Council work session agenda

@ Metro

600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Tuesday, March 3, 2020 2:00 PM

Metro Regional Center, Council Chamber

2:00 Call to Order and Roll Call

2:05 Safety Briefing

Work Session Topics:
2:10  Goals and Priorities for Wet Waste Allocation
Methodology for Private Transfer Stations
Presenter(s): Roy Brower, Metro
Molly Vogt, Metro
Attachments:  Work Session Worksheet

2:40  Draft Emergency Operations Plan

Presenter(s): Heidi Rahn, Metro
Courtney Patterson, Metro

Attachments: Work Session Worksheet

2:55  Employment Agreement Audit Follow-up

Presenter(s): Andrew Scott, Metro

Attachments:  Work Session Worksheet

Employment Agreements Audit

3:25 Councilor Communication
3:30 Chief Operating Officer Communication

3:35 Adjourn

20-5369

20-5370

20-5366



http://oregonmetro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=2827
http://oregonmetro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=d1434aca-b5c5-43ab-9e53-2d97105244a8.pdf
http://oregonmetro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=2828
http://oregonmetro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=b7cd5fc6-eaa4-4b1d-b6cc-942d374416ee.pdf
http://oregonmetro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=/matter.aspx?key=2818
http://oregonmetro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=744107f8-b97b-48c5-8657-60d4a1fb2c03.pdf
http://oregonmetro.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?M=F&ID=6ff26d7a-e9d2-4ba5-b92b-1812eafa300a.pdf

Council work session

Agenda

Metro respects civil rights

Metro fully complies with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes that ban discrimination. If any person believes they have been discriminated against
regarding the receipt of benefits or services because of race, color, national origin, sex, age or disability, they have the right to file a complaint with Metro. For information
on Metro’s civil rights program, or to obtain a discrimination complaint form, visit www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights or call 503-797-1536.Metro provides services or

accommodations upon request to persons with disabilities and people who need an interpreter at public meetings. If you need a sign language interpreter, communication
aid or language assistance, call 503-797-1700 or TDD/TTY 503-797-1804 (8 a.m. to 5 p.m. weekdays) 5 business days before the meeting: All Metro meetings are wheelchair
accessible. For up-to-date public transportation information, visit TriMet’s website at www.trimet.org.

Théng béo vé s Metro khdng ky thi ciia

Metro ton trong dan quyén. Mudn biét thém thong tin vé chwong trinh dan quyén
clia Metro, hodc mudn 13y don khigu nai vé su ky thi, xin xem trong
www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. N&u quy vi ¢an théng dich vién ra ddu bing tay,
trg gitip vé tiép xtc hay ngdn ngit, xin goi s6 503-797-1700 (tlr 8 gi¢r séng dén 5 gidy
chigu vao nhirng ngay thurérng) trudic budi hop 5 ngay 1am viéc.

MoeigomnenHa Metro npo 3a60poHY AUCKpUMIHALT

Metro 3 NoBaroo CTaBUTLCA A0 FPOMaAAHCEKMX Npas. [na oTpuUMaHHA iHdopmauil
npo nporpamy Metro i3 3axmcTy rpoMaasaHcbKUX npas abo Gpopmy ckapru npo
AVCKpUMIHaUio BiAgiaaiTe caliT www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. abo Akwo sam
notpibeH nepeknagay Ha 360pax, ANA 3340BONEHHA BaWOro 3anuTy 3aTenedoHyiite
3a Homepom 503-797-1700 3 8.00 ao 17.00 y po6odi AHi 33 N'aTe pobo4yunx gHis a0
3bopie.
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Ogeysiiska takooris la"aanta ee Metro

Metro waxay ixtiraamtaa xuquuqgda madaniga. Si aad u heshid macluumaad ku
saabsan barnaamijka xuquugda madaniga ee Metro, ama aad u heshid wargadda ka
cabashada takoorista, boogo www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. Haddii aad u baahan
tahay turjubaan si aad uga gaybqaadatid kullan dadweyne, wac 503-797-1700 (8
gallinka hore illaa 5 gallinka dambe maalmaha shagada) shan maalmo shaqo ka hor
kullanka si loo tixgaliyo codsashadaada.
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Paunawa ng Metro sa kawalan ng diskriminasyon

Iginagalang ng Metro ang mga karapatang sibil. Para sa impormasyon tungkol sa
programa ng Metro sa mga karapatang sibil, o upang makakuha ng porma ng
reklamo sa diskriminasyon, bisitahin ang www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. Kung
kailangan ninyo ng interpreter ng wika sa isang pampublikong pulong, tumawag sa
503-797-1700 (8 a.m. hanggang 5 p.m. Lunes hanggang Biyernes) lima araw ng
trabaho bago ang pulong upang mapagbigyan ang inyong kahilingan.

Notificacién de no discriminacién de Metro

Metro respeta los derechos civiles. Para obtener informacion sobre el programa de
derechos civiles de Metro o para obtener un formulario de reclamo por
discriminacion, ingrese a www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights . Si necesita asistencia
con el idioma, llame al 503-797-1700 (de 8:00 a. m. a 5:00 p. m. los dias de semana)
S dias laborales antes de la asamblea.

YsegomneHue 0 HeaonyLeHnU AUCKpMMUHaLuu oT Metro

Metro yBaaer rpampaaHckve npasa. ¥Y3Hate o nporpamme Metro no cobnogenwio
rpaXAaHCcK1X Npas 1 NoAy4NTL GOPMY ¥anobbl 0 AUCKPUMMUHALMMU MOKHO Ha Be6-
caiite www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. EcAv Bam HyeH NepeBoauMK Ha
obuiecteeHHOM coBpaHKK, oCTagbTe CBOW 3anpoc, NO3BOHMB NO Homepy 503-797-
1700 B paboune aHu c 8:00 go 17:00 1 3a natb pabounx gHeli Ao AaTbl cobpaHua.

Avizul Metro privind nediscriminarea

Metro respectd drepturile civile. Pentru informatii cu privire la programul Metro
pentru drepturi civile sau pentru a obtine un formular de reclamatie impotriva
discrimindrii, vizitati www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. Daca aveti nevoie de un
interpret de limbd la o sedintd publica, sunati la 503-797-1700 (intre orele 8 5i 5, in
timpul zilelor lucrdtoare) cu cinci zile lucrdtoare inainte de sedintd, pentru a putea sa
va raspunde Tn mod favorabil la cerere.

Metro txoj kev ntxub ntxaug daim ntawv ceeb toom

Metro tributes cai. Rau cov lus ghia txog Metro txoj cai kev pab, los yog kom sau ib
daim ntawv tsis txaus siab, mus saib www.oregonmetro.gov/civilrights. Yog hais tias
koj xav tau lus kev pab, hu rau 503-797-1700 (8 teev sawv ntxov txog 5 teev tsaus
ntuj weekdays) 5 hnub ua hauj lwm ua ntej ntawm lub rooj sib tham.

February 2017

March 3, 2020



Goals and Priorities for Wet Waste Allocation
Methodology for Private Transfer Stations

Work Session Topics

Metro Council Work Session
Tuesday, March 03, 2020
Metro Regional Center, Council Chamber



PRIORITIES FOR WET WASTE ALLOCATIONS TO PRIVATE TRANSFER STATIONS

Date: February 26,2020 Prepared by: Molly Vogt

Department: Waste Prevention and (503) 797-1666

Environmental Services molly.vogt@oregonmetro.gov
Meeting Date: March 3, 2020 Presenters: Molly Vogt and Roy Brower

Length: 15 minutes

ISSUE STATEMENT

Wet waste is a valuable and limited public resource managed by Metro to serve the public
good. Metro is developing a systematic and transparent method of allocating wet waste
tonnage annually to private transfer stations within the region.

ACTION REQUESTED
Staff seeks early Council direction in the goal prioritization and engagement plan for the
tonnage allocation methodology.

To receive incentivized tonnage allocations, transfer stations must demonstrate a
commitment to advancing regional goals as they transfer waste. Staff will use high-level
goals identified by Council to inform and establish the criteria by which staff will evaluate
transfer stations’ commitment to and success in advancing regional goals. For example, if
safety is a prioritized goal for allocations, transfer stations may be required to meet specific
safety standards above minimum legal requirements to be eligible for certain tonnage.

Staff will seek Council input on the draft methodology. The final methodology will be
presented for public comment before it is submitted to the Chief Operating Officer for
approval as Administrative Rule.

IDENTIFIED POLICY OUTCOMES

This work session will identify the goals that will inform the development of criteria and
methodology for goal-based tonnage allocation. This effort supports and implements
components of Council’s adopted 2030 Regional Waste Plan (RWP), Council Resolution 16-
4716, and Metro Code 5.01.195.

POLICY QUESTION(S)

Which high-level goals does Council direct staff to focus on in determining wet waste
tonnage allocations to private transfer stations? Are the engagement plan and timeline
appropriate?



POLICY OPTIONS FOR COUNCIL TO CONSIDER

Option 1: Select the seven recommended goals presented in the Staff Recommendations
section below without prioritizing among them and direct staff to explore their feasibility
as allocation criteria.

e Pros - Allows a broader set of evaluation criteria and incentives to be used in
awarding tonnage to a diverse set of participants.

e Cons - Greater development time required. May lead to a greater number of criteria
which would reduce the incentive power of each criterion by diluting the individual
effect. Similarly, may lead to a more complex methodology that cannot be
guaranteed to provide greater overall benefit.

Option 2: Select a shorter list of goals for staff to consider in the design of allocation
criteria.

e Pros - Shorter development time. Clearer and easier to implement. Focuses more
tightly on Council’s priorities. Additional goals can be added in later years after the
process is established and successful.

e Cons - Transfer stations that seek goal-based tonnage allocations will have fewer
options to choose from in demonstrating that they are achieving Metro’s goals.

Option 3: Provide other direction beyond the recommended goals below.
e Pros - Enables broader discussion across a wider range of Council priorities.
e Cons - May delay the implementation of the work by introducing new themes that
require additional time to research.

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

The staff recommends Option 1 with the following recommended Regional Waste Plan and
other goals. These seven goals have been selected through internal discussions and
identified as best fits for wet waste tonnage allocation incentives based on current
information. Regional Waste Plan goals not listed below remain priority goals but will be
addressed through other department programs and initiatives.

If Council selects Option 1, directing staff to consider all of these goals in the development
of the allocation methodology, staff will explore and compare potential allocation criteria
for each goal and recommend those that are both feasible and likely to deliver positive
outcomes and public benefits. Staff’'s recommendation may not include all seven goals if,
during the next phase of research and coordination work, some of these goals are be
determined to be a better fit for other departmental incentive or requirement programs.



health impacts

on workers and the public

Topic Goal
Living wages RWP Goal 3 - Ensure that all jobs in the garbage and
and good recycling industry pay living wages and include good benefits
F benefits
Diverse RWP Goal 4 - Increase the diversity of the workforce in all
C@® | workforce occupations where people of color, women and other
O historically marginalized communities are underrepresented
Environmental | RWP Goal 12 - Manage all garbage and recycling operations
and human to reduce their nuisance, safety and environmental impacts
L

Investing in

RWP Goal 13 - Invest in communities that receive garbage

o]
00 communities | and recyclables from the Metro region so that those
% communities regard solid waste facilities as an asset
Rates RWP Goal 14 - Adopt rates for all services that are
X4 reasonable, responsive to user economic needs, regionally
consistent and well understood
‘ System Industry concern - Minimize year over year changes that
disruption would create unstable and unpredictable economic factors
‘ for the private transfer station operators.
Logistics Industry/Metro concern - Include the geographic

distribution of waste generation and authorized transfer
station locations as well as capacity limits in final allocations.

STRATEGIC CONTEXT & FRAMING COUNCIL DISCUSSION

e How is this related to Metro’s Strategic Plan or Core Mission?
Wet waste tonnage directly impacts transfer station revenue and therefore
allocations can be used to incentivize actions that achieve Regional Waste Plan
and other Metro goals. Council adopted the framework for the methodology
development in 2019 and a long-term methodology is needed to ensure that
Metro receives 40% of the region’s wet waste as specified in Metro Code.
e How does this advance Metro's racial equity goals?
Several recommended goals speak directly to racial equity, including Goal 4:
Increase Diversity of the Workforce. If Council directs staff to prioritize this or
other goals that directly relate to racial equity, staff will work to design and
incorporate relevant criteria into the final methodology.
e How does this advance Metro’s climate action goals?




- Several recommended goals speak directly to climate action, including Goal 12:
Reduce nuisance, safety, and other environmental impacts. If Council directs
staff to prioritize this or other goals that directly relate to climate action, staff
will work to design and incorporate relevant criteria into the final methodology.

e Known Opposition/Support/Community Feedback

- Transfer station operators have voiced concern about previously proposed
methodologies for allocating wet waste tonnage. The goal-based approach is
new and details have not been drafted or shared. Industry has noted a concern
that a goal-based approach could lead to significant year-over-year changes in
allocations that would create operational and financial challenges for them.
Local governments have supportive of moving to an allocation methodology that
advances one or more Regional Waste Plan goals, while maintaining an interest
in the effects on rates.

e Explicit list of stakeholder groups and individuals who have been involved in policy
development.
- Prior project phases
» Private Transfer Station owners and operators
= Oregon Refuse and Recycling Association (ORRA)
» Local government solid waste directors
= Solid Waste Alternatives Advisory Committee (SWAAC)
- Current project phase - proposed stakeholder groups
» Private Transfer Station owners and operators
= Oregon Refuse and Recycling Association (ORRA)
» Local government solid waste directors
= Committee On Racial Equity (CORE)
= Regional Waste Advisory Council (RWAC)

BACKGROUND

Council adopted the 2016 Metro Transfer System Configuration Policy and 2019 code
amendments establishing that at least 40% of the region’s wet waste would be reserved for
public transfer stations. Council also directed staff to develop a transparent and predictable
method for allocating annual wet waste tonnage to in-region private transfer stations. In
2019, staff developed a transitional, Phase 1 approach for allocating wet waste tonnage for
2020 that entailed reserving 40% for public transfer stations, allocating a portion of the
remaining waste into equal parts for each authorized in-region station (base share), and
allocating a portion to in-region stations based proportionately on their prior year’s
allocation (proportional share).



Phase 1: 2020 Phase 2: 2021 and beyond

Private TS

Private TS
Equal shares Goal-based
30% 30%

Private TS
Equal shares
30%

In the Phase 2 final methodology, the proportional share will be replaced with an
incentivized, goal-based share. This goal-based share will be determined by Metro staff
based upon transfer stations’ demonstrated commitment to achieving Regional Waste Plan
and other Metro goals.

The final objective of this project is to establish the evaluation process and criteria for the
goal-based share which will be used to allocate tonnage to private transfer stations starting
in calendar year 2021.

ATTACHMENTS
A. Proposed timeline and engagement schedule

e Islegislation required for Council action? [ Yes No
e Ifyes, is draft legislation attached? O Yes [ No
e What other materials are you presenting today?

- PowerPoint presentation



Attachment A: Proposed Timeline and engagement schedule

Proposed timeline

Council Work Session

Council Council Council Council Council
Liaisons Work Session Liaisons Liaisons Liaisons
S S NS S L
PROJECT RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT,
TIMELINE CROSS-PROGRAM COORDINATION (_review  )OCA_300ars X SAREEMENIAT ON X-Pi
Final revisions Adoption 2021 forecast and
allocations released
STAKEHOLDER
{ MEETINGS cgrl:lqiqu;n
ENGAGEMENT |
Industry, Local government solid
waste directors, CORE, RWAC
JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JuL AUG SEP ocT NOV

2020



Draft Emergency Operations Plan

Work Session Topics

Metro Council Work Session
Tuesday, March 03, 2020
Metro Regional Center, Council Chamber



DRAFT EMERGENCY OPERATIONS PLAN

Date: 2/26/20 Presenter(s): Courtney Patterson and
Department: CAM Heidi Rahn, Metro
Meeting Date: 3/3/20 Length: 15 minutes

Prepared by: Courtney Patterson,
Courtney.patterson@oregonmetro.gov,
503-797-1789

ISSUE STATEMENT

In October 2018 the Office of the Auditor completed an audit of Metro’s emergency
management program. The audit recommended that Metro clarify its emergency
management roles and develop an emergency operations plan. Staff convened a project and
steering team and have completed an initial draft.

ACTION REQUESTED

Provide input on expected outcomes for the Emergency Operations Plan. This input will
inform revision of the draft and development of the final plan, which will be presented in
June 2020.

IDENTIFIED POLICY OUTCOMES

Staff receive Council guidance on Emergency Operations Plan. Council learn about the
emergency operations plan draft content and next steps for formalizing the emergency
management program.

STRATEGIC CONTEXT & FRAMING COUNCIL DISCUSSION

This project was initiated in response to the October 2018 Emergency Management audit.
The Emergency Operations Plan is a foundational step for Regional Waste Plan goals 17, 18,
and 19.

Waste Prevention and Environmental Services has a clear emergency response role to
manage the region’s disaster debris. This role cannot be fulfilled without agency support
services such as IS, payroll, timekeeping, purchasing, and HR. The Emergency Operations
Plan ensures continuity of those essential services.

Natural hazards amplify existing structural and historical racism. Therefore, communities
of color, those with disabilities, recent immigrants, unsheltered populations, and others
with additional access and functional needs are typically hit “first and worst” in any
disaster. A well-developed emergency operations plan will provide support to these first
line communities.

Prior planning will be needed to ensure the safe reuse, recycling and disposal of materials
following a debris-generating incident (Regional Waste Plan goal 19.4). This plan is a


mailto:Courtney.patterson@oregonmetro.gov

foundational step to ensure that Metro solid waste facilities can continue operations
despite a disruptive event. This will decrease the environmental impact from any future
disasters.

KNOWN OPPOSITION/SUPPORT/COMMUNITY FEEDBACK

Regional Disaster Preparedness Organization (RDPO) stakeholders have expressed support
for Metro to become more involved in emergency management, especially in the debris
management role.

Project Team:
e Comms: Kimberlee Ables
e (COO: Sasha Pollack
e FRS: William Jemison, Susanne McGlothlin
e HR:Jason Meyers
e [S: Adam Karol
e PNA: Susan Baxter-Harwell
e RC: Zac Christensen
e Venues: Matt Pizzuti (OCC), Daniel Lorenzen (Zoo)
e WPES: Courtney Patterson, Kari Meyer, Daniel Nibouar

Steering Committee:
e Deputy COO: Heidi Rahn (Chair)
e WPES: Roy Brower
e HR: Julio Garcia
¢ FRS: Brian Kennedy
e IS: Rachel Coe
e Venues: Ivan Ratcliff (Zoo)
e (COO: Sasha Pollack

LEGAL ANTECEDENTS
Core member of the Regional Disaster Preparedness Organization including $25,000
annual funding. Disaster Debris Management Plan 9/5/18.

ANTICIPATED EFFECTS
The Emergency Operations Plan will clarify emergency response roles and framework and
allow Metro to respond in a unified fashion across departments and venues.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

WPES created the emergency manager position in June 2019. FY21 budget proposes to
split emergency manager’s time between WPES and Capital Asset Management. Additional
staff will be needed in future fiscal years to fulfill requirements identified in the emergency
operations plan and complete continuity of operations planning.

ATTACHMENTS
e Islegislation required for Council action? [ Yes No



e Ifyes,is draft legislation attached? [ Yes No
e What other materials are you presenting today? Powerpoint presentation



Employment Agreement Audit Follow-up

Work Session Topics

Metro Council Work Session
Tuesday, March 03, 2020
Metro Regional Center, Council Chamber



EMPLOYMENT AGREEMENTS AUDIT FOLLOW UP

Date: February 25,2020 Prepared by: Val Galstad;
Department: Office of the COO val.galstad@oregonmetro.gov; 503-797-
Meeting Date: March 3, 2020 1810

Presenter: Andrew Scott
Length: 30 minutes

ISSUE STATEMENT

The Office of the Auditor released an Employment Agreements audit on January 22, 2020
and presented it to Metro Council on January 30, 2020 with their recommendations. This
work session will provide management guidance from Council regarding the
recommendations from this audit. While management agrees that Metro should be clear
and transparent with regards to the approval authority for employment agreements, we
disagree with the Auditor’s recommendation to remove the COQ’s authority to approve
employment agreements.

ACTION REQUESTED

Management is seeking additional guidance from Metro Council regarding the below
recommendation from the Auditor. We would like to clarify the extent and scope of the
delegated authority of the COO.

Recommendation 1: To increase transparency and clarify approval authority for
employment agreements, Metro Council should amend Metro Code to remove the COQO’s
delegation authority for groups of Director level positions.

IDENTIFIED POLICY OUTCOMES
Consistent and equitable practices when negotiating employment terms and approving
employment agreements.

POLICY QUESTION(S)
e Should Metro Council remove delegation authority to approve employment
agreements from the COO?
e What specific parameters of employment agreements must the COO operate within?

POLICY OPTIONS FOR COUNCIL TO CONSIDER
e Maintain COO’s delegation authority for groups of Director level positions. Provide
clarification on the parameters of delegated authority to the COO.
e Amend Metro Code to remove the COO’s delegation authority for groups of Director
level positions.


mailto:val.galstad@oregonmetro.gov

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

The COO is responsible for managing Metro operations, which includes hiring senior
executives to lead the organization. Once Council has established the parameters for
employment agreements, management believes the COO should have the flexibility to
operate within those parameters without having to return to Council for each individual
position. The COO should seek Council approval only if a particular negotiation requires
provisions outside those authorized by Council.

We recommend to Council that they delegate authority to the COO to approve all
employment agreements for director-level positions and above, and any subsequent
amendments, while at the same time clarifying the parameters for those employment
agreements.

STRATEGIC CONTEXT & FRAMING COUNCIL DISCUSSION

This discussion and guidance from Council will help Metro recruit and retain high
performing, diverse leadership in the most senior positions in the organization. By
establishing the appropriate level of consistency and flexibility around employment
agreements, Metro will establish itself as an employer of choice and ensure the success of
all of its programs. The COQ’s office and OMA were involved in developing these
recommendations, and there is not known opposition.

BACKGROUND

In 2014 Council approved a code change that gives the COO authority to approve
employment agreements in some situations. This practice allows flexibility when
negotiating employment terms for executive positions at Metro. In 2017 Council passed a
resolution delegating authority to the COO to approve employment agreements for
department directors, further enhancing the COQ’s flexibility to hire directors without
having to return to Council for a separate resolution or approval of each employment
agreement.

The 2014 code change provides that for a group of director-level employment agreements,
all terms of the employment agreement needed to be identical except for salary. However,
the 2017 Council resolution also included a template with blanks for both salary and other
forms of compensation (e.g., vacation accrual), and provided that the terms be substantially
similar rather than identical. As a result, management interpreted that authority had been
delegated for salary and other compensation.

Similarly, when Council delegated authority to approve employment agreements for
department directors, management interpreted this to include the Deputy Chief Operating
Officer and General Manager of Visitor Venues.

The Employment Agreements audit released on January 22, 2020 and presented it to Metro
Council on January 30, 2020 found inconsistencies in employment agreements over time



and contained five recommendations to clarify approval authority, and reduce financial and
compliance risks.

ATTACHMENTS
Employment Agreements audit

[For work session:]
e Islegislation required for Council action? No
e What other materials are you presenting today? none



AV

Employment Agreements:

Clarify approval authority to increase transparency and reduce risks

January 2020
A Report by the Office of the Auditor

Brian Evans
Metro Auditor



Metro Accountability Hotline

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

The Hotline 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.metroaccountability.org



600 NE Grand Ave
Portland, OR 97232-2736
TEL 503 797 1892, FAX 503 797 1831

Brian Evans
Metro Metro Auditor

MEMORANDUM

January 22, 2020

To: Lynn Peterson, Council President
Shirley Craddick, Councilor, District 1
Christine Lewis, Councilor, District 2
Craig Dirksen, Councilor, District 3
Juan Carlos Gonzalez, Councilor, District 4
Sam Chase, Councilor, District 5
Bob Stacey, Councilor, District 6

From: Brian Evans, Metro Auditor
Re:  Audit of Employment Agreements

This report covers the audit of employment agreements which included employment separation
agreements within its scope. Metro Code has different approval requirements for each type of
agreement. Employment agreements required Council approval. In contrast, separation agreements were
considered part of the Chief Operating Officer’s authority and did not require Council approval.

We found approval authority for some agreements and subsequent amendments was unclear, which
reduced transparency and accountability. A 2014 ordinance that delegated Council’s approval authority
to the COO in certain situations caused confusion. We also found similar provisions in some
employment and separation agreements that raised questions about the appropriate approval process.
These issues increased financial and compliance risks.

As part of the audit, we estimated the cost of the separation agreements Metro has reached with
employees over the last five fiscal years. We then compared Metro’s annual average amount per
agreement with benchmark data. The analysis indicated Metro had managed employment separations
well, on average, to keep the financial impact to the agency relatively low.

We have discussed our findings and recommendations with Andrew Scott, Interim COO; Carrie
MacLaren, Metro Attorney; and Nathan Sykes, Deputy Metro Attorney. A formal follow-up to this audit
will be scheduled within five years. We would like to acknowledge and thank all of the employee who
assisted us in completing this audit.

Office of Metro Auditor 3 Employment Agreements
January 2020



S Employment and separation agreements create a contract between an
umma ry employee and Metro. These agreements can reduce risks when an employee

departs, while recognizing the service and contributions the employee made
on the agency’s behalf.

Metro Code has different approval requirements for employment agreements
and separation agreements. Employment agreements required Council
action, while separation agreements were considered part of the Chief
Operating Officer’s (COO) authority to appoint and terminate employees.
We found a couple of examples that raised questions about which approval
method was appropriate based on the provisions contained in each type of
agreement.

In 2014, Metro Council changed the Code to allow the COO to approve
employment agreements under two conditions if the Council delegated their
authority by resolution. Some of the agreements approved by the COO did
not appear to meet the criteria for delegation in Metro Code.

Misalignments between Code requirements, delegation resolutions, and some
employment agreements appeared to be caused by three factors:

. Mixing the criteria for case-by-case approvals and group approvals.
. Unclear review for compliance with Code.
. Lack of clarity about who had the authority to approve amendments.

Without more specificity in resolutions about who the delegation applies to
and when its sunsets, it is possible the COO would never have to return to
Council to get approval for any director level employment agreement in the
tuture.

Metro’s use of employment agreements has been inconsistent over time.
The COO and Metro Attorney were the only positions required to have one
per Code. Lack of employment agreements could increase the amount paid
to some employees when they leave service. Conversely, depending on the
provisions in the contract, an employment agreement could result in
unknown financial impacts if certain provisions were not controlled.

We estimated the cost of the separation agreements Metro has reached with
former employees over the last five fiscal years. We then compared Metro’s
annual average amount per agreement with benchmark data. The analysis
indicated Metro has managed employment separations well, on average, to
keep the financial impact to the agency relatively low.

We made five recommendations to clarify approval authority, and reduce
financial and compliance risks.
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B k d Employment and separation agreements create a contract between an
ac g roun employee and Metro. Most employees at Metro do not have these

agreements. The conditions of their employment are based on personnel
policies that apply to all employees, and collective bargaining agreements for
those represented by a union.

For a variety of reasons, outlining the rights of the employee, and Metro as
their employer, at the beginning of employment can be helpful to both
parties. These agreements can reduce risks to Metro when a senior or
executive employee departs, while recognizing the service and contributions
the employee made on the agency’s behalf.

Since 2003, at least 28 employment agreements were created. Most of these
were for department director positions. They were also created for the Chief
Operating Officer (COO), Metro Attorney, Deputy COO, General Manager
of Visitor Venues, and the Council President’s Chief of Staff. The COO and
Metro Attorney are the only positions required to have an employment
contract.

Metro Code 2.02 outlines the requirements for approving employment
agreements. It requires Council approval in addition to a signature by the
Council President or COO, and the employee. It states:

“No contract of employment can be created, nor can an
employee’s status be modified, by any oral or written
agreement, or course of conduct, except by a written
agreement signed by the Council President or Chief
Operating Officer and the employee, and subject to the
approval of the Council.”

In 2014, Council approved a change to the Code that gave the COO the
authority to approve employment agreements in some situations. We were
told this was done to give the COO flexibility to negotiate employment
terms with the top candidate for the position.

Employment separation agreements have also been created with some
employees near the end of their time working at Metro. While these
agreements were employment related, they were considered to be within the
COQ’s authority to appoint and dismiss employees, and not subject to
Council approval.

This audit was initiated based, in part, on a concern raised about the
appropriateness of a payment made at the end of service. The payment
resulted from a separation agreement. In the process of making that
determination, it became clear that similarities and differences between the
two types of agreements caused confusion, which increased financial and
compliance risks, and reduced transparency.
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Results

Delegated authority
to approve
employment
agreements
reduced
transparency and
accountability

Exhibit 1

In 2014, Metro Council approved an ordinance amending the personnel
code. The change allowed the COO to approve employment agreements
under two conditions if the Council delegated their authority by resolution:
. On a case-by-case basis, or
. For a group of director level employees where all terms were identical
except for salary.

Since the change, Council has passed at least five resolutions delegating
authority to the COO. Four of the resolutions were for individual positions.
The fifth resolution allowed the COO to approve agreements with Metro
Department Directors. These resolutions resulted in at least nine
employment agreements, including one amendment to an agreement.

Council delegated approval authority to the COO five times,
resulting in nine employment agreements

Resolution # | Position(s) Employment Agreements (date)
(date)
15-4600 Interim « Interim Oregon Zoo Director (1/21/15)
(1/15/15) Oregon Zoo
Director
15-4627 General . Interim Oregon Zoo Director and General
(5/7/15) Manager of Manager of Visitor Venues (6/2/15)*
Visitor « Interim Oregon Zoo Director and General
Venues Manager of Visitor Venues (12/28/15)*
16-4682 Oregon Zoo | Oregon Zoo Director (1/20/16)
(1/12/16) Director
17-4778 General General Manager of Visitor Venues
(3/2/17) Manager of (4/25/17)
Visitor
Venues
17-4797 Metro « Parks and Nature Director (6/29/17)
(5/25/17) Department | « Deputy COO (5/15/18)
Directors . Human Resources Director (3/29/19)
« Chief Financial Officer (10/7/19)

Source: Anditor’s Offfice analysis and Office of Metro Attorney analysis of delegation resolutions and resulting
employment agreements.

*Employee was serving temporarily as the Interinm Oregon Zoo Director while retaining their prior position as General
Manager of Visitor 1V enues.
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Mixing criteria

Exhibit 2

Some of the agreements approved by the COO did not appear to meet the
criteria for delegation in Metro Code. Approval for one of the agreements
was delegated on a case-by-case basis, which indicated that one agreement
would be approved. The COO later amended that agreement without
additional Council action. In addition, the terms for three of the department
director agreements that were delegated for approval as a group were not
identical except for salary as required by Metro Code.

Another agreement was approved based on the resolution delegating
authority to approve department director agreements, but the position was
not a department director. Department Director is defined as “...a person
designated by the Chief Operating Officer to be responsible for the
administration of a department or his/her designee.” Several department
directors reported to the position, but it was not directly responsible for
administering any department itself.

Misalignments between Code requirements, delegation resolutions, and
some employment agreements appeared to be caused by three factors:

. Mixing the criteria for case-by-case approvals and group approvals.
. Unclear review for compliance with Code.
. Lack of clarity about who had the authority to approve amendments.

The resolution delegating authority to approve department director positions
(Resolution 17-4797) stated that it was for case-by-case approvals, even though
the delegation was for a group of director level positions. None of the
agreements approved using that delegation authority included all the same
provisions except for salary. As a result, the requirement that a grosp of
director level employees all have the same terms except salary was not met.
This may have happened, in part, because the complete language from Code
was not included in the staff report to the resolution.

Staff reports did not include a key requirement from Metro
Code

Metro Code

Staff Reports

Metro Council may delegate by
resolution to the Chief Operating
Officer the authority to execute
written employment agreements
on a case by case basis, oras a
group for Director level
employment agreements where
all terms in those employment
agreements are identical except

salary.

...allowing the Metro Council to
delegate authority to the Chief
Operating Officer (“CO0") by
resolution to execute written
employment agreements on a
case by case basis, or as a group
for Director level employment
agreements.

Sonrce: Anditor’s Offfice analysis of delegation resolutions and Metro Code 2.02.010.
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In addition to not meeting Code requirements, approving a group of
agreements on a case-by-case basis reduced transparency and accountability.
Transparency was reduced by not listing the specific positions that were
delegated for approval in the resolution. This appears to have created an
opportunity for the COO to approve an agreement with an employee who
was not a Department Director without additional approval. It could also
potentially be used to approve an unlimited number of agreements without
additional Council action.

The other time Metro Council approved a group of department level
employment agreements, the resolution included the specific position and
employee in that position. This made it clear which positions were being
approved and with whom those agreements were made. That specificity was
not included in the 2017 group delegation resolution.

It was unclear if the authority delegated to the COO could be used to
approve subsequent agreements with a different employee who later served
in the same director level position. It was also unclear if Metro’s venue
directors would be considered part of this delegation authority. Without
more specificity in resolutions about who the delegation applies to and when
its sunsets, it is possible the COO would never have to return to Council to
get approval for any director level employment agreement in the future.

While these potential scenarios are theoretical, there was some evidence that
these risks were becoming reality. The delegation resolution for department
directors was approved in May 2017, but only one agreement was approved
by the COO that year. A year later in May 2018, another agreement was
approved. In 2019, two additional department director agreements were

approved.

Exhibit3 Some employment agreements were approved a year or more
after Council delegated their authority

Council delegated
authority to the Four employment agreements were
COO to approve approved over the next 30 months
department director
agreements
2017 2018 2019
Source: Auditor’s Office analysis of employment agreements, delegation resolutions, and dates of changes to Council and
key personnel.
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The time lag between Council delegation for department directors, and COO
approvals in 2018 and 2019, raised questions about accountability. Three of
the seven Metro Council representatives have changed since the 2017
resolution passed. The COO and Metro Attorney positions also changed
during that time. All these changes increased the risk that key decision-
makers may not have been fully informed about the delegation requirements,
previous delegation resolutions, and timeline of approvals.

Unclear review for  To its credit, Metro added an additional requitement that the Office of Metro
compliance with Code Attorney (OMA) review th? emplgyment agreements that were delegated for
approval to the COO. Having additional review can increase transparency
and also reduce the chance that a provision in an agreement could be
challenged. OMA signed these agreements “approved as to form.” That
phrase was undefined, but appeared to mean the agreement used an
appropriate template and some level of review was completed.

We found inconsistent information in some of the agreements about what
OMA’s review and signature meant. Two agreements included statements
that stated the COO was properly delegated the authority to enter into the
agreement. Those statements also referenced the Code requirements for
approving employment agreements. None of the other agreements included
that statement or any references to Code. That may mean OMA’s signature
was only related to the form of the agreement, without additional review to
determine if the process to approve the agreement was done appropriately.

Lack of clarity about Amendments to employment agreements raised more questions about the
appropriate approval process. One employee’s agreement was amended
twice after it was originally approved. The first amendment was about one
year after Council approved the original agreement. The second amendment
was seven years after the original agreement was approved.

amendment authority

We were told the employee’s performance review was the basis for the
amendments and that Council signed the performance review. Both
amendments were signed by the Council President, but not approved by
Council through a resolution.

Another employee’s employment agreement was amended without approval
by Council. The change was to the dates the employee would end their
interim job and restart in their normal position. Changing the dates could be
considered part of the COQO’s authority to appoint and dismiss employees.
However, it raised questions about how much flexibility the COO had to
amend existing agreements.

Amendments to existing agreements reduced transparency and could create
confusion about accountability. For example, it was unclear if the delegation
authority approved by Council extended to subsequent amendments. If it
did, the COO could amend existing agreements with little oversight, which
could result in provisions that were substantially different from the original
agreement.
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Inconsistent use of  Metro’s use of employment agreements has been inconsistent over time.
employment The CCC;O znil Met;(? Attorn(;y were .the orﬁy pokslitcilons require;lot(%h%;/fe one
per Code. At least thirteen other positions have had one since . We
agreements greated found no patterns to help determine why some positions had agreements
different P P ’ P s

g - and others did not.
relationships

between Metro and As of October 2019, eight positions had employment agreements in place.
its |eadership Seven department director or venue director positions did not have an
positions agreement. Two positions were vacant. Management stated that they

planned to create employment agreements with all director level positions.
Inconsistent use of employment agreements created different relationships
between Metro and employees in leadership positions. These differences can
impact the financial risks Metro has to manage at the end of an employee’s
service to the organization.

Lack of employment agreements could increase the amount paid to some
employees when they leave service. If there was no agreement, employers
may have fewer options to limit end of service payments related to vacation
payouts, insurance coverage and other potential separation provisions. At
least three employees who did not have an employment agreements received
several settlement agreements as they approached the end of their time
working at Metro.

Conversely, depending on the provisions in the contract, an employment
agreement could result in unknown financial impacts if certain provisions
were not controlled. For example, one employment agreement resulted in a
significant payout at the end of service because vacation accrual was not
capped. This resulted in a large lump sum payment by Metro ($230,000), and
a significant increase in retirement payments ($37,000 annually) to the
employee by the Public Employee Retirement System (PERS).

While neither agreement type was guaranteed to result in a better financial
situation for Metro, committing to one strategy - either all senior positions
have employment agreements, or none do - can make it easier to evaluate
tradeoffs and provide consistent treatment of employees across leadership
positions, and over time for the same position.

Employment agreements have the added benefit of providing more
transparency. This is because the approval process for employment
agreements requires Council approval and the agreements themselves are
public records. In contrast, separation agreements did not require Council
approval and some of them included confidentiality provisions, which may
prevent them from being released through a public records request.
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Similar provisions in
employment and
separation
agreements raised
guestions about the
appropriate method
of approval

Metro Code has different approval requirements for employment
agreements and separation agreements. Employment agreements require
Council action, while separation agreements were considered part of the
COQ’s authority to appoint and terminate employees. However, we found a
couple of examples that raised questions about which approval method was
appropriate based on the provisions contained in each type of agreement.

Some separation agreements included provisions that were similar to
employment agreements, and vice versa. For example, one separation
agreement included additional financial benefits for staying in the position
past certain dates. That provision was similar to some employment
agreements, but it was an outlier for separation agreements. Conversely, one
employment agreement included a resignation date for the position. That
provision was common in separation agreements, but an outlier for
employment agreements.

When similar provisions can be approved using either process, transparency
and accountability can be compromised. These risks could be reduced by
effective controls to ensure the type of agreement and method of approval
were appropriate. Greater transparency through public records like Council
resolutions can help for some types of agreements. But, for more sensitive
agreements, like separation agreements, OMA was uniquely positioned to
reduce these risks. That was because they advised on legal risks, interpreted
Metro Code and ordinances, and were required in some cases to sign the
agreements.

One of the benefits of employment agreements was that they set
expectations between the employee and the employer about how they will
handle the end of employment. All the employment agreements reviewed in
this audit, other than those for interim appointments, included termination
provisions that outlined the financial and other considerations that would
be made under various scenarios. If no employment agreement was in place,
costs may vary more widely.

To manage the risk of increasing costs to address claims, separation
agreements were created in some circumstances. The agreements typically
required the employee to waive all claims against the employer in exchange
for financial benefits or other considerations. The agreements were
intended to reduce the potential for larger impacts that could result from
claims against Metro.

There were examples of more than one separation agreement for the same
employee. This indicated that Metro was willing to provide additional
considerations to some employees even after they had agreed to waive any
potential claims. In some situations multiple agreements with the same
employee were reached within two or three months of each other, while
agreements with another employee were spaced out over almost a year.
Multiple separation agreements may be needed if the employee’s last date of
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employment changed after the initial agreement was signed. However, this
was only the case for one of the four subsequent separation agreements.

We also identified another weakness that could increase financial and
compliance risks. In some cases the COQO’s authority to approve separation
agreements appeared to have been delegated to other positions. For
example, about half of the separation agreements were not signed by the
COQO, which indicated the COO may have delegated their authority to
other positions. We did not attempt to locate documentation of the COO
delegating their approval authority for each agreement. However, a
delegation memo from the COO in January 2019 did not appear to include
separation agreements within its scope.

Separation We estimated the cost of the separation agreements Metro reached with
former employees over the last five fiscal years. The costs associated with

payments were individual agreements ranged from zero to several hundred thousand dollars.
consistent with We did not review the details of each separation agreement, but the variation
in amounts was likely the result of the unique circumstances of each
benchmark amounts employee, their position, and the duration of their time at Metro.
We then compared Metro’s annual average amount per agreement with
benchmark data. The analysis showed Metro’s average settlement amount
was consistent with benchmarks.

Exhibit4 Metro’s average settlement amount was within or below the
expected range during each of the last five years

$150,000
S $100,000
(=}
£ M
t
- e_lo $59,322
5 Average
g $56,814
- Median*
5 $50,000 N )
(73]
$35,096
$21,512 522,484
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Source: Auditor’s Office analysis of Metro’s estimated separation amounts and settlement data from Thomson Reuters’
Ewmployment Practice Liability: Jury Award Trends and Statistics, 2018 Edition. Metro averages were not adjusted
Jfor inflation.

*The median is the middle settlement value among all settlements from 2011-2017 listed in ascending
order. This value provides the most accurate gauge of the norm for a specific sampling of settlement
data.

“The probability range is defined as the middle 50 percent of all settlements arranged in ascending
order in a sampling, 25 percent above and below the median award. Although settlements rarely
produce a normal distribution, the probability range and the median settlement does aid in
establishing parameters of where settlements tend to cluster.
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As the graph shows, in two of the last five years Metro’s average was slightly
more than the median amount, but still within the expected (probability)
range of outcomes. In three of the years, Metro’s average was below the
median, and below even the low end of the expected range in two years. The
Metro Auditor conducted a similar analysis in 2005 and found the average at
that time was about $38,000 in today’s dollars, which was similar to Metro’s
most recent five-year annual average ($41,000).

The analysis indicated Metro has managed employment separations well, on
average, to keep the financial impact to the agency relatively low. Because of
the sensitive, and in some cases confidential, nature of separation agreement
provisions, we did not seek to determine how settlement amounts were
reached. The trend analysis compared to the benchmark amounts indicated
Metro had made sound financial decisions, on average, to limit costs that can
rise rapidly through additional legal proceedings.
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Recommendations

To increase transparency and clarify approval authority for employment

agreements, Metro Council should:

1. Amend Metro Code to remove the COO’s delegation authority for

groups of director level positions.

To reduce financial and compliance risks, the COO or their designee should:

2. Specify in approval resolutions, or delegation resolutions, if the

approval was one-time or for future employees in the same position.

3. Specify in approval resolutions, or delegation resolutions, if approval

has been delegated for subsequent amendments.

4. Analyze separation amounts periodically and compare them to

appropriate benchmarks.

To reduce compliance risks, OMA should:

5. Create and utilize a consistent process to review employment
agreements and separation agreements for compliance with Metro

Code and related delegated authority approvals.
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Scope and
methodology

The objective of this audit was to determine if controls were in place to
ensure compliance with Metro Code requirements related to employment
and separation agreements. The scope of the review for employment
agreements was January 6, 2003, the date Metro switched to the Council
President structure, through October 2019. The change to the Council
President structure changed the relationship between the legislative branch
(Council) and the executive branch (originally led by the Executive Officer).

The scope of the review of separation agreements was July 1, 2014 to June
30, 2019.

To achieve the audit objective, we reviewed employment agreements and
separation agreements to determine how they were approved. We then
compared the results to the requirements outlined in Metro Code 2.02.010
(Personnel). We researched the causes for those misalignments by talking
with the COO and Office of Metro Attorney.

We also obtained and compared Metro’s data to jury award and settlement
agreement data from Thompson Reuters. We used the settlement probability
range and median settlement amounts in our analysis. The publisher of the
data noted that the size of the sample from which their settlement figures are
drawn is difficult to gauge. While some caution is warranted, we believe it
represents the best available data to evaluate Metro’s separation amounts.

The audit was included in the FY 2019-20 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 objectives.
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Management response

@ Metro
Memo

600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, OR 97232-2736

Date:  Friday, January 17, 2020

To: Brian Evans, Metro Auditor

From: Andrew Scott, Interim Chief Operating Officer
Subject: Employment Agreements Audit Response

Thank you for your recent audit of Metro’s employment agreements. Below you will find a
written response to each of the five recommendations. Overall, management agrees that Metro
should be clear and transparent with regards to the approval authority for employment
agreements. And we were pleased to find that Metro’s separation payments were consistent with
benchmark amounts.

In 2014 Council approved a code change that gives the COO authority to approve employment
agreements in some situations. This practice allows flexibility when negotiating employment
terms for executive positions at Metro. In 2017 Council passed a resolution delegating authority
to the COO to approve employment agreements for department directors, further enhancing
the COQO’s flexibility to hire directors without having to return to Council for a separate
resolution or approval of each employment agreement.

The 2014 code change provides that for a group of director-level employment agreements, all
terms of the employment agreement needed to be identical except for salary. However, the 2017
Council resolution also included a template with blanks for both salary and other forms of
compensation (e.g., vacation accrual), and provided that the terms be substantially similar rather
than identical. As a result, management interpreted that authority had been delegated for salary
and other compensation. Management agrees with the Auditor that we should seek additional
clarity from Council on this point.

Similarly, when Council delegated authority to approve employment agreements for department
directors, management interpreted this to include the Deputy Chief Operating Officer and
General Manager of Visitor Venues. We agree with the Auditor that we should seek additional
clarity on this point as well.

While we agree with the need to clarify the extent and scope of the delegated authority,
management disagrees with the Auditor’s recommendation to remove the COQO’s authority to
approve employment agreements. The COO is responsible for managing Metro operations,
which includes hiring senior executives to lead the organization. Once Council has established
the parameters for employment agreements, management believes the COO should have the
flexibility to operate within those parameters without having to return to Council for each
individual position. The COO should seek Council approval only if a particular negotiation
requires provisions outside those authorized by Council.
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As a result, we will recommend to Council that they delegate authority to the COO to approve
all employment agreements for director-level positions and above, and any subsequent
amendments, while at the same time clarifying the parameters for those employment agreements.

Once again, we want to thank the Auditor for diving into this issue and providing us with an
opportunity to clarify the code and have a conversation with Council.

Recommendation 1: To increase transparency and clarify approval authority for employment
agreements, Metro Council should amend Metro Code to remove the COO’s delegation
authority for groups of Director level positions.

- Response: This recommendation is directed to the Metro Council. As discussed above,
management disagrees with the recommendation and will seek additional guidance from
Metro Council.

Recommendation 2: To reduce financial and compliance risks, the COO or their designee
should specify in approval resolutions, or delegation resolutions, if the approval was one-time or
for future employees in the same position.

- Response: Management agrees with the recommendation -

. Proposed plan: We will discuss with Council their preferred level of delegation and will
specify that in future code changes and resolutions. -

« Timeline: February 2020

Recommendation 3: To reduce financial and compliance risks, the COO or their designee
should specify in approval resolutions, or delegation resolutions, if approval has been delegated
for subsequent amendments.

- Response: Management agrees with the recommendation -

« Proposed plan: We will discuss with Council their preferred level of delegation for
subsequent amendments and will specify that in future code changes and resolutions. -

« Timeline: February 2020

Recommendation 4: To reduce financial and compliance risks, the COO or their designee
should analyze separation amounts periodically and compare them to appropriate benchmarks.

- Response: Management agrees with the recommendation -

« Proposed plan: HR will analyze separation amounts on an annual basis and compare them
to benchmarks. -

. Timeline: Beginning in 2021

Recommendation 5: To reduce compliance risks, OMA should create and utilize a consistent
process to review employment agreements and separation agreements for compliance with
Metro Code and related delegated authority approvals.

- Response: The Office of Metro Attorney provides review and advice to the Chief
Operating Officer for employment agreements and separation agreements, and amendments
thereto. OMA review and advice includes compliance with Metro Code, Metro policy, and
employment law. Both the COO and OMA agree with the recommendation, which reflects
OMA's role and current practice.
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Employment Agreements
-~ Delegation of Authority

Does Council want to delegate authority to the COO

to negotiate and enter into employment
agreements, within certain parameters?

If yes, for whom?

— Deputy COO

— General Manager of Visitor Venu‘es
— Department Directors

Does Council want to delegate authority for all
‘subsequent amendments to those agreements?



Employment Agreements
Scope

Areas for COO discretion

 Salary (within established Metro pay range)

* Vacation accrual rate and initial leave bank (within
established Metro policy)

* Moving expenses

Areas for Council discretion

* Other compensation (car allowance, housing
allowance, etc.)

e Other benefits (health, retirement, etc.)

* Severance (three-month standard)



April XYZ, 2020

The Honorable Nancy Pelosi ' The Honorable Mitch McConnell
Speaker Majority Leader

U.S. House of Representatives United State Senate

H-232, The Capitol S-230, The Capitol

Washington DC 20515 Washington DC 20510

The Honorable Kevin McCarthy ' The Honorable Chuck Schumer
Minority Leader Minority Leader

U.S. House of Representatives United States Senate

H-204, The Capitol S-221, The Capitol

Washington, D.C. 20515 Washington DC 20510

Dear Speaker Pelosi, Majority Leader McConnell, Minority Leader McCarthy, and
Minority Leader Schumer:

We write because America's transportation system is in a crisis that more funding alone
cannot fix. Despite billions spent every year, our roads, bridges, and transit systems are in
disrepair, congestion has increased, pedestrian fatalities and emissions are the highestin
decades and rising, and too many people lack safe, affordable, and convenient access to
jobs and important services. The time has come to elevate the national conversation
about transportation beyond the spending and distribution of funds, and focus on changes
in the program to address these challenges.

Under President Eisenhower, our country developed the current transportation program
to build interstate connections between cities. With the interstates now complete, and
travel within communities the biggest challenge, the 70-year-old federal program
continues to incentivize highway construction over all other investments and modes of
travel. This has led to a significant maintenance backlog. It has also increased emissions
and congestion while undermining the economic mobility and health of our communities,
particularly for low-income people and people of color.

Reforming our nation’s transportation system is necessary to reduce emissions that
contribute to climate change and harm public health. Transportation is the single largest
source of greenhouse gases (GHG), contributing 29 percent of the United States’ total
GHG emissions, with the majority of these emissions from driving. While electric vehicles
(EVs) and vehicle efficiency standards are absolutely essential, they are sadly not
sufficient to meet our emissions reduction goals. Neither will these technologies improve
access to jobs and services for those who cannot afford a car, nor will they improve safety
or reduce congestion. Providing safe and convenient ways for people to travel through
their communities using shorter or fewer car trips and other forms of transportation is
essential to addressing these challenges.




To modernize our transportation system, Congress should make the following reforms:

Prioritize Maintenance: Cut the road, bridge, and transit maintenance backlog in half
The next authorization should cut the maintenance backlog in half by dedicating formula
highway funds to maintenance. In addition, when building new road capacity, agencies
should be required to create a plan for maintaining both the new road and the rest of their
system. This is common sense and is already required when building new transit projects.
Roads should not be treated differently. On the highway side, it will be important to
organize the program to better support repair. On the transit side, the program is
organized well in terms of addressing maintenance needs but needs more resources. With
this approach, the federal government can halve the current backlog in six years under
current funding levels. If funding is increased, we can do more.

Design for safety over speed: Save lives with slower, safer road design

Access to safe, convenient transportation is a fundamental right. Today, most Americans
are denied this right because their roads—not just highways—are designed to move
vehicles at the highest speeds possible, and not for people walking, biking, or taking
transit. High speeds make sense on interstates and other highways, but people die when
we bring that design to streets that are supposed to connect people and create value. The
federal program should require designs and approaches, including complete streets, that
put safety first and slow speeds on local and arterial roads.

Roads surrounded by development and open to pedestrians should be designed to speeds
that dramatically decrease the likelihood of fatalities in a crash (35mph or below).
Creating safer communities will not only save lives, it makes walking, biking and riding
transit a more viable and convenient option, providing people with affordable choices
while reducing congestion and emissions.

Connect people to jobs and services: Determine current connectivity and prioritize
projects that will improve those connections.
The point of transportation is to get people where they need to go. Since the dawn of the
modern highway era, we have used vehicle speed as a poor proxy for access to jobs and
important services like healthcare, education, public services, and grocery stores. The way
we build roads and design communities to achieve high vehicle speed often requires
longer trips and makes shorter walking, bicycling, or transit trips unsafe, unpleasant, or
impossible. New technologies can now help us measure success by the primary thing that
matters to real people: the ease of arriving at your destination. Using this technology we

“ can more accurately compare the costs and benefits of investment, and hold agencies
accountable to deliver improved connections across all types of travel.

We can now consider access by driving, as well as walking, biking and transit. Studies have
shown that communities with better access to jobs and services have greater economic
mobility, and lower emissions from transportation because people have travel options,
and do not need to drive as far, or at all, to get to jobs and other needs. Further, this data



can help to address decades of disinvestment which have disconnected communities and
worsened economic outcomes.

Congress should require USDOT to collect the data necessary to develop a national
assessment of access to jobs and services and set national goals for improvement. With
these data, state departments of transportation and planning organizations can ensure
federal investments are effectively connecting people to economic opportunity. Funding
should go to projects that will improve these connections, regardiess of mode. State
departments of transportation (DOTs) and metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs)
should be held accountable by evaluating how well their investments help connect people
to destinations.

Thank you for considering fundamental reform in the next authorization. We stand ready
to assist in setting a new vision for federal transportation program to address 21st
Century challenges.

Sincerely,
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