act to resolve conflicts or problems impeding the
development of a new functional plan should such conflicts or
problems prevent the Regional Policy Advisory Committee from
completing its work in a timely or orderly manner."
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September 5, 1991
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This wording could be read to mean that RPAC need not present the
plan to the Council, particularly if consensus has not been
reached, and that the Council may become involved only in the event
that RPAC has not proceeded in a timely or orderly manner. But in
the event that RPAC and the Council do not agree about the need for
or content of a plan, the Council may still wish to have the option
of reviewing the plan. :

If this is the intent of the Council, the paragraph should be
revised to clarify the respective roles of RPAC and the Council.

Suggested change: Upon the Metro Council adopting factual reason
for the development of a new functional plan, the Regional Policy
Advisory Committee shall oversee the preparation of the  plan,
consistent with these goals and objectives and the reasons cited by
the Metro Council. After preparing the plan and seeking broad
public and local government consensus, using existing citizen
involvement processes established by cities, counties, and Metro,
the Regional Policy Advisory Committee shall present [may propose]
the plan and its recommendations to the Metro Council [for
adoption]. The Metro Council may act to resolve conflicts or
problems impeding the development of a new functional plan, and may
act to oversee preparation of the_plan should such conflicts or
problems prevent the Regional Policy Advisory Committee from
completing its work in a timely or orderly manner.

3. RUGGO amendments (Page 12, Objective 6, lines 4-5).

This sentence provides for review at times determined jointly by
RPAC and the Council. To avoid the appearance that RPAC can veto
the Council’s efforts to review RUGGOS, the Council may wish to
revise the wording. ' '

Suggested change: The Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives
shall be reviewed at regqular intervals or at other times determined
[jointly by the Regional Policy Advisory Committee and the Metro

Council] by the Metro Council after consultation with or upon the
suggestion of the Regional Policy Advisory Committee.

4. Functional Plan amendments (Page 12, Objective 6.1, lines 14-
16). : ‘

This sentence provides that if amendments to adopted functional
plans are necessary, the Council shall act on amendments after
referral of proposed amendments to the RPAC. To clarify the
Council’s process for seeking advice from RPAC, the wording should
be revised. .
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Suggested change (lines 14 - 16): . . . If amendments to adopted
functional plans are necessary, the Metro Council shall act on
amendments to applicable functional plans {after referral of
proposed amendments to the Regional Policy Advisory Committee].
The Council shall request recommendations from the Re ional Polic

Advisory Committee regarding the amendments before taking

action . . .

5. Technical changes to_cover ordinance.

a. Section 1: The Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objeétives,
included in this ordinance as Attachment A, [is] are hereby adopted
as Metro’s regional land use goals and objectives. .

b. Section 2: Metro’s goals and objectives are consistent
with the Statewide Land Use Planning Goals. Findings of
consistency [are], included in this ordinance as Attachment B, are
hereby adopted.

c: Ethan Seltzer
Larry Shaw



MEIRO  Memorandum

20005.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

503/221-1646
Date: ' August 29, 1991
- To: - Ethan Seltzer, Land Use Supervisor
Planning and Development
.rrom: _ J Larry Shaw, Senior Assistant Counsel
Regarding: TECHNICAL RUGGO AMENDMENTS
Introduction

Since the Urban Growth Management Policy Advisory Committee is
scheduled to pass RUGGO and RPAC Bylaws to the Metro Council,
legislative land use findings of consistency with statewide
planning goals are being prepared. In this process of detailed
comparison with statewide goals, the following technical
amendments are suggested for RUGGO provisions to more precisely
demonstrate consistency with some statewide goals. :

RUGGO Introduction
The following additional paragraph explicitly states in the body

of RUGGO the relationship intended by Metro between Goals,
Objectives, and Planning Activities:

Goal I, Objective 1.1

"Metro shall establish a Regional Citizen Involvement
. Coordinating Committee to assist with the development,
A : fi of its citizen involvement

These additional roles of a "CCI" are probably required by
statewide Goal I. h
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Goal I, Objective 5.2.1

"The Regional Pollcy Adv1sory Committee may recommend that the
Metro Council g E? an area or activity of metropolitan

51gn1f1cance* *

This reflects the recent amendment to Metro’s procedural
ordinance eliminating the "findings" requirement for initiating a
functional plan to avoid confusion with a quasi-judicial land use

dec151on.

Goal I, Objective 5.

"If a city or count determlnes that a functlonal plan
recommendation oW 3¢ or cannot be 1ncorporated into its
comprehen51ve plan, then Metro shall review any apparent
inconsistencies by the following process:"

Given the failure of clarifying statutory provisions in the 1991
legislative session, the nature of functional plan provisions as
appealable "land use decisions" remains in doubt. A functional
plan provision which must be included into a comprehen51ve plan
change, unless it "cannot be incorporated" because it is against -
the law could be ruled a "land use decision" under LUBA's
reasoning in its STOP v. Metro decision. If “cannot" were
interpreted to not include a policy disagreement about the.
application of that functional plan provision to local _
circumstances, then functional plan "recommendations" could be
ruled to operate like a "requirement," appealable when adopted.

ThlS change is a clarification of general functional plan
provision impact. It does not affect Metro’s authority to make a

functional plan provision a "requirement" by so stating in an
appealable decision.

Goal 2, Objective 15.3

"Urban Reserves. Thirty year ‘urban reserves,’ adopted for
purposes of coordinating plannlng and i 3

areas for future urban expan51on, should be identi stent
with these goals and objectives, and reviewed by Metro every 15
years." .

RUGGO Glossary

"Areas_and Activicv
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i that can $8A

a coordinated multi=
”" '

jurisdictional response i
This is a key definition criticized at public hearing. Legally,
it must be tied to the statutory language to avoid inconsistency,
despite the general nature of those words. If the additional
-interpretation contained in the omitted words above is desired
for clarification, an additional definition of "orderly and
responsible development" using those words should be added.
Further clarification from ORS 268.020(6) could be added too:
"Metropolitan significance" means having major or significant
district-wide impact. : -

"Economic Opportunities Analysis. An ’economic opportunities

analysis’ is a strategic assessment of the likely trends for
growth of local economies in the state i {
. Such an analysis is critical for economic planning and
for ensuring that the land supply in an urban area will meet long
term employment growth needs."

Comprehensive plans must comply with four elements of analysis in
the 1987 LCDC rule added to this RUGGO definition. While Metro
may or may not undertake that analysis on a regional basis in its
assistance of comprehensive plans, legal conflicts could arise if
the definition is not consistent with the LCDC rule.

"Functional Plan. A limited purpose multi-jurisdictional plan -

" This is the most important definition in the RUGGO. Over the
years, it is the one most likely to be litigated and to be used
in future legislation. Therefore, it is important for the
adopted RUGGO definition to be legally precise. The new wording
comes from ORS 268.390(1), 268.020(6), and the 1977 legislative
history on ORS chapter 268 that Metro would use to defend this

- definition, if necessary. :

“Urban-Growth Boundary.

urbanizable lands
planned and servi
which separates !

A boundary which identifies

be
o support urban development densities, and
and urbanizable lands from rural lands."
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These additional words comply with the Oregon Supreme Court’s
interpretation of a UGB in the Curry County case and clarify the
"need" distinction between the UGB and urban reserves which are

not currently needed.

"Urban Reserve. An area adjacent to .the present urban growth
boundary that-weuld-provide { riority location
for any future urban growth Urban .
reserves are intended to provide cities, coun 1es, and other
service prov1ders and. both urban and rural landowners with a
greater degree of certalnty regarding future regional urban form:
. Whereas the urban growth boundary
describes an area needed to accommodate the urban growth
ver a.20-year period, the urban reserves deseribe—an
area capable of accommodating the growth expected
ional 30 years. ;

planning—area-"

Urban reserves have not yet been authorized by statute.
Therefore, the current Goal 14 is legally controlling. The Curry
County case interpreted Goal 14 to provide for UGBs with the
categories of "urban" and "urbanizable" land inside the UGB and
"rural" and "exception" land outside the UGB." While Goal 11 on
public facilities planning, for example, clearly contemplates
planning for future extension of facilities, urban reserves can
be merely estimates of the appropriate lands that may be heeded
in the future. A Goal 14 UGB amendment decision remains the
final decision on the future UGB. Under the Curry County case,
urban reserves probably cannot be f1na1 de51gnatlons of "future

urbanizable" lands.

'LS/dr
1307

cc: Rich Carson
. Xarla Forsythe
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BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE REPEALING THE ) ORDINANCE NO. 91-418A7
COLUMBIA REGION ASSOCIATION OF )
GOVERNMENTS LAND USE GOALS AND ) - Introduced by Executive
OBJECTIVES AND ADOPTING THE ) Officer Rena Cusma and
REGIONAL URBAN GROWTH GOALS AND ) Councilor Jim Gardner

: ) :

OBJECTIVES

 WHEREAS Metro has been directed by the Oregon State

-Legislature (Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter 268, Section 380(1))

to develop land use goals and objectives for the Portland

- metropolitan region. Prior to adoption of those goals and

objectives, the Columbia Region Association of Governments.(éRAG)
Goals and Objectives, adopted{Seprember 30, 1976 by the CRAG
Board, have'remained in effect by operation of 1977 Oregon Laws,
Chapter 665 Section 25 and | |

WHEREAS Reglonal Goals and Objectlves are intended to
provide Metro with the policy framework needed to guide the
Districb’s regionel planning program. All Metro functional plans
and its management of the Urban Growth Boundary must be
consistent with the Distriob's goals and objectives; and

'WHEREAS Metro has forecasted pobuldtion growth of about
310,000 within the existing urban growth boundary between 1989
and 2010. In addition, the changes accompanylng urban growth

have begun to affect quality of life in the region. This kind of

. growth and these kinds of changes are not unique to this region.

However, maintaining the livability of this region as it grows

requires a fundamental examination of the policy framework used

by Metro to guide its regional planning; and

WHEREAS To comply with its statutory requirements and in



recognition of the challengés posed by urban growth, Metro
elected to begin development of Regional Urban Growth Goals and
Objectives in March of 1989. Policy and Technical Advisory :
Committees were formed, and have met continﬁously since then.
THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY
ORDAINS: |
AMENDMENT NO. 1 PER COUNCIL STAFF |
Section 1. The Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives,

included in this ordinance as Exhibit A, [is]

as Metro’s regional land use goals and objectives.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 PER COUNCILOR DEVLIN

AMENDMENT NO. 3 ?ER COUNCIL. STAFF

Section [2~ Metro’s goals and objectives are consistent

with the Statewide Land Use Planning Goals. Findings of

consistency, [axe] included.in this ordinance as Exhibit B, are



hereby adopted@

Section [3+] The CRAG Goals and Objectives, adopted
Septembér 30, 1976 by the CRAG Board, are héreby repealed and
replaced by the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metroéolitan Service District

‘this day of _ ' : , 1991,

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

- ATTEST:

" Clerk of the Council -

ES/es-
7/30/91 )
'9/16/91/pa



Meeting Date: September 26, 1991
Agenda Item No. 6.2

ORDINANCE NO. 91-424

1



2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398 .

MEIRO  Memorandum

503, 221-1646
DATE: September 20, 1991
TO: lMetro Council
- Executive Officer :
» Interested Parties j?ﬁ)
FROM: Paulette Allen, Clerk of the Council’
RE:. AGENDA ITEM NO. 6.2; ORDINANCE NO. 91-424

The Regional Facilities Committeee will consider Ordinanée No. 91-424 on
September 24. The Committee report will be distributed in advance to
Councilors and available at the Council meeting September 26.
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MEIRO - Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

503221-1646
DATE: September 17, 1991
TO: Sherry Sheng, Zoo Director

Kay Rich, Assiﬁtant Zoo Director

- FROM: Don Carlson ouncil Administrator
Casey Short77Council Analyst

RE: Ordinance No. 91-424, Revising Zoo Admission Fees

ordinance No. 91-424 proposes to increase admission fees at the
Metro Washington Park Zoo, effective January 2, 1992. The
ordinance is scheduled for hearing before the Council Finance
Committee on September 19, and before the Council Regional
Facilities Committee on September 24, with consideration by the
full Metro Council proposed for September 26. The increase
proposed in the ordinance is fifty cents for adult, youth and
senior admissions. This is less than the one dollar increase
anticipated in the 1991-92 budget. '

The staff report accompanying the ordinance refers to a Five Year
Financial projection which projects revenues and costs based on
the most recent 1990-91 figures from accounting. Will you please
provide a copy of this report to us, for distribution to the
committees before their meetings? :

The 1991-92 budget contains a note directing the Finance Division
to prepare Five Year Financial Plans for several Funds, including
the 200 Operating Fund. What is the relation between the Five
Year Plan and the financial projection referred to above? How
does the proposed fee increase fit in with the financial
projection and your expectations for the Five Year Plan? 1In
short, will a fifty cent fee increase be adequate to meet the
Zoo’s revenue needs in the early years of the Five Year Plan?

Finally, what is the status of the Zoo Master Plan? The Regional
Facilities Committee heard a presentation on the Master Plan in
June, but the full Council has not received such a presentation.
Do you plan to brief the Council on the Master Plan? Does the
Master Plan contain assumptions regarding revenues and
expenditures that will be reflected in the Five Year Financial
Plan, and do you expect the Master Plan to require significant
additional revenues for operating and capital needs? If so, what
do you expect to be the source of those revenues? .

cc: Finance Committee
Regional Facilities Committee
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FOR' THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING THE )
REVISION OF METRO CODE SECTION )
4.01.060 REVISING ADMISSION FEES )

BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE

METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

ORDINANCE NO. 91-424

Introduced by Rena Cusma,

AT THE METRO WASHINGTON PARK Z0O ) Executive Officer

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

Section 1. Metro Code Section 4.01.060 Admission Fees and
‘Policies is amended to read as follows:

"4.01.060 Admission Fees and Policies:
(a) Regular Fees:

(1)

(2)

(B)

Adult (12 years and over) $4+50
Youth (3 years through 11 years) &2+56
Child (2 years and under)

Senior Citizen (65 years and over)#$3+09
Education Groups (per student)

- Chaperons accompanying free

Definitions:

(a)

An Education discount is offered to groups of
five (5) or more students in a state accred-
ited elementary, middle, junior or high
school or pre-school/daycare .center. Qualifi-
cations for Education Discount include a -
minimum of one chaperon for every five (5)
students of high school age or under; regis-
tration for a specific date-at least two
weeks in advance; and the purchase of curric-
ulum materials offered by the Zoo, or submis-
sion of a copy of the lesson plan that will

-be used on the day of the visit.

The. Group Discount is defined as any group of
twenty-five (25) or more (including school
groups that have not met the advance regis-
tration and curriculum requirements for the
Education Discount; groups of students not
accompanied by a minimum of one chaperon for
every five students shall not qualify for the

-Group Discount).

Fee Schedule:

Education Groups

Groups other than Education Groups

25 or more per group 20% discount from

appropriate fee listed above



(b)

Page 2

Free and Reduced Admission Passes:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Free and reduced admission passes may be issued by
the Director in accordance with this ordinance.

A free admission pass will entitle the holder only
to enter the Zoo without paying an admission fee.

A reduced admission pass will entitle the holder

- only to enter the Zoo by paying & reduced

admission fee.

The reduction granted in admission, by use of a
reduced admission pass (other than free admission
passes), shall not exceed twenty percent. :

Free or reduced admission passes may be issued to
the following groups or individuals and shall be
administered as follows: :

(A) Metro employees shall be entitled to free
‘ admission upon presentation of a current
Metro employee identification card.

(B) Metro Councilors and the Metro Executive
Officer shall be entitled to free admission.

(C) Free admission passes in the form of
volunteer identification cards may, at the
Director’s discretion, be issued to persons

" who perform volunteer work at the Zoo. Cards
shall bear the name of the volunteer, shall
be signed by the Director, shall be
non-transferrable, and shall terminate at the
end of each calendar year or upon termination
of volunteer duty, whichever date occurs

~first. New identification cards may be
issued at the beginning of each new calendar
year for active Zoo volunteers.

(D) Reduced admission passes may be issued to
members of any organization approved by the
Council, the main purpose of which is to
support the Metro Washington Park Zoo. Such
passes shall bear the name of the pass '
holder, shall be signed by an authorized
representative of the organization, shall be
non-transferrable, and shall terminate not
more than one year from the date of issuance.



(E) Other free or reduced admission passes may,
with the approval of the Director, be issued
to other  individuals who are working on
educational projects or projects valuable to
the Zoo. Such passes shall bear an
expiration date not to exceed three months
from the date of issuance, shall bear the
name of the pass holder, shall be signed by
the Director and shall be nontransferable.

(c) Special Admission Days:

(1) Special admission days are days when the rate
established by this ordinance are reduced or
eliminated for a designated group or groups. Six
special admission days may be allowed, at the _
discretion of the Director, during each calendar
year. o _

(2) + Three additional special admission days may be

‘ allowed each year by the Director for designated
groups. Any additional special admission days
designated under this subsection must be approved
by the Executive Officer.

(4) Special Free Hours: Admission to the Zoo shall be free
-for all persons from 3:00 p.m. until closing on the second
Tuesday of each month.

(e) Commercial Ventures: Proposed commercial or
fund-raising ventures with private profit or nonprofit
corporations involving admission to the Zoo must be authorized in
advance by the Executive Officer. The Executive Officer may
approve variances to the admission fees to facilitate such
ventures. , : . '

(f) Special Events: The Zoo, or portions thereof, may be
utilized for special events designed to enhance Zoo revenues
during hours that the Zoo is not normally open to the public.

‘The number, nature of and admission fees for such events shall be
subject to the approval of the Executive Officer."

[1111].
/11111
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Section 2. The amendment to ‘the Metro Code pfov1ded for in
this Ordinance shall take effect on the later of either
January 2, 1992, or 90 days after the adoption of this Ordlnance..

.ADOPTEDMby the Council of the-Metropolitan Service Diétrict

' this  day of , 1991.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council’

gl
1052
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STAFF_REPORT

, - CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 91- 424
FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING METRO CODE SECTION 4.01.060
' REVISING ADMISSION FEES .
AT METRO WASHINGTON PARK 2Z00 .

Date: August 12, 1991 , Presented by: Y. Sherry Sheng

>EACIUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

In 1984, the Metro Council adopted the following policies .relating to
the Zoo: -

1. The Zoo shall rely on property tax for a
portion of its revenue; .
2. A ratio of approximately 50 percent tax
and 50 percent non-tax revenue shall be
maintained for funding zoo operations; and
3. The Council shall annually review admission
- fees to assist in meeting policy 2 above.

A Five Year Financial projection based on the most recent figures from
accounting for Fiscal. Year 1990-91 projects revenues and costs in
accordance with these policies. Revenue projections assume a fifty cent
increase in admission fees on January 1 of each year. .Fees beginning
January 1, 1992 would be $5.00 for adults; $3.00 for youth; $3.50 for
seniors and $2.00 for Education Groups. The proposed increase is fifty
cents less than that discussed during budget meetings and upon which the
- 1991-92 admission revenues were based. This reduction appears prudent
due to a larger 1991-92 fund balance than projected and the need to
avoid the public perception that fees are escalating too rapidly in the
absence of new capital construction. '

The projected admission fee schedule assists in providing non-tax
revenues .at better than the 50% level of operations and maintenance

- costs for fiscal years 1991-92, 1992-93 and 1993-94. This number drops
to 48% for fiscal years 1994-95 and 1995-96. However, it should be
noted that through these years the fund balance is being depleted, and
in fiscal year 1995-96, the revenues are about $1,500,000 below that
required to maintain an unappropriated balance of no less than $800,000.
This is, in part, due to loss of tax revenue because of Measure 5, a
projected decline in attendance because of no new major exhibits,
significant  increases in transfer costs to achieve self insurance
programs and improved central services and the instigation of the excise
tax and subsequent increases. '



The actual level of attendance and revenues during any fiscal year is
subject to the ‘opening of new exhibits, weather conditions and other
circumstances beyond the Zoo’s control. Actual amounts may vary either
p051t1vely or negatlvely compared to pro;ectlons.

Expenses are monitored to’ ‘conform with revenues. The proposed fee
increase is based on the expanded services provided by the Zoo including
the new Africa Rain Forest Exhibit that opened thlS year. -

‘The proposed admission rate at the Zoo remains a good value compared to
similar institutions in the west and to other 'educational and
entertainment facilities in the Metro area as shown in Tables I and II.
The recent trend of increased visitors does suggest that visitors to the
zoo are willing to pay a fair admission fee for an experience that

leaves them with some new knowledge in an increasingly sophlstlcated and

pleasing environment. Recent surveys conducted for the Zoo 1nd1cate
that people will consider the proposed fee a fair one.

TABLE I: SELECTED WEST COAST ZOOS R N
Adults outh Seniors

Wildlife Safari - . - $8.50 - $5.25 ‘ $7.00

. + $1 per car ' ' SRS ; .
San Francisco Zoo - $6.00 - $3.00 : - $3.00
' Los Angeles Zoo . $6.00 . 82,75 C $5.00
Denver Zoo : : ... $4.00 $2.00 ' © $2,00
Rio Grande Zoo : ’ $4.25 =~ $2.25 $2.25
Point Defiance Zoo (Tacoma) $5.75 ~  $4.00 $5.25
Woodland Park Zoo (Seattle) $4.00 $2.25 - $2.25

Hogle Park Zoo (Salt Lake) '$4.00 ' $2.00 ' $2.00

TABLE II: SELECTED METRO AREA EDUCATIONAL/ENTERTAINMENT FACILITIES

Adults - Youth =~ Seniors
Movie Theaters - a - $6.00 . $3.00 - -$3.00
OMSI $4.50 ) » $3.00 $3.50
Shows at Expo Center (avg ) $4.00 . $2.00 ' '$4.00
- High Desert Museum. (Bend) © $4.50 : - $2.50 .- %4.00
Pittock Mansion A $3.00 : - $1.00 o $2.50
Children Museum ' - $3.00 . $2.50 - .. $3.00
Japanese Gardens - “$3.50 $2.00 . . 82.00
Art Museum ' - $3.00. $1.50 =~ $3.00

World Forestry Center - $3.00° $2.00 - $2.00



N

In summary, the proposed new rate structure will assist to:

provide over 50% of the costs for maintenance and
operations from non-tax sources
allow us to adequately care for the service needs

"of our visitors (custodial, landscaping, visitor

services, security, etc.)
provide proper care for the animals on exhibit
maintain the considerable capital assets at the Zoo

Staff Recommendation:

Based on the forgoing information it is recommended that the admission rates
by increased to $5.00 for adults, $3.50 for senior citizens, $3.00 for youths

and $2.

00 for education groups.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Ordinance No. 91-424.

YSS/CAX:corres3:adniss.nev



Meeting Date: September 26, 1991
Agenda Item No. 6.3
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MEIRO - Memorandum

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

DATE: September 20, 1991
TO: " Metro Council
Executive Officer
Interested Parties 4w}/
FROM: Paulette Allen, Clerk of the Council

"RE: AGENDA ITEM NO. 6.3; ORDINANCE NO. 91-425

The Finance Committee report on Ordinance No. 91-425 will be distributed
in advance to Councilors and available at the Council meeting September
26. : '

Recycled Paper



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING ORDINANCE NO.
91-390A REVISING THE FY 1991-92
BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS SCHEDULE
- FOR THE PURPOSE OF FUNDING AN
AMENDMENT TO THE R.W. BECK CONTRACT

ORDINANCE NO. 91-425

Introduced by Rena Cusma,
Executive Officer

N Nt s ot mt®

WHEREAS, The Council of the Metropolitan Service District has
~ reviewed and considered the need to transfer approprlations within the
FY 1991-92 Budget; and’

WHEREAS, The need for a transfer of‘appropriation has been
Jjustified; and

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

| THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

1. That Ordinance No. 91-390A, Exhibit B, EY 1991-92 Budget, and
Exhibit C, Schedule of Appropriations, are hereby amended as shown in
the column titled "Revision" of Exhibits A and B to this Ordinance for
the purpose of funding an amendment to the R.W. Beck contract,
transferring $100,000 from the Waste Reduction Division of the Solid
Waste Operating Account to the Solid Waste General Account

2. This Ordinance being necessary for the immediate preservation
of the public health, safety and welfare, an emergency is declared to

exist, and this Ordinance takes effect upon passage.
ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District this
‘day of : 1991.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

kr:ord91-92:swsord
August 29, 1991



EXHIBIT A
ORDINANCE NO. 91-425

. CURRENT PROPOSED
FISCAL YEAR 1991-.92 ‘BUDGET REVISION BUDGET
ACCT # | DESCRIPTION ' FTE AMOUNT FTE  AMOUNT FIE AMOUNT
SOLID WASTE REVENUE FUND
OPERATING ACOOUNT:Waste Reduction
|Total Personal Services J15.65 | 649.650 ] 0.00 | - 0 §15.65 | 649.650 |
[Materials & Services . ]
521100) |Office Supplies ) 7.000 0] - 7.000
-521110| |Computer Software i 830 0 830
521240] |Graphics/Reproqraphic Supplies 13,000 0 13,000
521260f {Printing Supplies : : 595 [1] 595
521290]| |Other Supplies - 2,465 0 2.465
521291 |Packaging Materials 425 0] 425
521293 [Promotion Supplies 7.500 0 7.500
521310| |Subscriptions 3,800 0 3.800
521320} |Dues : 1,685 0 1,685
521540] |Maintenance & Repairs Supplies-Equipment ) ' 300 0 300
524130| (Promotion/Public Relations 217,200 ; 0 217,200
524190} |Misc. Professional Services : -1,211.035 (100.000) 1,111,035
524210| |Data Processing Services ~_14.000 0 14,000
525640f |Maintenance & Repairs Services-Equipment 6.600 0 6.600
525710 |Equipment Rental : 36.932 0 36,932
526200{ [Ads & Legal Notices ’ 65,000 1] 65,000
526310| [Printing Services 62,900 0 62,900
526320 esetting & Reprographics Services 7,095 0 7.095
526410 |Telephone - 2,650 . 0 2,650
526420 [Postage : 9,000 0 9,000
526440) |Delivery Service R 660 0 €60
526500] |Travel 18,100 0 18,100
526610| |Temporary Help Services ) : 49,150 0 49.150
526800) |Training. Tuition. Conferences 8.500 0 8.500
528100] |Licenge, Permits,- Payments to Other Agoncies 1,493,374 0 1,493,374
‘529500] {Meetings 15.000 0 15,000
|Total Materials & Services 1 [ 3.254.796 |. - 1_(100.000)] ‘| 3.154.796 |

|TOTAL EXPENDITURES J15.65 § 3.904. 446 § 0. 00 § (100.000)§15.65 § 3,804, 446 | |




EXHIBIT A

ORDINANCE NO. 91-425

REVISION

PROPOSED

BUDGET

FISCAL YEAR 1991-92

ACCT # DESCRIPTION AMOUNT FTE AMOUNT FTE AHOUﬁT
SOLID WASTE REVENUE FUND
GENERAL ACOOUNT
|Materials & Services
- BUDGET AND FINANCE . . - : -
[ 525740] Capital Lease Payments-Furniture & Equipment 43,550 | [il| | 43,550 |
WASTE REDUCTION
[ s525740] Capital Leoase Payments-Furniture & Equipment | o| 1 50,000 |
ST. JOHNS LANDFILL ) : .
[ sz4190] Misc. Professional Services * 100,000 | ol |  100.000 |
{Total Materials & Services I [l | I 193,550 |
|capital Outlay
~ [BUDGET AND FINANCE .
[ 571500} Purchases-Office Furniture & Equipment - 26.450 I [ | 26.450 |
OPERATIONS - . : :
571400 Purchases-Equipment & Vehicles 365,000 0 365,000
571500 Purchases-Office Furniture & Equipment 494,000 0 494,000
) WASTE REDUCTION . )
‘[ s71400] Purchaes-Equipment and Vehicles 17.000 | o) | 17,000 |
: METRO SOUTH B . .
574130 Engineering Services : : ’ 100.000 0 100,000
574510 Const. Work/Materials-Bldgs, Exhibits & Rel. 1,130,000 0 1.130,000
ST. JOHNS LANDFILL ) ’ ’
571200 Improvements Other Than Building 50.000 0 50,000
574571 Const. Work/Materials-Final Cover & Imp. 353,880 [1] 353,880
METRO NORTHWEST IMPROVEMENTS . ' )
574130| | Engineering Services - 75,000 0 75,000
574520 Const. Work/Materials-Bldgs, Exhibits & Rel. 440,000 0 440,000
COMPOST FACILITY . :
[ 574130) Engineering Services | 100,000 | I 100,000 |
.. [rotal capital Outlay- [ 100, 000] [ 3.151.330]
JTotal Roquirements 3,244,880 ] I 100.000 § .1 3.344.880 §




EXHIBIT B

SCHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS

Ordinance‘No. 91-425

CURRENT . PROPOSED
: . . APPROPRIATION [REVISTON] APPROPRIATION
SOLID WASTE REVENUY FUND :
|Administration
Pergonal Services 347,683 0 347,683
Materials & Services 75.673 0 75,673
|Subtotal 1 1 123,356 | | ol | 423,356 |}
|Budget and Finance
Personal Services 393,083 0 393,083
Materials & Servicos 179,720 0 179.720
ISubtotal 1.1 572,803 F . | ol | 572,803 |
|operations -
Personal Services 1.196.133 0 1.196,133
Materials & Services 43,878,534 0 43,878,534
1Subtotal | S| 15.074.667 | | o]l 1 45,074,667 ]
[Engineering and Analysis
Pearsonal Sorvices 536,402 0 536,402
Materials & Sorvices 257,125 0 257,125
[Subtotal 1 i 793.527 1 | [IE | 793,527 ]
{Wasto Reduction
Personal Sorvicoes 649.650 0 649,650
Materials & Services 3.254.796 (100.000) 3,154,796
- {Subtotal 1 | 3.904.446 | -T(ioo.000y] [ 3.804,446 |
|Debt Service Account
|Debt Services | 2.191.328 | [ o] | 2.,191.328 ]
[Subtotal 1 [ _z.i51.3281 | o] | 2.191.328 ]
ILandfill Closure Account
[Materials & Services. I 10.016.200 | | o] | 10.016,200 |
[Subtotal | | 10.016.200 | 1§ of | 10.016.200 |
[Construction Account
|Capital Cutlay L 3.525.000] | sl | 3,525.000 |
[Subtotal 1 1 3.525.000 ) | ol 1 3.525.000 }
{Renewal and Replacement Account
|Capital ocutlay | 732,000 | | ol | 732,000 |
ISubtotal | I | 732,000 | | o] | 732,000 |
General Account
Materials & Services 193.550 0 193,550
Capital Outlay 3,051,330 100,000 3,151,330
[Subtotal 1 [ 3,244,880 | [ 100,000 ] | 3,344,880 |




EXHIBIT B
SCHEDULE OF APPROPRTATIONS
Oordinance No. 91.-425

CURRENT ) . - PROPOSED
- ‘ APPROPRIATION] [REVISION] APPROPRIATION
SOLID WASTE REVENUE FUND (continued) i ' -
[Master Project Account - o
|Debt Services - - | 3.033.085 | |- o] [ - 3.033.085 |
[Subtotal v ; ] | 3.033.085 ] [ " R | 3,033,085 |
|General Expenses . ' ) B
Interfund Transfers 17.742,748 0 . . 17,742,748
Contingency 2,465,797 » 0 : 2.465,797
[Subtotal ] : 1 1 20.208.545 ] 1 (I | 20,208.545 |
- fUnappropriated Balance . 1 1 21.460.391 1 | o] 1 21,460,391 |

fTotal Solid Waste Revenue Fund Requirements ] 1 11s.180.228] § . of [ 115,180.228 {



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 91-425 AMENDING ORDINANCE NO.
91-390A REVISING THE FY 1991-92 BUDGET AND APPROPRIATIONS
SCHEDULE FOR THE PURPOSE OF FUNDING AN AMENDMENT TO THE R.W.
BECK CONTRACT : :

Date: August 29, 1991 Presented by: Roosevelt Carter
- Kathy Rutkowski

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

The Solid Waste Department has an existing contract with R. W. Beck and
Associates to provide performance test monitoring for the Riedel :
Compost' Facility. The total original contract amount is $150,000. The

" .department is requesting an amendment to this contract of $150,000 for

a total contract amount of $300,000. The Council Solid Waste Committee
-will consider this request at its September 17, 1991, meeting.

During the FY 1991-92 budget process, the Council approved $100,000 for
this contract. This amount was budgeted in the Waste Reduction
Division of the Operating Account. Subsequent review has determined
this contract is more appropriately a General Account expenditure.

This action requests the transfer of the original $100,000 from the
Waste Reduction Division, Materials & Services, to the General Account,
Capital Outlay. The additional amount needed will be funded through
savings in existing General Account project appropriation. Specific
savings will be realized from a delay in the proposed dewatering
station at the Metro Center Transfer Station. '

This action is necessary to reclass the original $100,000 budgeted and
is needed regardless of the Solid Waste Committee recommendation on the
proposed contract amendment. The recommendation of the Solid Waste
Committee will be presented at the Finance Committee meeting on
September 19, 1991. :

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends adoption of Ordinance 91-425
‘transferring $100,000 from the Waste Reduction Division, Materials &
Services, to the General Account, Capital Outlay, for the contract with
R. W. Beck and Associates.

kr:ord91-92:swisr
Septamber 3, 1991



' Meeting Date: September 26, 1991
Agenda Item No. 6.4

ORDINANCE NO. 91-426



METRO Memorandum

20005.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-3398

503:221-1646
DATE: September 20, 1991 | B
TO: Metro Council '

Executive Officer

Interested Parties ' }7.3

'FROM: Paulette Allen, Clerk of the Council:
RE: AGENDA ITEM NO. 6.4; ORDINANCE NO. 91-426

The Governmental Affairs Committee report on Ordinance No. 91-426 will
be distributed in advance to Councilors and available at the Council

meeting September 26.

Recycled Paper



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
' METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF APPROVING THE ORDINANCE NO. 91-426
REVISION OF METRO CODE SECTIONS
- 2.02.180, 2.02.185, 2.02.200, AND
ADOPTING THE MANAGEMENT COMPEN-

SATION PLAN

Introduced by Rena Cusma,
Executive Officer

W s s Nt g

THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT HEREBY ORDAINS:

Section 1."Metro Code Section 2.02.180 Vacation is amended
to read as follows:

"2,02.180 Vacation:

=) Subject to the provision on probation, all
regular ai regular part-time employees shall be granted
annual vacation leave with pay.

Py

) Regular and regular part-tlme employees who
-have been employed by Metro for more than six (6) :
consecutive months may be granted accrued vacation leave by
approval of the department head or his/her designee.
Department head vacations shall be approved by the Executive
Officer. Special consideration of vacation needs of
employees can be considered by the department head or the
Executlve Officer upon request.

_ Employees shall not accumulate more than 266
 hours of vacation leave. Additional hours may be |
accrued with the written approval of the Executive Officer.
Such written authorization shall be filed in the Personnel
Office.

Any employee who is about to lose vacation
credit because of accumulation limitations may, by notifying
the department head five (5) days in advance, absent
themselves to prevent loss of this time. Such action taken
by the employee shall not constitute a basis for
disciplinary action or loss of pay. Vacation leave shall
not accrue during a leave of absence without pay, or
educational w'th pay, the duration of which exceeds
fifteen (15) ¢ calendar days. Any employee who is
granted a leav e without pay shall first be

Page 1 - Ordinance No. 91-426



scheduled for any vacation leave and/or compensatory time
that has accrued to the employee before commencing leave
without pay.

=]

Department heads or their designees shall
schedule vacation for their respective staff with
consideration for senierity; the desires of the staff and
for the work requirements of the department.: Vacation
schedules may be amended to allow the department to meet
emergency situations.

. Any regular ‘or regular part-time employee who
resigns, tlres, is laid off or dismissed from employment
with Metro shall be entitled to immediate lump sum payment
for accrued and unused vacation at his/her existing salary
rate provided, however, that such lump sum payment shall not
be made if separation occurs prior to the completion of the
initial probationary period including any extensions."

Section 2. Metro Code Section 2.02. 185 Vacatlon Credlt and
Accrual Rate- is amended to read as follows-

"The vacation credit and accrual schedules for regular and
regular part-time employees are as follows:

Equivalent
Total Years of ‘ Accrual Rate Annual Hours
Continuous Service Per Pay Period for Full-Time -
' : ' Employvees

Date of Hire throﬁgh
completion of 3 years

4 years through
completion of 9 7 years 5+-00

aa&ea—empleyeesf Regular part-time employees shall accrue _
vacation under the above schedule at a rate. proportlonate to the

time worked per week."

Section 3. Metro COde.Section 2.02.200 Leave of Absence
with Pay is amended to read as follows:

ave of Absence with Pa
d and regular part-time

Page 2 - Ordinance No. 91-426
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employees may request leave of absence with pay for the
purposes specified in this section. Each request shall be
approved by-the Executive Officer on its merits and on the
basis of the guidelines provided in this section. Approved
requests shall be filed in the Personnel Divisi -

(a) cOmpassionate Leave: 1In the event of a death.in

an employee’s immediate family, the employee may be granted
leave of absence with pay not to exceed three (3) working
days. Time not worked because of such absence shall not
affect accrual of vacation or sick leave.

(b) Funeral Participation: When an employee

participates in a funeral ceremony, he/she may be granted
one-half (1/2) day off to perform such duty. Time not

- worked because of such absence shall not affect accrual of
_vacation or sick leave. - :

(c) Witness or Jury Duty: When a Metro employee is

called for jury duty, or is subpoenaed as a witness, he/she
shall not suffer any loss of his/her regular compensation
during such absence; however, the amount of compensation an
employee receives for such duty shall be paid to Metro.

"~ 'Time not worked because of ‘such duty shall not affect

accrual of vacation and sick leave.

. (d) Military leave: An employee who has successfully
completed the probationary period and who is a member of the
National Guard, or of a reserve component of the Armed S
Forces of the United States, or of the United States Public
Health Service, shall be entitled, upon application, to a
leave of absence with pay for a period not exceeding
fourteen .(14) calendar days in any one (1) calendar year to
perform temporary active or training duty. .Such leave shall
be granted without loss of time, or other leave, and without -
impairment of merit ratings or other rights or benefits to
which he/she is entitled. Military leave shall be granted
only when an employee receives bona fide orders to temporary .
active or training duty, and shall not be paid if the
employee does not return to his/her position immediately

. following the expiration of the period for which he/she was

or@ered to duty.
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, Section 4. This Ordinance being necessary for the immediate

- preservation of the public health, safety and welfare, an
-emergency is declared to. exist, and this Ordinance takes effect
upon passage.’ o : :

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this ___‘'day of . _ ., 1991.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Councii

gl
1053
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STVAFF. 'REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE 91-~426, FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING
THE MANAGEMENT COMPENSATION PACKAGE FOR NON-REPRESENTED
EMPLOYEES AND AMENDING THE PERSONNEL CODE. o

~Date: September 5, 1991 Presented by: Paula Paris'

Background: As a result of discussions with -non-fépresented
employees regarding the integration of PERS, other areas of non-

~ rep compensation and recognition were also explored. The objective
- of this ordinance amendment is to align the non-reps with other
‘Metro/Merc employees and with other comparable jurisdictions, such

as Multnomah County, Clackamas County, Washington County, Tri-Met,
Port of Portland, Beaverton, and the State of Oregon. '

Resolution No. 91-1506 will complete the management compensation
package and will be presented along with this ordinance amendment.

Fiscal Impact: Budget neutral. No direct, immediate monetary
impact. There is a potential future fiscal impact of the
additional 50 hours to cash-out an employee who terminates or
retires with a cap of 250 hrs., which is also the case for the
AFSCME represented employees.

Vacation Leave: Increase the amount of time allowed to accumulate
from 200 hrs. to 250 hrs. and increase the annual accrual rates

~ The 250 hour cap on time allowed to accumulate is the same amount

that has been‘ratified in the AFSCME contract.

Some comparable jurisdictions have separate accrual rates for non-
reps than for represented employees. The reasons for this are,
a) managers are not hired-as "entry" level employees. They have
obtained their experience from one or more previous employers and
are already at an accrual rate level commensurate with their
experience, b) vacation time helps to re-create management
employees to maximize high efficiency for the agency, and ¢) it
establishes fair recognition for management employees. Directors

- and managers have also reported that the current accrual rates are

- a hinderance to the recruitment of management employees.

Administrative Leave: Establish Administrative Leave for manager
level staff and above with discretion for senior staff.

The Administrative Leave provision allows us to remain competitive
during recruitments, provides a clearer form of demarcation between
management .and represented employees, has the advantage of
departmental discretion, and is a clear form of recognition for
their (overtime) exempt status. ' ' :

Most comparable jurisdictions have some form of a non-rep/
management compensation package that includes various incentives
for being in the management/non-rep service. Some jurisdictions



‘have diverse leave packages, higher Salary schedules, more. or
better insurance packages, .employer paid deferred compensation
plans (in addition to PERS), and allow each non-rep employee to
negotiate their own leave bank package when they are hired in
‘addltlon to already establlshed leave packages.

-

We belleve this portion of the management compensatlon package to-

be an equltable and reasonable plan for our non-represented

employees. It is, therefore, recommended by the Executlve Offlcer
that Ordlnance No. 91-426 be adopted. »
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Meeting Date: September 26, 1991
Agenda Item No. 7.1

RESOLUTION NO. 91-1489A



MEIRO  Memorandum

20005.W. Fifst Avenue
Portland. OR 97201-5398

503°221-1646
DATE: September 20, 1991
TO: - Metro Council

Executive Officer
Interested Parties

FROM: Paulette Allen, Clerk of the Councilfj'

RE: 'AGENDA ITEM NO. 7.1; RESOLUTION NO. 91-1489A

The Transportation & Planning Committee will meet to consider Resolution
No. 91-1489A on September 24. Committee reports on the resolution will

be distributed in advance to Councilors and available at the Council
meeting September 26. , L ' :

Recycled Paper



METRO - Memorandum

2000S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

503:221-1646
TO:. Council Transportation and Planning Committee
FROM: Jim Gardne:ES air
-DATE: Septembér's,'1991
RE: Proposed technical amendments to Resolution No. 91-1489

I plan to propose four technical amendments to Resolution No. 91-
1489 (three to the resolution and one to the bylaws). The proposed
changes are set out below, with deletions in brackets, and
additions underlined.

1. Revise the third "whereas" paragraph so the wording is
consistent with the proposed RPAC bylaws: ' :

WHEREAS [Implementing] implementation of that partnership is
intended to occur, in large part, through the creation of an on-
going Regional Policy Advisory Committee (RPAC) to [provide a forum
for discussing, and] advise and recommend actions to the Metro
Council on ways to address [,] areas and activities of metropolitan
significance; :

2. Revise the fourth and fifth "whereas" paragraphs to clarify the
purpose of the bylaws: '

WHEREAS [Creating the RPAC requires by-laws which describe the
membership, powers, and duties of that committee; and

WHEREAS] The Urban Growth Management Plan Policy Advisory Committee
has prepared and proposed to the Metro Council a set of by-laws for

RPAC which describe the membership, powers, and duties of that

committee;

3. Revise the second "be it resolved" paragraph to extend the date -
by which creation of RPAC must be initiated, from 30 days after
adoption of the resolution, to a date no later than January 1,
1992:

‘That the Metro Council directs the Presiding Officer to initiate
the creation of the Regional Policy Advisory Committee [within 30

days of the adoption of this resolution] no later than January 1,
1992,

Recycled Paper



Councilor Gardner
Resolution No. 91-1489
September 5, 1991
Page Two

4. Revise Article VI.c. of the bylaws to clarify that either‘the 
Council or the Committee can determine the need for special
technical advisory bodies: :

c. The Metro Council or the Committée‘[,] can appoint special
technical advisory committees, task forces, and other bodies as
[it and] the Council or the Committee determine a need for such
bodies. . ‘ : ’




2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-3398
503/221-1646

METRO - Memorandum

-TO: . Council Transportation and Planning Committee
FROM: - Karla Forsythe;kggincil Analyst
DATE: September 17, 1991 o
RE: Resolution No. 91-1489, Adopting By-Laws for the Regional

Policy Advisory Committee - Previous Public Comment to
the Committee

This memorandum has been prepared by Council staff to assist the
Committee in reviewing previous testimony which is relevant to
Committee consideration of the RPAC bylaws.

Background

The Committee considered Ordinance No. 91-418 at the August 27,

1991 and September 10, 1991 meetings. This Ordinance adopts the
Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives, and also provides for

.~ creation of a Regional Policy Advisory Committee (RPAC). Bylaws for

\ RPAC would be adopted under Resolution No. 91-1489, which the
Committee will be considering at the September 24, 1991 meeting.

Both Ordinance No. 91-418 and Resolution No. 91-1489 have been
scheduled for consideration at the September 26, 1991 Council
meeting. . :

During the Committee’s public hearing on Ordinance No. 91-418,
citizens commented on two issues which are addressed in both the
Goals and Objectives and in the RPAC bylaws: RPAC membership and
how citizen members of RPAC are appointed. If the Committee decides
to amend provisions of the bylaws which address these issues, the .
Committee should also reconsider Objective 2.2 and amend it.
accordingly.

RUGGO Provigion for RPAC
Objective 2.1 of the Goals and Objectives provides:

"The Regional Policy Advisory Committee (RPAC) shall be chosen
according to the by-laws adopted by the Metro Council. The voting
membership shall include elected officials of cities, counties, and
the Metro Council as well as representatives of the State of Oregon
and citizens. The composition of the Committee shall reflect the
partnership that must existing among implementing jurisdictions in
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Resolution No. 91-1489
Previous Public Comment
September 17, 1991
Page Two . '

order to effectively address areas and activities of metropolitan
significance, with a majority of the voting members being elected
officials from within the Metro District boundaries." ~

RPAC Bylaws: Membership Coméosition

Under the proposed bylaws, RPAC would have seventeen members:

o 11 members appointed by cities and counties.

© 3 citizen members.

© 2 Metro Councilors appointed by the Presiding Officer.
© .1 member from the State Agency Council.

Public comment on membership composition

l. Representatives from the Special Districts Association and from
Tri-Met requested that RPAC membership be expanded to include their
respective entities.

2. 1000 Friends of Oregon, Sensible Transportation Alternatives
for People, Robert Liberty, and six other citizens suggested that
RPAC should be comprised entirely or primarily of citizens.

RPAC Bylaws: Process for Appointing Citizen Members

Under the proposed bylaws, the process for appointing citizens
would begin with Metro advertising openings and asking interested
citizens to submit statements of interest. The applications would
be sorted by county. The members of RPAC would then caucus by
county (with Portland included in Multnomah County) to select a
citizen member and alternate from the pool of applicants.

Public _comment on process for appointing citizens

Several citizens suggested in their testimony to the Committee that

citizen members of RPAC should be appointed by the Metro Council.

c: Ethan Seltzer



2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-3398

MEIRO — Memorandum

503/221-1646
TO: - Council.Trans ortation and Planning Committee
: L ’f\\ < . . ’
FROM: Jim Gardner,\Chair
'DATE: - September 17, 1991 |
RE: 'Proposedbtechnical amendments to Resolution No. 91-1489

In a memorandum to you.dated September 5, 1991, I said that I

-planned to propose four technical amendments to Resolution No. 91-

1489 (three to the resolution and one to the bylaws).

| Although I still plan .to propbée four amendments, the wording of
the fourth proposed amendment has been, changed since my last

memorandum. The change conforms to the Committee’s RUGGO amendment

‘which deleted references to RPAC’s ability to appoint "task forces

and other bodies."

The proposed changes are set out below, with deletiéns in brackets,
and additions underlined.

1. Revise the third  "whereas" paragraph so the wording is
consistent with the proposed RPAC bylaws:

WHEREAS [Implementing] implementation of that partnership is
intended to occur, in large part, through the creation of an on-
going Regional Policy Advisory Committee (RPAC) to [provide a forum
for discussing, and] advise and recommend actions to the Metro
Council on ways to address [,] areas and activities of metropolitan -
significance; ' o ' '

2. Revise the fourth and fifth "whereas" paragraphs to clarify the
-purpose -of the bylaws: ‘

- WHEREAS {Creéting the'RPAC.requires by-laws which describe the
 membership, powers, and duties of that committee; and

Recycled Paper

WHEREAS] The Urban Growth Management Plan Policy Advisory Committee
has prepared and proposed to the Metro Council a set of by-laws for

RPAC which describe the membership, powers, and duties of that
committee;




Councilor Gardner

- Resolution No. 91-1489
' September 17, 1991
Page Two

3. Revise the second "be it resolved" paragraph to extend the date
by which creation of RPAC must be initiated, from 30 days after
adoption of the resolution, to a date no later than January 1,1992:

That the Metro Council directs the Preéiding Officer to initiate
the creation of the Regional Policy Advisory Committee [within 30
days of the adoption of this resolution] no_later than January ‘1,
1992, : : C

4. Revise Article VI.c. of the bylaws to clarify that either the
Council or the Committee can determine the need for special
technical advisory bodies. Also, delete the reference to "task
forces, and other bodies", consistent with the Committee’s RUGGO
amendment. ' “ : -

c. .The Metro Council or the Committee [,] can appoint special

© technical advisory committees [, task forces, and other bodies] as
[it and] the Council or the Committee determine a need for such

bodies. : - L . o : R

'c: Ethan Seltzer |



- BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

-

| | | - | PROPOSED o

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING BY-LAWS FOR ) - RESOLUTION NO. 91-1489a
-~ THE REGIONAL POLICY ADVISORY ) INTRODUCED BY THE
" COMMITTEE ' ) I .EXECUTIVE OFFICER

WHEREAS Metro’s regional blamiing program requires a partnership with cities,

. counties, and citizens in the region; and

. WHEREAS That partnership is-described in Goal I of the Regional Urban Growth Goals

| and Objectives, recommended to the Metro Council for adoption by the Urban Growth

Management-Plan Policy Advisory Committee; and

' ' : ' ation of S
. WHEREAS Implementinglthat partnership is intended to occur, in large part, through the

creation of an on-going Regional Policy Advisory Committee (RPAC) tQEprouide.a.fomm.fo:.

P and recommend actions to ,
: discuss'mg,-anﬁdvise the.Metro Council on ways to addresﬁ.reas and activities of metropolitan

significance; and v ' |
- WHEREAS Emﬁig-fhcme;mqmer by-taws- which-describe-the-memberships
‘-peweﬁs,—and-égtie»s-e-ﬁthat;eomnﬁnee;-and ‘ |
| IWHERE#gThe Urban Growth Management. Plan Po]_icy Advisory Committee has -

preparcd and proposed to the Metro Council a set of by-laws for RPAj;/now, therefore,

which describe the membefship, p wers and duties
of that committee

" BE I'I‘ RESOLVED,
1. That the by-laws for the Regional Policy Advisory Committee, dated August 1, 1991,

and attached to this resolution as Attachment A, are hereby adopted.



2. That the Metro Co{mcil directs the Presiding Ofﬁcer to initiate the creation of the -

Regwnal Pohcy Advisory Comrrutt w:thm—BG-days-of-the-adepueﬂ-of-thxs -resolu&on—
no later than January 1, 1992.

ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT this

day of . ‘ , 1991.

Tanya Collier, Presidihg Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of‘ the Council

ES/es: 8/1/91



Article VI,
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEES

a. The Committee shall solicit and take into consideration the alternatives and
recommendations of the appropriate technical advisory committees in the conduct of its business.

b. Existing technical advisory committees for solid waste, urban growth management,
water resources, and natural areas will be continued to advise on their respective subject areas.

¢. The Metro Council or the Committed appoint special technical advisory

_committeei task forces, and other bodies|as 4t-and-the Committee determine a need for such
bodies. _ the Council or

Article VII.
AMENDMENTS

a. These by-laws may be amended by a two-thirds vote of the full membership of the
Committee and a majority vote of the Metro Council.

b. Written notice must be delivered to all members and alternates at least 30 days prior
to any proposed action to amend the by-laws. ' :

Article VIIL.
SUNSET

a. These by-laws shall be‘deemed null and yoid three (3) years from the date of their
adoption by the Metro Council. & .

b. Prior to adopting new by-laws for RPAC, the Metro Council, in consultation with the
Committee shall evaluate the adequacy of the membership structure included in these by-laws
for representing the diversity of views in the region.



STAFF REPORT |
RESOLUTION NO. 91-1489: A RESOLUTION ADOPTING BY-LAWS FOR THE
REGIONAL POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE

August 1, 1991 , - Staff: Richard H. Carson
C Ethan Seltzer
: Background

- The Urban Growth Management Plan Policy - Advisory Committee (PAC) has
recommended ‘the Regional Urban Growth Goals and Objectives (RUGGO’s) to the Metro
Council for adoption. The RUGGO’s have two main goals. The first, Goal I: Regional
Planning Process, provides a written description of the way in which Metro will address areas
and activities of metropolitan sig)niﬁcance, consistent with its enabling statute (ORS Chapter
268). S ‘

Central to that goal is the creation of an ongoing Regional Policy Advisory Committee
(RPAC), which would succeed the present PAC. The RPAC would be established as an
advisory committee for the Metro Council. The RPAC is proposed to have the following
purposes:

a. To provide advice and recommendations for the development and review of Metro’s
regional planning activities, including implementation of the Regional Urban Growth
Goals and Objectives, development of new functional plans, and periodic review of the
region’s urban growth boundary. ‘

b. To create a forum for identifying and discussing areas and activities of metropolitan |
significance. '

c. To involve all cities, counties, and other interests in the development and
implementation of growth management strategies. '

d. To coordinate its activities with the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on
Transportation (JPACT) so that regional transportation planning is linked and consistent
with regional growth management efforts.

e. To review and comment, as needed, on the regional land use and growth management
issues affecting or affected by local comprehensive plans or plans of state and regional
agencies. RPAC is not intended to routinely review land use decisions or plan

amendments in the region. '



f To discuss and make recommendations on land use and growth management issues
of regxonal or subregional significance. '

g. To establish a coordmatlng link with Vancouver and Clark County, Washmgton, and
other parts of the state of Oregon to address land use and growth management 1ssues of
common interest.

The PAC had considerable discussion about the membership and duties of RPAC. The
PAC concluded that a majority of the membership should be drawn from elected officials in the
region, and that special interests should be represented on technical committees rather than on
RPAC itself. The PAC also concluded that those represented on RPAC should be able to choose
their representatives. Some PAC members felt that Metro Councilors should not be represented
on a committee designed to provide the Council with advice. However, on two separate
occasions, a significant majority of the PAC members felt that Metro Councilors should be on
the RPAC in order to ensure complete communication between RPAC and the Council.

The PAC also spent a considerable amount of time discussing the selection process for
the citizen members. Ideally there would be an established citizens’ forum that could take
responsibility for these selections. However, that forum does not yet exist regionwide. Goal
I of the RUGGO’s calls for the creation of a regional citizen involvement coordinating
committee. The PAC would like that group to eventually oversee the appointment of citizen
members, and has limited the citizen terms on RPAC to two years to allow that cmzens body
time to orgamze and develop a process.

To facilitate the creation of RPAC, the PAC has developed by-laws which speclfy the
duties, powers, and membership of the committee. These have been submitted to the Metro
Council for adoption in conjunction with Council action on Ordinance No. 91-418, adopting the
proposed RUGGO’s. The PAC added a sunset clause to the by-laws in recognition of the fact
that the RPAC structure and performance should be evaluated after it has had a chance to
operate for a period of three years.

Executive Ofﬁcer’s Recommendation

Adopt Resolution No. 91-1489 and initiate the,creatioh of RPAC.



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE : . 7
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING BY-LAWS FOR ) RESOLUTION NO. 91-1489

THE REGIONAL POLICY ADVISORY ) INTRODUCED BY THE

COMMITTEE ) . EXECUTIVE OFFICER

WHEREAS Metro’s regional planning program requires a partnership W1th cities;
counties, and citizens in the region; and

WHEREAS That partnership is described in Goal I of the Regional Urban Growth Goals
and dbjectives, recommended to the Metro Council for adoption by the Urban Growth
Management Plan Policy Advisory Committee; and

WHEREAS Implerﬁenting that partnership is intended to occur, in large part, through the
cfeation of an on-going Regional Policy Advisory Committee (RPAC) to provide a forurr; for
discussing, and advise the Metro Council on ways to address, areas and activities of metropolitan
significance; and

WHEREAS Creating the RPAC requires by-laws which describe the membership,
powers, and duties of that committee; and

- WHEREAS The Urban Growth Management Plan Policy Advisory Committee has-

prepared and proposed to the Metro Council a set of by-laws for RPAC; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,
1. That the by-laws for the Regional Policy Advisory Committee, dated August 1, 1991,

and attached to this resolution as Attachment A, are hereby adopted.



2. That the Metro Couricil direc’ps the Presiding Officer to initiate the creation of the
Regional Policy Advisory Committee within 30 days of the adoption of this resolution.
ADOPTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE LIET'RQPOLTTAN SERVICE DISTRICT this

day of ' , 1991,

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ATTEST:

Clerk of the Council

ES/es: 8/1/91



: ATTACHMENT A
Regional Policy Advisory Committee By-Laws o

August 1, 1991

Article I

: This committee shall be known as the REGIONAL POLICY ADVISORY COMMITTEE
" (RPAC).

Article II
MISSION AND PURPOSE

Section 1. It is the mission of RPAC to advise and recommend actions to the Metro
Council as it creates and implements a participatory regional planning partnership to address
areas and activities of metropolitan significance.

Section 2. The purposes of RPAC are as follows:

a. To provide advice and recommendations for the development and review of Metro’s
regional planning activities, including implementation of the Regional Urban Growth Goals and -
Objectives, development of new functional plans, and periodic review of the region’s urban
growth boundary.

b. To create a forum for identifying and discussing areas and activities of metropolitan
significance.

¢. To involve all cities, counties, and other interests in the .development and
implementation of growth management strategies. ‘

d. To coordinate its activities with the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on
Transportation (JPACT) so that regional transportation planning is linked and consistent with
regional growth management efforts.

e. To review and comment, as needed, on the regional land use and growth management
issues affecting or affected by local comprehensive plans or plans of state and regional agencies.
RPAC is not intended to routinely review land use decisions or plan amendments in the region.

f. To discuss and make recommendations on land use and growth management issues
of regional or subregional significance.

. 8. Toestablish a coordinating link with Vancouver and Clark County, Washington, and

1



other parts of the state of Oregon to address land use and growth management issues of common
interest.

. Artwle 111,
COMMITI‘EE MEMBERSHIP

§éctign 1. Membership

a. The Committee will be made up of representatives of the following:

Multnomah County Commission 1
Citizens of Multnomah County 1
Largest City in Multnomah County (excluding Portland) 1
Cities in Multnomah County 1
City of Portland 2
Clackamas County Commission 1
Citizens of Clackamas County 1
Largest City in Clackamas County 1
'Cities in Clackamas County 1
Washington Coimty Commission 1
Citizens of Washington County 1
Largest City in Washington County 1
Cities in Washington County 1
Metro Council ' _ 2
State Agency Council 1
TOTAL 17

b. Members from jurisdictions shall be elected officials.
c. Altemates shall be appointed to serve in the absence of the regular members.

d. Members and alternates shall be capable of representing the policy mterests of thelr
jurisdiction, agency, or constituency at all meetings of the Committee. .

Section 2. Appbintment of Members and Alternates

a. Members and alternates from the City of Portland, the Counties of Multnomah,
Clackamas, and Washington, and the largest cities of Multnomah, Clackamas, and Washington



counties, excluding Portland, shall be appointed by the jurisdiction. The member and altefnate
will serve until removed by the appointing jurisdiction. : ‘

b. Members and alternates from the cities of Multnomah, Clackamas, and Washington
counties, excluding Portland and the remaining largest city from each county, will be appointed

. by those cities represented and in a manner to be determined by those cities. The member and
alternate will be from different jurisdictions. The member and alternate will serve two-year
terms. In the event the member’s position is vacated, the alternate will automatically become
member and complete the original term of office. '

c. Members and alternates from the Metropolitan Service District will be appointed by

- the Presiding Officer of the Metro Council and will represent a broad cross-section of .

geographic areas. The members and alternates will serve until removed by the Presiding Officer
of the Metro Council. - '

-~ d. Members and altémates representing citizens will be appointed using the following
‘process: Co ' ‘ ~ -

1) Metro will advertise citizen openings on the Committee throughout the region,
utilizing, at a minimum, recognized neighborhood associations and citizen
Pplanning organizations.  Interested citizens will be asked to submit an
application/statement of interest on forms provided by Metro.

2) Metro will collect the applications and sort them by county.

3) The members of RPAC from within each county will caucus by county, with
 Portland included in Multnomah County, to review the applications and select a
citizen member and alternate from each county from that pool of applicants.

| 4) Citizen members and alternates will serve two-year terms. In the event the
member’s position is vacated, the alternate will automatically become the member ,
-and complete the original term of office.

€. Members and alternates from the State Agency Council will be chosen by the
Chairperson of that body. The member and alternate will serve until removed by the.
‘Chairperson. ’

E : Article IV, o
- MEETINGS, CONDUCT OF MEETINGS, AND QUORUM
a. Regular‘meetings of the Committee shall be held monthly at a time and place

established by the Chairperson. Special or emergency meetings may be called by the
Chairperson or a majority of the members of the Committee. : '

3.



: b A majority of the members (or designated alternates) shall constitute a quorum for
the conduct of business. The act of a majority of those present at meetmgs at which a quorum
is present shall be the act of the Commlttee -

c. Subcommittees to develop recommendatlons for RPAC may be ‘appointed by the
Chairperson.  The Chairperson will consult with the full membership of the Committee at a
regularly scheduled meeting on subcommittee membership and charge. Subcommittee members
shall include RPAC members and/or alternates, and can 1nc1ude outside experts

- d. Al meenngs shall be conducted in accordance w1th gg eg’s Rules Qf Order, Newly
Revrsg

e. The Commrttee may establish other rules of procedure as deemed necessary for the
conduct of business. . S ,

f. Each member, or designated alternate in the absence of -the member, shall be entrtled '
to one (1) vote on all issues presented at regular or special meetmgs of the Commrttee “The
Chairperson shall vote only in the event of a tie.

g. Unexcused absence from regularly scheduled meetings for. three (3) consecutive
months shall require the Chalrperson to notify the appointing body wrth a request for remedial
action. .

h. The Committee shall make 1ts reports and fmdmgs public and shall forward them to
the Metro Councxl _

: i. Metro shall provrde staff as necessary to record the actions of the Committee and
to handle Committee business, correspondence, and public information.
Article V.
OFFICERS AND DUTIES

‘a. The Charrperson and Vlce-Chaxrperson shall be desngnated by the Metro Pre31d1ng _
Ofﬁcer _ . :

, b. The Chairperson shall preside at all meetings, and shall be responsible for the
expeditious conduct of the Committee’s business. .

. ¢. In the absence of the Chairperson, the Vlce-Chalrperson shall assume the duties of
the Chmrperson



~ Article VI,
TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEES

a. The Committee shall solicit and take into consideration the alternatives and
recommendations of the appropriate technical advisory committees in the conduct of its business.

~b. Existing technical advisory committees for solid waste, urban growth management,
water resources, and natural areas will be continued to advise on their respective subject areas.

¢. The Metro Council or the Committee, can appoixit special technical advisory

- - committees, task forces, and other bodies as it and the Committee determine a need for such

. bodies.

Article VII,
AMENDMENTS

a. These by-laws may be amended by a two-thirds vote of the full membership of the
Committee and a majority vote of the Metro Council.

‘b. Written notice must be delivered to all members and alternates at least 30 days prior
to any proposed action to amend the by-laws.

Article VIII.
SUNSET

" a. These by-laWs shall be deemed null and void three (3) years from the date of their
adoption by the Metro Council. .

b. Prior to adopting new \by-laws for RPAC, the Metro Council, in consultation with the
Committee shall evaluate the adequacy of the membership structure included in these by-laws
for representing the diversity of views in the region. : '



Meeting Date: Sepfember 26, 1991
‘Agenda Item No. 7.2

- RESOLUTION NO. 91-1494B



MEIRO — Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

503/221-1646
DATE: September 19, 1991
TO: Metro Council
Executive Officer
Interested Parties
FRon: . Paulette Allen, Clerk of the Counci147{9—

'RE: AGENDA ITEM NOS. 7.2, 7.3 AND 7.4

Resolution Nos. 91-~1494B, 91-1505B, and 91-1507 have been printed
several times in both Regional Facilities Committee and Council agenda
packets. A supplemental packet containing the three resolutions,
committee reports, in-house correspondence and all other supporting data
has been printed separately and will be distributed to Councilors in

~ advance and available at the Council meeting September 26. If you wish
to obtain a supplemental information packet, contact the Clerk at ext.
206.

Recycled Paper



REGIONAL FACILITIES COMMITTEE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 91-1494B, AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTION OF A SALE
AGREEMENT FOR THE ACQUISITION OF THE SEARS FACILITY

Date: September 12, 1991 Presented by: Councilor Knowles

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: At its September 10, 1991 meeting the
Regional Facilities Committee voted 4-1 to recommend Council
approval of Resolution No. 91-1494B. Voting aye were Councilors
“Knowles, Bauer, Buchanan, and McFarland.  Councilor Gardner voted
no.

COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/ISSUES: Chair Knowles explained that ‘
.Resolution No. 91-1494B was substantially the same as the version
of the resolution the committee had approved earlier, with the
deletion of the exemption of the design/build RFQ/RFP process
from competitive bidding requirements. .

Councilor Buchanan asked for clarification of the contents of
Resolution No. 91-1494B. Committee staff Casey Short explained
that the committee had approved the "A" version of Resolution No.
91-1494 at its August 27 meeting. That earlier version
authorized the Executive Officer to execute a sale agreement for
purchase of the Sears facility, and exempted the RFQ/RFP process
from competitive bidding requirements. Subsequent to that
approval, counsel had recommended the two parts of the resolution
be separated. Just prior to consideration of 91-1494B, the ,
committee approved Resolution No. 91-1507, which authorized the
exemption. The amended, "B" version of 91-1494 now contains only
the authorization to execute the sale agreement, as well as other
provisions relating to Council approval of the sale closing and
analysis of the parking garage option.

Councilor Gardner announced his intention to vote no on the
resolution because of his doubts regarding the basic sale itself,
~which he had discussed at the August 27 meeting. ' '



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

RESOLUTION NO. 91-1494 - B
Introduced by Rena Cusma,
Executive Officer

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING )
THE EXECUTION OF A SALE . - )
AGREEMENT FOR THE ACQUISITION OF )
THE SEARS FACILITY [AND-EXEMPTING g
)
)

THEHEADQUARTERS-REQ/RFR PROCESS
FROM-COMPETITIVE BIDBPING-PROCESS
PURSGA:NT—'FGMHRQ—GODE—Z—.O‘%]

WHEREAS, in October 1990 the Council of the Metropolitan Service District approved
_ Resolution No. 90-1338 which authorized the execution of a sale agreement for the acquisition of the
' Sears facility as the site for Metro's administrative offices and authorized an alternative procurement
process for selected contracts; and '

WHEREAS, Resolution No.90 - 1338 provided for a due diligence period which conditioned
the closing of the sale agreement by a determination by Metro of the suitability of the Sears facility as
the Metro headquarters facility; and

WHEREAS, upon completion of the extended due diligence efforts, Metro's Relocation Task
Force informed the owners of the Sears facility that the study had shown that the Sears facility,
including the adjacent garage, was not economically suitable and allowed the initial sale agreement to
lapse; and

WHEREAS, an unsolicited proposal indicated the possibility of renovation of the Sears
building, excluding the adjacent parking garage, as the new Metro Headquarters Building within an
economically acceptablc budget; and

WHEREAS, the Executive Officer and the Relocation Task Force have reviewed the proposal
and recommend the execution of a sale agreement, attached as Exhibit A, which provides for the
closing of the sale of the Sears facility upon the satisfactory receipt and acceptance by Metro of a
proposal to renovate the Sears building into Metro headquarters and for an independent series of

options to purchase the adjacent garage facility; and




BE IT RESOLVED,

1. That the Council renews its selection of the Sears facility as the site for Metro's new
Headquarters Building. |
2. That the Council hereby authorizes the Executive Officer to execute the the attached sale

agreement and promissory note, Exhibit A, for the acquisition of the Sears facility.

3. That prior approval of the Council shall be required before the Executive Officer procceds to
closing of the Sale Agrecment
4. That the Council hereby directs the Exccuuve Officer to undertake a financial analysis of the

' adjaccnt parking garage as a basis for a Councxl decision on the acquxsmon of that facility.



ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitaxi Service District this ____ day of September,

1991

Tanyé Collier :
Presiding Officer



Meeting Date: September 26, 1991
~ Agenda Item No. 7.3

RESOLUTION NO. 91-1505B



MEIRO  Memorandum

503/221-1646 -
DATE: ' September 19, 1991
\
- TO: Metro Council
Executive Officer

_ Interested Parties’

FROM: - Paulette Allen, Clerk of the Counci147i9—
RE: AGENDA ITEM NOS. 7.2, 7.3 AND 7.4

Resolution Nos. 91-1494B, 91-1505B, and 91-1507 have been printed
several times in both Regional Facilities Committee and Council agenda
packets. A supplemental packet containing the three resolutions, '

- committee reports, in-house correspondence and all other supporting data
has been printed separately and will be distributed to Councilors in
advance and available at the Council meeting September 26. If you wish
to obtain a supplemental information packet, contact the Clerk at ext.
206. _

Recycled Paper



REGIONAL FACILITIES COMMITTEE REPORT

RESOLUTION NO. 91-1505B, AUTHORIZING THE ISSUANCE OF METRO
HEADQUARTERS PROJECT DESIGN/BUILD RFP

Date: September 12, 1991 Presented by: Councilor Knowles

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: At its September 10, 1991 meeting the
Regional Facilities Committee voted 5-0 to recommend Council
approval of Resolution No. 91-1505B.

.COMMITTEE DISCUSSION/ISSUES: Neil Saling and Berit Stevenson
"presented the staff report. Mr. Saling reviewed the RFQ/RFP
process for the Sears project, saying that 9 design/build teams
had responded to the RFQ and six of those are being interviewed..
Three teams will be selected to receive and respond to the RFP.
He pointed out that the space program, which is part of the RFP,
will be somewhat modified, and the team selected to.do the work
will prepare a final space program.

Ms. Stevenson gave an overview of the RFP, part of which was
prepared by BOOR/A and the rest by staff. Each of the three
selected teams will receive a $25,000 honorarium to help defray
the costs of preparing their response to the RFP. She discussed
the project schedule, which calls for completion of the project -
by December 11, 1992; that’s a tight schedule, but all the teams
agree it can be done. The RFP also includes instructions to
bidders, description of existing conditions, general conditions,
and elements of the program specific to the design/build program.
The RFP asks for a price estimate for the base building, with the
opportunity to suggest alternatives. Proposals will be evaluated
by a technical team and then by a jury, which will make a final
recommendation to the Executive Officer and the Council. The
composition of the jury is not final, though it could include
representatives of the Council, the Metro E-R Commission, the
Executive Officer, and the Regional Facilities Department.
Following selection of the winning team, the contract will be
negotiated to determine final obligations, including cost.

Mr. Saling said that the design/build process has numerous
advantages, including a savings of time to allow completion of
the project by next December. Councilor McFarland said she was
not willing to lose ground on other fronts - such as cost -
simply to save time.

Councilor Gardner asked how final is the building program, and
* whether there will be opportunity later to modify it. Ms.
Stevenson said there will be a two to three month period
following the contract award for Metro to work with the team to
develop a final building program. Councilor Gardner said there
were a couple of details in the building program he would like
the Council to have the opportunity to work on, specifically
dealing with Council’s space.



Councilor Knowles asked if the RFP included removal of the
building facade, and if it included the addition of windows. Ms.
Stevenson said it did include windows, but the disposition of the
facade would be up to the proposers.

Committee staff Casey Short asked whether the resolution would
need to include the entire RFP. General Counsel Dan Cooper said
that technical addenda could be included after Council’s
approval. Chair Knowles said he would interpret the motion to
recommend approval of the resolution to include the fact that
Counc1l has the complete RFP document.



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING ) RESOLUTION NO. 91-1505-B
THE ISSUANCE OF METRO ) Introduced by Rena Cusma,
HEADQUARTERS PROJECT ) Execuuve Officer
DESIGN/BUILD RFP A.ED_R%HM ;

- THE PREVIOQUSLY JSSUED RFQ

| WHEREAS, simultaneous with this Resolution, the Metro Council is expected to approve

Resolution No. 91-1494 which would authorize the execution of a sale agreement for the

-acquisition of the Sears facility as the site for Metro's administrative offices and to exempt the
Metro Headquarters Design/Build RFQ/RFP from the competitive bidding process; and

WHEREAS, Metro Code at Section 2.04.033 requires the approval of the Metro Council
pnor to the issuance of Request for Proposal, attached as Exhibit A.

WHEREAS, Metro staff, in order to maintain the project schedule. have issued the
T i Design/Buil FO and hav I lifi m i

icipating in th ign/build competition

BE IT RESOLVED, that thé Council of the Metropolitan Service District, simultaneous
with their approval of Resolution No. 91-1494, hereby authorizes the issuance of the Metro

Headquaﬂcrs Project DCSIgn/B uild RWMMM@MMM@W

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District this ____ d‘ay of September,
1991. . C

Tanya Collier
. Presiding Officer



Meeting Date: September 26, 1991
: Agenda Item No. 7.4

RESOLUTION NO. 91-1507



METRO Memorandum

503/221-1646
DATE: = September 19, 1991 °
TO:  Metro Council ,
Executive Officer
Interested Parties
FROM: - Paulette Allen, Clerk of the Counci147i9—
RE: 'AGENDA ITEM NOS. 7.2, 7.3 AND 7.4

Resolution Nos. 91-1494B, 91-1505B, and 91-1507 have been printed
several times in both Regional Facilities Committee and Council agenda
packets. A supplemental packet containing the three resolutions, ,
committee reports, in-house correspondence and all other supporting data
has been printed separately and will be distributed to Councilors in
advance and available at the Council meeting September 26. If you wish
to obtain a supplemental information packet, contact the Clerk at ext.

Recycled Paper



BEFORE THE CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICI‘

FOR THE PURPOSE OF [AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION NO. 21 -1507
THEEXECUTION-OFA-SALE Introduced by Rena Cusma,
AGREEMENT FOR-THE ACQUISTTION-OF Executive Officer

THE-SEARSFACILITY-AND] EXEMPTING
‘THE HEADQUARTERS RFQ/RFP PROCESS
FROM COMPETITIVE BIDDING PROCESS
PURSUANT TO METRO CODE 2.04.041

T N N e N o N

WHEREAS, in October 1990 the Council of the Metropolitan Service District approved
: Resolunon No. 90-1338 which authorized the execution of a sale agreement for the acquisition of the
- Sears facility as the site for Metro's administrative offices and authorized an alternative procurement
process for selected contracts; and

WHEREAS Resoluuon No.90 - 1338 prowdcd for a due dxhgcncc penod which conditioned
the closing of the sale agrcement by a detcrmmanon by Metro of the suitability of the Sears facility as
the Metro headquarters fac1hty, and : -

WHEREAS upon completion of the extended due diligence efforts, Metro's Relocation Task
Force informed the owners of the Sears facility that the study had shown that the Sears facility,
including the adjacent garage, was not economlcally suitable and allowed the initial sale agreement to
lapse; and -

| WHEREAS, an unsolicited proposal indicated the possiﬁility of renovation of the Sears
building, excluding the adjacent parking garage, as the new Metro Headquarters Building within an
economically acceptable budget; and ;

. WHEREAS the Execuuve Officer and the Relocanon Task Force have reviewed the proposal
and recommend the execution of a sale agreement, [a&aehed-as-E*hM which provides for the
closing of the sale of the Sears fac:llty upon the satisfactory receipt and acceptance by Metro of a

proposal to renovate the Sears medmg into Metro headquarters ['&ﬂd-fOP-&fHﬂdepeﬂdeﬂ-t—seﬁes-ef
epEeBS-te—pufehase-ﬂae-adjaeem-gmge-faah{y] and

WHEREAS Metro staff, at the direction of the Relocauon Task Force, commenced the
preparation of a two stcp design/build procurement (RFQ/RFP) process for the renovation of the Sears
building: and :

WHEREAS, the RFQ phase of such procurement process has been completed with the
selection of three Highly qualified design/build teams who would compete at the proposed RFP phase
of the design/build procurement process; and



WHEREAS, the alternative design/build RFQ/RFP process will enable Metro to procure a
renovated Headquarters building of high quahty at reduced costs and will not encourage favoritism or
substanually diminish competition; and

‘ WHEREAS the des1gn/bmld procurement method has been employed successfully by other
govemments and is recogmzed asa modem and innovative contracting method;

WI-IEREAS adequate time for a full "lowest bid" bid process 1s not available pnor to the Sears
. facﬂlty Owners' stated deadlme for the closing of the Sale Agreement




——BEFFFURTHER RESOLVED],

T That the [Couneil;-acting-as-the] Contract Review Board of the Metropolitan Service District,
adopts the finds attached as Exhibit B.

2. That the Contract Review Board hereby exempts the Headquarters project design/build contract
[REQ/R¥P] from competitive bidding process pursuant to Metro Code 2.04.041, subject to the

itive O T U i

QUITCITICT [1d [}

" Resolution 911505 - B.

zeda o 1 QUIICE O

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service D_istfict this ___ day of September,
1991. ' ‘ :

Tanya Collier =
Presiding Officer



Exhibit B
FINDINGS
Metro Headquarters Design/build RFQ/RFP Process

As required by ORS 279.015(2)(a), the Metropolitan Service District Contract Review Board finds

‘that exempting the Metro Headquarters Project design/build RFQ/RFP process from the
competitive bidding process is unlikely to encourage favoritism or substantially diminish
competition because: ' ‘ .

1. ’ . : ) .o .
. . The RFO process allows wide open com : o thereby o QanQn.er_anLan.d_alemmdﬁv ~ ’

2. After the RFO stage is completed, the three selected design/build teams will submit
proposals which will be judged against the identified Metro budget for the work. Price will
be a significant evaluation criteria and it is expected that each proposer will aggressively
solicit and receive sub-bids from the local contracting community, thereby maintaining the
usual degree of competition at the subcontractor level..

3. The RFP will require the successful design/build team to solicit and receive at least
three bids for all elements of the tenant improvement work; to conduct all bid openings with
a Metro representative present; and to award subcontracts to the bidder who's bid reflects
the best value at the lowest cost, thus maintaining the usual level of competition for the
tenant improvement work.

As required by ORS 279.015(2)(a), the Metropolitan Service District Contract Review Board finds
that exempting' the Metro Headquarters Project design/build RFQ/RFP process from the
- competitive bidding process will result in substantial cost savings because:

-1 The design/build process is a "fast track" method which compresses the typical
project schedule by simultaneously selecting design and construction services and by
allowing the design/build contractor to commence initial elements of the project
(demolition, ordering/fabrication of long-lead items) while the design process of other

~i;1em.sisunQerway. This will lower the overall f ject i

T r

2. The design/build process usually results in fewer change orders because the
. responsibility of faulty design is shifted to the design/build contractor. This results in a
lower cost to the public agency, '

3. The time, expense and effort to develop detailed contract documents required for
accurate bids will be avoided, thus allowing Metro to preserve valuable staff time and meet
the closing deadline. . . » :

4. By using a "fast track" method, Metro will save costs of paying rent for its existing
facility because it will be better able to find a sub-tenant for its remaining lease obligation at
2 W First Av moving into the new headquarters building on an expedited basis,
“Following a traditional design then bid method will result in a significantly longer period
where Metro will be paying rent for its existing headquarters, :




Meeting Date: Septembér 26, 1991
Agenda Item No. 7.5

RESOLUTION- NO. 91-1504



MEIRO - Memorandum

2000 S.W. First AA\'enue
Portland, OR 97201-5398
503:221-1616

FROM:

RE:

September 20, 1991

Metro Council

Executive Officer

Interested Parties 47
Paulette Allen, Clerk of the Councib/iﬂ

AGENDA ITEM NO. 7.5; RESOLUTION NO. 91-1504

The Regional Facilities Committee report on Resolution No. 91-1504 will -
be distributed in advance to Councilors and available at the Council
meeting on September 26.

Recycled Paper



- S o BEFORE THE CONTRACT REVIEW . BOARD
S OF THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING
EXEMPTION TO THE REQUIREMENT OF

COMPETITIVE BIDDING PURSUANT TO Introduced”by the

) RESOLUTIONvNO. 91-1504
; ‘

METRO CODE 2.04.041 (c) AND ) .~ Executive Officer
y ~ :
)
)

APPROVING PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC
AS A SOLE SOURCE CONTRACTOR
PURSUANT TO METRO CODE 2. 04 060

WHEREAS, Ut111ty costs amount to approx1mate1y 50% of the operating
portlon of the Zoo Fac111t1es Management DlVlSlon Materials and Services
budget and; _ ‘

'WHRREAS, Portland'General Electric provides a service to commercial
customers that audits electrical and natural gas usage andvdetermines the
energy efficiency'of those uses and;

o WHEREAS, Portland General Electrlc has proposed a two-year program and
has committed $84 000 to pay for: the audlt and; '

WHEREAS, $42 000 has been budgeted thls‘flscal year to implement
enerqgy conservatlon measures equal to year one costs of. the audit; and

WHEREAS the selection of Portland General Electric to perform the
energy audlt will result 1n substantlal long-term cost sav1ngs and Wlll
not encourage favorltlsm or substantlally diminish competition; now,
therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

1. | That the Contract Rev1ew Board of the Metropolltan Service
Dlstrlct adopts the flndlngs in EXHIBIT A (FENDENES)1.

2. That the Contract Review Board authorizes exemption to the
competltlve bidding requ1rements of Metro Code Section 20. 04 041 (c¢) and
approves enterlng 1nto a two year sole source agreement with Portland

General Electrlc in substantlally the form as shown in'EXHIBIT B.

ADOPTED by the Contract Review Board of the Metropolltan

Serv1ce D1str1ct thls day of . , 1991,

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

COUNCIL.pge.res



EXHIBIT A

FINDINGS

AS REQUIRED BY ORS 279.015(2) (a), the Metropolitan Service
District Contract Review Board finds-that exempting the Metro
Washington Park Zoo, Portland General Electric sole. source
agreement process from the competitive bidding process is
unlikely to encourage favoritism or substantially diminish
-competition because: g ' : -

1. Portland General Electric is.a legal monopély,gand,
as such, competition is not available for this process in their
customer areas. S : »

AS REQUIRED BY ORS 279.015(2) (a), the Metropolitan Service

- District Contract Review Board finds that exempting Portland

- General Electric from the competitive bidding process will result
in substantial cost savings because: : .

. The time, expense and effort to develop detailed
contract documents required for competitive bidding will be
saved, thus allowing Metro Washington Park Zoo to preserve
valuable staff time and' meet the project deadline.

JM:1lmm:PGE/3 A



- EXHIBIT B -

COMMERCIAL RETROFIT AGREEMENT
(LEVEL Il ENERGY ANALYSIS)

THIS is an AGREEMENT between Portland General Electric Company ("PGE") and Metro Washington Park Zoo
("Participant”") with regard to the commercial building or buildings located at 4001 SW_Canyon’ Rd., Portland _(“Facility’}.

WHEREAS PGE is offering an energy efficiency program to commercial property owners and managers within its service territory,
which program makes available to owners and managers a Level Il analysis of energy usage in their Facility and recommendations for cast
effective Energy Conservation Measures (“ECMs") for that Facility; and

WHEREAS Participant is a commercial property owner or manager who wishes to have PGE perform or obtain such an analysis of the
Facility on its behalf to obtain information about Energy Conservation Measures; ' :

In consideration of the mutual promises contained herein, the parties hereby agree as follows:

PGE's Obligations: |
I. PGE shall provide an analysis of the Facility's ene'rEy use (“Energy Analysis"). The Energy Analysis shall be presentedtothe -

Participant in the form of a report that contains a list of building systems affected, a list of proposed ECMs, and an analysis of the cost of

the ECMs relative to the estimated energy savings. PGE shall provide this Energy Analysis at no cost to Participant if the Energy Analysis
" contains no ECMs with a simple payback of three years or less, or if: () Participant actually implements one or more of the ECMs in the

Facility as described below, and (2) the cost of implementation meets or exceeds the cost of the Energy Analysis. If Participant fails to

implement one or more of the ECMs within the time allowed or if the cost of implementation does not meet or exceed the cost of the

Energy Analysis, the Energy Analysis shall be provided at the cost described below. '

2. Upon receipt of an Installation Verification Form completed by the Participant that indicates one or more ECMs have been installed
in the Facility, PGE shall visit the Facility to verify that the ECMs have been installed. PGE shall provide confirmation of its findingsto
Participant in writing. ' :

Participant’s Obligations:

1. As long as the Energy Analysis cntaigstogg Q e E 3 with a simple payback of three years or less, if Participant fails to begin
installation of one or more ECMs viiERsseRoIt RS Raay 0f the Energy Analysis, or if the cost of the Energy Analysis exceeds the
cost of the ECMs implemented by Participant, Participant agrees to reimburse PGE for the cost of such Energy Analysis less the cost

of the ECMs actually implemented by Participant less $300. Such reimbursement shall be paid within 30 days of invoice from PGE.
WA DOL 00 GNR D30 T9,5.61.05.2,0.0.9.9,0,0,6,0,0,0.9.0,

Sfﬁf ﬁaﬁ}:c?p%mﬁs?a s &1133 or more ECMs in the ‘Facility, Participant shall provide PGE with a completed Installation Verification Form

3. Participant agrees to install and service such ECMs in accordance with manufacturers' specifications and recommended practices..

White Copy-Program Supervisor Yellow Copy-Owner Pink Copy-PGE Sz es



-

Commerciai Retrofit Agreement

Additional Terms and Conditions:

|. Within two years following installation of the ECMs, and upon reasonable notice, Participant agrees to give PGE access to Facility
for the purpose of observing and monitoring, at PGE's expense, the operation of the ECMs at the Facility, PGE may use the information
obtained from the observation and monitoring in its own promotlonal and informational publications. PGE shall mform Participant how
the information will be used prior to its publication.

2 Upon request, Participant agrees to provide to PGE or allow PGE access to monthly electrical usage mformatnon from the Facility
for use in developing case studies for promotional purposes.

3. PGE's liability under this Agreement is expressly limited to the amounts expended by PGE to obtain the Energy Analysis for the
Facility. PGE shall not be liable to Participant for any cost, damage, claim or expense, whether in tort, including negligence, or otherwise,
including, but not limited to, any special, consequential or incidental damages, arising out of the Commercial Retrofit Program, this
Agreement, or any activities associated with or arising from this Agreement.

4, Participant shall defend, mdemmfy and hold PGE and its employees, agents and assigns harmless from any and all liability for injury or
damages to persons or property arising wholly or in part from any act or omission of Partlcrpant its subcontractors, agents or employees
in the design, operation or use of the Facilty. .

5. PGE, its employees, and its consultants do not warrant that the installation of any ECM complies with applrcable laws, regulauons,
codes or industry standards, nor that installation of any of the ECMs will necessarily result in any energy savings or in any measurable
energy-related benefit. PGE, its employees, and its consultants make no warranties of any kind regarding installation of the ECMs.

6. Participant agrees to hold harmless, indemnify and defend PGE from any claims, cost, damage or expense arising from
misrepresentations of energy savings or benefits by Participant to third parties.

7. This Agreement may not be assigned, in whole or in part, by Participant without the express written consent of PGE.

8. This Agreement is the entire agreement between the parties and supersedes all other communications and representations,
whether oral or written.

9. This Agreement may only be modified in wntlng and the modification must be signed by both parties.

10. In the event that either party initiates any action or suit to enforce the terms of this Agreement, the prevailing party shall be entitled
to its costs, expenses, and attorney fees incurred prior to, or at, trial and on any appeal.

! HAVE READ AND AGREE TO THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS CONTAINED AND DESCRIBED HEREIN.

PARTICIPANT:
B)’ . Please Print
By G - Date ‘

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC COMPANY
By

Please Print

By — * Date

Signature




ATTACHMENT (A):

ATTACHMENT (B):

Within one fiscal year of receipt

"Not withstanding the féregoing, the maximum
amount which the participant will be required to
reimburse is $42,000 for fiscal year 91/92 and

'$42,000 for fiscal year 92/93, and in no event

must the participant reimburse PGE for energy
analysis costs if the participant implements all

- of the ECM's that have a simple pavback of 3 years

plc/CORRSP13/38

or less. If however, the ECM's with a simple
payback of 3 years or less, exceed the amount
budgeted in each of the fiscal years, PGE will
extend the terms to allow for completion of
installation in the following fiscal year without
penalty. :



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 91-1504 FOR THE PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING

EXEMPTION TO THE REQUIREMENT OF COMPETITIVE BIDDING PURSUANT TO METRO

- CODE 2.04.041(c) AND APPROVING A SOLE SOURCE AGREEMENT WITH PORTLAND
GENERAL ELECTRIC PURSUANT TO METRO CODE 2.04.060

Date: August 30, 1991 - Presented by:_ Judy Munro

PROPOSED ACTION:

Exemption from competitive bidding of a two year sole source agreement -
with Portland General"Electric.to provide energy audit services for all
buildings at Metro Washington Park Zoo. Portland General Electric
provides a service to commercial customers that audits electrical and

. natural gas usage and determines the energy efficiency of those uses.

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS:

The Metro Washington Park Zoo recognizes that utility costs amount to
approximately 50% of the operating portion of the Facilities Management
Division Materials and Services budget and have been taking independent
measures to decrease those costs. Portland General Electric provides a
service to commercial customers that will assess all electrical and
natural gas usages within the site and determine the energy efficiency
of those uses.

They have proposed a two year program and have committed a total of
$84,000 to pay for the audit. This audit, which is completed by an
independent engineering firm specializing in such measurements, will
then recommend capital improvements which will provide a payback based
on energy conservation within three years or less. If the audit reveals
no energy conservation measures, with a three Year payback, Metro
Washington Park Zoo is not responsible for any portion of the cost of
the energy audit.

Forty-two thousand dollars has been budgeted this fiscal year to
implement energy conservation measures equal to Year One costs of the
audit. Engineering estimates, based on similar audits in other
commercial facilities, have yielded savings of up to 20% per year once
all measures are implemented. Based on projected expenditures for
fiscal year 91/92 and, after Phase II of the implementation in fiscal
year 92/93 is completed, we could experience savings of between $90,000
and $125,000 per year. ‘

Staff recommends approval of the exemption to sign a two year sole
source agreement (EXHIBIT B) with Portland General Electric.

EXECUTIVE OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION:' v ‘
The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution No._91-1504 .
JEM:PGE/1 » . . : ~

4



Meeting Date: September 26, 1991
: Agenda Item No. 7.6

RESOLUTION NO. 91-1503



~ SOLID WASTE COMMITTEE REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 91-1503 FOR THE PURPOSE OF
. AUTHORIZING AN EXEMPTION TO THE REQUIREMENT TO SOLICIT COMPETITIVE

- PROPOSALS - FOR AMENDMENT NO. 2 TO THE CONTRACT WITH R.W. BECK &
. ASSOCIATES, PROVIDING ADDITIONAL PERFORMANCE TEST MONITORING FOR
- THE RIEDEL COMPOST FACILITY S .

Datez»séptembe# 18, 1991 Presented by: Councilor McFarland

-Committee Recommendation: At the September 17 meeting, the -
Committee voted unanimously to recommend Council adoption of
Resolution 91-1503.  Voting .in favor: - Councilors 'DeJardin,
McFarland, McLain and Wyers. :

' Committee'Issues[Discussion: Metro has contracted with R.W. Beck

and Associates to provide performance testing related to the Riedel
Compost Facility. Payment under the original contract was limited
to $150,000 based on the assumption that testing would be completed
by August 8, 1991. The contract may be amended to provide for
- additional testing with an adjustment in maximum allowable payment.

The Riedel facility has not met the required performance tests.
" The staff report notes that "though Riedel is continually learning
- and making adjustments, there is no definite end in sight." 2As a

result, testing services provided by R.W. Beck may be required for
up to several more months. S : '

The' Solid Waste Department .is requesting an amendment to the
contract to increase the allowable cost to $300,000 and extend the
length of the contract to March 31, 1992. The council will be
asked to approve two . documents: a budget amendment ordinance and
Resolution 91-1503 which provides an exemption from the Metro Code
requirement to obtain competitive proposals for the additional
testing work to be performed. - .

Staff contends that an exemption is warranted because R.W. Beck
has: 1) a familiarity with solid waste composting processes, 2) ‘-
performed well under the existing contract, 3) developed a-
knowledge and experience with the Riedel facility that could not be
transferred to another contractor, and ‘4) offered to continue
providing services at the rates negotiated in the ‘original
. contract. : - . ' '

Staff advised the committee that funding from the original contract
‘is now exhausted and no performance testing is being conducted.
‘Committee members supported the need for additional testing in
light of continuing odor-related problems at the facility.



. 20005“ Fu;st Avenue

Portland, OR 97201- 339b
503/221-1646 e

Memorandum

To:  Solid Waste Commlttee Members
'.From.'John Houser, Councll Analyst
~Date: September 10, 1991
Re: Resolution'No;,91—1503, For the Purpose of Authorizing‘an‘
~°  Exemption to the Requirement to Solicit Competitive Proposals
for Amendment No. 2 to the Contract with R.W. Beck &

Associates, Providing Additional Performance Test Monltorlng
For the Riedel Compost Faclllty - i

- Resolution No. 91~ 1503 has been scheduled for conslderatlon by the
- committee at the September 17, 1991 ‘meeting.

Background

’Metro.has.contracted with R.W. Beck and Associates to provide
performance testing -related to the Riedel Compost Facility. The
original contractual terms placed a limit of $150,000 on payments
-to R.W. Beck. This limit was based on the assumption that testing

~would be completed by August 8, 1991. The contract does provide
that if further testing is needed the contract can be amended to
adjust the maxlmum allowable cost.

The Riedel facility has not met the requlred performance tests and
Metro has provided a one-month extension ending September 9, 1991.
-The staff report notes. that "Though Riedel is continually learnihg
and making adjustments, there is no definite end in sight." As a
result, the testing services provided by R.W. Beck -may be required
for a perlod of several additional months.

Beck anticipates that the original contract amount will be fully
spent by the end of September. The department is therefore
requesting an amendment to the contract to increase the. maximum
allowable cost to $300,000. The contract would be extended through

- March 31, 1992. . . '

The council will be asked to approve two documents: a budget
amendment ordinance ‘that will be considered by the Finance
Committee, and this resolution which provides an exemption from the
" Metro Code requirement (2.04.054 (a) (3)) to obtain competitive
proposals for the additional testing work to be performed. :

The staff report on the resolution notes that .an exemption is
warranted because R.W. Beck has: 1) a famlllarlty with composting
facility, 2) performed well under the existing contract, 3)
developed a knowledge and experience with the Riedel facility that

Recycled Paper



could not be transferred to another contractor, and 4) offered to
‘continue providing services at the rates negotiated in the original
contract. ' : S . _

'The additional funding would be provided from the Waste Reduction
Alternative Technology Program of the Engineering and Analysis
Division of the Solid Waste Department. The amount requested is
~$113,377. As a result of this transfer, the proposed dewatering
station at Metro Central will be delayed. .

Iésues and Qgeétions

The committee may wish to address the following issues and
questions: : . ' : : .

1) Were other potential sources of funding considered, and if so,
what were they? How has the timeline for the dewatering station
.been changed? : - ' '

2)'Has Riedel been grahted an additional extension ahd, if so, for
how long? - ‘ :

3) What are  Riedel’s respohsibiliﬁies related to  the confinuing
need for performance testing? : ' o _



BEFORE THE CONTRACT REVIEW BOARD OF THE
- METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE ‘PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING AN RESOLUTION NO. 91-1503

EXEMPTION TO THE REQUIREMENT TO ;
SOLICIT COMPETITIVE PROPOSALS FOR ) Introduced by Rena Cusna,
AMENDMENT NO. 2 TO THE CONTRACT ) Executive Officer
WITH R.W. BECK & ASSOCIATES, ' )
PROVIDING ADDITIONAL PERFORMANCE )
TEST MONITORING FOR THE RIEDEL )
- COMPOST FACILITY )

WHEREAS,‘TheVMetropolitan Service District (METRO) selected 4
R.W. Beck & Associates on March 14, 1991 to provide consulting
services for the performance testing of the.Métro/Riedel Mass -
COmpostin§ Facility; and

WHEREAS, The terms of the contract are that Metro pay the
éonSulting engineer on a time-and-materials basis for an amount
not to exceed $150,000; and

WHEREAS, : The project will require additional performance
test monitoring that could not have been anticipated at the time
of awardt and

WHEREAS R.W. Beck is in the best position to perform the
work for the lowest cost; and

WHEREAS, As required by Metrq Code Section 2.04.054, the
staff réportvsubmitted with this resolutibn contains findings
deﬁonstrating that it is impractical to solicit proposals to
domplete'the work described in the original agreement; and

WHEREAS, It is necessary to extend the term and compensation
limit in Metro's Agreement with R.W. Beck as specified in the

attachment labeled "Amendment No. 2," and made part of this

resolution by reference; and



WHEREAS, Funds necesSary to complete the Performance Test
monitoring.qnder an amended é.w. Beck Agreement are available in
the General Accounf but must be transferred under separate éqtion
of the Metro Council; and |

' WHERﬁAS, This resolution was submitted to the Executive
Officer for consideration and wasfférwarded to the contract

.Review Board for approval; now, therefore,
BE IT RESOLVED,

1. © The Contract Review Board hereby exempts the attached
contract Amendment No. 2 to the contract with R.W. Beck &
Associates from the competitive procurement provisions of Metro
Code Section 2.64.054(a)(3), to allow additional Performance test
monitoring at the Metro/Riedel Mass Composting Facility.

2) The Executive Officer's authority to execute the attached
contract amendment granted by this resolution, is contingent upon
the transfer of funds necessary to carry out the amendment; %y

the Council of the Metropolitan Service District.

Adopted by the Contract Review Board of the Metropolifan

Service District this day of : . 1991.

¢

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer



AMENDMENT NO. 2
TO THE CONTRACT BETWEEN R.W. BECK & ASSOCIATES AND
THE METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT, ENTITLED
WPROVIDE CONSULTING SERVICES FOR THE PERFORMANCE TEST OF
THE METRO/RIEDEL MASS COMPOSTING FACILITY"

In exchange the for promises and other consideration set
forth below and in the original agreement the parties agree as
follows: :

~ Scope of Services, "Terms of Payment", Item 3, Page 6

Change:  "the maximum amount to be paid by Metro to
consulting engineer for services furnished and
expenses reimbursed will be ONE HUNDRED FIFTY
THOUSAND AND NO/100THS DOLLARS ($150,000)."

To: "the maximum amount to be paid by Metro to
consulting engineer for services furnished and
expenses reimbursed will be THREE HUNDRED THOUSAND
AND NO/100THS DOLLARS ($300,000).

Scope of Services, "Term of Service"} Item 1, Page 7

Change: "The term of this Contract shall expire on
June 30, 1991."

To: "The term of this Contract shall expire on
March 31, 1992."

All terms and conditions in thevoriginal agreement between
the parties not specifically modified herein shall remain in full

force and effect.

R.W. BECK & ASSOCIATES METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

BY: . ' BY:

DATE: » DATE:

w:al
ECK.AM2



syt , CHANGE ORDER SUMMARY

PROJECT: * Consuling Services to Monitor Testing and Acceptance phase of the
Metro/Riedel Compost Facilty g |

CONTRACTOR: R.W. Beck & Associates |
CONTRACT NO.: _901746 BUDGET NO. _531-317400-52300-57413
DEPARTMENT: Solid Waste FUND NAME _General Account

THIS REQUEST IS FOR APPROVAL OF CHANGE NUMBER: _2
1. The original contract sum was - : ~ _$150.000.00

2. Net change by .p‘revi'ously authbrizéd change order | 0
3. The contract sum prior to this request was . _$150,000.00
4. Total amount of this change order request - _mm_op_
5. The new contract sum, including fhis dhange order | ~$300.000.00
| 6. The contract sum paid in FY 90;91 L $ 86.623.00
7. FiscaIkYear appropriation for FY 91-92 . 1 + ($113.377)*
Line ftem name: _Engineering Services
Estimated appropriation remaining as of _7/31/91 , $187.424

8. Start Date: __July 1, 1991 Expire Date: March 31, 1992

REVIEW AND APPROVAL:

Division Manager, Solid Waste Department Date Fiscal Review Date

Director, Solid Waste Department Date Budget Review Date
" Divector, Reglonal Faciiites Date Legal Review Date

Comments: *$100,000.00 transferred from Waste -Reduction to General Account,
Compost Facility :

VENDOR # __
fickloz

s SUM
August 29, 1991



STAFF REPORT

IN CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 91-1503 FOR THE
PURPOSE OF AUTHORIZING AN EXEMPTION TO THE REQUIREMENT
TO SOLICIT COMPETITIVE PROPOSALS FOR AMENDMENT NO. 2 TO
THE CONTRACT WITH R.W. BECK & ASSOCIATES, PROVIDING
ADDITIONAL PERFORMANCE TEST MONITORING FOR THE RIEDEL
COMPOST FACILITY :

Date: August 30, 1991 Presented By: Jim Watkins

. FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

On March 14, ‘1991, Metro contracted with R.W. Beck & Associates
(R.W. Beck) to provide consulting services for the Performance -
Test of the Metro/Riedel Mass Composting Facility. These
services can be summarized as: '

Pretest Reviews

Monitoring of the Performance Test
Meetings & Post Test Reviews
Assist Metro with Disputes

‘The terms of the contract are that Metro will pay the Consulting
Engineer on a time and materials basis in an amount not to exceed
$150,000.  The limit of $150,000 was agreed to by both parties
because it was assumed that the Performance Test monitoring would
be completed within approximately three months, beginning May 6,
1991. The agreement stated that if the Performance Test period
extended beyond the estimated time period an adjustment of the
maximum allowable cost and contract period would be made by
written amendment.

Metro's contract ‘with Riedel provides that if the Facility failed
to meet the Performance Standard by Augqust 8, 1991, Riedel could
be granted an extension of 547 days from the scheduled completion
date plus any time extensions provided in the Service Agreement.
To date, Metro has approved a one month extension that ends on
September 9, 1991.

The original start date for the Performance Test was May 6, 1991.
- Riedel has, to date, rejected all batches of compost which has
shifted the start date one day forward for each batch rejected.
Though Riedel is continually learning and making adjustments,
there is no definite end in sight, and process changes take weeks
~to evaluate. It is therefore contemplated that R.W. Beck's
consulting services will be required for several more months.
Since R.W. Beck will have expended the entire $150,000 originally
contracted for by mid-September, the amendment would allow
further payments not to exceed $150,000, for a total of $300,000
and extend the term of the contract to March 31, 1992.

Hopefully, Riedel will complete its performance test within this
time frame.



Because the amount of this contract modification exceeds $10,000,
the competitive procurement procedures of Code Section 2.04.053

- apply unless the initiating department as required by Code
Section 2.04.054(a) (3) makes certain findings and the Contract
Review Board grants an exemption. For the following reasons, an
exemption is clearly justified in this instance. ) :

First, there are fewer than three potential contractors qualified
to provide the quality and type of services required. R.W. Beck
was originally selected based on its familiarity with composting
and knowledge of the Riedel facility. After completing four
months of extensive monitoring and test results, R.W. Beck has
gained knowledge and experience that cannot be matched by, or
transferred to, a replacement contractor. R.W. Beck's work to
date has been excellent, and its input and evaluations have
benefitted both Metro and Riedel. : :

Second, the quality and type of services required make it
unnecessary and impractical to solicit proposals. It is:
unnecessary, because Metro staff is satisfied with R.W. Beck's
work, and R.W. Beck has agreed to continue working under its
originally established rates. It is impractical to solicit
proposals for the reasons stated above, and because it is
unlikely that a new contractor could learn what it needs to know
about this project quickly enough to provide the quality of
services needed at a lower price.

BUDGET IMPACTS

The Waste Reduction Division currently has a $100,000
appropriation level in FY 91-92 for consulting services at the
Mass Composting Facility. For FY 91-92 R.W. ‘Beck has
approximately $63,377 remaining on their original contract
amount. To increase the contract amount from $150,000 to .
$300,000 would therefore require an increase of $113,377 in the
appropriation level. Since this project is currently being
managed by the Engineering & Analysis Division, it is recommended
that the $100,000 in Waste Reductions Alternative Technology
Program be transferred to the General Account, Engineering :
Services. The appropriation level can be made available in that
account by delaying the proposed dewatering station at Metro
Central. Execution of this contract amendment is contingent on
this transfer of funds, which is proposed in Ordinance No. 91-
425, L : : ; '

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION
The Executive Officer recommends Contract Review Board approval
of Resolution No. 91-1503. ' : : : ‘

i)
gk'xl)o .RPT
September 4, 1991



Meeting Date: - September 26, 1991
. Agenda Item No. 7.7

RESOLUTION NO. 91-1498



MEIRO  Memorandum

V'FROM:: . Paulette Allen, Clerk of the Council

503:221-1646
'DATE:  September 20, 1991
TO: Metro Council

Executive Officer
Interested Parties

RE: = AGENDA ITEM NO. 7.7; RESOLUTION NO. 91-1498

Resolution No. 91-1498 Exhibit A, Staff Report 103; Transportation

'~ Improvement Program; Proposed Program for Fiscal Years 1992 to Post 1995

Effective October 1, 1991 has been printed separately from the Council

-agenda packet. Supplemental packets will be distributed to Councilors

in advance and available at the meeting September 26. Those parties
wishing to obtain a copy may contact the Clerk at ext. 206. 2

Recycled Paper

3



TRANSPORTATiON AND PLANNING COMMITTEE REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 91-1498, FOR THE PURPOSE
OF ADOPTING THE FY 1992 TO POST 1995 TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AND THE FY 1991 ANNUAL ELEMENT

Date: September 11, 1991 Presented by: Councilor Devlin

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: At the September 10, 1991 meeting, the
- Committee voted unanimously to recommend Council adoption of
Resolution No. 91-1498. Voting in favor were Councilors Bauer,
Devlin, Gardner, McLain and Van Bergen.

- COMMTTTEE DISCUSSION/ISSUES: Transportation Director Andy Cotugno
presented the staff report. He said that this annual update to the

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) will be the basis for
receipt of federal transportation funds. He explained that the TIP
incorporates into one document a variety of scheduling and cost
updates as well as amendments through previously-adopted
resolutions or administrative adjustments. He pointed out that
historically the TIP has included funds authorized under the
Surfa¢ée Transportation Act. Since the current Act will soon
expire, the funding has been estimated, and is subject to change
when the new Act is approved.

Mr. Cotugno also addressed the issue of conformity with the Clean
Air Act Amendments of 1990. He said that the federal agencies have
adopted interim conformity gquidelines which apply to the TIP, and
that the TIP will be reviewed for compliance. This requires a
determination that the TIP contributes to reductions in annual
emissions for specified pollutants. He said that by October 1
staff will submit the TIP, along with a technical analysis and
conformity determination, to EPA and USDOT. If the TIP conforms,
staff will proceed with the normal adoption process and include a
finding of interim conformity in the final published TIP.
Amendments will be necessary if the analysis does not result in
conformity. _



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE |
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING THE ) RESOLUTION NO. 91-1498
FY 1992 TO POST 1995 TRANSPORTATION ) Introduced by Rena Cusma,
IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AND THE FY 1992 ) Executive Officer
ANNUAL ELEMENT )

WHEREAS, Projects using federal funds must be specified in
the Transportation Improvement Program by the fiscal year in
._which obligation of those funds is to take place; and
| WHEREAS, Invaccordanée with the Metropolitan Service
District-Intergovernmental Resource Center of Clark cOﬁnty Memo-
réndum of Agreement, the Transportation Improvement Program has
~ been submitted‘to the Intergovernmental Resource Center of Clark
County for review and comment; and

WHEREAS, The Metrépolitan.Service District must‘ceftify
compliance with the proposed policy on private enterprise par-
‘ticipation in the'Urban Mass Transportation Program} and

WHEREAS, The Metropolitan Service District must evaluate‘the
program of transit projects included in the Transportation
Improvement Program tovensure financial capacity'to‘fund‘the
capital improvements; and ’ .
| WHEREAS, Some 1991 Annual Element projects.may not be
obligated by the gnd of FY 1991 and the exact time for;their
obligation is indeterminate; now, therefore, |

- BE IT RESOLVED: | ‘

1. That the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
adopts the FY 1992 Tranqurtation improvement Program for the

utban area as contained in thé'attachment to this Resolution'

25



marked Exhibit A.

2. ThatAprojecte that are not obligated by Seétember 30,
1991 be automatlcally reprogrammed for FY 1992 for all funding
sources. | | |

‘3. That the Council of the Metropolitah Service Distriet
allows funds to be transferred among projects consistent with the
Transportation Improvement Program .Project Management Guidelines
adopted by Resolution No; 85-592.

4. That the Transportation Improvement Program is in
conformanee with the Regional Transbortation Plan, Clean Air Act
Amendmente of 1990 and the Interim Conformity Guidelines and the
1982 Air Quality State Implementation Plan (Ozone and Carbon
Monekide) and that the planning process meets all requirements of
Title 23 ~- Highways and Title 49 -- Transportation of the Code
‘of Federel Regulations.

5. That the Counc1l of the Metropolltan Service District -
finds that Trl—Met has complied with the requirements of the
region's Privete Enterprise Participation Policy, adopted in (
August 1987. Documentation is shown in the Attachment to the
Staff Report. | | |

' 6. That the Council of the Metropolitan Service District
finds'eufficient financial capacity as certified by Tri-Met and
as,demohstrated in the adopted Transit Development Plan, to.
complete the projects programmed for FY 1992 and incorporated in
the Transportation Improvement Program.

- 7. That the Council of.the Metropelitan Service bistrict
hereby finds the projects. in accordance with tﬁe Regionel

Transportation Plan and, hereby, gives affirmative Intergovern-



mental Project Review approval.

.ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this . day of . 1991.

Tanya Coilier, Presiding Officer

- WHP:1lmk
91-1498.RES
08-28-91



STAFF_REPORT

' CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 91-1498 FOR
THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING THE FY 1992 TO POST
1995 TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AND
THE FY 1992 ANNUAL ELEMENT

L

.Date: August 29, 1991 . ‘ Presented by: Andrew Cotugno

FACTUAL BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Proposed'Action

The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) and FY 1992 Annual

Element serve as the basis for receipt of federal transportation
funds by local jurisdictions, the Oregon Department of Transpor-
tation (ODOT) and Tri-Met. '

[ 3 . .
This TIP reflects changes from last year's update due to resolu-
tions and administrative adjustments approved during the past
year and to be approved by this resolution. The primary impor-
tance of the annual TIP update is to consolidate all past actions
into a current document and set forth the anticipated programs
for FY 1992. The FY 1992 program reflected herein is a first
step in establishing actual priorities for FY 1992. A number of
future actions will result in refinements to the material pre-
sented. . : .

- Adoption of the TIP endorses the following major actions:

. Past policy endorsement of projects is identified in the TIP
(including projects to be funded with Interstate, Interstate

- Transfer, Federal-Aid Urban and Urban Mass Transportation . '
Administration (UMTA) funds), thereby providing eligibility for
federal funding.

. High Capacity Transit (HCT) Studies (Resolution No. 91-1456) --
Because of the large amount of HCT planning underway or pro- :
‘posed, it is important to organize activities to allow for the
most efficient conduct of the work, to ensure participation by
the jurisdictions affected by the decisions that must be made
and to ensure proper consideration of functional and financial
trade-offs between corridors. 1In particular, functional trade-
offs and coordination is required to take into account the
effect of one project on other parts of the HCT system and
financial limitations dictate that careful consideration be
given to defining regional priorities before committing to
construction. '



In the fall of 1987, JPACT evaluated the work which had been
completed to that time and determined that the Westside,
Milwaukie, and I-205 corridors have the highest priority and
should be advanced within a 10-year timeframe. The Barbur and
I-5 corridors were determined to be a lesser priority and
recommended to be constructed in a 20-year timeframe. The
Macadam Corridor need was-determined to be beyond the 20-year
timeframe. : : -

In 1990, JPACT endorsed a resolution to advance the Hillsboro
Corridor, an extension of the Westside Corridor from 185th and
Baseline Road to downtown Hillsboro into Alternatives Analysis.
In 1991, JPACT further refined the region's HCT planning
priorities by endorsing a resolution that advances the I-205
and Milwaukie corridors and the I-5 North and I-205 North cor-
ridors into concurrent and coordinated Preliminary Alternatives
Analyses. .

JPACT has endorsed a Regional HCT Study that will examine long-
term systemwide issues, concentrating on CBD alignments, opera-
tions ‘and maintenance requirements, updating forecasts on
future rail corridors and extensions, and establishing regional
criteria and priorities for further HCT development.

Objectives of these studies will be to:

1. Continue planning and design on the region's No. 1 :
priority, the Westside and Hillsboro Corridor projects.

2. Determine the region's next HCT transit corridor(s) to
advance into Alternatives Analysis. The results of the
study will be a statement of the transportation problems :
within the priority corridor, a description of a handful of
most promising alternatives that respond to those problens,
preliminary cost-effectiveness analysis of those alterna-
tives, a corridor financial strategy, and a scope and
budget for Alternatives Analysis. The study will also
result in an action plan for the mid and long-term develop-
ment of transit in the remaining corridors. S

3. Reassess the remaining high capacity corridors identified
. in the RTP. This assessment will document the performance
of the light rail lines as one system, compare them to the
"best bus" option, and help determine long-term needs in
the downtown. All forecasts will be performed with a
common model and horizon year, using the 1988 travel-
forecasting model and new 2010 land use data.

4. Develop an overall system financing strategy and staging
plan for HCT development and determine relative priorities
of the corridors. a



Approximately $16.5 million of Interstate Transfer highway and
transit funding is programmed for FY 1992. Additional federal
appropriations for the highway portion are estimated to be

©.$23.3 million for FY 1992 plus carryover funding from prior

Years adequate to fully fund the program. If the $23.3 million
is appropriated, it will mark the final appropriation and
completion of the $517.8 million Interstate Transfer Program.

Some $S.7 million of UMTA Section 3 "Trade" funds are pro-
grammed in FY 1992, of which $0.4 million have been earmarked .
for shelters and $5.2 million for the Transit Mall Extension
North. o ' ' ‘

The maximum allowable use of UMTA. Section 9 funds for FY 1992
operating assistance is included (estimated to be $4.8 million)
‘which is equal to that for FY 91. The Section 9 program is
projected in the TIP on .a continuing basis through post 1995
‘(assuming adoption of a new Surface Transportation Act) based
‘upon the Transit Development Plan and its revisions adopted by
Tri-Met. SR : . ' : ' '

Private enterprise participation for UMTA Section 3 and Section
9 programs is in accordance with Circular 7005.1. This re-
quires that a local process be developed to encourage private
providers to perform mass transportation and related- services
to the maximum extent feasible. See Attachment.

An administrative amendment was made to the Westside LRT
.project in the TIP, following adoption by Resolution No. 91~
1463, to make it consistent with Tri-Met's grant application.
The SDEIS estimate .(federal) of $489.5 million (1990 dollars).
was refined to $522.0 million (1990 dollars), which was then
escalated to year of construction dollars amounting to $567.0
million (federal). : :

On May 11, 1989, the Metro Cduncil adopted Resolution No. 89~
1094 calling for withdrawal of the I-205 bus lanes and allowing
for substitution of light rail as an eligible project.

The amount of federal funds finally authorized by the with-
drawal for a. transit project in the I-205 corridor .was
$16,366,283. This amount will be included in subsequent
substitution cost estimates used to apportion funds appro-
priated from the general revenue funds for the Interstate
. substitution transit projects authorized under Section

103 (e) (4) of Title 23 United States Code.

An evaluation of transit financial capacity demonstrates that
‘there are sufficient resources to meet future operating defi-
cits and capital costs.



.

. Resolutlon No. 91-1379 endorsed the ‘statewide position paper on
issues relating to the adoption of the Surface Transportation
Act of 1991 by the U.S. Congress. The position paper was
developed by ODOT with the input and participation of affected

- transportation organizations statewide, including Metro. The
Surface Transportatlon Act (STA) provides the framework for:
federal investment in highway and transit improvements, de-
fining program categories, requirements and llmltatlons,
-funding level and local match requlrements. -

' The current STA explres on September 30, 1991 and a new one
must be adopted by the U.S. Congress prlor to that time for
federal funding to continue. A new Act is considered every 4-6
years. The new Act promises to be 51gn1f1cant1y changed from
the past program and will have a profound impact on the 1991-
1996 and future Six-Year Programs. The 1991-1996 program -
adopted last year is 'based on the current STAA and assumes
contlnuatlon in that form.

TPAC has rev1ewed the annual TIP and recommends approval of

Resolution No. 91~ 1498.

Background

The Metro TIP describes how federal transportatlon funds for
highway and transit projects in the Metro region are to be obli-
gated during the period October 1, 1991 through September- 30,

- 1992. Additionally, to maintain contlnulty from one year to the.
next, funds are estimated for years before and after the Annual
Element year and include carryover (unspent) funds. Final
vouchered projects (those which have undergone final audit) are
aggregated to one line item as are completed projects. Completed
proyects are defined as those which are.or will shortly be enter-
ing the final audit stage.

This FY 1992 TIP is a reflnement of the currently adopted TIP and
is structured by the following major headings:

Interstate Transfer Program

.Urban Mass Transportation Admlnlstratlon Programs

Federal-Aid Urban System Program ‘

Other Programs - Interstate, Prlmary, Brldge, Safety, State
Modernization, Bike, Etc.

INTERSTATE TRANSFER PROGRAM

The TIP includes a flxed program amount for the Metro region of
$517,750,487 (federal) based upon the original amount for the
w1thdrawn freeways, $731,000 of additional transit withdrawal
. value provided by Congress in April 1987, and $16,366,283 from
the recent I-205 buslane withdrawal. The additional w1thdrawal
values can only be applied to transit projects. At the end of

4



. I

-the federal fiscal year, unbuilt FY 1991 projécts and'fuhding
will automatically shift to FY 1992. : '

‘The FY 1992 Interstate Transfer Program of approximately $16.5
million represents the full funding need and this, together with
the projects that slip from FY 1991, is well within the level of
funding the region currently has available. The noted amount is
earmarked for FHWA highway projects ($16.0 million) and transit
projects ($0.5 million). Priorities will be established from
among the full FY 1991 and FY 1992 programs later -in the year

- based upon a closer estimate of project needs. .Projects not
funded in FY 1992, 'should there be insufficient funds, will be
delayed; however, they will be considered for implementation and
funding in FY '1993. o : : . |
A number of revisions to last year's Annual Report and to the
overall project allocations are incorporated including a variety-

of minor transfers due to cost overruns and underruns. Schedule
changes to the Interstate Transfer Program consist of: :

i Project - ' From . To

city‘of Port1and~

" NW Intersection Improvements

-- R/W and Construction 1991 1992
N.W. 23rd Avenue/Burnside , s

-- R/W and Construction 1991 © 1992
Airport Way, Units II and III
- == Construction .- . 1992 . 1991
‘Airport Way, Wetland Mitigation 199;- 1992

Multnomﬁh County
~ Hawthorne Bridge .+ 1992 - 1991
Deleted Projects | |

NW Circulation Improvements:
© == 10 Intersections '$ . 13,600

Airport way

The City of Portland has revised cost estimates for the overall
" project. - : o



T

Airport Way Unit Design, I-205 to 181st Avenue . . . $ 1,485,000
Airport Way Embankment . . . . ¢ v v i 4 4 0 o o o o 2,478,000
Airport Way, I-205 to 138th Avenue, Unit e s o o . 4,425,000
-Alrport Way Units II and III, NE 138th Avenue to
18ISt AVENUE .« ¢ o ¢ v ¢ ¢ o o o o s o o o o o o o 5,149,913
Airport Way, Three- Structures, 158th Avenue to
. 181lst Avenue . . . . . . . . e e o o e o s .
Airport Way Wetland Mitigation, NE 158th Avenue to.
- 18lst Avenue . . . .t vk et b e e e e e e e e 722,000
: ' B . ' $16,149,913 °

. 1,890,000

ncnpughiin Corridor

Some $22.1 million of Interstate Transfer funds have been authorized
for the McLoughlin Corridor projects; only the Tacoma Overpass and’
‘Harrison/River Road project (Unit I) will be built using these funds. -
Unit II, Tacoma to Highway 224, and Unit IITA, Union/Grand viaduct to
Harold, will use Access Oregon Highway funds. ' . . . '

Unit I is currently undergoing litigation and it is not possible to
obligate the funds previously set at $11.9 million. Coupled with
this is the need to obligate these funds in order to avoid their
lapsing. Several actions have recently occurred to resolve the
problem: : , ; ' : *

. $2.0 million was transferred to the Hawthorne Bridge project
" (Resolution No. 91-1462) and will be obligated in 1991. ODOT has
agreed to replace these transferred funds with state funds.

. The remaining balance of $9.9 million (FAIX) on Unit T was .
transferred to Unit II which also will be obligated in FY 1991,

thus avoiding potential lapse. :

. Unit II was originally scheduled for fiscal year 1991 using Access.
Oregon Highway funds. These funds have now been applied to Unit 1
for obligation in FY 1992 owing to the litigation underway. '

McLoughlin COf:idér Reserve .

- The McLoughlin Reserve was established in March 1986 through
Resolution No. 86-632. Resolution No. 89-1135 allocated the final
$3,002,610 McLoughlin Interstate Transfer Reserve to seven projects.
The projects and funding status as of June 30, 1991 are:

Project o . Cost ‘Schedule
Johnson Creek Boulevard ' $1,000,000 Post 1995
(32nd Avenue to 45th Avenue)
Harrison Street (Highway 224 - . $ 50,000 Post 1995
32nd Avenue), P.E. Only
Johnhson Creek Boulevard . : $ 50,000 1991 .
(Linwood Avenue to 82nd Avenue), ' '
Po Ec Only . ’
45th Avenue (Harney to Glenwood), .. 8 50,000 - Post 1995

P.E. Only.



LRT Studies in Milwaukie Corridor $ 560,000 1992

Hawthorne Bridge LRT study - : ; $ 5,000 Expended
McLoughlin Corridor Highway $1,287,610 : 1991
$3,002,610

The 45th Avenue préject is a local street and therefore not eligible
for federal funding. One of two options must occur in order to use
the federal funds noted:

1. Apply to Metro for addition to Functional Classification System
and for federal designation of 45th Avenue.

C2. Exéhahge'local/federal funds for the $50,000 and apply to a
: McLoughlin related project.. . E ,

Overall Program,Status

The current status of the Interstate Transfer Program through June
30, 1991 is: - ’

, Highway Transit . Total
Total Program  $345,274,802 $172,475,685 $517,750,487
- Past Obligations 306,336,413 - 151,519,107 457,855,520
‘Balance . 38,938,389 20,956,578 59,894,967
Appropriations v
to date . 335,675,110 158,798,196 494,473,306
Appropriations . .
to go 9,599,692 . 13,677,489 23,277,181

During the past year, the transit portion (authority) of the Inter-
state Transfer Program has been decreased through the following
actions: - '

‘Transit to Highway Transfers

LRV purchase with transit e(4) funds to $ 3,187,500
transit mall extension with highway
e(4) funds (Resolution No. 90-1363)

A revised Interstate Suﬁstitute-Cost Estimate has been prepared for
1991. This revised estimate will be used in apportioning FY 1992 for
substitute highway and transit projects. Metro has submitted the
following estimate to USDOT: .

' Final Amount of

Funds- Required

Transit L] L] * L] L] L] L] . . L ] L . L] L] . $13’694'920
Highway . L] . L] L] * L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L4 ' 9, 583’730



The program of projects for the funds remalnlng to be obligated ($59
million) is consistent with the TIP. The major highway projects are
as follows:

McLoughlin, Phase I . . . . . « « . . $ 9,900,000

. Transit Mall Extension. . . . . . . . 3,187,500
Marine Drive. . .« ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o« o o 6,620,237
Convention Center Area. . . . . . . . 2,000,000
Airport Way, Unit 6 . . . . . . + . . 4,710,641
Hawthorne Bridge. . . . . . « « . . . 2,000,000
223rd Connector (207th) . . . « . « . 2,637,581
Johnson Creek Boulevard . . « « « « & 1,000,000
Miscellaneous, Under $1 million . . . 6,146,441
- $38,202,400

The transit projects are limited to the following:

LRV Purchase. . . e e e e e e e . $ 2,863,490
I-205 Buslane W1thdrawal. « e e e e . 16,366,283
Planning/McLoughlin AA. . . . . . . . 1,744,514

‘ $20,974,287

URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION PROGRAMS

The Urban Mass Transportatlon Administration (UMTA) carries out the
federal mandate to improve urban mass transportation. It is the
principal source of federal financial assistance to help urban areas
(and, to some extent, nonurban areas) plan, develecp and improve
comprehensive mass transportatlon systems.

UMTA's programs of financial aid include but are not limited to the
following:

. Sectlon 3 Discretionary Capital Grant Program at 75 percent
federal, 25 percent local funding.

. Section 3 'Trade' Letter of Intent at 80 percent federal 20 per-
cent local funding.

. Section 9 Formula Assistance Program at 80 percent federal 20 per-
" cent local fundlng. 

Section 3 Discretionary

Section 3 Discretionary funds are awarded on a competitive basis;
therefore, not all projects can be considered for funding from this
source. As such, only selected projects are recommended to be
pursued. . .

. Bus Purchases =-- Resolution No. 91-1442 accelerated $7.5 million
from 1993 to the 1991 Annual Element year allowing for the
procurement of 40 40-foot lift-equipped replacement buses and 10
30-foot lift-equipped new buses. The Clean Air Act allows for
continued purchase of diesel buses if delivered by December 1992.

- 8



- Under terms of the Full-Funding Agreement, a $5.8 million balance
is still available. Tri-Met anticipates an FY 92 request for these
‘funds.

.« New Projects -- Three new projects have been added to the Section 3
Discretionary Program and embody elements of projects formerly
under the Section 9 Program:

Banfield Retrofit Operations Control -- The Operations Control
"Banfield Retrofit" is needed for common procedures to be used by
controllers for the overall system rather than control information
and methods to be "divided" at SW 11th Avenue between the two
lines. This would provide the Banfield LRT with the same type of
LRT operations control system as will be established on the West-
side LRT.

Banfield Retrofit Double-Tracking -- The Double-Track project is
needed to avoid having to reduce peak-period service in Greshanm
when service is increased on.the rest of the system and for
satisfactory on-time performance of train movements on the entire

- system. A second track between Ruby Junction and Cleveland
Terminal (2.4 miles) would be constructed.

Banfield Retrofit Ruby Junction Expansion -- The Ruby Junction
expansion is needed to store the quantity of LRVs which the time-
table design would have pulling out of Ruby Junction. for the peak
periods and to allow for storeroom use of the full basement of the
facility to support maintenance of the expanded LRV fleet. This
project would "build out" of yardtracks, increasing storage
_capacity from 28 LRVs to 48 LRVs. '

Bection 3 "Trade" Funding

These are funds committed through a $76.8 million Section 3 "Letter
of Intent" issued May 14, 1982. The funds are restricted to bus
capital purposes under the terms for which they were awarded to the
region but are flexible as to the particular bus capital purpose.

‘The. $76.8 million program in the TiP is predicated on a Letter of
Intent extension to 1992 and is currently allocated as itemized on
Exhibit A and summarized below:

Firm projects with grants
approved for expenditure $58,391,120

Ahticipatedrgrants pending approval 12,764,400

Projects programmed for

~_grant applications in FY 1992
Passenger Shelters v 400,000
-Transit Mall Extension North 5,244,480

TOTAL . ¢ « ¢ ¢ & o o & e s+ s e o e s e o« « o $76,800,000



Program Status

The schedule of funding provided for in the Letter of Intent was
approximately $12 million per year from FY 1982 through FY 1988.
Tri-Met applied for these funds at a rate slower than provided by the
schedule, so there is currently a remaining balance of $18.4 million
composed of grants pending of $12.8 million and proposed FY 1992.
grants of $5.6.million. i ' .

The remaining-unobligated funds noted have been programmed for FY
1991 and FY 1992 as follows: o

Anticipated - - -
1991 : 1992

Bus Purchases . . . . . . . . . $11,656,000 . . . . . . $ 0
Transit Mall Extension. . . . . 466,800 . . . . . . 5,244,480
Special Need Buses. . . . . . . 1,264,000 . . . . . . ' -0
Shelters. * L] - L] L3 . L] .‘ .v . . . o * L ] L] - - L] 400,000
Adjustments to Past Obligations - 622,400 . . . . o« . 0

: $12,764,400 - $5,644,480
Bus Purchase -- The $11.7 million will allow procuremént of approxi-

mately 58 40-foot lift-equipped buses (replacement) and eight alter-
native fuel 40-foot lift-equipped buses (replacement).

‘Transit Mall Extension North -- This project uses a combination of
"Trade" and Interstate Transfer funds; it calls for reconstructing 16
blocks on NW 5th and 6th Avenues between and including West Burnside
and NW Irving Streets. g

Special Needs Bus Purchase -- The $1.3 million will allow procurement
of approximately 25 minibuses, 20~25 foot, with lifts and radios. .
These are replacement buses.

Passenger Shelters -- The $0.4 million will procure approximately 120
shelters with .an expected service lift of 16 years. These are for
replacement. ‘

In order to accomplish these priority projects,AResolution No. 91-
1442 was adopted to provide for the following ‘changes:

Change (+/-)

Bus Purchase . . . . . . & ¢ 4 ¢ 4t v 4 4 o o e o6 o o W $ 8,656,000
Passenger Shelters (New) . . v v v &v 4 v o o o o o o o @ 400,000
Route Terminus Sites (dropped) . . . . . . . . . . . . . = 250,000
Sunset Transit Center (funded under Westside Corridor) . =-5,270,000
Parts and Equipment (Tri-Met funded) . . . . . . . . . . =1,180,000
Transit Mall Extension (reduced) . . . . « « « ¢« . « . . = 111,120
Contingency. . . ¢ & ¢ ¢ ¢t ¢ v v 4 e e e e e e e e e . - 8,880
Special Needs Transportation (reduced) . . « « « . . . . =1,126,000
- Information/Communication Equipment (dropped). . . . . . _=1,110,000
NET CHANGE e o . L] 3 . 3 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . $ 0
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Section 9

These funds are committed to the region through a formula allocation.
There is considerable flexibility on the use of the funds, although

- there is a maximum allowable level that can be used for operating
assistance, and the remainder is generally intended for "routine"
capital purposes such as bus replacement and support equipment.

, Actual funding levels are subject to amounts provided in the Surface
Transportation Act, annual appropriations and fluctuations in the
formula distribution. : '

- Development of the Section 9 Program in the TIP was based on Reso-
lution No. 90-1363 and administrative amendments made throughout the
-yYear with emphasis on the following projects:

Proposed’

Change (+/-) Author.
Metro Planning . . . . v v & o o o o o . . -$ .300,000 $ 552,800
(replaced from Tri-Met General Fund) -
Bus Dispatch Center. . . . . . . . ... . 5,200,000 5,200,000
(new project) :
Bus Purchases. . . . . . . ... ..... 2,360,000 14,560,000
(see comments below) '
LRV PUrchases. . « « « « o o o o o & « o 4;880,498. .16,011,872
(supplemented with FAIX/FAUX funds) ' '
Parts and Equipment. . . . . . . . . . ... - 1,676,717 11,155,344
(replaced from Tri-Met General Fund)
Hillsboro Alternatives Analysis. . . . . . 847,104 2,165,504
'(increase covers P.E.) e
Operatiflg Program (1992) . o o . . . . . . 366,474 4,841'744

*

(consistent with 1991 amount received)

»Ruby'JunC£ion storage track, Westside rail initiatives, and double-
tracking have been deleted. Counterparts will be applied for under
Section 3 Discretionary funding. : ' '

COmﬁénts on Bus Purchases
At the April 26, 1991 TPAC meeting, concern was expressed about

further consideration of acquisition of buses that emit lower noise
and air pollution levels. This could be accomplished through the use

-~ of ‘electric trolley buses, dual-mode buses (diesel and electric) or

with buses that meet a higher standard for both noise level and air
pollution emissions. The Committee recommended that these options be
considered further prior to acquisition of replacements to the 86
articulated buses in 3-4 years. The Committee also acknowledged that
Metro, JPACT and the other jurisdictions interested in transit '

11



improvemeht should pursue funding options to facilitate these extra

costs.

S8ection 9 Program Status

This 1992 Annual Report increases an additional five years of
estimated Section 9 appropriations.
is not provided for in the current STAA.
million have been included in the TIP for FY 1992 through post FY

1995. At best, these are o

the new STAA is approved.

-Appfopriations:

Year

1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989
1990
1991

Less

Forecast:

Carryover.

1992
1993
1994
1995
1996

L] L] L] * L] [ ] . L] .
L L] L ] L] L] [ 2 v. L] L]
- .‘. L] L] . L ] L] . L]
. e o o e & o & e o
* o o & o o o o o
. L) ,. L] . [ ] L] . .

Obligations

e o o o
e o o o
¢ e o6 o .
e. e o o o o

GRAND TOTAL. . .

Special Transportation

(6/30/91)

e e e e e o
e e o o o o
e & o o e
e o e o o o
e o o o o o

The funding program beyond 1992

® o o o o o o o o

® e ¢ & & o

Section 16(b) (2) funding authorizes UMTA
(through the state) to private nonprofit
which provide ‘transportation services to

Appropriations of $10.0

nly estimates and subject to change when

$ 4,702,744
13,885,152
15,819,150
13,272,436
12,449,906
10,510,582

9,561,245
11,159,975

11,781,341

$103,142,531

e o o e o o o o o
o o e o o o o o o
o o o o o o o o

I .o e e o o o

. .« . . $102,889,636

. $ 252,895
. 10,000,000

. 10,000,000
. 10,000,000,
. 10,000,000

. $ 10,000,000

. . . . $153,142,531 -

e o o & o o
e o o o e o
. . LI L] .

‘'to make capital grants

social service organizations

the elderly and handicapped.

-One new special transportation project for 1991 was added to the TIP
ing the purchase of vehicles and equip-

totaling $200,000 and cover

ment:
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3 Modified Vans with Lifts $108,570

4 Mini-Vans with Ramps 112,800
4 Radios - "~ 4,000
‘3 Telephone Disability Dispatch (TDD) - 1,050
Contingencies ' 13,580

$240,000

LESS Local MatCh ¢ o o « e o o . . . . e o o ¢ 40‘000
Federal FundS. . « « « + o o o o o o o o o o o $200,000

The project is targeted to providing special transportation services

. 1n the Portland metropolitan area to specific client groups not

- served by Tri-Met. Inclusion in the TIP was based on the need and
the applicant's agreement to coordinate service with the LIFT pro-

gram. The potential recipient is: -

Volunteer Transportation Program, Inc.

‘Inclusion of the project in the TIP for FY 1991 will ailow'the appli-
cant to request 16(b) (2) funding from ODOT which, in turn, will award
funds following consideration of other applications throughout the
state. ' ’

Research, Development, and Demonstration

UMTA is authorized to approve grants to undertake research, develop-
ment, and demonstration projects (Section 6) in all phases of urban
mass transportation including the development; testing and demon-
stration of new facilities, equipment, techniques and methods.

Resolution No. 91-1440 endorsed two applications for federal demon- -
stration grant funding to support two transportation management
projects. The projects are a two-part "Multi-Modal Service Delivery
System" by Tri-Met and development of an areawide freeway traffic
management system by the Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) .
These projects, if funded, would be grants directed to the project
agencies. :

The multi-modal system project will ‘begin with an on-ground service
pilot project to match Tri-Met customers with the appropriate type of
- service required: carpool, vanpool, special needs transit, etc. ‘The
second phase will be the regionwide development of a database, using
the Regional Land Information System (RLIS) and TIGER files, to
dispatch transit services on a specific address basis.

The freeway traffic management project essentially will be expanding
ramp metering at freeway entrances and establishing an incident

- response system to get services to roadway accidents as quickly as
possible. '

13



Bus Purchases Summary

This Annual Report covers the purchase of buses using Section 3
Discretionary and Trade funds in the amount of $20,420,000 federal.
The number of buses noted is consistent with Tri-Met's plan of 50 bus
acquisitions per year. Exhibit A reflects these amounts as "Antici-
pated"; however, some funding may slip to FY 1992.

Section 3 Discretionary _ $7,500,000
40 40-foot standards with lifts (replacement)
10 30-foot standards with lifts (new) :
Section 3 Trade (includes) _ 11,656,000
58 40-foot standards with lifts (replacement)
8 40-foot alternative fuel with lifts (replace-
ment) '
25 20/25-foot SNT mini-buses with lifts (re- 1,264,000
placement) »

All estimated costs noted above include vehicle marking and delivery,
radios,. spare parts, inspections, and contingencies.

- Light Rail Vehicle Purchases

Resolution No. 90-1363 amended the TIP to include a series of revi-
sions to Tri-Met's Section 9, Interstate Transfer and Federal-aAid
Urban programs. The revisions were made so that Tri-Met could estab-
lish an order for at least 8-10 vehicles. . o

‘Tri-Met has now received approval of its grant application for
purchase of light rail vehicles for Banfield LRT in the federal
amounts shown below: . ’

Grant_ ' Amount
OR-23-2002 (FAUS) . . . . . . . . . $ 850,000
OR-23-9005 (FAIX) . + . . . . . . . 2,863,490
OR-90-X035 (Section 9). . . . . . . _16.,011.872

- $19,725,362

Local Match . . . . . . . . . . . . 4.624.200
TOTAL . . . . . . o o . . . . . . . $24'349,562

Westside Corridor LRT

In May, Resolution No. 91-1463 amended the TIP and programmed some
$489.5 million in 1990 dollars ($376.1 million federal) for the
Westside light rail extension to 185th Avenue with provision for a
future amendment to include the Locally Preferred Alternative
resulting from the Hillsboro Alternatives Analysis. Additionally, it
recognized that the TIP will be amended in the future as required to
reflect detailed project costs and schedules as they become defined.

" On July 1, 1991, Tri~Met submitted a grant application to the Urban
Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) for constructing the
Westside light rail. Approval of the grant by UMTA will enable
funding final design, right-of-way acquisition, light rail vehicle
procurement, construction and system improvements.

14
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»

Major miiestones which directly supported the grant application and .

-negotiations with UMTA for the terms of a Full-Funding Agreement

(FFA) have been accomplished:

e In May 1990, the RTP was amended to recognize the Westside Corridor

. project to Hillsboro as the region's next priority for considera-
~ tion of LRT construction. :

. In July 1990, a regional compact was initiated with state, regional
shares and amounts of funding for the Westside LRT Corridor. De-
fined contributions were developed in the form of statewide and

- regionwide benefits resulting from the project and contributions

. from jurisdictions representing residents, businesses and users

~directly benefiting from the project.

.« In September 1990, the vehicle for entering'into an intergovern-

‘mental agreement regarding coordination of decision-making for the
Westside Corridor project and Hillsboro project was initiated
(subsequently amended in January 1991). '

. In November 1990, tri-cbunty voters approved $125 million ($110

million for Westside LRT) in general obligation bonds for combining
with funds from the state and local governments. These funds will

provide the local match (25 percent) for federal funds (75 percent)
in constructing the Westside  Corridor LRT. ,

. InISprihg!1991;,HB 2128, providing the state's half of the local

match for the Westside LRT, was adopted by the Oregon Legislature.
- The Oregon Legislature also adopted LC 2193 providing for a stream-
~ lined decision-making process to accommodate the September 30, 1991
.deadline for entering into a Full-Funding Agreement with UMTA. The
- Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement was published and
work on the Final Environmental Impact Statement began.

« In March and April- 1991, in compliance with the requirements of
UMTA, each governmental agency adopted the Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA). The Tri-Met Board of Directors adopted the
final order ‘defining the LPA in mid-April.

Tri-Met‘hés'recently revised. the original cost estimates noted-ébove

.based upon the final approved preferred alternative and an adminis-
trative amendment to the TIP to reflect these revisions has been

implemented. The SDEIS estimate of $489.5 million (1990 dollars) has -
been further refined based upon Tri-Met's completed preliminary (30 .

- percent) engineering. - An increase of $32.9 million arises from

additional costs of mitigation ($7.0 million), accommodations for the
Goose Hollow neighborhood ($5.0 million), inclusion of elements

requested by the participating jurisdictions ($4.7 million), and

further refinement of the project ($20.5 million). Reductions in

engineering and contingency ($4.3 million) result in a net increase

- of $32.9 million. '

'[The original estimate of $489.5 million plus $32.9 million‘(both'in

1990 dollars), when converted to year-of-construction expenditure
dollars and for consistency with the grant application, results in
the following: , .
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(MILLIONS OF DOLLARS)

_ YEAR OF

o : R IN . CONST."

Cost_ Elements - : : -~ °1990.8 EXP. $

Right=of=Way « « ¢« « ¢ ¢ ¢ o« « o o o o o o« $ 31.9 '$ 49.8
Alignment Preparation. . . . . .. . . . . . . ' 87.3 . ‘ 260 4
Tunnel . . . & ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ o 6o o o o o o o o o 86.7 34.7
Track Materials. . . ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢ v ¢ o o o o« W 10.5 = ‘ 15.1
Electrification, Slgnals Communications . .. 38.1 . 58.5
.Statlons and Park-and-Rlde Lots. e ¢ e a e @ 41.1 - © 36.1
Operations Fac111ty and Equlpment. « o e e . 16.2 22.9
Light Rail Vehicles. .« + ©v v v ¢« ¢ ¢« o o & 58.2. - . '91.0
-Englneerlng and Construction Management. . . 89.6 - 137.5
‘Design and Construction Contingency. . . . . __29.9 50.0
TOTAL PROJECT REQUIREMENTS . . . . . . « . . $489.5 - $756.0
UMTA (75 percent). . « + « + ¢ o o ¢« « « « . $367.1 - $567.0
. Region (12.5 percent). . . . . . . « . . . . 61.2 . ' 94.5
State (12.5 percent) . . . . . . . .. . . . __61.2 __94.5
TOTAL PROJECT RESOURCES. . . . . + « « « « . $489. SA c $756 0

The program in the TIP reflects the noted changes and 1s phased by
year: .

+

1992 $ 40 0 mllllon (Annual - Element year)

1993 . . . 58.0
1994 . . . 100.0
1995, . . 100.0
P1995. . . _269.0

$567 0 mllllon

FEDERAL-AID URBAN SYSTEM PROGRAM

N,

Federal-Ald Urban (FAU) funds.can be spent on most .of the region's
arterials and collectors with allocations from the state to the
region based on a population formula. Under federal law, the city of
Portland receives a designated portion (41 84%) of the funds with the
.remainder going to the balance of the region.

Thls ratlo varies each year to coincide with populatlon changes in .
the City and the region. The agreed-upon procedure (used in the past
and for FY 1991) .to compute the annual ratio uses the Center for
Population Research and Census (CPRC) ‘and Metro estimates to update
1980 Census data, based on the assumptlon that the urbanlzed area
boundary remains relatively unchanged since the 1980 Census. The
population estimates are factored accordingly using CPRC estimates.
Population estimates are prepared each July by CPRC for Oregon cities
and counties. Pending the status of the FAU Program’ and the STAA,
new procedures may be developed as necessary. :
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New Projects

Four new FAU-pfojectsAhavg been added to the TIP, all under the
jurisdictionAof the City of Portland. They are:

FY 90-91 Road Rehabilitation Program . . . . . . . . . $971,520
Intersection Safety Program. . . . « v v v v 4 4 o o 180,400
Signal Safety Improvements . . . . ¢ v o & o o o o« . . 150,480

e« ¢ o o o'« « 150,000

NW 13th Avenue Intersection Improvements
Project’ Changes

~ Many administrative'adjustments,'bath large and small, have .been made
.to the FAU Program for FY 1991. Of interest, however, are the
following project changes: o :

Hawtho:néhBridge,-- This project has been allocated its FAﬁ funding
from trade-offs with other projects and the FAIX Program. ‘ )

_FAU Actions- o Change (+/=) Auﬁﬁgr.-

Hawthofng Bridge . . . .. . . $i,863,687 ~: $2,153,687
| 238th/242nd Improvements . . . - 647,460 - 0
 2;3£d cdnhector via 207th. . . o -1,156;227~ o
,Regional_ReSérvg e e e e e e - 60,000 ‘178,685'
‘The’two.deleted ﬁrojects now use FAIX funds.- | |

— 'FAIX Actions ) 4 | ; o

Hawthorne Bridge . . . . . . . o .$2,boo,ooo .. $ 2,000,000

(Resolution No. 91-1462) ' - : '
McLoughlin Blvd., Phase I. Ce ~2,000,000 . . 18,590,825

Suhnybrook Split Diamond PE -- has been increased to $210,249 using
surplus funds of $160,249.from the Harmony Road project.

~ Resolution No. 91-1380 authorized $144,901 of Federal-Aid Urban (FaU)
funds as the Portland region's contribution toward: the update of the
Oregon Roads Finance Study based on pro-rata.shares of the region's
FY 1991 FAU allocations: ‘ '

Région . . . . .. . . $ 84,274 . . . (58.16%)
- City of Portland . . . 60,627 . . . (41.84%)
o $144,901 = |

_ The objective of the study is to deveiop a legislative proposal for
~ -the 1993 session for a roads financing package to meet the long-term
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needs of the cities, counties and state. Key elements of the study
toward this objective include establishment of road needs for Mainte-
nance, Preservation and Modernization of the city, county and state
systems, evaluation of existing and potential revenue sources, and
development of a recommended package to fund unmet needs.

The 18-month study is to begin in May with funding ($1.8 million) to
be provided as follows: 60 percent from the State Highway Fund, 25
percent from Federal-Aid Secondary funds on behalf of the counties,
and 15 percent ($270,000) from Federal-Aid Urban funds on behalf of
the cities. The funding shares are based upon the current formila
for distributing state highway revenues. The resolution approved the
Portland region's share ($144,901) of the FAU portion of the funding
based on FY 1991 pro-rata allocation of FAU funds statewide. '

Exhibit A reflects these allocations and includes houéekeeping
functions as well as the new projects under the FAU program.

OTHER PROGRAMS

8ix-Year HighwaY.Improvement Program

ODOT's 1991-1996 Six-Year Highway Improvement Program contains proj-
ects identified by a variety of means. ' The program is updated every
two years and incorporates .input from citizens, local governments and
Highway Division staff, as well as projects carried over from the
last Six-Year Program. It is currently undergoing review for adopt-
ing an update July 1992. C . o

‘Metro has initiated a continuing process to establish priorities for
the development of a unified recommendation for projects of regional
scope to the Oregon Transportation Commission for inclusion in ODOT's
1993-1998 Six-Year Program. This process incorporates the previous
prioritization efforts conducted for the 1991-1996 Six-Year Program
as well as an evaluation of the new project proposals relative to the
ranking criteria adopted by JPACT. o : ’

: The.prioritization pfdcess'concernélitséif with three basic cate-
gories of project proposals: ' ' . .

Category 1 -- previously prioritized projects already included in the
current (1991-1996) Six-Year Program; , . = i
Category 2 -- previously prioritized projects not contained in the
current Six-Year Program; and ’ oo o
Category 3. -- new project proposals to be folded into the overall
prioritization. S _ - '

Regional'Priorities and the Six-Year Highway Improvement Program

In June 1991, Metro submitted to ODOT results of.a technical ranking
process for establishing the Portland metropolitan area's priority
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highway projects for inclusion in ODOT's 1993-1998 Six Year Trans-
portation Improvement Program. Priority state highway projects were
ranked in three categories: Interstate, Access Oregon Highways
(AOH) , and Other Highway Projects.

The list will be used to support development of the first draft of
the new Six-Year Program. Additional comments and a formal JPACT/
‘Metro Council adopted list of project priorities as part of the
public review, comment and hearing process associated with OTC review
and adoption of the program will follow later.

In general, the projects represent the region's highway project needs
over the next decade as identified in the Regional Transportation
Plan (RTP). As a result, an essential need is seen for these proj-

" ects to be included in the program elements of the new Six-Year
‘Program, whether construction, project development, or reconnais-
sance. Projects listed for construction in the existing (1991-1996)
Six-Year Program are recommended to retain their present status and
schedule. : : -

Specifically recommended was for ODOT to identify the region's
highway project priorities in the 1993-1998 Six-Year Program as
follows: : :

Construction

All projects identified as a "high" priority (greater than 18 points)
are recommended for construction. Of these, particular attention
should be given to the following projects: '

. I-5: Greeley to N. Banfield (Phases 3 and 4). At a minimum, it is
absolutely essential that elements related to the construction
(phasing, right-of-way acquisition, local access, etc.) of a new
blazer arena be integrated into the program. .

. Highway 99W: Pfaffle to Commercial (Phase 1) and I-5 to Pfaffle
' (Phase 2). While Phase 2 ranked higher, Phase 1 is the preferred
initial project.

In addition, the following projects which did not score higher than
18 points should be programmed for construction or require special
consideration:

. I-205: Highway 24 Interchange. This project provides necessary
staging for and is complimentary to Phase 1 .0of the Sunrise Corri-
dor. _ .

. Highway 43: At Terwilliger Extension. If appropriate, this
project should be constructed in conjunction with the Lake Oswego
Trolley project. At the very least, an overall solution for the
area should be defined through the Six-Year Program's Project
Development Section and integrate both with the trolley and with.
ODOT's Highway 43 Metropolitan Area Corridor Study (MACS). The
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study should also define specific local access and circulation
issues related to the trolley.

« U.S. 30: N. Columbia-Lombard at NE 60th. This project represents
the final segment to the Northeast Portland Highway within the City
of Portland between Rivergate and I-205. As a result of completion
of other phases within the corridor, the project has ranked lower.

Project Development
Projects scoring between 14 and 17 (medium) points in the ranking and
. those scoring 18 or greater and not programmed for construction
should be programmed for project development and/or right-of-way.

Patk-and-Ride Facilities

Tri-Met has submitted and prioritized five park-and-ride lots asso-
ciated with state highways. The priority park-and-ride lot project
ready for construction as soon as possible is the expansion of the
Tualatin facility. That lot should be programmed for construction.
Given the complex nature of acquiring sites, certain actions on other
sites should be as follows:

. Southgate Theatre. ODOT should assist Tri-Met in finding and
funding a permanent site. .

- MAX Expansion (Gateway). Request programming for an out year in
the new Six-Year Program.

. Lake Oswego Site. Coordinate with the Highway 43 MAcCS.
. West Linn Site. Defer until site issues are resolved.
Criteria

The criteria were adopted by JPACT in 1989 for prioritization of
projects associated with the 1991-1996 ODOT Six-Year Highway Program
based on continuation of the current STAA for 1992 through post 1995.
With minor modifications to provide points for pedestrian, bicycle
and transit improvements, the criteria are essentially the same.
However, the subcommittee recommended that the criteria be thoroughly
reviewed prior to the next Six-Year Plan update in order that impli-
cations resulting from activities related to urban growth management
in the Portland area, the state Transportation Rule, and the federal
Clean Air and Surface Transportation Acts can be incorporated as
necessary. : ‘

Western Bypass Study
The'Weste:n\Bypass study area extends from the Sunset Highway (U.Ss.
26) south to the I-5/I-205 interchange near Wilsonville and Tualatin,

west of Highway 217. The project will study various corridors and
mode opportunities such as light rail, transit, highway and bus
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service. Alternatives to be studied will include transit and tran-.
~sit/highway combinations with and without a new highway facility. -

Resolution No. 91-1441 initiated the public involvement process and
adoption of the Purpose and Need Statement. Additionally, it
addressed definition of the strategies and alternatives to be
considered, selection and endorsement of a series of alternatives,
and endorsement of assumptions and methodologies.

" Other Progrdm Organization
The Othef'Program section of the TIP is organiéed'by funding sources:

Federal-Aid Interstate System , !
. Federal-Aid Interstate 4R '
Federal-Aid Primary
- Highway Bridge Replacement
‘Title II safety Program .
~State Highway Funds Financing
Bicycle Transportation '

Regional HCT Priorities

Regional consensus has been developed around a comprehensive transit
and highway program requiring a broad set of local, regional, state
and federal actions to implement. Regionwide support for MAX ex-
~pansion has been demonstrated with interest in advancing HCT planning
in a number of corridors. Technical studies have shown that expan-
. sion is or will be viable in the Sunset, Milwaukie, I-205, I-5 North
and Barbur corridors. As such, development of a regional HCT system
is the long-range vision described in the Regional Transportation
Plan.

. Westside Corridor -- The Westside Corridor is clearly the state's
and the region's number one priority. This has been the case since
1979 when it was established as the next priority after the.
Banfield LRT and has been reconfirmed on numerous occasions, most
recently at the January 18, 1990 meeting of JPACT.

In 1979, when the Westside Alternatives Analysis was initiated, it
‘was concluded that the segment from 185th Avenue to Hillsboro
should also be advanced into Alternatives Analysis when land use
plans. and population and employment densities increased to the
point where a light rail extension would be viable within a 15~-year
time frame. JPACT has concurred that the Westside Corridor to
“Hillsboro is the region's number one priority -- first on May 11,
1989 when they agreed to pursue the Hillsboro segment; again in
October 1989 when they approved the Unified Work Program and grant
application for the Hillsboro Alternatives Analysis; and finally,
on January 18, 1990 when they reconfirmed the region's LRT pri-
orities. : : :
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The Westside Corridor to Hillsboro is viewed as one corridor with a
question remaining on where the western terminus will be located.
The first segment from downtown Portland to 185th Avenue is in
Preliminary Engineering and will advance into final design. The
second segment from 185th Avenue to Hillsboro is in Alternatives
Analysis comparing No-Build, TSM and LRT alternatives.

. I-205/Milwaukie -- The region has determined that the next HCT
transit corridor to advance into Alternatives Analysis should have
its terminus in Clackamas County, either in the I-205 or Milwaukie
Corridor. Both corridors have been determined to be viable HCT
corridors through previous studies. - The region will undertake a
Preliminary Alternatives Analysis, or transitional study, to select
from I-205 and Milwaukie Corridors, the region's next priority
corridor to advance into Alternatives Analysis. The results of the
study will include identification of the transportation problems
within the corridor; refinement and description of a small set of
most promising alternatives, including No-Build, TSM and various
LRT and other HCT options; a preliminary assessment of the poten-
tial cost-effectiveness of those alternatives; a systemwide
financial plan; and a scope and budget for the Alternatives
Analysis. ' ' - ;

- I-5/I-205 Portland/Vancouver -- The region has agreed with Clark .
County, Washington to conduct an Alternatives Analysis for the I-5
North and I-205 North corridors from Portland into. Clark County.
The I-5/I-205 Portland/Vancouver Preliminary AA will be coordinated
and proceed on a schedule concurrent with the I-205/Milwaukie Pre-
‘liminary AA. While the objectives of the studies will be similar,
the I-5/I-205 study will determine whether a North Corridor should
advance into AA concurrent with or following a Southeast Corridor
AA. A Key objective of this study will be the development of a
corridor financial strategy consistent with the Regional Systemwide
Financial Plan. A

- Regional HCT System -- The Regional Transportation Plan defines a
long-range vision for an HCT system in the Portland region.
Further local planning is underway, particularly by the City of
Portland, Metro, and Tri-Met to refine this vision, determine the
viability of HCT in each corridor and establish an overall staging
plan. This is particularly important to aid in determining changes
in land use plans to improve the long-term viability of HCT in
these corridors. Key objectives of this study are to develop
region HCT criteria and priorities, update travel demand forecasts
to the year 2010, examine critical issues of expanding HCT in the
Portland CBD, determine operations and maintenance requirements and
limitations with system expansions, and develop a Regional System-
wide Financial Plan for the long-term development of HCT.

In summary, the region's HCT priorities are clear -- the Westside
Corridor to Hillsboro is the number one priority and we. wish to
initiate Alternatives Analysis in either the I-205 or Milwaukie
Corridors and to determine whether the I-5 North or I-205 North
corridors should advance into AA concurrently with or following the



I-205 or Milwaukie Corridor AA. These priorities are being followed
for purposes of seeking federal funds, state matching funds and -
- identification of local or regional revenue sources.

Sunset Highway Improvements

In addition to the Westside LRT, over $100 million in highway-related
improvements are planned in the Sunset Highway Corridor between the
Zoo and Highway 217. These changes will be managed by ODOT. Con-
struction of highway improvements will be coordinated with construc-
tion of the light rail program. S

The highway improvements using state funds have not as yet been
-approved by the Oregon Transportation Commission. When this occurs,
the TIP will be revised to reflect the following project orientation:

.Higﬁway,217/Sunset - SW Center Street to SW 76th o ,
(LRT line, Section 6, and highway improvements) . . . . $21.33 M

Sﬁnset - Highway 217 to Zoo Interchange _ _
(Sylvan Interchange). .. . . . * s s+ + s s e e s« e . 14.68

Sunset - Highway 217 to Zoo Interchange -
(Camelot, Canyon Court and Zoo Crossing). . . . . . . . 9.24

Sunset - Highway 217 to Zoo Interchange -
(Canyon Court and Freeway Widening) . . . . . . . . . . 36.67

Sunset - Highway 217 to Zoo Interchange
(Climbing Lane and Zoo Onramp). . . . . . . . . .« + + . 13.08

Highway 217 - T.V. HighWay to Sunset Interchange

(Freeway Widening). . . v ¢« v v v v v 4 o v v o o w v . 17.17
- General | ' .

UMTA'Policv on Private Enterprise Participation

On December 5, 1986, UMTA published Circular 7005.1 establishing
requirements for ensuring that UMTA grantees provide.for consid-

. eration of private sector involvement in transit service delivery.
" Included in the circular is the requirement that the metropolitan -
planning organization adopts policies ensuring private sector
participation and certifies at the time of adoption of the annual
Transportation Improvement Program that all requirements are being
met. In accordance with these requirements, Tri-Met's compliance
with the policy to ensure private sector participation is demon-
strated and endorsed by this resolution. '

Self-Certification

Metro's certification of compliance with federal requirements has
been adopted under Resolution No. 91-1408.
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Financial Capacity

On March 30, 1987, UMTA issued Circular 7008.1 which requires transit
agencies and MPOs to evaluate the financial ability of transit agen-
cies to construct and operate projects proposed in the TIP. Tri-
Met's Finance Administration has conducted an analysis of the Dis-
trict's ability to fund the capital improvements appearing in the
TIP. The results show that Tri-Met has the financial capacity to A
fund the capital projects programmed for the FY 1992 Annual Element.

Aif Quality

l. Clean Air Act of 1990 - Interim Conformity. The TIP has been
found to comply with the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 and the
Phase I Interim Conformity Guidelines. The TIP has been found to
be consistent with the most recent estimates of mobile source:
emissions; provides for the expeditious implementation of trans-
portation control measures; and contributes to annual emission
reductions consistent with Section 182(b) (1) and 187(a)(7) of the
Act. - _ ' . -

2. The TIP is in conformity with the Oregon State Implementation
- Plan (SIP) for Air Quality adopted in 1982. An update to the

ozone plan in 1985 demonstrates attainment of the standard by the
end of 1987. All projects specified in the SIP as necessary for
attainment of these standards are included in the TIP. 1In addi-
tion, the TIP has been reviewed to ensure that it does not ’
include actions which would reduce the effectiveness of planned
transportation control measures. ' ' :

State Clearinghouse Review

The FY 1991 TIP has been submitted to the Oregon State Clearinghouse -
for review. -

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION

The Executive Officer recommends approval of Resolution No. 91-1498.
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ATTACHMENT

POLICY ON PRIVATE ENTERPRISE PARTICIPATION IN
THE URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM

TRI-MET DOCUMENTATION OF COMPLIANCE FOR FY 92

INVOLVEMENT OF THE PRIVATE SECTOR

- Projects mcluded in the FY 92 annual element of the Transportatlon Improvement Program (TTP)
have been identified through the annual Tri-Met budget process. The Tri-Met budget undergoes
extensive review by a seven member Citizens Advisory Committee and a public heanng on the
proposed budget is convened by the Tri-Met Board of Directors. :

 The grant application process for all mpltal projects includes direct mailing to private
transportation providers of notices of opportunity for public hearing on the proposed projects.
Further opportunity for comment on the projects by private sector representatives is afforded
when the Transportauon Policy Alternatives Committee and the Joint Policy Advisory Comrmttee
on Transportahon review the projects prior to approval of the TIP. . .

Finally, the competitive procurement process for purchase of equipment or vehicles, and
provision of services or materials for the TIP annual element projects includes distribution of
notices of bid advertisements or requests for proposals to prospectlve private sector.
bldders/proposers

All major capital projects are examined prior to formulation of site plans to be certain that joint
development possibilities are maximized from the inception of the project. This analysis focuses
on possibilities in the area of obtaining contributions from property owners and developers and -
- in being certain that air rights may be utilized without undue economic penalty to the private
development.

In order to increase coordination and information sharing with the private sector, the Oregon
Transit Association is continuing to expand membership of private transportation providers.

PROPOSALS FROM THE PRIVATE SECTOR

Tri-Met has received no _unsolicited proposals from the private sector during the last year. Two
proposals received the previous year under UMTA'’s Entrepreneurial Services Program are not
being carried forward due to 13 (c) labor conflicts. Tri-Met offered four Requests for Proposals
for the provision of transportation service during the past year. These new contracts are now
in place and worth apprommately $3%% million per year.



DESCRIPTION OF IMPEDIMENTS TO HOLDING SERVICE OUT FOR COMPETITION *

The major impediment to contracted transportation is the labor contract which requues all
vehicles on lines of the District to be run by Tri-Met operators. The situation has changed
somewhat because several contractors for elderly and disabled services have become organized.

. This has opened the door for further discussions toward resolving impediments to competition.

DESCRIPTION AND STATUS OF PRIV ATE SECTOR COMPLAINTS

.Tn-Met has recelved no private sector complaints regardmg privatization in the past year.

: PLANNING PROJECTS

A copy of fully allocated Tri-Met costs by route is attached. (Attachment A). “Tri-Met has
actively sought to contract out additional bus sérvice at each of the last three labor negotiations.

Tri-Met estimates the district would save between 18% and 25% of fully allocated costs per
vehicle hour by contracting with the private sector. (See Attachment B). '



PRIVATE ENTERPRISE PARTICIPATION POLICY

Dispute Resolution Process

A protest based upon Tn-Met's Private Enterprise Partmpatlon Policy must be recelvod in
writing by the Executive Director of Public. Services or his designee no later than 10 working
days following any decision or recommendation. - The decision of the Executive Director of
Public Services can be appealed by written communication to the General Manager or his
designee within 10 working days of receiving notice of the Executive Director’s decision. Tri-
Met must in each case render a decision within 10 working days of receipt of the protest or

, app&l.

~ The protest or appeal must be in writing, include a detailed explanation of the basis of the protest
or appeal, and state the course of action that the protesting party thinks Tri-Met should take.
Any interpretation of UMTA regulations can be appealed to UMTA following the Tri-Met steps. E

This dispute resolution process is not apphcable to RFQ/RFP or bid protests which have their
own procedures :
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* Based on current contracts with private providers.

Attachment B

Range.of Savings from Contracted Services

Maximum:

Tri-Met Cost Savings
with Full Maintenance
-Savings

Private Sector Costs*
(Range)

imum:

Tri-Met Cost Savings
w/o Full Maintenance
Savings

Private Sector Costs*
(Range)

Likely:

Tri-Met
Private  Sector

$32.26
$17.45 - 20.32

$§12.00 - 15.00

$29.72
$17.45 - 20.32

$ 9.42 - 12.40

$30.00

—20.00

$10.00

Minus
Administrative
Costs

$9.30 - 12.30

$8.50 - 12.12

$7.30

Tri-Met Administfation'Co§ts per Platform Hour (First Year Costs)

Manager: $37,000 * 1.4 = $51,940
Analyst: $30,000 * 1.4 = _42,000

FY88 Tri-Met System Operating Costs Per Hour = $48.46

$2.70/platform hour .

$93,946 - 34,684 annual platform hours



August 15, 1991
WESTSIDE CORRIDOR LIGHT RAIL PROJECT

Private Enterprise Participation Documentation

Summary: _ o v | | '

The Wéstsi&e Corridor project will be the most extensive public wérks entefprise in the history
of the metropolitan area. As such, local jurisdictions have already exhibited a high level of
planning coordination, financial commitment, and constituency involvement. Proof of broad
public and private support of the project is evidenced in the November 1990 approval of a $125
million bond measure by 74% of the voters in the District. A host of complementary public *
works activities will be undertaken which will enhance federally-assisted Westside LRT. The

supportive partnership between government and the business and citizen communities is expected
to continue throughout implementation of the transitway.

- Funding has been, and will probably continue to be, a complex issue in expansion of LRT in the
metropolitan area. Unlike some transit properties, Tri-Met lacks a dedicated resource to
accommodate funding LRT construction. In tandem with efforts to secure traditional public
sector funding sources, regional leaders have vigorously investigated public/private finance
mechanisms. This investigation began with a theoretical review of these mechanisms by a task
force, called the Public/Private Task Force on Transportation Finance (PPTF). The task force
review was followed by consultant studies using the Westside LRT project as a case study.

During 1988, the PPTF convened to explore some creative methods of funding LRT expansion.
The task force, composed of 15 business executives and six public officials from the region, was
charged with designing a working partnership between the public and private sector for the
financing of future transit projects. Findings and recommendations of the PPTF include:

Tax Increment Finance -- This mechanism should be used at selective station locations, not on
a corridor-wide basis. - Use should be considered in conjunction with urban renewal districts, and
where LRT can directly contribute to redevelopment in alleviating blight.

Station Area Assessment Districts -- This mechanism should be implemented equally throughout -
the corridor to avoid unfair market impact. Districts would be established within % mile
walking distance of light rail stations. Assessments should be phased in, (a percentage of lease .
rates), reflect differing land uses (including vacant land), and be tiered according to pedestrian
distance.

Joint Development and Station Cost Sharing -- Packaging of the sale or lease of land held by
Tri-Met for private development could provide operating revenue. Tri-Met should acquire
property around station sites with available federal dollars, with priority consideration given to
sites that also support other development objectives beyond LRT. The potential for private
station cost sharing should be considered when establishing the final alignment and station
location.
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The task force concluded that there is value to both the public and private sectors from
development attributable to LRT improvements. This group understood that funding for the
Region’s transportation improvements will be met primarily from traditional public sources at
 the federal, state, and local level. However, property owners benefiting from LRT development
" should share in the cost of that development. The task force further concluded that there is a
primary benefit to property owners adjacent to transit station development, and that a portion of -
'that benefit should be mptured or otherwise employed to help fund LRT 1mprovements ‘

Dollar pro_]ectlons forecasted for four finance mechanisms are as follows:

Public/Private Task Force
September 1988
Key Fmdmgs and Recommendations

. Beneﬁt Station Cost - . Joint
Tax. Increment Assessment Sharing Development
Westside LRT $14M - | $15.o $3 " Not Calculated

Estimates are $15 M in the corndor and $17 M in the central city attributable to West31de
LRT, with the approximate distribution as shown above.

The findings and recomrnendations of the 'task force were discussed and accepted by the Joint
Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation, the Region’s transportation policy setting group.

- Following from the work of the task force, Tn-Met retained three consultants to review the
apphcablhty of the mechanisms using Westsxde LRT as a case study:

1) ' Tax Increment Financing -- Lyle Stewart, Oliver Norville, and Vicki Pflaumer;

2) Benefit Assessment Districts -- Shiels and Obletz; and,

3) Joint Development and Station Cost Sharing -- Jeffrey Parker and Associates and
, memer Gunsul Frasca. ‘ Lo

With regard to numbers one and two above, the assignment was to review the conditions that
would be necessary for the funding mechanism to be used when developing light rail corridors. -
Given the wealth of information available on Westside LRT, case studies of that facility were
the basis for the reports. With regard to joint development and station cost sharing, the
assignment was to develop specific recommendations that result in revenue genération or cost
avoidance for the Westside LRT project. This was not an effort to identify potential land use
demonstration prolects
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The three consultant reports 1denuﬁed these ﬁndmgs and recommendations in 1990

Tax Increment Financmg Tn-Met does not have the legal authority to establish TIF but could
work with local jurisdictions that have the authority to establish a TIF program. ' Using
intergovernmental agreements, the region could legally tap TIF to raise tens of millions of dollars
for transit development. This would be consistent with the task force findings. These funds
could not legally be used to purchase rail vehicles or pay operating costs. Public understanding
and support is critical when establishing a TIF program. -

_Station Area Assessment Districts — Legally, these districts would be Local Improvement
Districts (LID). The consultant had two recommendations. First, it was recommended that Tri-
Met not pursue a corridor-wide LID program as suggested by the Task Force. It was argued that
such a program would be technically difficult, too expenswe to be cost effective, and meet with
resistance from property owners.

Second, in lieu of a program funding speciﬁcally light rail, Tri-Met should consider undertaking
a broader program in cooperation with jurisdictions to fund transit-related development in station
areas. Work should be sought that is likely to have strong political and property owner support
including road and access improvements; pedestrian ways, parks, wetlands and greenways;
special urban design features, public and private utilities. Funding mechanisms would not need
to be limited to assessment district. Tax increment; dedicated street lighting, sewer and water
~ funds; system development funds; jurisdiction general funds and other local sources should be
considered. . .

Joint Development and Station Cost Sharing -- Based upon an evaluation of seven Westside
'LRT station sites that were selected as promising joint development candidates, almost $10
million could be derived in joint development through cost savings and additional revenues. A
further opportunity to improve ridership and operations, as well as generate $2.1 million in
revenue, exists if Tri-Met invests its savings in project costs into additional land acquisition.
These projections arise from future development scenarios in keeping with existing zoning and
redevelopment alternatlves that were evaluated at two - workshops by private sector
representatives. o : ‘

With respect to Westside LRT, these mechanisms have not yet been implemented. Tax
increment and asseSsment districts were not thought to be viable mechanisms for two reasons.
First, the local portion of project funding was derived from bond proceeds. It was deemed more
logical to offer voters one large bond measure rather than a smaller bond measure while also
requesting approval for tax increment and assessment districts. Second, the idea to use these
districts developed too late. Local governments and corridor property owners assumed traditional
public funding sources were being sought for the pro_|ect thus there was no need for private
investments to "make the project happen.”
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It is too early in the project to judge the full extent of station cost sharing and joint development.
As Westside LRT enters final design, opportunities to employ these mechanisms will continue
to be evaluated. Also at that time, potential uses of tax mcrement and benefit assessment
districts for funding speclﬁc prOJect elements will be revisited. .

mentation ifi A _Ci r 700S.1:
A.  Description of Private Sector Involvement

Private citizens form the Citizen’s Advisory Committee. The CAC received extensive
public testlmony regarding the LPA from downtown Portland to S.W. 185th. The CAC
will continue in its advisory capacity and will make the initial recommendauon for the
locally preferred alternative for the extension to Hlllsboro '

Further opportunity for public comment was afforded by hearings of the Project
Management Group, the Steering Group, the discussions of the government agencies in
adopting the preferred alternative, and the Tn-Met Board.

' The grant application process for all capital prOJects includes direct mailing to private
transportation providers of notices of opportunity for public hearing on the proposed
pmjects Further opportunity for comment on projects by private sector representatives
is afforded when the Transportation Pohcy Alternatives Committee and Joint Policy
Advisory Committee on Transportahon review the pro_]ects prior to the approval of the
TIP. ,

The competitive procurement process for equipment or vehicles, and provision of services
or material for TIP annual element projects includes distribution of notices of bid
adverusements or requests for proposals to prospectnve private sector bldders/proposers

‘To date, private prov1ders have fulﬁlled the followmg roles in the project:

(1) consultants in preparing the SDEIS
) tunnehng and geological experts in analyzing route alternatives
(3) engineers in analyzmg surface alignments - '
(4)  financial advisors in analyzing employment 1mpacts and funding choices
()  project management specxahsts in preparing the project management plan required
© by UMTA
(6) * engineers to perform value engineering
(7)  consultants in assisting with spemal mmgatlon problems
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- Private providers are expected to participate in the future in the following aspects of the

project:

(1)  quality assurance
(2) construction management
(3) insurance

(4)  material testing program

(5)  pre-and post-construction surveys
(6)  systems and systems design
(7  civil design

 The actual construction will involve private providers as identified below:

(1)  civil work for line segments

(2) civil work for tunnel »

(3)  provision, installation and testing of track materials

(4) landscaping

(5)  construction of stations and park-and-ride lots '

©) prowslon, installation and testing of fare collection and accessibility eqmpment

(7) provision, installation and testing of track electrification, signals and
train-to-wayside communications, and communications systems

(8)  provision and testing of light rail vehicles

(9  construction of operations facility

B. Description of Private Sector Proposals |

Tri-Met has received no unsolicited proposals from the private sector during the last year.
Two proposals received the previous year under UMTA’s Entrepreneurial Services
Program are not being carried forward due to 13 (c) labor conflicts. Tri-Met offered four
Requests for Proposals for the provision of transportation service during the past year.
These new contracts are now in place and worth approximately $3% million per year. -

C. g D&ﬁption of Impediments to Holding Service Out fo_r Competiiion

The major impediment to contracted transportation is the labor contract which requires
all vehicles on lines of the District to be run by Tri-Met operators. The situation has
changed somewhat because several contractors for elderly and disabled services have
become organized. This has opened the door for further discussions toward resolving
impediments to competition. ~

D.  Description and Status of Private Sector Complaints

Tri-Met has received no private sector complaints regarding privatization in the past year.
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Memorandum

503/221-1646
’ DATE: August 28, 1991
TO: TPAC |
':Rouz Michael,Hoglund?agzz;sportation Planning Supervisor
- REé‘ . RTP and FY 92 TIP; "Interim Conformity" with Clean Air

Act Amendments of 1990

The Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990 require all transportation
projects to either conform with the Act or .come from a conforming .
plan and program. In the case of the Portland metropolitan area,
the conforming plan is the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and
the conforming program is the Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP).. ' . . :

Final conformity regulations for future year's use are required
to be released by November 15, 1991. For this year (referred to
as the Phase I interim period), EPA and USDOT have developed
"interim conformity guidelines" which apply to both the RTP and

. this year's FY 92 to Post 1995 TIP. In order for the region to
.receive federal transportation funds after November 15, 1991,
both the TIP and RTP must be reviewed and approved by EPA and .
USDOT for compliance with the interim conformity gquidelines.

. Essentially, compliance requires a determination that both the
RTP and TIP contribute to reductions in annual emissions in coO
and ozone non-attainment areas. The Portland region is a non-
attainment area for both pollutants. . .

Attachment A describes the process and schedule for RTP and FY 92
'TIP interim conformity determinations. The objective is to have
a conforming RTP and TIP by November 15. To do so requires
submittal of the technical analyses and conformity determination’
to EPA and USDOT together with the adopted TIP by October 1. If’
the TIP is found to conform, we will proceed with -our normal TIP
adoption process and include in the final TIP published document

a finding of interim conformity. If the initial analyses do not
result in conformity, TIP and/or RTP amendments will be :

- necessary. In that case, Metro staff will present amendments at
the September 27 TPAC meeting. If amendments are necessary, a
TPAC subcommittee will be convened to address the issues.

'MH/bc .
Attachment

Recycled Paper



ATTACHMENT A .
'RTP, FY 92 TIP: Interim Conformity With CAAA
- Process, Format, Schedule
PROCESS ‘
The’following outline describes the methodology for deter-

mining interim conformity of the Portland Urbanized Area
Transportation Improvement Program.(TIP) for the fiscal

- years 1992 =~ post 1995 and the Regional Transportation Plan
- (RTP) with Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. The. methodolo-

gy follows the recommended interim conformity guidelines as

. developed by the Environmental Protection Agency and the
‘U.S. Department of Transportation. The methodology assumes

that Metro and the Oregon Department of Transportation
(ODOT), with assistance from the Department of Environmental

conformity determination.

‘Quality. (DEQ), will be primarily responsible for the interim

Consistent with the interim conformity regulations, the
outline describes both a qualitative and quantitative deter-
mination of conformity. The outline also describes how con-
formity will be integrated into TIP review and submittal and
provides a conformity schedule. ° : :

A. Qualitative Analysis

The Interim Conformity Guidelines specify that a sub-
jective analysis be performed to determine if .the RTP
.and the proposed TIP generally enhance the implementa- -
tion of any remaining Transportation Control Measures
(TCMs) identified in currently adopted air quality
State Implementation Plans (SIPs). To make a qualita-
.tive determination of compliance, Metro and ODOT will
evaluate the following requirements. T

1. Consistency with the Most Recent Mobile Source
Emissions Estimates. RTP and TIP conformity will
be based on the most recent emissions estimates

- (as conducted below in the quantitative analysis).
The emission estimates, in turn, must be based on

" the most recent population, employment, travel and
congestion estimates as determined by Metro. The

" .qualitative analysis will include a finding con-
sistent with this requirement. .- . -

2. < No Negative Impacts on TCMs. In order to conform,
-+ Metro and ODOT must determine that the RTP and TIP
does not "contradict in a negative manner" spe-
cific requirements of the SIP (e.g., neither the
RTP or the TIP will state that SIP TCMs will not



be 1mp1emented or make it 1mp0551ble to implement °
any SIP TCM). .

3. Expeditious Implementation of TCMs. 1In order to
- -~ conform, Metro and ODOT must determine that the
RTP and TIP provide for, or have provided, for the
expeditious implementation of SIP TCMs.

.a. Expeditious: 1mplementat10n generally means. as
soon as "practlcable," but no longer than
provided for the TCM in the orlglnal 1mp1e-
mentation plan schedule.

b. The TIP must only include TCMs described in

sufficient detail in the SIP. The determina-

- tion of "sufficient" must be made "with the
. agreement of the air agencies involved."
Metro and ODOT will seek DEQ compliance re-

view for a finding related to this guideline.

c. The TIP must include the status of each SIP
. TCM.

id. The TIP must place a h1gh prlorlty on any
remalnlng TCM and promote timely 1mp1ementa-
tion of those measures.

e. Fallure to implement any TCMs must be ad-
dressed in future conformity determinations.

~ f. Replacing SIP TCMs determined to be subse-
: quently obsolete may only occur durlng SIP
rev151ons. :

- P Emlss1on reductions from new (replacement)
' - 'TCMs must be equal or greater than those from
- outdated TCMs being replaced.

4. Qualitative Conformity Determination. 1In order to
conform, Metro and ODOT must determine that the
~transportation plan (RTP) and TIP generally con-
form to the SIP by supporting the achievement and
maintenance of the National Ambient Air Quality
- Standards (NAAQS) and are consistent with the
above guldellnes.

'B. Quantltatlve Analysis

A flndlng of conformlty with the interim guidelines for

"the CAAA requires that a quantitative . analysis be :
conducted, 1f p0551b1e, for both the RTP and TIP. Such

Attachment A - Page 2
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a quantitative analysxs is possible for the Portland
metropolitan area.

To determine conformity, Metro and ODOT must show that
both the RTP and TIP contribute to annual emissions
reductions. During the interim period for the proposed
TIP (referred to as Phase I), "contributes" means that
the TIP and the RTP will decrease emissions in the
future relative to emissions over the same period
without the TIP or RTP baseline cases (i.e., a
Build/No-Build comparison). Summarized below are the
key analytical steps for quantltative interim conform-
ity requirements as included in the guidelines and
tasks identified by Metro and ODOT necessary to com-
plete the steps. .
1. Define the "New TIP" or RTP Scenario. Defined as
' the "build" situation resulting from 1mp1ementa-
tion of all federal projects scheduled in the TIP;
non-federal projects required by State law to be
in the TIP; and non-federal projects with clear
funding sources or commitments and a completion
date consistent with the analysis year. The de-
sign concept and scope of all projects must be
described in sufficient detail to estimate emis-
sions.

For the TIP, Metro and ODOT, with assistance from
Tri-Met and the local cities and counties, will
identify and define the applicable federal proj-
ects and any non-federal projects (Major Collector
or higher) which may have system or emission im-
pacts. For the RTP, the 2010 recommended network
will be utilized (updated from 2005).

2.  'Define the Baseline Scenario. Defined as the "No-
. Build" situation consisting of the existing sys-

tem, the completion of projects currently under
construction, and the continuance of ongoing
TDM/TSM or other similar programs. The No-Build
Scenario should exclude pro;ects with no impact on
regional emissions (as listed in the Interlm a
Guidelines).

Metro and ODOT are developing a "No-Build" scen-
ario for 1990.

3. Perform the Emissions Impact Analysis. The dif-
-~ ference in areawide emissions -- VOC (OZONE) and
CO == ,
between the TIP Build and RTP with the No-Build
scenarios should be estimated. The emissions

Attachment A - Page 3



analyses "should use locally available transpor-
tation models and tools, and must be adequate to
make a reasoned determination of whether the new
(or build) TIP/RTP contributes to emission reduc-
tions." For each pollutant, the emissions compar-
isons should be done for two future years and a
third year beyond attainment for the TIP, and 2010
for the RTP as follows:

TIP | RTP

. 1993 - OZONE 2010 - CO.& OZONE
- 1995 - CO :

. 1996 - OZONE

-«  ,2000 - CO

2000 is necessary for a TIP CO emissions compari-
son since 1995 is both an "attainment" and "mile-
stone" year for the Portland Region.

Metro and ODOT are developing Build and No-Build
networks for emission comparisons for 1990, 1993,
1995 and 2000. For the RTP, the Build/No-Build
comparison will be made for 2010. The analysis
will utilize Metro's EMME/2 Travel Forecast Model
and either MOBILE 4.0 or 4.1. The PC version of
MOBILE 4.1, as provided to DEQ by EPA, may not be
compatible for EMME/2 hardware (according to
Howard Harris). If not, MOBILE 4.0 can be uti-
lized. According to the interim guidelines, Mo-
BILE 4.1 must be used on conformity TIP emissions
analyses work that starts later than three months
after release of MOBILE 4.1. Release of MOBILE
4.1 was in July. The region's conformity analyses
.work began late July/early August.

The future SIP update will utilize MOBILE 5.0
following its release. MOBILE 5.0 incorporates
new federal tailpipe emission standards.

4. Determine Conformity. The TIP contributes to

: emissions reductions if emissions from the Build
scenario are less than those from the No-Build ,
scenario for the "two end-point years" for both €O
and OZONE. There also must be a logical basis for
expecting less emissions in each intervening year.
The RTP must be determined not to increase the
- frequency or severity of existing violations to
satisfy Sections 176(c) (1) (B) (ii) of the Act (es-
sentially, contribute to emission reductions).

I
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II. FORMAT

The TIP for 1992 to post 1995 will include a section stating
conformity with the CAAA of 1990 base on interim conformity
guidelines as developed by EPA and USDOT. The section will
note conformity for the milestone and attainment years
identified above. Technical analyses, including travel and
emission forecasting associated with interim conformity
~determinations, will not be included in the FY 1992 TIP but
will be submitted separately for EPA and USDOT review and
approval. Separate submittal of the technical analyses will
allow for this year's TIP development process to proceed on
its regqular schedule.

Slmllarly,-the RTP, during the 1991 revision, will include a
statement of interim conformity. Technical analyses will be
forwarded to EPA and USDOT separately.

III. SCHEDULE AND AMENDMENTS
A, Schedule

After November 15, 1991, only those pro;ects contained
in conforming TIPs can be approved for funding by »
either UMTA or FHWA. However, in order to provide EPA
and USDOT adequate time to review the technical analy-
sis associated with interim conformity, information and
findings must be forwarded on or about October 1, 1991.
Consequently, Metro and ODOT will need to finish the
technical analysis and determine conformity by that
date.

In addition, the normal TIP submittal process includes
a review and adoption process that begins with the
Transportation Policy Alternatives Committee (TPAC)
meeting on September 6, 1991 and concludes with Council
adoption on September 26, 1991 and submittal to FHWA
and UMTA by October 1, 1991. As currently scheduled,
conformity analysis is lagging behind the regular TIP
schedule. Consequently, until such time that the
interim conformity schedule is able to "catch up" with
the regular TIP submittal schedule, it is recommended -
both schedules proceed independently. As the
procedures converge, the analysis and interim
conformity determination will be integrated into the
TIP. In the meantime, the TIP will include a section
which assumes conformity (see also “"Amendments",
below).

The actual interim conformity schedule is as follows:

Attachment A - Page 5



1. Quantltatlve Analysis

a. COmplle list of qualifying pro;ects, 1nc1ud-
ing federally funded TIP projects and local
projects of Major Collector or above. Com-
plete August 11. '

b. Define capacities for each qualifylng proj-
ect. Complete August 23.

c. Receive transit netirork information from Tri-
Met. Complete August 26.

d. Code networks. Base (1990), and Bulld/No-
Build for TIP (ozone: 1993 and 1996; CO 1995
and 2000), and RTP (2010). Begin August 19;
complete September 13. : ‘

e. Receive emission factors from DEQ. Complete
. September 6.

f. Run emissions model. Begin September 9; Com-
plete September 18 (to allow for. TPAC mail-
ing; otherwise later).

g. . Quantitative conformlty determination. Sep-
~ tember 18. :

2. Qualitative Analysis. Complete September 12.
3. Reviews and Submittals |
- The following schedule provides for adequate local
review of the interim conformlty analyses and
. findings and enables the region to have an ap-
proved TIP on November 15, 1991. To do so, con-
formity flndlngs need to be forwarded to EPA and
USDOT prior to their final review and approval by
- JPACT and the Metro Council.
a. TPAC: September 6 (Informational)
_b. "TPAC:-_SeptemberA27 (Review)
c. 'EPA/USDOT: October 1 (Submittal)

d. EPA/USDOT: November 15 1991 (Approval of
Interim Conformity Flndlngs)

Attachment A -'Page 6



B. Amendﬁents

- The FY 92 TIP is being reviewed and adopted assuming
interim conformity compliance. If the TIP conforms,
work will essentially be completed and the document
submitted. If the analysis shows the TIP is not in
conformance, then amendments enabling conformance will
be presented at the September 27 TPAC meeting. The
amendments will take the form of either new TCMs or
modifications to the TIP elements or schedule.
Consistent with the above schedule and to minimize:
delay, an amended TIP would still be submitted to
EPA/USDOT on October 1. Amendments to the TIP would
require JPACT and Metro Council review and adoption on
October 10 and 24, respectively.

TIPCOS27.ATT
August 28, 1991
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Meeting Date: = September 26, 1991
Agenda Item No. 7.8

RESOLUTION NO. 91-1506



METRO - Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-3398
503/221-1646

DATE: September 20, 1991
TO: ’ Metro Council
Executive Officer
Interested Parties o 4?&/
FROM: Paulette Allen, Clerk of the Council
RE: AGENDA ITEM NO. 7.8; RESOLUTION NO. 91-1506

The Governmental Affairs Committee report on Resolution No. 91-1506 will
‘be distributed in advance to Councilors and available at the Council
meeting September 26. '

Recycled Paper



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING ) RESOLUTION NO. 91-1506
A MANAGEMENT COMPENSATION )
PACKAGE )

WHEREAS, there are employees of Metro who are not allowed
representation .by a labor organization under the Public Employees
Collective Bargaining Act (PECBA); and

WHEREAS, the change-over to the PERS retirement system
prompted discussi?ns with the non-represented employees; and

WHEREAS, these diséﬁssions led to other areas of non-
represenﬁed employee compensation and recognition:'and

WHEREAS, these employees primarily perform management duties
and represent Metro as such; and. |

WHEREAS, in recognition of their management status in Metro
and under PECBA; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

That the Council of the Metropdlitan Service District hereby
adopts the Management Compensation Package as shown in Exhibits A
and B.

ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of ___ , 1991.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer



EXHIBIT A

PERS

Incorporate the S8ick Leave Option into the'non-reps plan.

Advantages/Justification: This would bring the Metro non-reps to
. parity with the Merc non-reps who already have the sick leave
option under PERS. Local 483 employees also have the siék leave
option in year two (92-93) of their contract. AFSCME was offered
the sick leave option and declined it. Moét other comparable

jurisdictions have the sick leave option with PERS.

Fiscal Impact: Estimated total cost impact $115,119.



EXHIBIT B

CURRENT RETIREMENT PLAN CONSOLIDATION

Roll the 5% Principal Financial Group plan into the 6% Western
Retirement Trust plan.

. Advantages/Justification: This would enable us to get out of thé
..non-responsive, restrictive Principal plan and get into a merged
‘single plan with Western which has a good service record with us
and is responsivé to our needs. The merging of funds will allow
Western to administer a single'plan instead of double plans which
will result in cost savings associated with the administration and
management of the program. This cost savings will also allow the
employees to self-direct a percentagée of their funds into different

investment scenarios.

Western would be assigned as the trustee of the plan and therefore
would have fiduciary responsibility instead of Metro's Executive
Officer thus eliminating the Executive Officer's liability. As
trustee, Western would negotiaté the transfer of funds with

Principal in our behalf.

Fiscal Impact: Nominal savings.



STAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 91-1506, FOR THE PURPOSE OF
ADOPTING A MANAGEMENT COMPENSATION PACKAGE FOR NON-
REPRESENTED EMPLOYEES.

Date: September 11, 1991 - Presented by: Paula Paris

Background: As a result of discussions with non-represented
employees regarding the integration of PERS, issues surfaced
_ relative to PERS benefits and to the current retirement plans.

All available options under PERS and the current retirement plans
were explored and consideration was given to all options.

Fiscal Impact: Estimated total cost impact is $115,119.
PERS: Incorporate the 8ick Leave'Optioh into the non-reps plan.

Advantages/Justification: This would bring the Metro non-reps to
parity with the Merc non-reps who already have the sick leave
option under PERS. Local 483 employees also have the sick leave
option in year two (92-93) of their contract. AFSCME was offered
the sick leave option and declined it. Most other comparable
jurisdictions have the sick leave option with PERS. .

CURRENT PLAN CONSOLIDATION: Roll the 5% Principal Financial Group
plan into the 6% Western Retirement Trust plan.

Advantages/Justification: This would enable us to get out of the
non-responsive, restrictive Principal plan and get into a merged
- single plan with Western which has a good service record with us
and is responsive to our needs. The merging of funds will allow
Western to administer a single plan instead of double plans which
will result in cost savings associated with the administration and
management of the program. This cost savings will also allow the
employees to self-direct a percentage of their funds into different
investment scenarios.

Western would be assigned as the trustee of the plan and therefore
would have fiduciary responsibility instead of Metro's Executive
Officer thus eliminating the Executive Officer's liability. As
trustee, Western would negotiate the transfer of funds with
Principal in our behalf.

We believe this portion of the management compensation package to
be an equitable and reasonable plan for our non-represented
employees. IT is, therefore recommended by the Executive Officer
that Resolution No. 91-1506 be adopted. :



Meeting Date: September 26, 1991
: Agenda Item No. 7.9

RESOLUTION NO. 91-1467A



MEIRO Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398
503221-1646

FROM:
| RE:

September 20, 1991
Metro Council

Executive Officer
Interested Parties

,

; féﬁ/"‘
Paulette Allen, Clerk of the Council/ */
AGENDA ITEM NO. 7.9; RESOLUTION NO. 91-1467A

The Governmental Affairs Committee report on Resolution No. 91-1467A
will be distributed in advance to Councilors and available at the

Council meeting September 26. .
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MEIRO Memorandu

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398
503.221-1646

DATE: September 11, 1991
TO: . Government Affairs fommittee
FROM: Donald E. Carlsoé; Council Administrator
E: Proposed Amendments to Resolution No. 1467 Pertaining to’

Rules of Procedure for the Conduct of Council Business

Please find attached proposed amendments to Exhibit B of Resolution
No. 1467. As you recall this resolution contains various
procedures for the Council to follow as it conducts it’s business.
Exhibit B deals specifically with rules of procedure relating to
communications from the public.

The first proposed amendment exempts contested case matters from
the proposed procedures. The most frequent contested case matters

- before the Council are UGB amendments. Contested cases are quasi-
judicial matters which lend themselves to different procedures than
regular matters before the Council.

The second proposed amendment provides the ability for a member of
the public to address the Council more than once on a single matter
before the Council. The limitation on this authorization would be
that the Council must unanimously agree or another speaker must
relinquish his or her time to speak.

cc: Councilor McFarland
Councilor McLain

Res 1467.exB
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Proposed Council Staff Amend-
ments to Res. No. 1467

EXHIBIT B (9/11/91)

RULES OF PROCEDURE RELATING TO COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE PUBLIC

" The Council shall encourage the appearance of members of the
public both for matters on the agenda and not on the agenda. To

facilitate the orderly transaction of business the following

procedures shall apply for matters other than contested cases:

1. At the beginning of each Council meeting and periodically
during the meeting, the Presiding Officer shall announce
that public testimony is allowed on matters before the
Council and shall instruct members of the public to fill out
signfup cards and submit them to the Clerk of the Council.
The sign up card shall indicate the name and address of the
person to testify, the agenda item on which the person
wishes to speak and whether thé person is speaking in favor

or against the matter before the Council.

2. A member of the public may appear only once on each separate
matter before the Council and shall be limited to three (3)
minutes of testimony, exclusive of answers to questions from

Councilors. A member of the public may speak more than_once .

and longer than three (3) minutes [ealy] with unanimous
consent of the Council or if a member of the public who has
also signed up to speak yields his or her time and

opportunity to speak.



3.  0n matters before'the Council on which a decision is to be
made the Presiding Officer shall alternate the testimony
between those speaking in favor of the matter and those
speaking in opposition to the matter, starting with a persbn
in favor of the matter. If there are no persons remaining
to alterhate, the Presiding Officer shall call the remaining

persons to.testify in which ever order he or éhé‘determines
is best. The Presiding Officer shall request members of the
public to avoid prqviding fepetitive or irrelevant

testimony.

4. 1 person addressing the Council shall do so from the rostrum
or table upon first gaining recognition of the Presiding
Officer and after stating his or her name and address for

the record.

amtex2.225%



2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-5398

MEIRO Memorandum

503/221-1646
DATE: . July 11, 1991
TO: Governmental Affairsggommittee :
FROM: Donald E. CarlsofVCouficil Administrator .
RE: Explanation of Resolution No. 91-1467 -- Adopting Rules
of Procedure Relating to the Conduct of Council
Business '

Resolution No. 91-1467 is the implementing mechanism for
Ordinance No. 91-407 which was adopted by the Council on June 27,
1991. That ordinance amended Chapter 2.01 of the Metro Code to
require the Council to do the following:

A. Adopt rules of procedure governing the conduct of
' debate on matters considered by the Council;

B. Adopt.rules of procedure relating to the receipt
of communications from the public at Council
meetings; ,

c. Adopt rules of procedure for the introduction and
consideration of ordinances and resolutions;

D. Adopt the general order of business for Council
meetings; and

E. Adopt a rule establishing criteria for a Consent
Agenda at Council meetings.

Resolution No. 91-1467 contains five exhibits which pertain to
the matters listed above. Exhibits A and B establish new rules
of procedure for rules of debate and receipt of communications
from the public respectively. Exhibits C, D and E revise
existing rules of procedure for ordinances and resolutions, the
general order of business and the consent agenda respectively.

EXHIBIT A provides new rules of procedure governing debate on
matters before the Council. Section 1. provides that debate
cannot start until there is a question before the Council
therefore on matters requiring a decision of the Council the
first order of business is to have a motion and a second made.

On matters referred to from a committee the person presenting the
committee report shall be recognized first for a motion and
presentation of the committee report. 1If a minority report is to
be given then the person presenting it will be recognized
immediately after the presentation of the committee report.

Recycled Paper



There is no time iimit stated for the presentation of the
committee or minority reports. - :

Section 2. requires that councilors speak to the matter before
them and authorizes the Presiding Officer to terminate the debate
of councilors who provide persistently irrelevant or repetitious
comments. ' ' '

Section 3. limits the frequency and time a councilor may speak on
each motion (only once and no more than 5 minutes); provides the
Council or and individual councilor may give a councilor more
time to speak on a motion; and, enables a councilor to "have the
floor" when asking questions of persons appearing before the -
Council. ' _ - _ ’

- Section 4. provides for the councilor moving and presenting the
committee or minority report to close the debate and limits the
time to 3 minutes. ' ' :

Exhibit B provides new rules of procedure relating to the receipt
of communications from the public. Section 1. provides for the
Presiding Officer to obtain sign up cards from persons wishing to
appear before the council. Section 2. limits a person appearing
to once on each matter before the council and to 3 minutes of
testimony exclusive of questions from councilors. Section 3.
provides for the Presiding Officer to alternate testimony both
for and against on matters before the council. Section 4.
requires the public to use the table or rostrum when appearing
before the council. -

Exhibit C provides a revised set of procedures for the processing
of ordinances and resolutions. The major changes from the prior
procedures are 1) the consolidation of two separate procedures
into one document; and 2) the addition of language in Section 5.
which states the kinds of action a committee can take on an
ordinance or resolution. This latter change is consistent with

language included in Ordinance No. 91-407.

Exhibit D revises the general order of business for council
meetings. .The order of business is consistent with current
practice while the old order or business was not.

Exhibit E revises the rules of procedure and criteria for the

consent agenda. This set of rules and criteria conform to the
current practice and terminology while the old rules did not.

DEC:Res1467/SR



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF ADOPTING ) RESOLUTION NO. 91-1467A
RULES ESTABLISHING PROCEDURES ). '
RELATING TO THE CONDUCT OF )

)

COUNCIL BUSINESS

Introduced by Councilors
McFarland and McLain and
) Presiding Officer Collier

WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 91- 407 amends Metro Code Section
2 01.090 to require the Council to adopt rules establishing
procedures governing the conduct of debate on matters conSidered
:by the Counc11°

WHEREAS, Ordinance No. 91-407 amends Metro Code Section
'2.01.120 to require the Council to adopt rules establishing
procedures relating to tne receipt of communications from the
public at Council meetings; ’

WHEREAS, Metro_code Sections 2.01.070 and;2.01.080 require
the Council by resoiution(to adopt a rulejestablishing procedures
for the introduction and consideration of ordinances and
‘resolutions respectively which current procedures have been
adopted by the'Council through Resolution No. 88-874;

WHEREAs;-Metro Code Section 2.01.130 requires the Council by
resolution to adopt the general order of business which current
general order of business has been adopted through Resolution No.
88-898; and

WHEREAS Ordinance No. 91-407 requires the Council by
resolution to adopt a rule establishing criteria for the
presentation of a consent agenda for consideration and vote at a
regular Council meeting;which current criteria have been adopted‘

by the Council through Resolution No. 84-499; now, therefore,



BE IT RESOLVED, . |

That the Council of thevMetropolitan Service District hereby
rescinds and adopts the following rules establishing.criteria
and/or‘procedures: | | | o

1. Adopts the rules of procedure governing dehatevon f
matters before the Council'as shown in Exhibit A attached hereto;

2. Adopts the rules of procedure relating to'receipt of
.communications.from the public at Council meetings as shown in
Exhibit B attached hereto; |

3;W"Rescinds the procedures'for the introduction and ‘
consideration of ordinances and resolutions set forth in
Resolution No. 88-874 and adopts the rules of procedure for
ordinances and resolutions as shown in Exhibit C attached hereto,

4. Rescinds the general order of business for.Council
meetings set forth in Resolution No. 88-898 and adopts the‘rules
establishing the general order of buSiness for Council meetings
as shown in Exhibit D attached hereto, and

5. Rescinds the consent agenda criteria set forth in |
Resolution No. 84-499 and adopts the rule establishing consent
agenda criteria and procedures as shown in Exhibit E attached

hereto. |

6. - The Council may by a positive vote of eight members

authorize the suspension of any rule adopted herein.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED,

_ That the appropriate standing Committee of the Council shall _
review the Council'procedures'contained in this Resolutioh-sixv
months from its adoption. and report 1ts findings and -

recommendations to the Council.




ADOPTED by the Council of the Metropolitan Service District

this day of , 1991.

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

am/res.225



EXHIBIT A

- RULES OF PROCEDURE GOVERNING DEBATE ON MATTERS BEFORE THE COUNCIL
Sean9 2 SRULRDUNRS LGUVERNING DEPALE ON MATTERS BEFORE THE COUNCIL

L

To conduct Council business in an orderly and expeditious manner

1.

" the foliowing«rules of procedure are established:

All Councilors have a right to debate each matter brought

before the Council. There shall be [re—debate—on-any—matter
untess—there—is] a question before the Council prior to

debate on any matter. On each matter brought before the

Council for a decision, the Presiding Officer shéll ask for
a motion on the matter which must be éeconded for it to be a
proper question. For matters referred to the Council from a
standing committee the Presiding Officer shall first
recognize the Councilor designated to présent the committee
report for a motion and presentétion of the committee
report. If there is a minority report on any matter
referred from a stan&ing committee, the Presiding Officer
shall recognize the Councilor presenting the minority report
for a motion and presentation of thé minority report

immediately after the presentation of the committee report. -

A Councilor speaking on a motion [must] shall confine his or

her remarks to the matter under consideration by the Council

and shall avoid repetition and irrelevant comment. [The



l l.cl ' ‘nlo ]

A Councilor méy speak [enly] once for [Ret—mere—than] gg_ggv
five (5) minutes on each main motion and sﬁbstantiveA
amendment to a main motion before thé Council. A Councilor ‘
may speak more than the allotted time with unanimous consent
of the Council or if another Councilor yields his or héf
right to speak and time on the question at hand. A member
may be permitted to speak avsecond time to clear{up a matter
of féct, to explain a point misunderstood, or to'cléér'ﬁp a
question that has arisen in the debate. A Councilorlmay be
recognized by the PreSidihg Officer to questioh'any person
appééring before the Council. When é Counéilor has been
recognized he or she is considered fo have the floor and
need not be recognized for each subsequent question uﬁtil he

or she is finished with the questioning.

The Cbuncilor who moves and presents the committee or
minority report on a-matter before the Council is entitled
to close the debate after other Councilors'wishihg to speak
have spoken. The closing comments shall be limited tby[ae
more—than] three minutes unless extended by:unanimous .

consent of the Council.

ansexl.225



EXHIBIT B

RULES_OF PROCEDURE RELATING TO COMMUNICATIONS FROM THE PUBLIC

The Council-shali encourage the appearance of members of the

public both for matters on the agenda and not on the agenda. To

_facilitate the orderly transaction of business thé_following

procedures shall apply for matters other than contested cases:

1.

At the beginning of each Council meeting and periodically
during the meeting, . the Presiding Officer shall announce
that public testimony ié allowed on matters before the
Council and shall instruct members of the public to £ill out
sign-up cards and submit them to the Clerk of the Council.
The sign up card shall indicate the name and address of the
person to testify, the agenda item oh which the person
wishes to speak and whether the person is speaking in favor

or against the matter before the Council.

A member of the public may appear only once on each separate
matter before the Council and shall be limited to three (3)
minutes of teétimony, exclusive of answers to questions from
Councilors. A member of the public may speak more than once
and longer than three (3) minutes [enl¥] with unanimous
consent of the Council or if a member of the public who has
also signed up to speak yields his or her time and

opportunity to speak.



3. On matters before the Council on which a dec1s10n is to be
made the Pre51d1ng Officer shall alternate the testimony
between those speaking in favor of the matter and those
speaking in'oppoeition to the matter, starting with a person
in favor of the matter. If there are no persons'reﬁaining,
to alternate, the Presiding Officer shall call tﬁe remaining
persons to testlfy in which ever order he or she determlnes

- is best. The Presiding Offlcer shall request members of the
public to avoid providing repetltlve [exr—irrelevant]

testimony.'

4. A person addressing the Council shall do so from the rostrum
or table upon first gaining recognition of the PreSLdlng
Offlcer and after stating his or her name and address for

‘the record.

amiex2,225



1.

3.

EXHIBIT C
RULES OF PROCEDURE AND CONSIDERATION

OF ORDINANCES AND RESOLUTIONS

Introduction: An ordinance or resolution may be introduced
by the Council, a Councilor or Councilors, a Council -
standing committee, or the Executive Officer. Each
ordiﬁance or resolution shall designate the person, persons;

or committee introducing the ordinance or resolution.

Filing: The Clerk of the Council (Couhcil Clerk) shall
assign numbers and approve [+iles] titles for all proposed
ordinances or resolutions. The Council Administrator may
establish requirements for filing supporting materials with
ordinances and resolutions to assist the Council and its

committees in deliberating on matters broiught before it. A

~ proposed ordinance shall be filed with the Council Clerk at

least eight (8) days prior to the next regular Council
meeting fbr which it is requested to be considered for first
reading. A proposed resolution shall be filed with the
Council Clerk at least eight (8) days prior to conéideration

by a Council_standing committee.

Disposition _and Referral: An ordinance or resolution timely

filed with the Council Clerk and in'proper.form (including
all réquired supporting materials) shall be 1) in the case

of an ordinance placed on the next available Council agenda



for first reading and referral by the Presiding Officer to

one or more standing committee(s); or, 2) in the case of a

" resolution referred to one or more standing commlttee(s) by

the Pre81d1ng Offlcer except for a resolution- lntroduced and
recommended by a standlng committee. A resolution
introduced and recommended by a standing committee shall be
filed with the Council Clerk and shall be placed on a
Council agenda at thevdiscretion of the Presiding Officer.

If the Presiding Officer refers an ordinance or resolution

to more than one standing committee, the standing committees

shall consider and act upon the ordinance or resolution in
the order‘specified by the Presiding Officer at the.fime of
referral. The Council Clerk shall notify Councilors and the

Executive Officer on a weekly basis of the referral status

- of ordinances and resolutions.

Items Considered by the Council as a Whole: The following

items [ehaé%—ae%—be—feéeffed—%e—eemmé%%ee—by—%he—?reeidiag

Offieer-but)] shall be considered and acted upon the Council

as a whole, rather than referred‘to a committee by the
Presiding Officer:

a. Any ordinance placed on a Council agenda as provided in
Sectlon 2.01.070(1) of the Metro Code for which one

reading only is required;

te



b. Any ordinance, order or resolution proposed for Council
action as a result of a contested case proceeding as

provided in Chapter 2.05 of the Metro Code;

Ce. Any item placed on the agenda for any emergency meeting
of the Council as provided in Section 2.01.050 of the

‘

Metro Code; and

d. Any action of the Metropolitan Exposition Recreation
-Commission placed on the Council agenda as provided by

Section 6.01.080 of the Metro Code. -

Committee Consideration: An ordinance or resolution
referred to a standing Eommittee shall be scheduled for
public hearing and committee consideration at the discretion
of the chair of the committee. The committee may refer an
ordinance or resolution to the Council or another standing
committee to which it was referred by the Presiding Officer
either as'originally submitted or as amended with a
recommendétion for approval or with no recommendation, table
an ordinance or resolution or continue and ordinance or
resolution to another meeting. Any ordinance or resolution

which remains in a standing committee over sixb(6) months

from the date it was initially considered by the committee

shall be considered to be defeated and shall be filed with

the Council Clerk and receive no further consideration.

-3 -



7.

AThe Presiding Officer or the Council by a majority vote of a

quorum [er—the—Pfeeiding—eéééeef] may remove any ordinance

or resolution from a committee for re-referral by the
Pre81d1ng Offlcer or consideration by the Counc11 at a-
subsequent meeting. Announcement of or Council
consideration of such removal shall take place under the

"Councilor Communication and Committee Reports" agenda item

‘at Council meetings.

Committee Regort’ An . ordlnance or resolutlon referred to

the Council with or without a favorable commlttee

~ recommendation shall be placed on a Council agenda at the

discretion of the Presiding Officer for second reading

and/or Council consideration. There shall be a committee

- report for each ordinance or resolution referred'to the

Council. The Committee chair'shall assign a member of the
committee to present the repert to the Council. The report
shall state the commlttee recommendatlon, a record of the
vote, the major issues discussed by the commlttee and any

other pertinent information of use to the Councxl.

Minority Report: A minority report on any ordihance or
resolution recommended by the committee may be submltted for

Counc11 consideration at the same Council meetlng that the

committee report is considered. Any committee member

present at the committee meeting at which an ordinance or

-4 -
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resolution was considered and voting against the prevailing
side may serve notice at that committee meeting of his or
her intent to file a minority report for Council
consideration. Upon such notice and in order for the
.minority report to be considered by the Council the
Councilor who had served notice shall prepare a written
minority report which shall be submitted to the Clerk of the
Council prior to the Council meeting at which the ordinance
or resolution is scheduled for a second reading and/or
consideration. The Council shall hear and consider the
minority report immediately after the presentation of the

committee report.

amtexc.225



1.

EXHIBIT D

A _RULE_ESTABLISHING THE GENERAL ORDER

- - OF BUSINESS_FOR COUNCII MEETINGS

The general order of business for regular council meetings

shall be as follows:

o

o

0

Call to order
Introductions

Citizen Communications to the Council on Non-Agenda

Items

Executive Officer Communications
Consent Agenda
Ordinances

- First Readings and Referrals

- Second Readings
Orders
Resoiutions
ther Business
Councilor Communications and»Committee Reports

Adjourn

The Presiding Officer shall. follow the above general order

‘of business in preparing regular Council meeting agendas and

shall include approximate times for the consideration of

each item on the agenda.



3. The Presiding Officer may change the order of business in
preparing a reqular Council meetin§ to meét'speciai
circumstances and shall notify the Couhcil,of such change in
bthe‘general order of buéiness At the beginning of the

Council meeting.

amtexd,.225



EXHIBIT E

RULES OF PROCEDURE AND CRITERIA FOR THE CONSENT AGENDA
SEEEe S St S LD SRR TOR 18 _CONSENT AGENDA

The following criteria and procedures shall apply to the consent

agenda:

’1.

2.
3.

Agenda items may be placed on the consent agenda if they

conform to the following criteria:

a. The agenda item has received a unanimous favorable
recommendation from a Council standing committee or‘
_committees,if it has been considered bf more than one
standing committee;

b, The standing committee chairpérson(s) request that the
item be placéd on the Council consent agenda, and

c. No public hearing is required by law or Metro ordinance
before the Council.

Ordinances may:not be included on the consénf agenda.

A consent agenda may only be presented at a regular Council

meeting and shall be included as part of the regular meeting

agenda.

The Presiding Officer shall have final approval of which

items shall be placed on the consent agendaAand the Council

Administrator shall certify that consent agenda items meet

the criteria listed in Section 1 above.

If a Councilor objects to any item on the consent agenda,

that item shall be removed from the consent agenda and

placed on the regqular agenda of the Council at A time or

Place to be determined by the Presiding Officer.



Meeting Date: September 26, 1991
Agenda Item No. 8.1

RESOLUTION NO. 91-1496



MEIRO Memorandum

2000 S.W. First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201-539%8

503/221-1646
DATE: | September 18, 1991
TO: . Metro Council

Executive Officer
Interested Parties

FROM: Paulette Allen, Clerk of the Council

RE: NON-REFERRED RESOLUTIONS; URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY AMENDMENT
' RESOLUTION NO. 91-1496

Staff’s report and Resolution No. 91-1496 only have been published in
the Council agenda packet for the September 26 meeting. Supplemental
packets containing Exhibit A, Map of proposed adjustment; Exhibit B,
Contested Case No. 91-01, Hearings Officer Report and Recommendation;
and all other supporting data will be printed separately and distributed
in advance to Councilors and available at the meeting. Parties who wish
to obtain a copy of the supplemental packet may contact the Clerk at
exto 2060 ’
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TAFF REPORT

CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 91-1496 FOR THE PURPOSE OF
EXPRESSING COUNCILINTENT TO AMEND METRO’S URBAN GROWTH
BOUNDARY FOR CONTESTED CASE NO. 91-1, DAMMASCH =

‘Date: August 22, 1991 : Presented By: Ethan Seltzer

BACKGROUND

Contested Case No. 91-1 is a petition from the State of Oregon for a major amendment
of the Urban Growth Boundary in Clackamas County. The property proposed for inclusion in
_ the UGB totals approximately 184 acres and constitutes the sites for Dammasch State Hospital
and the Callahan Center, located west of Wilsonville as shown in Exhibit A to the Resolution.
The City of Wilsonville and Clackamas County have both taken positions in support of the
amendment. - - ' v ' ‘

Currently, Metro considers petitions for major amendments to the UGB according to the
- process and criteria described in Metro Ordinance No. 85-189, as amended by Metro Ordinance
No. 86-204. Unlike Metro’s process and criteria for making Locational Adjustments, contained
in Chapter 3.01 of the Metro Code and acknowledged by State as being consistent with the
Statewide Planning Goals, the Major Amendment process has not been either codified by Metro
or acknowledged by the state. Consequently, applicants for Major Amendments are required
to address all applicable Statewide Planning Goals in their petition. .

Metro Hearings Officer Larry Epstein held a hearing on this matter on June 19, 1991,
in Wilsonville. Testimony was received from both the petitioner and from concerned citizens,
The Hearings Officer’s Report and Recommendation, attached as Exhibit B to the Resolution,
concludes that the petition complies with the applicable statewide planning goals and that the
. petition should be granted. One exception to the decision has been filed and is attached to this
staff report for your review. ’

Following presentation of the case by the Hearings Officer, and comments by the -
petitioner, the parties to the case will be allowed to present their exceptions to the Council. Thé
petitioner will be given the opportunity to respond to the exceptions posed by parties. The
Hearings Officer will be available to clarify issues as they arise. T

At its meeting on the 26th of September, 1991, Council can approve this Resolution or
remand the findings to staff or the Hearings Officer for modification. If the Resolution is
approved, petitioner will need to annex the property to Metro prior to Council action on an
Ordinance formally granting the petition.



Resolution 91-1496: Staff Report page 2

The annexation to the Metro district would occur concurrently with annexation to
Wilsonville, and is an action of the Portland Metropolitan Area Local Government Boundary
Commission. Should the Council approve this resolution, and if the petitioner then accomplishes
the annexation of the subject property to the Metro district within 6 months of the date of
Council approval, then the Council should expect to see an ordmance finally amending the UGB
- early in 1991.

ANALY§I§

Both the Dammasch State Hospltal and the Callahan Center predate the adoption. of
comprehensive. plans and the Metro UGB. They are part of a state ownership that total
approxxmately 485 acres. ' Proposed for addition to the UGB are approximately 184 acres which
comprise the area needed for future hospital development and/or are impacted by the existing -
- facilities and their supporting infrastructure. The remaining state ownership of approximately
300 acres will remain outside the UGB and zoned for exclusive farm use.

Two issues confronting the state have motivated this application. First, Dammasch and
the Callahan Center are served by a small sewage treatment plant that has been cited repeatedly
for contributing to water quality violations in Mill Creek. The state has considered a variety of
solutions to this problem, and has concluded that the only viable, long-term solution will be
connection to the Wilsonville treatment facilities. However, if the property cannot be brought
into the UGB, the state will be required to pay extraterritorial rates, whlch represent a sxgmﬁcant
increase in the cost of service.

Second, the Callahan Center is currently empty. Its re-use outside the UGB is
complicated by the fact that it is a nonconforming use in an exclusive farm use zone. There is
no appropriate zoning in the rural comprehensive plan of Clackamas County to guide the use of
the facility, and limited opportunity for any use of the site without adequate sewage facilities.
This amendment would allow inclusion of the Callahan Center in the City of Wilsonville, which
could provide both appropriate zoning and sewage services. This would make the property
significantly more marketable S Lo

There are two pnmary ways to assess the "need" for this amendment The first has to
do with whether there is a need for this property inside the UGB to meet the expected growth
in populatlon and employment. - Although there is clearly a need for the services of the state
hospital in the region, the overall urban land supply is sufﬁcxent to meet the currently projected
land needs. ,

The second basis for assertmg the need for this addition has to do w1th issues affectmg
the livability, employment opportunity, and housmg opportunities in the region. In this instance,
the petitioner has asserted and the Hearings Officer has agreed that there is a need for the
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amendment to end the pollution of Mill Creek, to put the Callahan Center to productive use, to
relieve the public from further financial obligation for the Callahan Center, and to economically
and responsibly address the long-term service needs for Dammasch State Hospital. "

At hearing, citizens appeared to raise concerns regarding the long-term disposition of the
remainder of the state property. There is a great deal of concern regarding the continued
protection of the lands zoned for exclusive farm use. The Hearings Officer has found that the
proposed uses of the property to be added to the UGB will not conflict with continued farm
activity. : :

. The exception to the Hearings Officer report, filed by 1000 Friends of Oregon, agrees
with the recommendation, but proposes that a condition be attached to any approval of the
petition to prevent any connection outside of the UGB to new sewer lines serving Dammasch
and the Callahan Center. Petitioner has indicated that they would not be opposed to such a
condition. The. Clackamas County comprehensive plan would similarly prohibit any such
connections.

4
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August 20, 1991

Ethan Seltzer

Land Use Coordinator
METRO

2000 SW First Avenue
Portland, OR 97201~ 5398

Re: Exceptlon to Report and Recommendatlon of Hearlngs Officer
in Contested Case No. 91-1: Dammasch ,

The State of Oregon has réquested a major amendment to the
urban growth boundary as a method of solving the sewage treatment
problem it has at Dammasch State Hospital and the Callahan Center
outside the City of Wilsonville. 1000 Friends of Oregon has one
exception to the Hearings Officer's recommendation that the UGB
amendment be approved. We request that a condition be imposed
on the approval, prohibiting any connections to the sewer line
which would serve any uses outside the UGB. We request this for
several reasons.

First, the Hearings Offcier recognized that for the proposed
UGB amendment to comply with Goal 3, the sewer line "should not
be connected with any use that is not allowed under ORS 215.203
and 215.213." See Hearings Officer's Report and Recommendation
at 9; Statewide Planning Goal 3, Guideline 3. However, the
Hearings Officer did not impose this prohibition as a condition.
This condition should be part of the approval of the UGB
amendment to comply with Goal 3; moreover, the applicant has
stated it does not object to such a condltlon. See Application
at 39. -

Second, this condition is also necessary to comply with
Goals 2 and 14. These Goals provide for the orderly and economic
provision of urban services while retaining agricultural land
and maintaining compatibility between urban and rural uses. . In
other words, expansion of the UGB and provision of sewer services
to Dammasch should not cause the premature conversion of .
agricultural land in the area, particularly that land owned by
the state and adjacent to Dammasch ,which is now in farming.

The Hearings Officer's statement that "The UGB amendment
w111 not change the impact of the Dammasch Hospital or its
comp?tlblllpy with adjacent uses" is simply wrong. Report and

/
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Recommendation at 11. The only reason the amendment is being
proposed is to extend sewer services from Wilsonville to
Dammasch. - The presence of those services does change the impact
of Dammasch on adjacent farm land, because it brings urban .
services into the Exclusive Farm Use area, thereby possibly
encouraglng other urban development.

!
1000 Friends is particularly concerned about newspaper

reports that the state has discussed selling the farm land
surrounding Dammasch to pay for the sewer project, possibly to .
the City of Wilsonville. Urban development of this land has been
discussed, including a golf course in particular. While a golf
course is a conditionally permitted use under ORS 215.213, it

is not a farm use. Washington County Farm Bureau v. Washlnqton
County, 17 Or LUBA 861 (1989). Premature urbanization of land
simply to pay the state s bills does not comply with Goals 2, 3,

and 14.

- Therefore, this UGB amendment and extension of sewer
services should not in any way encourage the premature conversion
of nearby farm land to nonfarm uses. A condition prohibiting
connections to the sewer line would help to alleviate the urban
pressure that will 1nev1tab1y come with the extension of urban

serv1ces .

In conclusion, it is important to keep in mind that the

Dammasch Hospital UGB amendment is a very unique situation.

In this case, the UGB is not being expanded because this area

is necessarily a needed and logical place for future urban
expansion. Rather, an urhan use has been at that location since
before the land use planning laws, and it is now exper1enc1ng
severe sewage treatment problems for which the UGB expansion
offers a solution. Consequently, any approval to expand the UGB
should be narrowly drawn, and the condition we request should be

1mposed.

Thank you for consideration of our comments.
Sincerely,

Man K & Mmcsandy

-Mary Kyle McCurdy
Staff Attorney



BEFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT

FOR THE PURPOSE OF EXPRESSING = )

COUNCIL INTENT TO AMEND METRO’S ) . ‘RESOLUTION NO. 91-1496
URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY FOR CON- ) '

TESTED CASE NO. 91-1, DAMMASCH )

WHEREAS, Cantested Case No. 91-1'is a petition from the State of Oregon to
‘the Metropolitar; Ser\;ice Distric_t for a major amendment of the Urban Growth Boundary to
include approximately 184 acres west of Wilsonville in Clackamas County as shown on Exhibit
A; and |

WHEREAS, A hearing on this ‘petition was held before a Metropoiifan Service
District Hearings Officer on June 19, .1‘9"91«,\in Wilspnville; and .

WHEREAS, The Hearings Officer has issued his Report and Recomméndation,
attached as Exhibit B, which ﬁnds\that all applicable requ1rements have been met and
recommends that the petmon be approved, and |
| WHEREAS The property is currently outside, but contlguous with, the boundary
for the Metropohian Service District; and

WHEREAS The Metropolitan Servxce District Code Section 3.01. 070(c)(1)
provides that action to approve a petition including land outside the District shall be by
resolution expressing intent to amend the Urban Growth Boundary after the property is annexed :
to the Metropolitan Service Distriqt; now, therefore,

BE IT RESOLVED,

That the Metropolitan Service District, based on the ﬁﬁdings in Exhibit B,

attached, and incorporated herein, expresses its intent to adopt an Ordinance amending the Urban

Growth Boundary. as shown in Exhibit A within 30 days of receiving notification that the



property has been annexed to the Metropohtan Service Dlstnct provided such notification is
received within six (6) months of the date on which this resolution is adopted.
ADOPTED by the Councnl of the Metropolitan Service Dlstnct this

day of - 1991

Tanya Collier, Presiding Officer

ES/es
8/22/91



