
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Meeting: Metro Council         
Date: Thursday, May 3, 2012  
Time: 2 p.m.  
Place: Metro, Council Chamber 

 

 
CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL 

 1.  INTRODUCTIONS  

 2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATION   

 3. METRO AUDITOR REPORT – “METRO’S NATURAL AREAS: MAINTENANCE 
STRATEGY NEEDED” 

Flynn  

 4. CONSIDERATION OF THE MINUTES FOR APRIL 26, 2012  

 5. PROCLAMATIONS   

 5.1 Resolution No. 12-4348, For the Purpose of Proclaiming the Week of May 5 
through May 13, 2012 as National Travel and Tourism Week.  

Craddick  

 6. ORDINANCES – SECOND READING  

 6.1 Ordinance No. 12-1274, For the Purpose of Adopting the Annual Budget for 
Fiscal Year FY 2012-13, Making Appropriations, Levying Ad Valorem Taxes, 
and Authorizing an Interfund Loan. 
 

Public Hearing 

Hughes  

 7. RESOLUTIONS   

 7.1 Resolution No. 12-4338, For the Purpose of Approving the FY 2012-13 
Budget, Setting Property Tax Levies and Transmitting the Approved Budget to 
the Multnomah County Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission.  

Hughes  

 8. CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER COMMUNICATION   

 9. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION   

ADJOURN 
 
 
 

  
  



 
Television schedule for May 3, 2012 Metro Council meeting 

 
Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington 
counties, and Vancouver, WA 
Channel 30 – Community Access Network 
Web site: www.tvctv.org  
Ph:  503-629-8534 
Date: Thursday, May 3, Live 

Portland  
Channel 30 – Portland Community Media 
Web site: www.pcmtv.org  
Ph:  503-288-1515 
Date: Sunday, May 6, 7:30 p.m. 
Date: Monday, May 7, 9 a.m. 

Gresham 
Channel 30 - MCTV  
Web site: www.metroeast.org 
Ph:  503-491-7636 
Date: Monday,  May 7, 2 p.m. 

Washington County 
Channel 30– TVC TV  
Web site: www.tvctv.org  
Ph:  503-629-8534 
Date: Saturday, May 5, 11 p.m. 
Date: Sunday, May 6, 11 p.m. 
Date: Tuesday, May 8, 6 a.m. 
Date: Wednesday, May 9, 4 p.m. 
 

Oregon City, Gladstone 
Channel 28 – Willamette Falls Television  
Web site: http://www.wftvmedia.org/  
Ph: 503-650-0275 
Call or visit web site for program times. 

West Linn 
Channel 30 – Willamette Falls Television  
Web site: http://www.wftvmedia.org/  
Ph: 503-650-0275 
Call or visit web site for program times.  

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

http://www.tvctv.org/�
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Metro Ethics Line

The Metro Ethics Line gives employees and citizens an avenue to report misconduct, waste or misuse of 
resources in any Metro or Metropolitan Exposition Recreation Commission (MERC) facility or department.

The ethics line is administered by the Metro Auditor's Office.  All reports are taken seriously and responded 
to in a timely manner.  The auditor contracts with a hotline vendor, EthicsPoint, to provide and maintain the 
reporting system.  Your report will serve the public interest and assist Metro in meeting high standards of 
public accountability. 

To make a report, choose either of the following methods: 
Dial 888-299-5460 (toll free in the U.S. and Canada) 

File an online report at www.metroethicsline.org 

Metro Audit Awarded ALGA Gold Award

An audit released in 2011 entitled “Large Contract Administration” 
received the Gold Award for Small Shops by ALGA (Association 
of Local Government Auditors.)   Auditors will be presented with 
the award at the ALGA conference in Tempe, Arizona in May 2012.    
Knighton Award winners are selected each year by a judging panel, 
and awards presented at the annual conference.

Knighton Award
 for Auditing 
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MEMORANDUM

April 19, 2012

To:	 Tom Hughes, Council President
	 Shirley Craddick, Councilor, District 1
	 Carlotta Collette, Councilor, District 2
	 Carl Hosticka, Councilor, District 3
	 Kathryn Harrington, Councilor, District 4
	 Rex Burkholder, Councilor, District 5
	 Barbara Roberts, Councilor, District 6

From:	 Suzanne Flynn, Metro Auditor	

Re:		 Audit of Natural Areas Maintenance

The attached report covers our audit of Metro’s program to maintain natural areas.  This audit was 
included in our FY 2011-2012 Audit Schedule.

We conducted this audit to determine the strength of Metro’s program to maintain the land it has 
acquired in the last 15 years.  We studied three new nature parks in depth and also reviewed the 
overall strength of the program.  Based upon our findings, we recommend that now is the time to make 
adjustments and strengthen the program.  Metro needs to have a strategy and be able to prioritize its 
activities based upon its available resources.

We have discussed our findings and recommendations with Martha Bennett, COO; Scott Robinson, 
Deputy COO; Jim Desmond, Director, Sustainability Center; Paul Slyman, Director, Parks and 
Environmental Services and Kathleen Brennan-Hunter, Manager, Natural Areas Program.  My office 
will schedule a formal follow-up to this audit within 1-2 years.  We would like to acknowledge and 
thank management and staff in the Departments who assisted us in completing this audit. 

 

 

SUZANNE FLYNN
Metro Auditor

600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR   97232-2736

Phone:  (503)797-1892     fax: (503)797-1831
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Over the last 15 years, Metro raised $363 million for land acquisition and park 
development, and it currently owns over 15,000 acres of land.  Investments 
were based on a regional plan to create a system of natural areas and parks.  
According to that plan, a source of funding would be secured to maintain 
the land and Metro would work with local jurisdictions to maintain it either 
in a natural unimproved state (i.e. natural area) or as publicly accessible 
land (i.e. park).  While Metro has been successful in making significant 
land purchases, it has not been as successful in securing stable funding for 
maintenance or transferring operational responsibility to local jurisdictions. 

The purpose of this audit was to determine the strengths and weaknesses of 
the different approaches Metro had taken in land management.  We studied 
three new nature parks in depth and also reviewed the overall strength of the 
program.  We found areas where Metro’s land management system could be 
improved.  The current program has evolved over time as Metro’s experience 
grew.  Metro is close to reaching the goals it established for land acquisition 
and now is a good time to reevaluate how it will maintain the land.

More clarity is needed to strategically plan what maintenance will be 
done, who will do it and how it will be funded.  Metro has started to create 
some plans to guide the maintenance of its properties.  These plans are not 
yet complete enough to guide the decisions that must be made to match 
resources to actions.  Metro does not have a single overarching strategy.  
Metro needs a land management system that includes rigorous planning, clear 
standards, documentation and performance measures. 

Metro employees in the two departments responsible for land management 
and maintenance have differing skills and expertise.  Lacking clarity, 
employees relied on their own initiative and prior experience.  This created 
confusion about roles and responsibilities and resulted in inconsistent 
maintenance between sites.

We reviewed expenditures and plans for three groups of properties that were 
converted to nature parks.  Metro used a different strategy to maintain each 
park.  There were clear differences in the time and cost to reach Metro’s goals 
for each park.  Without strong systems to monitor these strategies, Metro 
may not be able to learn from its experience.

Maintenance needs and associated costs are increasing.  This is due in part 
to the increasing acreage obtained by Metro.  However, Metro improvements 
and maintenance efforts also affected costs.  Priorities changed over time, but 
clear standards were not developed for maintenance work.  As a result, it was 
difficult to assess the effectiveness of maintenance and determine if Metro 
was making best use of available resources. 

The audit recommends that Metro develop a system to prioritize areas 
for maintenance based upon available funding.  It should also improve the 
organization of land management responsibilities.   

Summary
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In 1992, the Metro Council approved the Metropolitan Greenspaces Master 
Plan to acquire and protect a regional system of “natural areas, open space, 
trails and greenways for wildlife and people.”  The plan laid out the vision, 
goals and organizational framework to develop the system.  Almost 20 years 
later, Metro has acquired about 15,000 acres of land through transfers from 
other governments and two bond measures that generated $363 million.

Maintaining assets is an important and sometimes overlooked part of 
ensuring effective and efficient government programs.  When governments 
invest in acquiring or building new things, such as roads, parks, computer 
systems and facilities, it is important to plan and budget for maintenance 
in order to get the most value from these assets.  At Metro, maintenance is 
defined as “a minor alteration, ordinary repair or effort necessary in order to 
preserve or repair an asset due to normal wear and tear.” 

Metro’s land includes both developed and undeveloped properties. 
Developed properties include parks, cemeteries, boat ramps and trails. 
Undeveloped lands are typically called natural areas and were purchased 
to protect plant and animal habitat.  Although Metro’s developed facilities 
such as Blue Lake Regional Park and Lone Fir Cemetery are generally more 
widely known than its natural areas, the natural areas account for the 
majority (72%) of Metro’s land holdings. 

Over the years, Metro has used a variety of terms to describe its land 
holdings. To simplify the variety of names we will use “parks” to refer to 
publicly accessible land and “natural areas” to refer to land that is not 
formally open to the public.  We will also use the term “land management” 
to describe all the work that is performed after a property is purchased. 
This includes stabilization, maintenance, restoration and operations.

Metro faces two challenges in maintaining its assets.   One is managing 
maintenance work in an efficient and effective way, and the other is funding 
the work.  Currently, Metro manages about 90% of the land it owns. 
The other 10% is managed by other governments in the region through 
intergovernmental agreements.  In at least two cases,  Metro paid other 
governments to manage Metro’s land.

Maintenance needs vary between natural areas and parks.  Natural areas 
typically have very few, if any, structures that need to be maintained.  
Employees maintain plants and prevent unauthorized use of the land.  Their 
work includes removing weeds, marking property boundaries and dealing 
with illegal trash dumping and camping. 

In contrast, parks usually have built assets such as restrooms, trails and 
signage that have to be maintained.  Employees repair and clean facilities 
that are used by the public. They also deal with safety hazards such as dead 
trees that may pose a risk to park users.

Background
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Exhibit 1
Organizational chart for 

land management

Source:  Metro Auditor’s Office analysis of organizational charts

 
Land management responsibilities, which include maintenance, are shared 
by two departments and four divisions at Metro.  The Sustainability Center 
employs the natural resource scientists and technicians that focus on natural 
area management.  Within the Sustainability Center, land management is done 
by two units, Science and Stewardship and Natural Areas Land Management. 
Although the two units have separate managers, they operate as one team for 
land management purposes.  The team is comprised of two managers, four 
scientists, six technicians, seasonal employees, two volunteer coordinators and 
one analyst.

The Parks and Environmental Services department employs park rangers and 
property managers who primarily maintain parks.  Within the department, 
work is divided between two units:  Parks Visitor Services and Property and 
Project Management.  In total, there are three managers, nine park rangers, a 
ranger supervisor, seasonal employees, an arborist, a maintenance worker and 
two property management specialists. 

Expenditures for land management increased over the last five years, from $3.7 
million in FY2006-07 to $5.6 million in FY2010-11.  Part of this increase was the 
result of land management costs from new areas that were acquired when the 
Natural Areas Bond Measure was approved by voters in 2006.  Passage of the 
bond increased expenditures for employees and contracted services. 
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Exhibit 2
Expenditures for natural areas 

and parks management*

Source:  Metro Auditor’s Office analysis of expenditure data in accounting system.

*	 Inflation adjusted expenditures for the following departments:  Parks and Natural Areas Management, 
Columbia District, Willamette District, Natural Resources Stewardship and Stabilization .  Expenditures 
for Glendoveer golf course, Oregon Zoo and Pioneer Cemeteries were excluded because they have unique 
management issues that are not directly comparable to natural areas and park management.  These 
expenditures also exclude most capital costs for park construction.

Personnel services, which include employee salaries and benefits, accounted 
for just over 50% of expenditures in the last five years.  Materials and services, 
which include contracted services and other materials purchased from vendors 
was the second largest category of expenditures (37%), followed by capital 
outlays, which include construction costs, vehicles and equipment. 

Spending on personnel services and materials and services increased in FY2010-
11.  Two new positions were added recently that account for some of the 
changes in personnel service expenditures.  Additional work tied to property 
acquisitions in FY 2008-09 and FY 2009-10 increased materials and services 
expenditures and capital outlay.  Metro received grants for some restoration 
projects that increased expenditures over the last four years. 

Funding for land management comes from a variety of sources, including 
bond funds, interest earnings, taxes, grants, fees for admission and revenue 
from rental properties and agricultural leases.  Some funding sources have 
restrictions on how they can be used.  For example, bond funds and related 
interest earnings cannot be used for maintenance or operations.
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Exhibit 3
Location of  nature parks

Source:  Metro Auditor’s Office 

Nature Parks Much of the analysis and other information in this report focused on how 
Metro maintained its three nature parks.  We chose nature parks because they 
combine elements of a traditional park, such as restrooms, picnic and parking 
areas with the natural elements commonly found at many of Metro’s natural 
areas.  In 2001, the Metro Council convened an advisory group to prioritize 
areas for future park development and in 2006, the Metro Council committed 
funds to build them.  Three nature parks were built as a result:  Mount Talbert, 
Cooper Mountain and Graham Oaks.  

Mount Talbert was the first of the three parks to open to the public in 2007. 
Made up of 215 acres of douglas fir forest, the park is located on a lava dome 
in Happy Valley.  Cooper Mountain, which is located just outside Beaverton,  
opened in 2009.  This park is comparable in size to Mount Talbert at 232 acres 
and contains a mixture of oak woodland and douglas fir forest.  Graham Oaks 
was the most recent park to open in 2010.  It is the largest of the three parks at 
246 acres.  The park contains a mixture of oak savanna and douglas fir forest 
and is located just outside Wilsonville.  The three parks were similar in size 
and had similar improvements for public access (restrooms, trailheads, picnic 
facilities and parking lots).  Other improvements were unique to a park. For 
example, an education building was constructed at Cooper Mountain and a 
paved regional trail was built at Graham Oaks.
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Exhibit 4
Park  development expenditures 

FY 1996-97 to FY 2010-11*

Source:  Metro Auditor’s Office  analysis of expenditure data  in accounting system.

* 	 Inflation adjusted.   Includes unaudited expenditures reported to Auditor’s Office from North 
	 Clackamas Parks and Recreation District. For the most part, expenditures for Metro staff time
	 (personnel services) are not included.

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

Graham Oaks Cooper Mountain Mount Talbert

Metro had a different approach for management of each park.  At Mount 
Talbert, North Clackamas Parks and Recreation District (North Clackamas) 
maintained the park with some technical assistance from Metro.  At Cooper 
Mountain, Tualatin Hills Parks and Recreation District (Tualatin Hills) 
maintained the park, with funding and technical assistance from Metro.  At 
Graham Oaks, Metro managed the park itself. 

The cost to develop the parks from purchasing land through park construction 
and operations varied.  Of the three parks, the cost of land at Mount Talbert 
was the most expensive, but it was the least expensive to construct, maintain, 
and operate.  Conversely, land costs for Graham Oaks were low.  The cost to 
construct Graham Oaks and Cooper Mountain was nearly the same, and both 
were more expensive than Mount Talbert.  Expenditures at Cooper Mountain 
for land, maintenance and restoration, and construction fell in the middle of the 
three parks, but it was the most expensive to operate.   
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Scope and 
methodology

The purpose of this audit was to determine the relative strengths and 
weaknesses of different approaches for land management.  Metro’s strategy 
evolved over the life of the Natural Areas Program, which made it difficult to 
compare work between properties that were purchased at different times.  
We selected three management systems to analyze in depth how work was 
organized and how much it cost.  The three approaches we reviewed were:

Metro owned, partner maintained with technical assistance ••
from Metro. Mount Talbert Nature Park is an example of this 
approach.  Metro owns the park and North Clackamas maintains it. 

Metro owned, partner maintained with funding and technical ••
assistance from Metro.  Cooper Mountain Nature Park is an 
example of this approach. Metro owns the park and pays Tualatin 
Hills to maintain it. 

Metro owned, Metro maintained•• .  Graham Oaks Nature Park is 
an example of this approach. Metro owns the park and maintains it. 

These parks provided examples of the various types of work that might be 
needed on any given property.  The 17 properties that became these three 
parks went through several phases, which provided a longer history and 
more detail about land management needs and associated costs.

We reviewed audit reports performed by this and other offices to understand 
the types of analysis performed in the past.  We reviewed compliance with 
Metro Council resolutions, bond measures and bond covenants that govern 
Metro and the Natural Areas Program. 

To understand department and program finances, we reviewed budgets and 
performance measure summaries.  We analyzed data from the accounting 
system to determine the cost of property, constructing and operating the 
three nature parks, as well as the cost to operate the two departments. 

The Program uses a wide array of tools to manage its work.  We reviewed 
closing memos, stabilization plans and target area planning reports for 
properties purchased with 1995 and 2006 bond funds.  We examined the 
agreements Metro uses to coordinate work with other governments. 

To understand how the program works, we interviewed managers, scientists, 
technicians, park rangers, budget and accounting employees, and property 
management employees who work with these properties on a daily basis. 
We also interviewed and met with representatives from the City of Portland, 
North Clackamas Parks and Recreation District and Tualatin Hills Parks and 
Recreation District.  
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Over the course of 15 visits, auditors spent more than 100 hours touring 
properties in 17 of Metro’s 27 target areas.  We visited Metro’s three nature 
parks, newly acquired properties, land leased for agriculture use and rental 
houses purchased with bond funds.  We visited these sites with the scientists 
and technicians who plan and maintain the areas and made separate visits on 
our own. 

As part of our audit work, we tested internal controls in five areas:  (1) rental 
properties and agricultural leases; (2) vegetation management and plant 
material contracting; (3) work time and activitiy tracking; (4) vehicles and 
equipment; and (5) illegal drug operations on public land.  We summarized 
the findings of our work on this audit objective in a separate letter and 
information provided to management.  We found some controls were in place, 
but Metro should improve them to lessen the risk of fraud or abuse occurring.

This audit was included in the FY2011-12 audit schedule.  We conducted 
this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards.  Those standards require that we plan and perform the 
audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis 
for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.  We believe 
that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit findings. 
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Results
Since 1994, Metro’s land holdings have almost quadrupled.  It owns over 15,000 
acres of parks and natural areas.   Maintaining these properties is important 
to preserve their value for residents of the region.  Metro needs to apply the 
same rigor that it has applied to its land acquisition program so the value of 
this land can be maintained into the future.  We found that Metro did not 
have a consistent strategy for land management  and a funding source was 
never stabilized.  With maintenance needs and associated costs increasing,  
Metro will have to prioritize efforts to match available resources.  Further, 
to increase the effectiveness of its efforts, Metro needs to clarify the roles and 
responsibilities of employees and develop better systems to monitor its efforts.

Over the last 15 years, Metro focused on acquiring land.  From the 
beginning, Metro knew the land would need to be maintained.  As land 
was purchased, the need to maintain it grew.  Metro originally thought it 
would be able to work with local jurisdictions to share land management 
responsibilities.  Partnerships for maintenance were implemented with 
varying levels of success.  Over time, Metro’s land management role 
increased because other jurisdictions were unwilling or unable to maintain 
the land. 

Metro coordinated a regional plan for a natural areas and park system in 
1992.  According to that plan, Metro’s role was primarily to raise funds, 
arrange for management of the land and provide technical assistance to 
local jurisdictions for maintenance.  Since then, voters approved two bond 
measures in 1995 and 2006 to fund land acquisition. 

The amount of land owned by Metro grew quickly after the regional plan 
was approved.  Metro became a park operator when it acquired about 
4,000 acres of land from Multnomah County in 1994.  When the first bond 
measure passed, land holdings increased rapidly, growing by 6,000 acres 
over a five-year period.  Property purchases slowed from 2001 to 2007, only 
to increase again after the passage of the second bond measure.

Exhibit 5
Total acres under management

CY1994 to CY2011
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Source:  Metro Auditor’s Office  analysis
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Metro expected to transfer some of the land purchased to local jurisdictions 
to manage and entered into agreements with other governments in the 
region.  Metro did not have the resources to manage land itself, so until 
2003, it paid the City of Portland for management of the land that had not 
been transferred to other jurisdictions.

Metro began to develop land management capacity in-house in 2000, when 
it assigned two park rangers to focus on managing the land.  This started a 
gradual shift to a more active role.  Metro continued to develop its in-house 
expertise and eventually expanded the number of employees working on 
land management when the 2006 Natural Areas Bond Measure passed.  
Around that time, Metro committed funding to provide public access at 
some natural areas. The Metro Council committed to building new parks 
and identified certain natural areas as the best options for future park 
development.

The focus on providing public access to natural area lands resulted in the 
construction of three new nature parks.  After the parks were built, Metro 
reached agreements with North Clackamas to manage Mount Talbert and 
Tualatin Hills to manage Cooper Mountain.  Metro did not find a partner to 
manage Graham Oaks. The decision to manage the nature park resulted in 
additional responsibilities.

As Metro acquired more land, it needed a plan for how to maintain it.  A  
framework for effective management is based on a series of steps that build 
on each other.  The first step is defining what needs to be done. The second 
step is creating a strategy and identifying performance measures that will 
be used later to assess how well the strategy worked.  The third step is 
conducting the work and collecting information for each performance 
measure.  The final step is using performance data to assess how well the 
strategy worked and then applying what was learned to future work.

Better management 
structure needed

 

 

 

Defining your 
project 

Developing 
strategies & 

measures 

Implementing 
strategies & 

measures 

Using results 
to adapt & 

improve 

Exhibit 6
Management framework 

for conservation

Source:  Conservation Measures Partnership, Open Standards for the Practice of Conservation
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As Metro acquired land, it needed to implement an overarching strategy 
for maintenance.  Without one,  it was unable to fully develop the other 
steps in the management framework.  It undertook some of these steps for 
some projects, but they were not consistently completed and documented. 
Maintenance strategies evolved which created confusion about how Metro 
would manage its natural areas.  Initially, Metro planned to do limited 
maintenance, but later decided to modify the standard to include restoration 
projects and nature parks. There was no comprehensive approach and 
performance measures were underdeveloped.  As a result, the effectiveness 
of Metro’s work was difficult to assess.  The Natural Areas Program 
struggled to communicate the importance and value of its work.

Ad hoc management may have been sufficient to meet objectives when the 
amount of land Metro owned was relatively small.  Now, the complexity of 
the system demands more structured management.  The Program needs to 
clarify priorities, establish standards, document work and create consistent 
management procedures to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of its 
work.

We found that Metro did not have key  elements of a strong management 
system.   Metro’s policy for maintaining the assets at parks was clearly 
defined, but it was not clear for natural areas.  A consistent funding source 
was not identified for maintenance.  Tools to estimate maintenance costs 
were underdeveloped and site specific maintenance plans were incomplete.  
Lack of understanding about what level of maintenance was required 
inhibited Metro’s ability to strategically plan and allocate resources for 
maintenance work.

The need to identify a funding source for maintenance was considered 
several times since the Greenspaces Plan was adopted in 1992.  Attempts 
were made to create a stable funding source.  To date, Metro has not 
established a consistent source of funding for maintenance activities.

In 2002, the Metro Council approved an increase in the excise tax to 
fund the Program.  The increase was predicted to raise about $1.2 million 
annually to pay for maintenance and operations.  In 2004, the excise tax 
was raised again to generate an additional $1.8 million annually.  Those 
funds were directed toward developing four new parks and operating three 
of them.  In 2006, the  Metro Council decided to phase out the dedicated 
funding for these purposes.  Shortly thereafter, voters approved Metro’s 
Natural Areas Bond measure that raised $227.4 million for land acquisition 
and habitat restoration.

These decisions impacted Metro’s current budget for maintenance and 
operations. The 2006 bond measure increased funding for park construction 
and land restoration, but dedicated funding (excise taxes) for maintenance 

Elements of  land 
management system 

could be improved

Funding source for maintenance 
not stablized
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declined.  At the same time, land management costs increased because 
Metro built three new parks and continued to purchase more land that had 
to be maintained.

Declining funding for land management is likely to become more acute 
in the coming years.  Currently, Metro funds these activities through a 
combination of user fees at some parks (about $600,000 per year), rental 
income from houses and agricultural leases (about $450,000 per year), 
and the remaining fund balance from a previous set aside of tax revenue 
(expected to be fully expended in the next two years).

The Program had limited information about what maintenance was done 
in the past and how much it cost.  We found expenditures in the accounting 
system were not always coded to specific properties.  It was difficult to 
determine how much time and resources were spent at a given site. 

Determining the cost of restoration and ongoing maintenance work was 
a challenge because it depended on the type of habitat and the amount of 
restoration needed.  To help plan and budget, the Program developed a cost 
estimation methodology called the Stewardship Classification Tool.  The 
tool allocated costs into seven habitat types and five stages of restoration, 
one of which was long-term maintenance.  Estimated restoration costs vary 
by the habitat type and relative quality of the site.  For example, reforesting 
an agriculture field was estimated to be more expensive than restoring an 
existing forest.  The tool was used to predict the total cost to restore and 
maintain Metro’s land.  

We found the tool had limitations.  Employee costs were not included 
and cost estimates were not developed for all habitat types and capital 
improvements.  As a result, it was difficult to understand how much time it 
would take and how much it would cost to restore the land.

Site level planning is critical to effective maintenance. The Program needs 
these plans to budget and ensure that maintenance needs are clearly 
identified.  These plans could also help ensure consistent management 
approaches over time and between employees, and facilitate analysis of the 
effectiveness of the Program’s efforts.

Metro had plans for land acquisition, stabilization and park development 
but not ongoing maintenance. In preparation for the two bond measures, 
Metro focused on planning and prioritizing areas around the region for 
purchase.  These plans contained information about the ecological features 
to protect, but they are not specific enough to guide maintenance of the 
sites.

Another type of plan, stabilization plans, guided the initial work needed 
to secure the property and prevent it from deteriorating until long-term 

Cost of maintenance 
not clear

Maintenance plans  needed
 for each site
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maintenance plans could be developed.  The importance of stabilization 
plans increased during the second bond measure because they were used to 
document the state of the land and define the desired future habitat type.  This 
information was intended to be used to establish long-term restoration goals. 

We determined that stabilization plans provided a starting point for 
restoration and long-term maintenance, but they had a number of drawbacks.  
They were not done for every property, making it difficult to know the full 
extent of maintenance needs at a site.  For example, of the 17 properties that 
became the three nature parks, only eight of the properties had stabilization 
plans.  There was less stabilization planning during the first bond measure, but 
this has since improved for the land purchased with the second bond measure 
beginning in 2006.  We also learned that after the stabilization period, the 
long-term management team did not consistently use them as a starting point 
for their maintenance work.  As a result, maintenance was not always tied to 
the work done previously.

Beginning in 2009, the Program started creating plans for maintenance.  One 
set of plans described the habitat types and key features at each site.  A second 
set of plans were intended to be detailed work plans to guide implementation 
of the goals outlined in the first set of plans.  A draft of one implementation 
plan was being developed during the audit, but it was not complete.  We 
found these plans had the potential to assist land managers in guiding long-
term maintenance of restored areas, but they were not sufficient to guide all 
maintenance needs.

Because planning for land management was not rigorous, maintenance work 
was not as efficient and effective as it could be.  As Metro’s land holdings 
increased, it needed formal policies and procedures to ensure the Program was 
making best use of available resources.

Employees filled the void with their own initiative and experience, which 
increased the risk that different approaches would be taken.  Some employees 
had education or expertise working on specific types of habitats.  For example, 
one person had experience working on stream restoration while another 
specialized in prairie restoration.  Similarly, some employees had experience 
working at parks as rangers, while others were more specialized in the plant 
and animal management work typically done at natural areas.  As a result, 
employees sometimes worked at cross purposes. 

Reaching agreement about priorities for each site and planning how to meet 
them is important.  During the audit, we learned of examples that demonstrate 
how challenging it is to work in an environment with conflicting perspectives 
about maintenance techniques and priorities for land management.  Examples 
of the impact of different perspectives for land management came from 
Mount Talbert and Cooper Mountain.  At Mount Talbert, Metro built the 
main trailhead, including a parking lot, picnic shelter and restroom, in the 

Without a plan, 
maintenance was 
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wildlife corridor connecting the park to neighboring natural areas.  At Cooper 
Mountain, trailhead improvements were built on a wetland.  The result was 
that Metro had to mitigate the lost wetland by creating one in another part of 
the park. 

Another point of divergence centered on the methods used to manage land.  
The Program’s use of herbicides and cutting down trees was controversial to 
some, but seen as necessary by others.  Three examples highlight the potential 
divergence.  One example occurred when an employee planned a restoration 
project that included cutting down trees that had been planted during an 
earlier restoration project.  A second example came from a restoration project 
that involved removing trees, which was questioned by neighbors and resulted 
in a delay of several years in completing the project.  In the final example, 
Metro and a partner had different perspectives on the use of herbicides.  This 
resulted in different management techniques on the same 19 acre site.  While 
it may seem like the possible range of land maintenance options is small, there 
are many different perspectives about what should take priority and what 
techniques should be used.  This is why site specific plans are  so important.

Roles and responsibilities were unclear within Metro and between Metro 
and its partners.  Metro employees had overlapping responsibilities and 
partners did not have a single point of contact at Metro.  As a result, no single 
organizational unit and manager had authority and accountability for a given 
site. 

For example, the Parks and Environmental Services department was 
responsible for managing the partnership agreements with North Clackamas 
and Tualatin Hills.  However, Metro employees, who actually work at those 
two parks, were part of the Sustainability Center, a different department. This 
resulted in confusion.  North Clackamas and Tualatin Hills were unsure who at 
Metro they should work with.

At Graham Oaks, roles and responsibilities were undocumented between Parks 
and Environmental Services and Sustainability Center employees.  During our 
site visits, we learned that Parks and Environmental Services maintained the 
public use facilities and the Sustainability Center focused on maintenance of 
the natural resources at the park.  Each department budgeted and planned 
its work separately.  As a result, there was no unified maintenance plan and 
budget for the park. This increased the risk that work would be uncoordinated.

We found a lack of clarity about roles and responsibilities between the Metro 
scientists and technicians that manage land.  In general, scientists were 
expected to create site plans, apply for grant funding and manage restoration 
projects. Technicians were expected to work mostly in the field maintaining 
natural areas and helping implement restoration projects.  Employees in 
both positions preferred to work in the field.  As a result, employees were 
more likely to involve themselves in work that was not in the office, which 

Roles and 
responsibilities unclear
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meant less time to complete planning projects.  While overlapping roles and 
responsibilities can be appropriate, planning duties need to be clearly assigned.

At times, some scientists served in more of a technician role while in other 
cases, some technicians served in more of a scientist role.  For example, at 
Mount Talbert, the technician planned and coordinated maintenance work 
with North Clackamas and the scientist assigned to that park had a limited 
role.  At Cooper Mountain, both the scientist and the technician assigned 
to the park were active in planning and implementing maintenance and 
restoration work with Tualatin Hills.  At Graham Oaks, the technician and a 
park ranger from the Parks and Environmental Services department conducted 
maintenance work and there was less involvement from the scientist assigned 
to that park. 

The technicians and scientists had different managers and budgets, which 
created challenges for allocating resources.  Restoration projects that scientists 
pursued took time and other resources that would otherwise be available 
for maintenance work.  When scientists started a restoration project, a 
technician was assigned to help with implementation.  The technician was also 
responsible for long-term maintenance after it was finished.  Each restoration 
project increased the technician’s workload not only during the project itself, 
but for many years after to maintain it.

When grants for restoration projects were submitted for funding, there was no 
comprehensive analysis of the staff and other resources that would be needed 
to maintain them.  These restoration projects resulted in the technicians and 
scientists using a larger share of their time and budget at a few sites.  Since 
the technicians and scientists each answered to their own managers and had 
separate budgets, extra coordination was needed to ensure that projects did 
not overwhelm Metro’s resources for maintenance.

Maintenance needs and costs increased as Metro took a larger role in land 
management.  Three broad drivers were responsible.  First, the amount 
of land Metro owned grew and it ended up managing the vast majority 
of it.  Second, the decision to restore land and build parks required more 
maintenance.  Finally, who was responsible for maintenance impacted 
costs. 

Metro’s standard for maintenance changed over time.  When the Program 
first started buying land, a newly acquired property was improved, briefly 
maintained, and left alone.   This was called land banking.  As the Program 
acquired more property, projects to restore land became a priority. 

Restoration projects were large-scale property improvements to improve 
the ecological function of a site.  These projects typically involved 
removing weeds, replanting native shrubs, and repairing things such 
as stream banks.  Metro’s focus on restoration resulted in a standard of 
maintenance higher than land banking and increased costs.

As role evolved, costs 
increased 
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In addition, Metro’s decision to develop new parks created higher 
maintenance and operations costs.  For example, the three nature parks 
Metro built included traditional park assets like trails, restrooms and 
picnic areas, as well as large land restoration projects that converted 
agricultural fields into other habitat types. 

We found that transferring management responsibilities to a partner 
did not always reduce costs.  The partnership agreements Metro created 
required employees’ time to coordinate.  This took resources away 
from Metro’s other maintenance work.  Each of the three parks that we 
studied was managed differently.  Metro took complete responsibility 
for managing Graham Oaks and spent about $60,000 in FY2010-11 for 
park operations.  In comparison, Metro shared management at Cooper 
Mountain and paid Tualatin Hills $136,000 in FY2010-11 for their work, 
which included an education program.  Metro employees worked closely 
with Tualatin Hills to provide technical assistance for natural area 
maintenance and incurred additional costs.  In contrast, North Clackamas 
was solely responsible for maintenance and operations of Mt. Talbert.  
North Clackamas reported that it spent a total of about $53,000 in 
FY2010-11 to manage the park. 

Trends in land management indicate that Metro’s standard may not be 
financially sustainable.  Metro will have to decide what maintenance 
standard to apply.  If it decides to restore the entire portfolio of land, it will 
require a large commitment of resources over several decades.  In addition, 
restored land will need to be maintained thereafter.  Other land managers 
in the region have had to deal with similar constraints.  They focus on 
maintaining what they have rather than restoring every property.

We were unable to conclude whether Metro should retain control over its new 
parks or partner with other jurisdictions.  There were clear differences in the 
time and cost to reach Metro’s goals for each park, but to make a determination 
about which was best would require more clarity about Metro’s role, strategy 
and standard for land maintenance.  However, we did draw general conclusions 
about the decision points that influence maintenance needs and costs. 

During the audit, we learned that North Clackamas did not have the resources 
to maintain the park to Metro’s standard.  Metro stated that they may take 
over management of Mt. Talbert from North Clackamas in the future.  In 
contrast, the agreement with Tualatin Hills appeared to be working as 
expected, although it is not clear if they will be able to maintain the site at the 
same level after Metro stops paying for the work.

Partnerships for land management required effort to be effective because Metro 
continued to retain ownership.  If a partnership breaks down, Metro becomes 
the manager of last resort.  Regardless of who manages the property, Metro’s 
reputation will be tied to public perceptions about how it’s maintained.

Lack of  clarity
 hinders evaluation
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To be successful, partnerships may require larger investments and more time 
to set up.  If done successfully, Metro may benefit from reduced costs in the 
long-term.  Conversely, Metro can reduce the time it takes to meet its goals 
by managing land by itself.  However, it will have to commit resources on an 
annual basis for decades to come.  To realize the potential cost savings from 
partnerships, Metro needs to understand the capacity of its partners and 
provide better guidance and technical assistance.
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Recommendations

To protect and maintain the value of land purchases, Metro should 
take the following actions to strengthen its land management 
program:

Develop a system to prioritize areas for maintenance based on 1.	
available funding.

	 a.	 Develop site specific plans for land to be maintained. 

	 b.	 Define the maintenance standard for each site plan.

c.	 Ensure that plans include all maintenance activities 		
		 regardless of who performs them.

	 d.	 Periodically review prioritization and plans.

	Improve the organization of land management responsibilities.2.	

	 a.	 Clarify roles and responsibilities.	

	 b.	 Develop systems to better track expenditures and estimate 	
		  future costs.

	 c.	 Develop, collect, and monitor performance measures to 		
		  improve maintenance strategies.

	 d.	 Improve management of partnership agreements.

		  i.   Develop a toolkit that includes how standards will  be 	
			       implemented.

		  ii.  Define what technical assistance will be provided.
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Management Response
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Page 1 Resolution No. 12-4348 

BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 
 
 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF PROCLAIMING THE   
WEEK OF MAY 5 THROUGH MAY 13, 2012  
AS NATIONAL TRAVEL AND TOURISM 
WEEK 

) 
) 
) 
) 

 RESOLUTION NO. 12-4348 
 
Introduced by Councilor Shirley Craddick 

 
 

WHEREAS, travel matters to the nation’s economic prosperity and its image abroad, to business  
wealth and to individual travelers; 
 

WHEREAS, travel to and within the United States provides significant economic benefits for the  
nation, generating $1.9 trillion in economic output in 2011, with $812.9 billion spent directly by travelers 
that spurred an additional $1 trillion in other industries; 

 
WHEREAS, travel is among the largest private-sector employers in the United States, supporting 

14.4 million jobs in 2011, including 7.5 million directly in the travel industry and 6.9 million in other 
industries and generated $194.6 billion in payroll for those employed directly in U.S. Travel; 
 

WHEREAS, international travel to the United States is the nation’s largest single export industry 
– greater than the export of business services, machinery, computer and electronic products, motor 
vehicles and agriculture; resulting in a $42 billion in balance of travel trade surplus for the U.S.; 
 

WHEREAS, in 2011 travelers’ spending directly generated tax revenues of $124 billion for  
federal, state and local governments, funds used to support essential services and programs;  
 

WHEREAS, in 2011 the Portland region accounts for $3.8 billion in travel spending, tax receipts, 
employment and payroll and 29,000 jobs in the industry; 
 

WHEREAS, Metro operates four visitor venues, the Oregon Zoo, Portland Center for  
Performing Arts, Portland Expo Center and Oregon Convention Center, that provide a diverse range of 
cultural and educational activities and experiences, and memorable gathering places for celebrations and 
business events, attracting 3.3 million people in 2011; 
 

WHEREAS, the Metro’s visitor venues generated approximately $612.8 million in total  
spending in 2011, supported 6,040 jobs and created nearly $233 million in personal earnings;  

 
WHEREAS, events and activities at Metro’s visitor venues produced $19.1 million in tax  

revenues in 2011; 
 
 WHEREAS, meetings, events and incentive travel are core business functions that help 
companies strengthen business performance – averaging a return on investment of $12.50 in profits and 
$3.80 in revenue for every dollar spent on corporate travel – align and educate employees and customers, 
and reward business accomplishments; 
 
 WHEREAS, leisure travel, which accounts for more than three-quarters of all trips taken in the 
United States, spurs countless benefits to travelers’ creativity, cultural awareness, education, happiness, 
productivity, relationships and wellness; 
 
 WHEREAS, travel is a catalyst that moves the national economy forward; now therefore, 
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BE IT RESOLVED, recognizing the impact of our local travel and tourism industry, 

we proclaim May 5-13, 2012 as National Travel and Tourism Week.  
 
ADOPTED by the Metro Council this _____day of __________2012. 
 
 
 

 
Tom Hughes, Council President 

 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
       
Alison Kean Campbell, Metro Attorney 



STAFF REPORT 

 
 

IN CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 12-4348, FOR THE PURPOSE OF 
PROCLAIMING THE WEEK OF MAY 5 THROUGH MAY 13, 2012 AS NATIONAL 
TRAVEL AND TOURISM WEEK  
 

              
 
Date: 4/25/12        Prepared by: Josh Springer 
 
 
BACKGROUND 

 
Since 1984, the first full week in May has been annually recognized as National Travel and Tourism 
Week by governments, businesses and nonprofit agencies around the country. Travel and tourism is one 
of the nation’s largest industries, bolstering economic prosperity for businesses and individuals, and 
generating revenue for essential public services. In 2011, the Portland metropolitan region accounted for 
$3.8 billion in travel spending, tax receipts, employment and payroll and 29,000 jobs in the tourism 
industry. Metro recognizes the significant impact the tourism industry has on the region’s economy and 
supports efforts to strengthen businesses and organizations that create jobs, personal income and revenue. 
 
National Travel and Tourism Week acknowledges the power of travel in uniting businesses, government 
agencies and nonprofit organizations under the common goal of economic vitality. In line with Metro’s 
mission to make a great place, the region’s tourism industry highlights and finances travel destinations 
and recreational and cultural experiences unique to the region. As a result, Metro’s cache of visitor 
venues, the Oregon Zoo, Oregon Convention Center, Portland Center of Performing Arts and Portland 
Expo Center, plays host to millions of visitors each year, and offers a wide array of special performances, 
exhibitions and memorable impressions of the region. Mutually beneficial outcomes and shared values 
centered on tourism reaffirm the necessity of public-private partnerships that create vibrant communities 
and economic prosperity.  
 
ANALYSIS/INFORMATION 

 

1. Known Opposition None 
 

2. Legal Antecedents   
 

3. Anticipated Effects: Shared recognition and partnership with local businesses, travel agencies and 
governments of the importance of the tourism industry and its many positive impacts on the region.  

 

4. Budget Impacts None 
 

 

RECOMMENDED ACTION 

  
Staff recommends the adoption of Resolution 12-4348 for the purpose of recognizing and endorsing 
National Travel and Tourism Week, May 5 through May 13, 2012. 
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 
 
 

ADOPTING THE ANNUAL BUDGET FOR 
FISCAL YEAR FY 2012-13, MAKING 
APPROPRIATIONS, LEVYING AD VALOREM 
TAXES, AND AUTHORIZING AN INTERFUND 
LOAN  

)
)
) 
)
) 
 

ORDINANCE NO. 12-1274 
 
Introduced by Martha Bennett, Chief 
Operating Officer, with the concurrence of 
Council President Tom Hughes 

 
 
 WHEREAS, the Multnomah County Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission 
held its public hearing on the annual Metro budget for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2012, and ending 
June 30, 2013; and 
 
 WHEREAS, recommendations from the Multnomah County Tax Supervising and 
Conservation Commission have been received by Metro (attached as Exhibit A and made a part of the 
Ordinance) and considered; now, therefore, 
  
 THE METRO COUNCIL ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 
 
 1. The “Fiscal Year 2012-13 Metro Budget,” in the total amount of FIVE 
HUNDRED TWENTY MILLION SIXTY FIVE THOUSAND SEVEN HUNDRED NINETY ONE 
($520,065,791), attached hereto as Exhibit B, and the Schedule of Appropriations, attached hereto as 
Exhibit C, are hereby adopted. 
 
 2. The Metro Council does hereby levy ad valorem taxes, as provided in the budget 
adopted by Section 1 of this Ordinance, at the rate of $0.0966 per ONE THOUSAND DOLLARS 
($1,000) of assessed value for operations and in the amount of FIFTY FOUR MILLION ONE 
HUNDRED SEVENTY ONE THOUSAND EIGHT HUNDRED FORTY FOUR ($54,171,844) for 
general obligation bond debt, said taxes to be levied upon taxable properties within the Metro District for 
the fiscal year 2011-12.  The following allocation and categorization subject to the limits of Section 11b, 
Article XI of the Oregon Constitution constitute the above aggregate levy. 
 
 

SUMMARY OF AD VALOREM TAX LEVY 
 

 Subject to the 
 General Government Excluded from 
 Limitation the Limitation 
 
Operating Tax Rate Levy $0.0966/$1,000 
General Obligation Bond Levy $54,171,844 
 
 
 3. In accordance with Section 2.02.040 of the Metro Code, the Metro Council 
hereby authorizes positions and expenditures in accordance with the Annual Budget adopted by Section 1 
of this Ordinance, and hereby appropriates funds for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 2012, from the 
funds and for the purposes listed in the Schedule of Appropriations, Exhibit C. 
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 4. An interfund loan from the General Fund to the MERC Fund in an amount not to 
exceed $2.2 million is hereby authorized.  The loan will be made to provide financing of the Eastside 
Streetcar Local Improvement District assessment on the Oregon Convention Center.  The loan, including 
interest at a rate equal to the average yield on Metro’s pooled investments, will be repaid from Oregon 
Convention Center revenues and/or reserves.  Repayment will be over a ten year period beginning FY 
2012-13 and provide for a minimum of $220,000 annual principal payments due no later than June 30th of 
each fiscal year. 
 
 5. The Chief Operating Officer shall make the filings as required by ORS 294.458 
and ORS 310.060, or as requested by the Assessor’s Office of Clackamas, Multnomah, and Washington 
Counties. 
 
 6. This Ordinance being necessary for the health, safety, or welfare of the Metro 
area, for the reason that the new fiscal year begins July 1, 2012, and Oregon Budget Law requires the 
adoption of a budget prior to the beginning of the fiscal year, an emergency is declared to exist and the 
Ordinance takes effect upon passage. 
 
 
 ADOPTED by the Metro Council on this 21st day of June 2012. 
 
 
 
 
   
 Tom Hughes, Council President 
 
 
 
ATTEST:   Approved as to Form: 
 
 
 
     
Kelsey Newell, Recording Secretary  Alison Kean Campbell, Metro Attorney 
 
 



 

PLACEHOLDER 

Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 12-1274 

Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission 
Certification Letter 

Anticipated June 2012 

 



 

PLACEHOLDER 

Exhibit B to Ordinance No. 12-1274 

Proposed FY 2012-2013 Metro Budget 

Available online at 
http://www.oregonmetro.gov/index.cfm/go/by.web/id=3

6700 
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EXHIBIT C
Ordinance 12-1274

FY 2012-13 SCHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS

Proposed
Budget

GENERAL FUND
Communications 2,586,585
Council Office 3,924,829
Finance & Regulatory Services 4,218,275
Human Resources 2,167,032
Information Services 3,640,353
Metro Auditor 708,748
Office of Metro Attorney 1,927,172
Oregon Zoo 30,862,025
Parks & Environmental Services 6,681,825
Planning and Development 14,477,196
Research Center 3,834,691
Sustainability Center 4,036,112
Special Appropriations 4,896,187
Non-Departmental

Debt Service 1,654,290
Interfund Transfers 7,521,525
Contingency 3,831,000

Total Appropriations 96,967,845

Unappropriated Balance 12,647,089
Total Fund Requirements $109,614,934

GENERAL ASSET MANAGEMENT FUND
Asset Management Program 5,475,007
Non-Departmental

Interfund Transfers 19,681
Contingency 4,379,897

Total Fund Requirements $9,874,585

GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND DEBT SERVICE FUND
Debt Service 51,991,413
Unappropriated Balance 10,092,981

Total Fund Requirements $62,084,394

GENERAL REVENUE BOND FUND 
Debt Service 3,090,037
Unappropriated Balance 5,361

Total Fund Requirements $3,095,398

MERC FUND
MERC 44,281,504
Non-Departmental

Interfund Transfers 4,806,913
Contingency 7,613,240

Total Appropriations 56,701,657

Unappropriated Balance 13,097,572
Total Fund Requirements $69,799,229
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Ordinance 12-1274

FY 2012-13 SCHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS

Proposed
Budget

NATURAL AREAS FUND
Sustainability Center 45,179,080
Non-Departmental

Interfund Transfers 1,783,226
Contingency 25,000,000

Total Appropriations 71,962,306

Unappropriated Balance 12,838,139
Total Fund Requirements $84,800,445

OPEN SPACES FUND
Sustainability Center 738,934

Total Fund Requirements $738,934

OREGON ZOO INFRASTRUCTURE AND ANIMAL WELFARE FUND
Oregon Zoo 19,526,002
Non-Departmental

Interfund Transfers 292,677
Contingency 3,963,195

Total Appropriations 23,781,874

Unappropriated Balance 44,397,992
Total Fund Requirements $44,397,992

PIONEER CEMETERY PERPETUAL CARE FUND
Unappropriated Balance 470,187

Total Fund Requirements $470,187

REHABILITATION & ENHANCEMENT FUND
Sustainability Center 358,641
Non-Departmental

Interfund Transfers 33,465
Contingency 280,000

Total Appropriations 672,106

Unappropriated Balance 1,653,293
Total Fund Requirements $2,325,399

RISK MANAGEMENT FUND
Finance & Regulatory Services 2,641,276
Non-Departmental

Interfund Transfers 295,207
Contingency 500,000

Total Appropriations 3,436,483

Unappropriated Balance 1,094,652
Total Fund Requirements $4,531,135
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Ordinance 12-1274

FY 2012-13 SCHEDULE OF APPROPRIATIONS

Proposed
Budget

SMITH AND BYBEE LAKES FUND
Parks & Environmental Services 65,000
Non-Departmental

Interfund Transfers 104,841
Contingency 200,000

Total Appropriations 369,841

Unappropriated Balance 3,391,886
Total Fund Requirements $3,761,727

SOLID WASTE REVENUE FUND 
Finance & Regulatory Services 2,145,570
Sustainability Center 6,002,794
Parks & Environmental Services 49,502,045
Non-Departmental

Interfund Transfers 8,157,903
Contingency 15,105,279

Total Appropriations 80,913,591

Unappropriated Balance 19,875,967

Total Fund Requirements $100,789,558

Total Appropriations $400,500,672
Total Unappropriated Balance $119,565,119

TOTAL BUDGET $520,065,791
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STAFF REPORT 
 
 CONSIDERATION OF ORDINANCE NO. 12-1274 ADOPTING THE ANNUAL BUDGET 

FOR FISCAL YEAR 2012-13, MAKING APPROPRIATIONS, LEVYING AD VALOREM 
TAXES, AND AUTHORIZING AN INTERFUND LOAN 

   

Date: March 30, 2012  Presented by:  Martha Bennett 
   Chief Operating Officer 
 

BACKGROUND  
 

 I am forwarding to the Metro Council for consideration and approval my proposed budget for 
fiscal year 2012-13. 

 Metro Council action, through Ordinance No. 12-1274 is the final step in the process for the 
adoption of Metro’s operating financial plan for the forthcoming fiscal year.  Final action by the Metro 
Council to adopt this plan must be completed by June 30, 2012. 

 Once the budget plan for fiscal year 2012-13 is approved by the Metro Council on April 26, 
2012, the number of funds and the maximum tax levy cannot be amended without review and certification 
by the Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission.  Adjustments, if any, by the Metro Council to 
increase the level of expenditures in a fund are limited to no more than 10 percent of the total value of any 
fund’s expenditures in the period between Metro Council approval at the end of April 2012 and adoption 
in June 2012. 

 Exhibit A to this Ordinance will be available subsequent to the Tax Supervising and Conservation 
Commission hearing June 7, 2012.  Exhibits B and C of the Ordinance will be available at the public 
hearing on April 19, 2012. 

 
ANALYSIS/INFORMATION 
 

1. Known Opposition – Metro Council hearings will be held on the Proposed Budget on April 19, 
2012 and April 26, 2012.  Opportunities for public comments will be provided.  Opposition to any portion 
of the budget will be identified during that time. 

2. Legal Antecedents – The preparation, review and adoption of Metro’s annual budget is subject to 
the requirements of Oregon Budget Law, ORS Chapter 294.  Oregon Revised Statutes 294.635 requires 
that Metro prepare and submit its approved budget to the Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission 
by May 15, 201.  The Commission will conduct a hearing on June 7, 2012 for the purpose of receiving 
information from the public regarding the Metro Council’s approved budget.  Following the hearing, the 
Commission will certify the budget to the Metro Council for adoption and may provide recommendations 
to the Metro Council regarding any aspect of the budget. 

3. Anticipated Effects – Adoption of this ordinance will put into effect the annual FY 2012-13 budget, 
effective July 1, 2012. 

4. Budget Impacts – The total amount of the proposed FY 2012-13 annual budget is $520,065,791 and 
740.00 FTE. 
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RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 

The Chief Operating Officer recommends adoption of Ordinance No. 12-1274. 
 
 
 
 
M:\Asd\Finance\Confidential\BUDGET\FY12-13\Budord\Ord 12-1274 Adopting Ordinance\Staff Report For Adoption Ord 12-1274.Doc 



Agenda Item No. 7.1 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Resolution No. 12-4338, For the Purpose of Approving the FY 
2012-13 Budget, Setting Property Tax Levies and Transmitting 

the Approved Budget to the Multnomah County Tax Supervising 
and Conservation Commission.  

 
 

Resolutions   
 

Metro Council Meeting 
Thursday, May 3, 2012 

Metro, Council Chamber 
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BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL 
 
 

APPROVING THE FY 2012-13 BUDGET, SETTING 
PROPERTY TAX LEVIES AND TRANSMITTING 
THE APPROVED BUDGET TO THE MULTNOMAH 
COUNTY TAX SUPERVISING AND 
CONSERVATION COMMISSION 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

 RESOLUTION NO 12-4338 
 
 Introduced by 
 Tom Hughes, Council President 

 
 
 WHEREAS, the Metro Council, convened as the Budget Committee, has reviewed the 
FY 2012-13 Proposed Budget; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Council, convened as the Budget Committee, has conducted a public 
hearing on the FY 2012-13 Proposed Budget; and  
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to Oregon Budget Law, the Council, convened as the Budget 
Committee, must approve the FY 2012-13 Budget, and said approved budget must be transmitted to the 
Multnomah County Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission for public hearing and review; now, 
therefore, 
 
 BE IT RESOLVED, 
 
 1. That the Proposed FY 2012-13 Budget as amended by the Metro Council, 
convened as the Budget Committee, which is on file at the Metro offices, is hereby approved. 

 
 2. That property tax levies for FY 2012-13 are approved as follows: 
 

SUMMARY OF AD VALOREM TAX LEVY 
 

 Subject to the 
 General Government Excluded from 
 Limitation the Limitation 
 
Permanent Tax Rate $0.0966/$1,000 
General Obligation Bond Levy   $54,171,844 

 
 3. That the Chief Operating Officer is hereby directed to submit the Approved 
FY 2012-13 Budget and Appropriations Schedule to the Multnomah County Tax Supervising and 
Conservation Commission for public hearing and review. 
 
 ADOPTED by the Metro Council this 26th day of April, 2012. 
 
 
   
  Tom Hughes, Council President 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
  
Alison Kean Campbell, Metro Attorney  
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STAFF REPORT 
 
 CONSIDERATION OF RESOLUTION NO. 12-4338 APPROVING THE FY 2012-13 

BUDGET, SETTING PROPERTY TAX LEVIES AND TRANSMITTING THE APPROVED 
BUDGET TO THE MULTNOMAH COUNTY TAX SUPERVISING AND CONSERVATION 
COMMISSION 

   

Date:  March 30, 2012  Presented by:  Tom Hughes 
   Council President 
 
BACKGROUND  
 
 On April 19, 2012, Martha Bennett, the Chief Operating Officer, presented the FY 2012-13 
Proposed Budget to the Metro Council sitting as Budget Committee.  A public hearing on the budget was 
held where the Council, sitting as Metro’s Budget Committee, received testimony from interested 
members of the general public and Metro stakeholders. 
 
 The action taken by this resolution is the interim step between initial proposal of the budget and 
final adoption of the budget in June.  Oregon Budget Law requires that Metro approve and transmit its 
budget to the Multnomah County Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission (TSCC).  Members of 
the TSCC are appointed by the Governor to supervise local government budgeting and taxing activities in 
Multnomah County.  The TSCC will hold a public hearing on Metro’s budget scheduled for Thursday, 
June 7, 2012 at 12:30 p.m. in the Metro Council Chamber Annex.  Following the meeting, the TSCC will 
provide a letter of certification for Metro’s budget at which time the Council will formally adopt the final 
budget for FY 2012-13.  The adoption of the budget is currently scheduled for Thursday, June 21, 2012. 
 
 Oregon Budget Law requires the Budget Committee of each local jurisdiction to set the property 
tax levies for the ensuing year at the time the budget is approved.  Under budget law the Metro Council 
sits as the Budget Committee for this action.  The tax levies must be summarized in the resolution that 
approves the budget and cannot be increased beyond this amount following approval.  Metro’s levy for 
general obligation debt reflects the maximum allowable under Metro’s promise to the voters of the region 
not to exceed $0.19 per $1,000 of assessed value on the 2006 Natural Areas authorization and $0.09 per 
$1,000 of assessed value on the 2008 Oregon Zoo Infrastructure and Animal Welfare authorization.  The 
next series of bonds under each of these authorizations will be issued at the end of May 2012.  When the 
final debt structure of the new bonds is known, the Council may be asked to reduce the general obligation 
debt levy to reflect the actual debt service payment schedule when it adopts the budget in June. 
 
 
ANALYSIS/INFORMATION 
 
1. Known Opposition – None known at this time. 

2. Legal Antecedents – The preparation, review and adoption of Metro’s annual budget is subject to 
the requirements of Oregon Budget Law, ORS Chapter 294.  Oregon Revised Statutes 294.635 
requires that Metro prepare and submit its approved budget to the Multnomah County Tax 
Supervising and Conservation Commission by May 15, 2012.  The Commission will conduct a 
hearing on June 7, 2012 for the purpose of receiving information from the public regarding the 
Council’s approved budget.  Following the hearing, the Commission will certify the budget to the 
Council for adoption and may provide recommendations to the Council regarding any aspect of the 
budget. 
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3. Anticipated Effects – Adoption of this resolution will set the maximum tax levies for FY 2012-13 
and authorize the transmittal of the approved budget to the Multnomah County Tax Supervising and 
Conservation Commission. 

4. Budget Impacts – The total amount of the proposed FY 2012-13 annual budget was $520,065,791.  
Any changes approved by the Council at the time of approval were incorporated into the budget 
prior to transmittal to the TSCC. 

 
 
RECOMMENDED ACTION 
 
The Council President recommends adoption of Resolution No. 12-4338 approving the FY 2012-13 
budget and authorizing the Chief Operating Officer to submit the approved budget to the Multnomah 
County Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission. 
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METRO COUNCIL MEETING  
Meeting Summary 

April 26, 2012 
Metro, Council Chamber  

 
Councilors Present: Council President Tom Hughes and Councilors Rex Burkholder,  

Barbara Roberts, and Carl Hosticka.  
 
Councilors Excused: Councilors Kathryn Harrington, Carlotta Collette and Shirley Craddick  
 
 
Council President Tom Hughes convened the regular council meeting at 2:03 p.m.  
 
1. INTRODUCTIONS 
 
There were none.  
 
2. CITIZEN COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Art Lewellan, 3205 SE 8th Ave., Apt. 9, Portland: Mr. Lewellan addressed the Council on the 
Columbia River Crossing (CRC) project; specifically Concept #1 design for the Hayden Island 
interchange. He stated that local citizens’ concerns need to be addressed and responded to. He also 
noted that he was in support of the proposed hotel at the Oregon Convention Center.  
 
Robert J. Claus, 22211 SW Pacific Hwy, Tualatin: Mr. Claus stated that when the Tualatin Wildlife 
Refuge was established there was a pledged that privately owned land would be given to the City in 
order to complete the walkway and parkway. He stated that he has done his best to uphold that 
commitment and worked to ensure that his seven critical acres went into public ownership. He 
spoke to the restoration and preservation work completed. Unfortunately, due to a family 
emergency, Mr. Claus must now sell the property.  He stated that the proposed trail has been placed 
in the wrong area and was concerned that the proposed trail is deterring potential buyers. 
 
Council and Mr. Scott Robinson stated that staff would review the issue and get back to Mr. Claus 
shortly. 
 
3. CONSIDERATION OF THE MINUTES FOR APRIL 19, 2012 
 

Motion: Councilor Barbara Roberts moved to approve the Minutes for April 19, 2012.  

 
Vote: Council President Hughes and Councilors Burkholder, Roberts, and Hosticka, 

voted in support of the motion. The vote was 4 ayes, the motion passed.  
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4. PUBLIC HEARING  
 
4.1 Ordinance No. 12-1274, For the Purpose of Adopting the Annual Budget for Fiscal Year FY 

2012-13, Making Appropriations, Levying Ad Valorem Taxes, and Authorizing an Interfund 
Loan. 

 
Council President Hughes passed the gavel to Deputy Council President Rex Burkholder to facilitate 
the public hearing on the ordinance.  
 
Deputy Council President Burkholder opened a public hearing on Ordinance No. 12-1274:  
 

• David Scharfenberg, Pleasant Valley School Wildside Restoration Team: Mr. Scharfenberg 
addressed the Council on the Nature in Neighborhoods Restoration and Enhancement Grant 
program. He represented the Wildside Restoration Team, a group comprised of students, 
parents and local community members, who are working to restore approximately 10 acres. 
He stressed the value of an individual’s connection to the environment and sense of place, 
and specifically the impact it has on students and their lives. He distributed a set of letters 
from the Wildside team in support of the program. (Written testimony included as part of 
the meeting record.) 
 

• Ed Kerns, Lents Springwater Corridor: Mr. Kerns was in support for the NIN R&E grant 
program. The Lents Springwater Habitat Restoration project focuses on facilitating local 
clean ups, tree plantings and general habitat restoration work and has been a recipient of 
three 2-year NIN grants to date. Mr. Kerns stated that the majority of the tree, grass and 
wildflower plantings and general maintenance are completed by the local schools; he spoke 
to the balance of in class curriculum and hands on experience outside the classroom.  
Additionally he emphasized the project’s ability to leverage additional monies and 
resources. He encouraged the Council to make the NIN program a permanent grant.  

 
• Jim Labbe, Audubon Society of Portland: Mr. Labbe distributed a letter, on behalf of 

approximately 43 organizations and agencies, in support of the NIN R&E grant program, 
and strongly encouraged the Council to establish a permanent funding source for the 
program. He provided a bit of history about the grant. Mr. Labbe offered a set of 
recommendations, developed by the Coalition for a Livable Future’s Natural Resources 
Work Group, that more fully integrate the ecological and equity goals around the grant 
program. (Written testimony included as part of the meeting record.) 
 
Council noted that the program is part of a larger, almost 15 year, effort to enhance natural 
areas in an urban environment. Council discussed the local movement and support from the 
community, and the impressive list of signatures on Mr. Labbe’s testimony.  
 

• Chips Janger, Urban Green: Mr. Janger stated he is involved in two NIN grant projects. The 
first project is the Park Avenue station on the planned Portland – Milwaukie light rail line. 
Mr. Janger stated that the station will be the first ever integrated habitat. He emphasized the 
design work completed and the pride the region will have when the project is completed 
thanks to one of the most beautiful and green light rail stations in the country.  
Furthermore, he emphasized that through this grant Metro provided the community with a 
charge to use the station as the focal point of the redevelopment of the new McLaughlin 
Boulevard. He discussed the broad community support and citizen movement that is now 
designing and taking ownership of the community’s aspirations. The second NIN grant 
project will convert an old culvert into a stream to allow for fish to travel though the 5-mile 
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community. He encouraged the Council continue to support the NIN R&E grants in the 
future.  

 
• Joyce Ley, Wilkes Community Group: Ms. Ley addressed the Council on the Wilkes Creek 

Head Waters Natural Areas and stated that the community is grateful for the property and 
its designation as a future park property. Ms. Ley was glad the NiN R&E grant program was 
included in the proposed budget and encouraged that the program be institutionalized. And 
while her community group has not received an NIN grant to date, she stressed that the 
group would like to utilize the grant’s opportunities to allow citizens to organize and work 
in volunteers groups to make the future attainable. She also addressed walkability equity 
and her community’s access to natural areas.  
 

• June Mohler, 789 SW 12th St., Troutdale: Ms. Mohler was in support of the NIN R&E grant 
program and recommended the Council dedicate permanent funding to the program. She 
noted that while she has not personally received a NIN grant, she has worked on other grant 
funded restoration projects in the Troutdale area. She cited multiple community benefits of 
restoration projects and stated that restoration projects raises awareness of watershed 
health, wildlife habitat and nature in an urban setting, and apply social pressure towards 
better environmental stewardship. She also addressed Troutdale’s Brownfields and the 
benefits of volunteer projects.  
 

• Chris Pool Jones, June KeyDelta Community Center: Ms. Jones represented the June Key 
Delta Community Center which is a green building and community garden in Portland’s 
inner-city developed by a local sorority on a former Brownfield site. She stated that the 
community center has been invited to apply twice for a grant, but has yet to receive one. Ms. 
Jones recommended the grant guidelines be revised to make intercity properties more 
competitive in the grant process and eligible for funding.  
 

• Linda Robinson, Friends of Gateway Green: Ms. Robinson stated that she was a recipient of 
the former Fish and Wildlife program for the Naturescaping for Clean Rivers program. She 
emphasized that the grant was a critical element to get the program started. Currently, Ms. 
Robinson represents Friends of Gateway Green. She stated that the Gateway Green received 
a NIN planning grant and in the process of collecting data in order to prepare for a NIN 
capital project grant.  
 

• Scott Fogarty, Friends of Trees: Mr. Fogarty was in support of the NIN program and 
encouraged the Council to determine a permanent funding source for the program. He 
stated that Friends of Trees has been a recipient of at least three NIN grants and has served 
as an umbrella organization for others. He stated that the NIN grants ensure that, not only 
the public, but fish and aviary animals benefit from restoration work. He stated that thanks 
to the NIN grants, Friends of Trees has been able to leverage other resources such as 
additional funding and in-kind donations. Additionally, Mr. Forgarty spoke to community 
stewardship.  

 
Seeing no additional citizens who wished to testify, Deputy Council President Burkholder closed the 
public hearing. Ordinance No. 12-1274 is scheduled for second read, public hearing, and Council 
consideration and vote to transmit the budget to the Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission 
(TSCC) on May 3, 2012.  
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5. ORDINANCES – SECOND READING  
 
5.1 Ordinance No. 12- 1277, For the Purpose of Amending Metro Code Chapter 5.02 to 

Establish Solid Waste Disposal Charges, Recoverable Solid Waste Charges, and System Fees 
for FY 2012-13; To Modify the Structure and to Standardize the Administration of the 
Recoverable Solid Waste Charge; and to Establish the Effective Date for the FY 2012-13 
Solid Waste Excise Tax Rate.  

 
Motion: Council President Hughes moved to approve Ordinance No. 12-1277.  

Second:  Councilor Roberts seconded the motion.  

 
Council President Hughes introduced Ordinance No. 12-1277, an annual ordinance that sets solid 
waste rates for the upcoming year. He indicated that the ordinance, if approved, would set rates for 
FY 2012-13 for general garbage and “recoverable” waste.  
 
President Hughes stated that general garbage rates dominate program costs and contracts for 
operations, transport and disposal. However, while costs and tonnage for FY 12-13 require an 
increased tip fee of $93.84, the proposed rate increase is a little less than the past 4 years at only 
$4.31 per ton. The proposed change would translate to less than $.01 per day for the average 
residential ratepayer. Additionally, he stated that the proposed rates for FY 12-13 for recoverable 
items such as clean wood, yard debris, drywall, rubble, etc. range from approximately $25 to $91.50 
per ton – all less than the rate of general garbage and set a at lower rate as an incentive to recycle.  
 
Metro’s independent rate reviewer has reviewed the proposed FY 12-13 rates and has determined 
the proposed rates are technically sound and the methodology for establishing the rates follows 
standard practices. If approved, the rates would be effective on Aug. 1.  
 
Councilor Roberts appreciated staff’s response to her questions regarding the FY 12-13 rates and 
the waste sources. She believed the proposed rates were fair and balanced.  
 
Deputy Council President Burkholder opened a public hearing on Ordinance No. 12-1277. Seeing no 
citizens who wished to testify, the public hearing was closed.  
 

Vote: Council President Hughes and Councilors Burkholder, Roberts, and Hosticka, 
voted in support of the motion. The vote was 4 ayes, the motion passed.  

 
Deputy Council President Burkholder passed the gavel back to Council President Hughes to chair 
the remainder of the meeting.  
 
6. RESOLUTIONS  

 
6.1 Resolution No. 12-4346, For the Purpose of Authorizing the Issuance of a Request for 

Proposal for the Development of an Oregon Convention Center Hotel.  
 

Motion: Councilor Burkholder moved to approve Resolution No. 12-4346.   

Second:  Councilor Carl Hosticka seconded the motion.  
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Councilor Burkholder introduced Resolution No. 12-4346, which if approved, would authorize 
Metro staff to issue a request for proposal from potential developers for a hotel to support the 
Oregon Convention Center’s national business. Councilor Burkholder emphasized that the proposed 
hotel is much different than the previous headquarters hotel project – specifically that the hotel will 
be privately owned, operated and financed. He noted that while the economy has been slow to 
recover, it – and the hotel and convention markets – is steadily improving.  
 
Councilor Burkholder welcomed four key project stakeholders to share their support for the 
project: Mr. Jeff Miller, president and CEO of Travel Portland, Mr. Pat Egan, from Pacificorp and one 
of Metro’s Lloyd District neighbors, Mr. John Mohlis, with the Oregon State Construction Building 
Trades Council, and Mr. Eric Jacobsen, project lead from the Portland Development Commission.  
The invited speakers addressed the international interest in the convention center and the Portland 
metropolitan area, the high demand for a hotel located close to the OCC, the project’s short and 
long-term job creation potential, the economic impact and estimated revenues generated, and the 
potential for the hotel to unlock other development opportunities for the surrounding area. PDC 
staff stated that the local government - and property owner adjacent to the OCC – is anticipated to 
consider legislation on April 30th expressing support and endorsement of the RFP process, and to 
express intent to enter into directed negotiations with a hotel developer should he/she  express 
interest.  
 
Council President Hughes welcomed citizen comment on Resolution No. 12-4346:  
 

• Len Bergstein, 805 SW Broadway, Ste. 400, Portland: Mr. Bergstein stated that he 
represented businesses that build and privately finance hotel properties. He was in support 
of the resolution, stating that he appreciated the thoughtfulness of the approach and effort 
to coordinate with local jurisdictions. He also supported the project’s focus of private 
development with minimal levels of public investment. Mr. Bergstein asked that Metro 
enter into Phase 2 of the project with respect for the existing hotel industry and that the 
project selected be competitive –not strangle– the market. He applauded Metro for its 
leadership, and open and transparent process.  

 
Councilors noted the change in the project’s direction, largely due to the partnership with the 
private sector. Additional discussion included job growth, potential revitalization of the Lloyd 
District, the region wide economic impact of conventions that host international visitors, and the 
demand for immediately adjacent hotel space to the OCC.  
 

Vote: Council President Hughes and Councilors Burkholder, Roberts, and Hosticka, 
voted in support of the motion. The vote was 4 ayes, the motion passed.  

 
7. CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER COMMUNICATION 
 
Mr. Scott Robinson provided the following updates:  

• Oxbow Park campground will reopen on May 7th. The park suffered severe damage winter 
2012.  

• The Third Quarter Management report was distributed on April 25th; staff is scheduled to 
present the report May 8th.  

• The May 10th Council meeting is canceled due to the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission’s hearing.  

• A team of the Oregon Zoo’s ZooTeens program won the national Project Polar Bear contest.  
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• Agency staff will meet with rating agencies the week of April 30th to rate Metro’s bonds.  
 
8. COUNCILOR COMMUNICATION 
 
Councilor updates on recent meetings or events included the Regional Trails Symposium.  
 
9. ADJOURN 
 
There being no further business, Council President Hughes adjourned the regular meeting at 3:16 
p.m. The Council will reconvene the next regular council meeting on Thursday, May 3 at 2 p.m. at 
the Metro Council Chamber.   
 

 
Kelsey Newell, Regional Engagement Coordinator  
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ATTACHMENTS TO THE PUBLIC RECORD FOR THE MEETING OF APRIL 26, 2012 
 

Item Topic Doc. Date Document Description 
Doc. 

Number 

3. Minutes 4/19/12 Council minutes for April 19, 
2012 41912c-01 

4.1 Legislation N/A Ordinance No. 12-1274 41912c-02 

4.1 Testimony N/A 
Written testimony from D. 
Scharfenberg (Wildside 
Restoration Team)  

41912c-03 

4.1. Testimony 4/26/12 Written testimony from Jim 
Labbe 

41912c-05 

6.1 Legislation N/A Exhibit A to Resolution No. 12-
4346 (Color) 

41912c-06 

 
 



by the numbers

FY 2011-12 
Estimated  

Budget

FY 2012-13
 Proposed  

Budget
% ∆

Enterprise revenues

Enterprise revenues $109 million $115 million 6.5%

Solid Waste 56 million 60.5 million

Venues

Oregon Zoo 19 million 20 million

MERC 31 million 30 million

Property Taxes

Permanent Operating Rate  
(per thousand)

9.66¢ 9.66¢

Debt service  
(per thousand)

22¢ 41¢ 85%

Average homeowner  
($200,000 assessed value)
($250,000 market value)

$64 $102 25%

April 17, 2012

FY
 2

01
2-

13
 P

ro
po

se
d 

B
ud

ge
t

FY 2011-12  
Amended 

Budget

FY 2012-13  
Proposed 

Budget % Change

Operating Funds

General Fund 109,567,000 109,615,000 0%

MERC Fund 68,865,000 69,799,000 1%

Solid Waste Revenue Fund 95,065,000 100,790,000 6%

Total Operating $273,497,000 $280,204,000 2%

Bond/Capital Funds

General Asset Management Fund 9,855,000 9,875,000 

Natural Areas Fund 37,778,000 84,800,000 

Open Spaces Fund 337,000 739,000 

Oregon Zoo Infrastructure and Animal Welfare Fund 9,678,000 68,180,000 

Total Bond/Capital $57,648,000 $163,594,000 184%

Debt Service Funds

General Obligation Bond Debt Service Fund 40,617,000 62,084,000 

General Revenue Bond Fund 3,316,000 3,095,000 

Total Debt Service $43,933,000 $65,179,000 48%

Other Funds

Pioneer Cemetery Perpetual Care Fund 377,000 470,000 

Rehabilitation and Enhancement Fund 2,256,000 2,325,000 

Risk Management Fund 4,836,000 4,531,000 

Smith and Bybee Wetlands Fund 3,836,000 3,762,000 

Total Other $11,305,000 $11,088,000 2%

Total All Funds $386,383,000 $520,065,000 35%

FTE 755.49 740.00 (2%)

Debt Service
18%

Personnel Services
25%

Materials and 
Services

37%

Capital Outlay
20%

Current Expenditures

Total $316,612,623






	50312 Council Agenda
	Agenda Item No. 3.0: Metro's Natural Areas Audit
	Report: Metro's Natural Areas - Maintenance Strategy Needed

	Agenda Item No. 4.0: 42612 Council Minutes
	Agenda Item No. 5.0: Resolution No. 12-4348
	Resolution No. 12-4348
	Staff Report


	Agenda Item No. 6.1: Ordinance No. 12-1274
	Ordinance No. 12-1274
	Exhibit A
	Exhibit B
	Exhibit C
	Staff Report


	Agenda Item No. 7.1: Resolution No. 12-4338
	Resolution No. 12-4338
	Staff Report


	HANDOUTS DISTRIBUTED AT THE MEETING
	042612 Council Minutes
	Handout: FY 12-13 Proposed Budget by the Numbers
	Handout: Proposed Budget Note - Harrington
	Handout: Proposed Budget Notes - Burkholder



