METROPOLITAN EXPOSITION-RECREATION COMMISSION

RESOLUTION NO. 94-65

Authorizing the General Manager to execute an agreement with
Mr. C’s Janitorial Service, Inc. to provide janitorial services at
the Portland Metropolitan Exposition Center.

The Metropolitan Exposition-Recreation Commission finds:

1. That MERC is authorized by the Intergovernmental Agreement
between Multnomah County and Metro to execute such agreements;

2. That janltoflal services provided by a contractor for the
Portland Metropolitan Exposition Center are in the best interests
of MERC;

3. That Invitation for Bids 94-43 resulted in selecting a
Janltorlal service company that satisfies the minimum requirements
and submitted the lowest bid;

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED that the Commission authorize the
General Manager to execute an agreement with Mr. C’s Janitorial
Service, Inc. to provide janitorial services at the Portland
Metropolitan Exposition Center.

Passed by the Commission on October 19,

Secretary-Treasurer

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Daniel B. Cooper

By:

Mark B. Williams
Senior Assistant Counsel



' MERC STAFF REPORT

Agenda Item/Issue: Authorizing the General Manager to execute an
agreement with Mr. C’s Janitorial Service Incorporated to provide
janitorial services at the Portland Metropolitan Exposition Center

(Expo) .
Resolution No.: 94-65

" Datesy October 19, 1994 Presented by: Chris Bailey
Background: On August 19, 1994, the Commission authorized issuing

a Request for Proposals (RFP) to provide janitorial services at the
Expo. Shortly before the proposals were due, staff was notified
that the type of service called for must be requested in the form
of an Invitation for Bids (IFB) rather than a proposal. A notice
suspending the proposal was then issued to all parties that had
requested a copy of the original RFP.

Following the prescribed adjustments and recommendations, an
Invitation for Bids (IFB) to provide janitorial services at the
Expo was available beginning September 16, 1994 with bid responses
due October 7, 1994. .

Twenty-four (24) invitations were issued. Three (3) respondents
with corresponding bids were received: J.B.M. Services, Inc.,
$60,843; Mr. C’s Janitorial Service, Inc., $62,385 and Brightway
Cleaning Service, Inc., $70,450. Method of award was based upon
meeting minimum requirements established in the IFB and submitting
the lowest bid for requested services.

staff reviewed the responses and verified references. staff
concluded that J.B.M. Services, Inc. was deficient in providing
supportive references of similar scope and was, therefore, rejected
as non-responsive. :

Following continued review, staff determined that Mr. C’s
Janitorial Service, Inc. satisfied the minimum requirements and
submitted the lowest bid.

Piscal Impact: The scheduling of janitorial service is strictly
event driven and is therefore subject to additions, cancellations,
or revisions as the event schedule may dictate. Fiscal year 94/95
janitorial service is budgeted at $95,000 but should more closel
approximate $65,000 through the recommended contractor. :

Recommendation: sStaff recommends that MERC authorize the General
Manager to execute an agreement with Mr. C’s Janitorial Service,
Inc. to provide janitorial services at the Expo.



JANITORIAL SERVICES AGREEMENT

This Agreement is made and entered into on this _1__ day of January, 1995, by and between the
Metropolitan Exposition-Recreation Commission ("MERC"/Commission) and Mr, C’s Janitorial
Service, Inc., Contractor.

WITNESSETH

1. Agreement Documents

The entire Agreement documents consist of the Agreement, the Invitation for Bids and
Contractor’s response to Invitation for Bids. These documents form the Agreement and are, by
this reference, expressly incorporated herein. All are as fully a part of the Agreement as if
attached to this Agreement and repeated fully herein. No amendment made to this Agreement
nor addendum issued shall be construed to release either party from any obligation contained in
the Agreement documents except as specifically provided in any such amendment or addendum.

2. Scope

This Agreement is for on-going janitorial services for the Portland Metropolitan Exposition
Center, as indicated in the specifications, the sample schedule of events, and during the
inspection tour.

The Contractor shall furnish all equipment, materials and services necessary to satisfactorily
perform the janitorial duties specified in the manner and at the frequencies set forth in the
specifications. The premises shall be maintained in a neat, clean, orderly manner.

3. Term

The time period for this agreement shall be from date of it’s execution through and including
June 30, 1995. Upon agreement by both parties, agreement may be renewed for two (2) one
(1) year periods. This agreement may be terminated at any time with cause by MERC, or by -
either party, upon giving not less than thirty (30) days written notice of termination to the other

party.

In the event the Contractor fails to comply with the terms and conditions of the agreement,
. MERC reserves the right to demand remedy of any failure or any fault within seven (7) days,
and if the Contractor fails to remedy the fault or failure within seven (7) days, MERC shall have
the right to cancel and terminate the agreement without additional notification.



4, Relationship of the Parties

The Commission and the Contractor have entered into this agreement for the purpose of
establishing an independent contractor relationship between the Commission and the Contractor.
It is further understood and agreed by and between the parties that nothing herein shall constitute
or be construed to be an employment, partnership, joint venture, or joint employer relationship
between the Commission, it’s successors or assigns on the other part. It is further agreed that
the Contractor will provide its own workers compensation insurance or self-insurance program
as permitted under Oregon statutes.

5. Assignment/Subcontracting

Both parties fully understand and agree that the janitorial services for the Commission facilities
are of paramount importance and that this agreement would not be entered into by the
Commission except for its confidence in, and assurances provided for, the character,
management abilities and financial stability of the Contractor. The Contractor, therefore, shall
not sell, assign, sublet, transfer or in any manner encumber the rights and privileges granted
herein, nor allow such assignment, subletting, transfer or any other encumbrance to occur by
operation of law or otherwise without the prior consent of the Commission at the commission’s
sole discretion. The parties agree, further, that any occurrence, whether within or beyond the
control of Contractor, which renders Contractor incapable of performing all duties required
hereunder shall constitute a material breach hereunder and shall give the commission the option
of terminating this agreement.

6. Disadvantaged Business Program

A. Contractor agrees to follow the policies and rules set out in the MERC’s Invitation for
Bid regarding Disadvantaged Business Enterprises and Women-Owned Business
Enterprises for any and all subcontracts as they may relate to this Agreement. The
MERC’s Disadvantaged Business Program by this reference is hereby fully incorporated
as if fully set forth herein.

B. Contractor agrees to follow the MERC’s target area first opportunity hiring policy
which by this reference is hereby fully incorporated as if fully set forth herein.

C. Contractor shall provide reports on its compliance with the Disadvantaged Business
Program and Target Area First Opportunity Hiring Policy every six months.

D. The MERC reserves the rights, at all times during the period of this Agreement, to
monitor compliance with the terms of the Disadvantaged Business Program, Target
Area First Opportunity Hiring Policy and this Agreement.



NONDISCRIMINATION IN EMPLOYMENT

The Contractor shall not discriminate against any employee or applicant for employment because
of race, color, religion, gender or national origin. The Bidder will take affirmative action to
assure that applicants are hired and that employees are treated equally without regard to race,
color, religion, gender or national origin. Such affirmative action shall include, but not be
limited to, the following:

.. Employment upgrading; demotion or transfer; recruitment advertising; lay-offs or
termination; compensation; selection for training.

MBE/WBE PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS

MERC is committed to provide maximum opportunities to State of Oregon certified Minority
Business Enterprises (MBE) and Women Business Enterprises (WBE) in contracting activities.
In the procurement of any subconsultants and subcontracting that may result from contract award
the Bidder will be required to meet the requirements of the Metropolitan Exposition-Recreation
Commission’s MBE/WBE Business Utilization Program as contained in the MERC’s Purchasing
Policies.

The MERC prohibits any sub-consultant or subcontractor selection to be finalized prior to
contract award. For any task or portion of a task to be undertaken by a sub-consultant, the
successful bidder shall not sign up a sub-consultant on an exclusive basis. The successful bidder
must assume responsibility for any sub-consultant work and be responsible for the day-to day
direction and internal management of the successful bidder’s efforts.

The MERC reserves the right, at all times during the period of this agreement, to monitor
compliance with the terms of this agreement and MERC’s MBE/WBE Business Utilization
Program.

Bidder’s failure to comply with the requirements of the MERC’s MBE/WBE Business Utilization
Program will constitute a non-responsive bid and will not be considered. Failure on the part of
- the successful bidder to carry out the applicable provision of the program shall constitute a
breach of contract, and, after notification by MERC, may result in termination or such other
remedy as the MERC deems appropriate.



MERC FIRST OPPORTUNITY TARGET AREA DESIGNATION AND DEFINITION

Successful bidder shall, consistent with Oregon law and policies adopted by MERC, pursue a
policy of providing first opportunity for available jobs to economically disadvantaged residents
living in economically distressed neighborhoods in the vicinity of the Oregon Convention Center
and Portland Memorial Coliseum. Successful bidder must also cooperate, to the maximum
extent possible, with local job training and economic development agencies to identify, solicit,

assist and, if necessary, train such persons to qualify for and receive employment with successful
bidder. Also, the successful bidder must document and report to MERC every six months on
the implementation of these requirements.

MERC First Opportunity Target Area:

North Boundary: Columbia Boulevard

East Boundary: 42nd Avenue

South Boundary Banfield/I-84 Freeway

North Boundary: Chautaugua Avenue to Willamette Blvd.

to include Columbia Villa by
designation [Portsmouth & Willis];
Willamette River and Greeley Avenue
to Albina Community. (Map of First
Opportunity Area available upon
request)

Qualified Applicants:

Applicants who meet the bidder’s minimum requirements for education, experience, and skills
or who are able to meet these requirements within a reasonable time period (as negotiated with
the Bidder) with training provided by the Bidder or by a provider.

Economically Disadvantaged:

A resident of the target area who is unemployed and/or whose immediate income is less than
the median income in the target area. This definition includes an annualization of income;
current income if employed or previous twelve months if unemployed.

BIDS SHALL CONTAIN A STATEMENT CONFIRMING THE BIDDER’S COMMITMENT
TO AFFORD FIRST OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY TO RESIDENTS OF
THE TARGET AREA.



7. Insurance

Comprehensive or Commercial General Liability. - Contractor shall obtain, at Contractor’s
expense, and keep in effect during the term of this contract, Comprehensive or Commercial
General Liability Insurance covering bodily injury and property damage. This insurance shall
include contractual liability coverage for the indemnity provided under this contract plus
products/completed operations liability. Combined single limit per occurrence shall not be less
than $500,000, or the equivalent. Each annual aggregate limit shall not be less than
$1,000,000, when applicable.

Automobile Liability. Contractor shall obtain, at Contractor’s expense, and keep in effect during
the term of this contract, commercial automobile liability insurance. Combined single limit per
occurrence shall not be less than $1 million.

Worker’s Compensation. The Contractor, its subcontractors, if any, and all employers providing
work, labor or materials under this contract are subject employers under the Oregon Workers’
Compensation Law shall comply with ORS 656.017, which requires them to provide workers’
compensation coverage that satisfies Oregon law for all their subject workers. Out-of-state
employers must provide Oregon workers’ compensation coverage for their workers. Contractors
who perform the work without the assistance or labor of any employee need not obtain such
coverage. This shall include Employer’s Liability Insurance with coverage limits of not less than
$100,000 for each accident.

Additional Insured. The liability insurance coverage, except Professional Liability, if included,
required for performance of this contract shall include, by endorsement, Multnomah County,
Metro and the Metropolitan Exposition-Recreation Commission (MERC) and their officers,
employees, agents and members as Additional Insureds, but only with respect to the Contractor’s
activities to be preformed under this contract. No changes or cancellation can be made without
30 days prior written notice to MERC.

State Law Compliance. The Contract agrees to make payment promptly as due to all persons
supplying such Contractor with labor or materials for the prosecution of the work provided for
in this contract,and the said Contractor will not permit any lien or claim to be filed or
prosecuted against MERC on account of any labor or material furnished, and agrees further that
no person shall be employed in case of necessity or emergency, or where the public policy
absolutely requires it, and in such case to pay wages in accordance with the provisions to ORS
279.334 and ORS 279.338, where applicable.

The Contractor agrees that should the Contractor fail, neglect or refuse to make prompt payment
of any claim for labor or services furnished by any person for the prosecution of the work
provided in this contract as said claim becomes due, whether said services and labor be
performed for said Contractor or a subcontractor, fail, neglect, or refuse to make all
contributions or amounts due, the State Industrial Accident Fund or to the State



Unemployment Compensation Fund, and all sums withheld from employees due the State
Department of Revenue, then and in such event the said Metropolitan Exposition-Recreation
Commission (MERC) and the other proper officers representing said MERC may pay such claim
or funds to the person furnishing such labor or services or to the State Industrial Accident
Commission or to the State Unemployment Compensation or to the State Department of Revenue
and charge the amount thereof against funds due or to become due said Contractor by reason of
his said contract, but payment of such claims in the manner herein authorized shall not relieve
the Contractor of his surety from his or its obligation with respect to any unpaid claims.

The Contractor shall promptly, as due, make payment to any person, co-partnership, association
or corporation furnishing medical, surgical or hospital care other needed care and attention
incident to sickness or injury to the employees of such Contractor of all sums which the said
Contractor may or shall have deducted from the wages of his/her employees of such services.

Dishonesty Insurance

Contractor shall purchase and maintain bonding on all employees covering dishonest acts in the
amount of $500;000 $25.000. Certification of such insurance shall be provided to MERC prior
to work starting.

8. Indemnity/Hold Harmless

Contractor agrees to defend, indemnify, and hold harmless Multnomah County, Metro, the
Metropolitan Exposition-Recreation Commission and their respective members, officers,
directors, elected or appointed officials, agents and employees from and against any and all
liabilities, damages, actions, costs, losses, claims and expenses (including attorney fees),
including claims of employees, contractors, subcontractors, guests, and express or implied
invitees of Licensee, arising out of or in any way related to activities conducted by the Licensee,
its agents, employees, members, patrons, guests, express or implied invitees, or exhibitors,
including claims based on whole or in part upon negligence of Commission or others.

9, Termination

A. . Termination for Material Breach: In the event that Contractor shall default in the
obligations or conditions set forth in this and other paragraphs of this agreement, and such
default shall continue unremedied and no action taken to correct for three (3) days after written
notice of said default to the Contractor, thereupon, at Commission’s option, this agreement may
be terminated upon thirty (30) days written notice notwithstanding, nothing herein shall preclude
the Commission or its agents from taking any immediate necessary action to remedy dangerous
or unsafe condition regardless of the impact upon the Contractor. The parties agree that the
Commission shall retain the right to determine whether any action or failure of Contractor
constitutes a material breach hereunder, and any such determination shall be conclusive and shall
be binding upon the parties hereto.



B. Termination for Loss of Essential Licenses-Extraordinary Breach: The parties agree that
the loss by Contractor of any license or permit necessary to legal performance of its duties and
obligations hereunder shall constitute an extraordinary breach of this agreement and shall be
grounds for immediate termination by the Commission. This provision shall apply irrespective
of the reason for loss or revocation of any necessary license or permit.

C. Termination for Unsatisfactory Performance: The parties agree that the Commission
shall retain the right to demand performance which is in all ways satisfactory to it, and that the
Commission shall retain the exclusive right to determine whether performance is or is not
satisfactory. In the event Contractor’s performance hereunder is deemed unsatisfactory, the
Commission shall have the right to terminate this agreement and all rights and obligations
hereunder. This right to terminate is in addition to any other rights Commission may have to
terminate this Agreement. Notice of termination under this section shall provide such time for
termination, discontinuance of operations as deemed appropriate by the Commission’s General
Manager.

10. Notices

All notices relative to this agreement shall be in writing and shall be mailed by certified mail
or delivered in person to the Commission or the Contractor. Said notices shall be addressed to
the following:

Contractor Commission

Mr. C’s Janitorial Service, Inc. General Manager

Mr. Charles Williams Metropolitan Exposition-
2421 N.E. Saratoga Recreation Commission
Portland, OR 97211 P.O. Box 2746

Portland, Oregon 97208
With a copy to:

General Counsel

Metro

600 NE Grand Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97232-2736

This agreement is made in accordance with the laws of the State of Oregon, which shall be
controlling in any dispute which arises under this agreement.



. Payment to Contractor

Contractor shall invoice MERC, via the Portland Metropolitan Exposition Center administrative
office, on a monthly basis for services rendered during the previous calendar month. Invoices
shall include the name of the event, dates of service and the service provided in accordance with
Contractor’s cost per cleaning bid response.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this document as of the day and
year first written above.

CONTRACTOR METROPOLITAN EXPOSITION-
ATION COMMISSI

//‘4&// S? é/.////,/;/ 7y v /\
Charles Williams Patrick LaCrosse L~
President General Manager

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
‘ Daniel B. Cooper,-General Counsel

Mark B. Williams”
Senior Assistant Counsel
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. METROPOLITAN EXPOSITION-RECREATION COMMISSION

Work Session
September 7, 1994 - 10:00 a.m.
Oregon Convention Center
Present: Sam Brooks, Chair; Bernle Foster, Alice Norris, Mitzd Scott, Commissioners.
Also Present Pat LaCrosse, General Manager; Mark Willlams, Matro Legal Assistant

Counsel; Jeff Blosser, Harriet Sherburne, Candy Cavanagh, Chris Bailey,
Heather Teed, Bruce Burnett, Pam Erickson, Denise Peterson, MERC Staff;
[All non-staff attendees are shown om the sttached sign-in sheet}

A work session of the Metropolitan Exposition-Recreation Commission, wss cailed to order by
Commissionsr Alice Norris, chairperson of this meeting of the Task Force which ls charged with
conducting an in-depth review of all aspects of the ticketing contract process. This session was
held to gather input and public comment specifically relating to ticketiag for the Convention
Center, Stadium, and Expo. Oa September 21st, & work session will be coavened to deal with
ticketing issuss-at PCPA. All of this informatioa will result in s Request for Proposal to be

i{ssued later in October. i

LaCrosse introduced the MERC staff members present whe handle the day-to-dsy opmuoﬁ of
the facilities. involved.

LaCrosse summarizsd the background of the existing ticket comtracts representsd by Fastixx 'and
Tickstmaster. This contractual relationship goes bsck spproximataly tem years, which covered the
Coliseum until its transfer to the Blazers, and sincs its inception has added the Conveation

~ Center and Expo via amendmests.

The imeframe for this task is as follows:

August . mammwmm
September Public meetings and other forms of inpus gathersd-
Oclaber wfummwwudw .
Nevamber  Proposals submitted November 30

December Propouhmdvd.conmnmcdd
Decamber 31 New coatract in place

The current ticket sexvicss wers summarized as follows:
Mwm(w&p)

Fastixz
Tickstmaster

MERC Work Session ‘
September 7, 1904 Page !



~ Ctvic Stadiom
Computerized services
Stadtum box offics
Sports teams handle season tickets

IExpo Canter
No computerized services
Tenant operates or contracts for box office

Oregon Coxventien Canter
Computerized services
OCC box office

Portiand Center for the Performing Arts
Computerized services
PCPA box offics
Resident companies handle season tickets

Other special arrangements with resident companies
The objectives otthkmkfomandlurwlnwinmludnthofomtmpmnmm

. i - do our current servicss meet your needs? Whltc'nbodb'utolmmn
servics to tenants, vendors, and the public?

. MERC nesds to meet public sccountability mdﬁdlwhkhnquka'n
qltmmmckauudmucmwudmmm \

- Becsuse the tickst represents s contrsct with the consumer, MERC's role Is
to ensurs the consumer gets what is promised.

Fairnesg - What arrangements can ansare equitable treatment to tickst agents,
promoters/presenters, and facilities im terms of covering costs and distributing proceeds?

Commissionsy Norris asked the publie to set forth their commaents.

Greg Edwards, Qreson Anticue Aute Swap Meet (April esch year), provided their flaancial and
statistical WMMMomhnmmqmu'mnnleduw.

believing in the fres enterprise systam. Anuckum.hdouumpcl-uudnocmm
the building, mmmmrmsm This is the second largest evems of fts L.ad
in the United States resuiting in extensive tourism dollars im the community. This organization is
muuwmmmumm.mdmmmm im PIR, Mr.
Edwards alse stated thst they have funded improvements at Expe and PIR for their benefits as
well as other users. Noummmmmgmmmm

Wmmmmummummmumwu
States. They have Iavestsd $40,000 in capital improvements, and jointly use Expe and PIR. It
draws locally, nationally and internstionally.

MERC Work Session :
Septamber 7, 1908 Page 2



i C 1 (30 car clubs), sponsor of the October Car Show &
Swap Meet at the Expo Center for the last 17 years. They share the position of the previous

. _ speaker as it relates to ticket sales. A

Blosser asked about the concept of advance ticket sales for this event. The response involved the
problem of counterfelt tickats. Blosser inquired about packaging the ticket sale with a sponsor to
handle advance tickst sales, Thers was an exchange of information of the car show executives
describing the resulls of having utilized the sponsor approach in years past.

They utilize the Civic Stadtum for football playoffs and baseball and use the
Coliseum for their basketball tournaments. They are happy with the current ticket sale operation
and want to maintain that system. Thelir operation is not conducive to advance sales. People wait
until the last minute to purchase tickets based on what teams are involved. : '

Candy Cavanagh commented that the roll tickst mansagement afforded OSAA by the Civic
Stadium box offics staff is not cost effective from an accuracy standpoint. Although ths box office
staff time is reimbursed by the user, it {s not a completely accurate method of tickst control.

In response to inquiry, Blosser confirmed that the objective of this potential change is not to
establish @ revenue producing profit center, but rather to fnsure sccountability as a public agency.

When the tickst sales are not computarized and contrsctoally monitored, that accountability
cannot bo.lnmnd. The potential for lability lies with MERC, not the event promoter, thus
MERC: has o vested interest in overseeing the tickst sale operation for all events In all MERC

managed facilities.

‘ commented that the current syxstm works well and

. M»mveryrehxmmmsnm_systanchnged.
D ' commented that each and every promotsr and event are

David Leiken, Double Tee Promotions,
completely dinmntfronuchomcmdahonldbomudumch.punlcnhﬂymmnmot
ticketing. It is possible that the Expo Center needs to be excluded from the RFP process.

LaCrosse stated that s separsts description appuéabh to the Expo Center msy need to be
developed as a part of the RFP because of the unique events that take place.

Adjournment
This meeting sdjourned at 11:45 am.

MERC Work Seesion
. Septamber 7, 1994 : . Pege 3
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METROPOLITAN EXPOSITION-RECREATION COMMISSION

Work Session Re: Ticketing
September 21, 1994 - 10:00 a.m.
'Oregon Convention Center - Room C121 & 122

Present: Bernis Foster, Alice Narris, Mitxd Scolt, Commissioners.

Also Present: Pat LaCrosss, General Manager; Mark Willlams, Metro Legal Assistant
Counsel; Jeff Blogser, Harriet Sherburne, Jim Waki, Pam Erickson, Heather

Teed, Peggy Shndr‘er, Deniss Peterson, MERC Staff
(Al non-staff attendees are shown om the attached sign-ta sheet)

A work session of the Metropolitan Exposition-Recreation Commission Ticketing Committes, was
called to order by Commissionsr Mitzl Scott, chairperson for this mesting. The Ticketing
Committes is charged with conducting an in-depth review of all aspects of the ticketing contract
process. This session was held to gather input and public comment specificaily relating to _
ticketing- for the PCPA. All of this information will be used to dsvelepe a Request for Proposal to
be issued later tn October. - - D -

Commissioner Scott reviewsd the time table of this review procsss and indicated that this meeting
was to promote discussion om this issus. MERC, as trustees and operators of public facilities in
" the public interest, ars vitally interssted in fulfilling their obligation to maiatain the public trust.
Commissioner Scott introduced the other Cammittes members - Alice Norris representing
Clackamas County, Commissioner Bernie Foster represanting Muitaomah County, and
Commissioner Scott represents the City of Portland. Commissicner Scott asked that self-
introductions be mads arcund the table. Commissioner Scott thanksd everyons for attending
meeting and for providing their mnch-needed input and opinion. _

LaCrosse indicated m‘rimabum:umunwmmuy for the three
MERC Commissioners, and staff members. Howerer, in keeping with the previously made
statements relative to poblic interest, this will be s public discussion open (o all who are
interested. . v

LaCrosse stated thet he will summarize the results of the survey document which was sent to
different venders snd ticksting companies, and s second survey of purchasing "customaers® at six
different events, Pam Ericksoa will summarize the {nitial resctions se far from ths users of some
of the facilities reistive to tickst servicss.

,NMMmmmmﬂos as well a8 the existing ticksting services

MERC Work Session .
September 21, 1994 : Page ?



The time frame for this task is as follows:

Angust MERC Committee organizes, designs pubuc process
September 7, 21, 29 Public meetings and other forms of input gathered
October 19 Request for Proposal will go to the Commission for approval

November Proposals received by November 30
" December - Contractors selected and contract negotisted
December 31 . New contract in placs

The current tickst services wers summarized as follows:

Tickst Service (ezcept Expo)
Oregon Ticket Company als Fastixx
Ticketmastsr

Civic Stadham
Computerized services
Stadium box office ‘
Sports teams handle seasom tickets

Expe Caater (under MERC mansgement sincs Janoary 1994)
... No computerized services
Tensaut operstss or contracts for box offics
Todd Services (principal coatrsctor curreatly) _

Oregen Cosventin Ceater

Computerized services'
OCC box office’

Portisad Ceater for the Parforming Arts .
Computsrized services
PCPA bozx offics '
Resident companies handle season tickets
Other special srrangements with resident companies

Performing Arts Canter -

Thers are 15 curreat resident compenies which are subject to box offics and permit policies. Orver
mmwmmmmmw te what would normally be the
ticketing operation. This has resulted in s wide variety of tickst operstions and practices. The
pmmnmwmmm“my,Mummusuu
mmmnmmsmmwmsmumm.mam
wuuhcammmmumm,wmummrcusmmm also,

L

MERC Work Sessien
Seplembar 21, 1004 ' Pege 2



Some of the comments received from the ticketing companies, vendors, and principal users, have
included: - -

. Want @ choics about the use of ticket companies

- Expressed concern of whether MERC intends to move to & single sutomated ticket company,
versus the two we now have.

. Want to keep the cost down. Soms of this concern comss from Expo of moving into
automation and the resulting higher cost.

. Visibility with where the box offices are.
-  Wanting information to be kept on a proprietary basis.

«  Need to have competition.

. Letting tickst companiss and residents handle the bex office and sell them 85 opposed to
having public staff handls it -

. Bewpublkln!mﬁonwuhmpeameom Thhhnu_dowiﬁéol'éuuormmth
" terms of better explanstion of user fees and soms othar fees in conjunction with tickst sales.

«  The issuancs of continuance btth.bpxomumcmmmnudmdothn. -

«  Concern for fes structure - fes for opersting equipment, Mudhww is
done on ticket stock

. Concern with two sutomated tickst companies and how that works.

. Concerns about the need for ome spot whers tickets can be purchased at face value with
ticket fees. .

.  General concern about countarfeiting and scalping of tickats.

msmhummﬂmmmmdmob&mm“muuﬂu
verbal surveys taksm by grestars at specific events. The intent is to get 100 suxveys at PCPA, 100
at the Stadiom and alse at Expe snd the Convention Ceater. This precess is approximately 50%
complets. The questieas asked inciode whers they got a ticket, how easy it was to get a ticket,
wdﬂnghlhcnmpmqmpnphmmmmmqmw
information mmwmmmmmmmamumamm
offices, would they be incitned to use the box offices in the futurs, askad for suggestions (or
improvement and we asked whare they are located. The preiiminary comments includes

"« Most found It quits easy to buy a tickst
«  Some confusioa Mﬂmubﬁyn&htwhuammbn-mdm

MERC Work Sesslen

September 31, 1084 Page 3



The public service objectives of this task force and its review will include the following four
primary areass . .

Service [mprovemeng - do our current services meet your needs? What can be done to improve
" service to tenants, vendors, and the pubiic?

Publie Accountability - MERC needs to meet public accountability standards which requires a
system to track attendancs, tickst proceeds and revenue distribution.

Consumep_Protection - Because the ticket represents a contract with the consumer, MERC's role is
to ensurs the consumer gets what is promised. '

Fairnesz - What arrangements can ensure equitable mmauoﬂdmm
promoters/presenters, and facilities in terms of covering costs and distributing proceeds?

Commissioner Scott stated that MERC has made s determination to stay im the box office
business regarded as part of the public sccountability role. Commissioner Scott asked the public
to set forth their comments relative to the specifications that will go into the development of the
RIP document.

Don Roth, Oregon Svmphvony Associstion stated that the way things have operated is basically
saﬂsmch."l'hqwoulduhtthomudon to review the issue of handling charges.

Ianet Bradlev, Tears of Iov Theatrs - They will do 39 performances in the family series, and 8 -
performancss in the adult series. Four year ago they depended hesvily on tickst sales at the
Portland Center box offics and were selling subscriptions through the office. They have
experienced some customer dissatisfaction that they were not getting very good information on
shows, so last year they added s Portland line and did s large number of single ticket sales
through the Tears of Joy offics, while still depending on the PCPA box offics to deal with weekend
tickets. In January 1994, since phome servics was no longer available st the PCPA bozx offics to

" handle weeksnd ticket sales, they added an individual to be in their offics on weekands to taks
these calls. At the curreat tims, they call forward thetr office calls te s cellular phone manned by
one of their staff at the PCPA where the callers can then pick up the ticksts as they arrive.
Having the phons answered on Saturdsy morning at PCPA would be of help to them becsuse of

their Saturdsy and Sunday performances.

Gavls Inman, Staging Christmas Tree - They sell 87% of their own ticksts. They are online with
Ticketmaster, but they bave their own tickst office. They foed that their customers “love® to talk to
them, they ask specific questions about the performance, seating, show coatsnt, stc. They are
mmmwmmmmmuuvqm te their overall success. A
season subscription format was tried by The Singing Christmas Tree one yesr and sincs their
offerings are different from year (0 year other than the main eveat, that was not successful.

) wm-ltummmwmwmm&&mm are and

building s long term reiationship with them. That informatica was svailable whem accounts were
billed for customers thst came to PCPA, but that is not available from the PCPA at this time and
they feel that those customers are petemtially lost to follow up.
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Peggy Shaeffer responded that PCPA was building accounts for the Opera, the Symphony and the
Ballet and it was very time consuming at the window whils others customers had to wait. That
program was abandened January 1994

Don_Roth. Oreson Svmphony - That's why we evolved to do so much of our own business. The
repeat business is very valusble and If the customer is taken care of properly as they are now,
they become season subscribers for us.

- Inquired about whers the surveys had been
takena so far and where will the others come from.

Pam Erickson responded that at PCPA they conducted the surveying at s classical symphony of
Tort Amos, an opers, and Jeff Dunham.

Don Roth, Oregen Svmphony - Feels that the arts organizations should be sbie to run thetr own
box offices. That's a logical extension of the services that they provide. The personal interaction
is very important with the repeat, long term customer. :

Sondra Peariman, Oregon Childrens Thegter - For the last four years they have tried to avoid
having someons in their offics handling the box office. They have relled primarily on the PCPA
box offics and Ticketmastar phoss lins, however, that hasa’t worked for them. They now have
someons in their office to handle the ticket sales formerly handled on the PCPA phone line. They
would -liks the public te have the opportunity to call PCPA and just find out what's going on
thers. There’s no single polnt that a citizen can call to find out what is playlng and be given
another number to call for specific performancs content and ticket information. -

W-'sm the Importancs of the williogmess, ability and commitment
of the ticketing agencles mmmammougwmumm«qmmm
application to esch individual user. _

David Leiken, Dogbls Tee Promotions/Oregon Ticket Company - As 8 promoter there’s beea some
things stated about competitien. One is that overall, the cost te the users in this markst are
probably less than just about any other major market In the country. Secondly, the service
chargutothcwﬂkmwdlundtwhtmthownm The reason {s when someons
comutoummarhtud&qwmmdouhow.mqhmuhohuuuymabomtho
cusmmc.thqkupthlmchmdmbywotmmuddmﬂmmﬂswns’s
money. mrd.uclnnwumofm:anmfumm Thers are
alternatives ndﬂmphmm_mqmwm.&cw.mmmuhﬂua
choice.

Don Walker, Race Central Ing, - (Represeats a single dsy use at the Expe Center in January
44000 attendance). He would liks to see ths goals and objectives defined for all the users and
MERC that would escoursge the successful formula being sought.

LaCrosse responded that this is part of the complexity of the issue at hand - how to meet some or
most of the objectives st Expe without dramatically chasging things. A Jot of Expe sctivity is
composed d'oumfmﬂbythcucor&mnﬁ?odd.xwmuddnmu
network becsuse your customers come to the Expe expecting to buy s tickst. One solution might

MERC Work Sesslon
Septamber 31, 1904 Page 8



be to use soms of the existing system at Expo, take on a supervisory or contractual relationship
with the user or Todd or whomever, saying what the expectations are and who s the person in
charge in the evens that 8 facility-related decision becomes necessary. Thers would also be a
reporting agreement with the parties in order to meet the public accountability role.

- You can’t be all things to all peopls so now might be an opportunity to decids
what are the essentia) basic services that have to be provided and in many cases, it is not cost
effective for PCPA to try to provide the kind of ticketing and personal service that might be
wanted.

David Leiken, Double Tee Promotions/Oregon Ticket Co. - It sounds as though most of the

objectives previous stated are mors than being met currently and if there is some other objective
not mentioned here, it should coms out in the open and be discassed. He suggested it had to do
with money. .. 3

Commissioner Scott responded that costs are alwsys a consideration, but in no way does MERC
want to be an obstacie to the varicus companies maintaining and building their personal
relationships with their patrons. The issue of sccountability must be deait with while being very
mindful of what the users and various companiss want

David Leiken - He felt he had not heard what, if anything, s thers bout the curreat contractusl
arrangement that MERC has with the ticketing agescies, that gets in the way of customer sexvice
Is there something "brokea® that the RFP is going to fix. He feit that mest of the promoters are
mmmmmmpunﬁmmmorsmmuqm

LaCrosse responded that there are a (ew issuss that nesd to e correcteds

. Thers I3 not 8 "spot” where the consumer cam go to purchase axy tickat oa any of the

systems, Le., all of the ticksts represented today as well as both of the sutomated systems. Is
thers really a need for that? )

. Costs. This is not a revemus source for MERC, The issus is to clarify services and cut the
costs that are net reimbursed.

. Public Accountability. Due to the variety of roll tickets, hard tickets, sutomated tickats, 15
w«wmwumm«um at Expe, MERC does not have the
kind of dats available te previde the necessary accountability.

. Fes Stractars. The carreat contract is far (00 complicated te administer effactively. [t needs
to be simpiified, with the clear understanding that this is net 8 revesns sorcs for MERC.
The fee structure needs te cover the costs MERC might incur.

-  Fairmess, mmmmmwmmamumm
- automated ticketing coatract requirements and it happened informally which is alse very
difficult to track. Mmmﬂyaupthumbﬂ.bym decuments.
This needs to be clarified while minimizing dramstic changes.

MERC Wark Sesnien N : - .
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- Their contract precludes them from discussing their
ticketing arrangement. They are one of the companies exempt. They sell thelr tickets on an in.
house system called ProLog which enables them to marry their donor discounts with our single
ticket sales. They have the highest number of performances in the PCPA, namely 160 events. The
status quo werks for them because they have increased their service improvements, they have
captured nearly every name, that have a very good relationship with Fastixx that enables them to
make their tickats available to the outlets, sudited every year on royalties and commissions pald,
equity contracts are relatsd to how much they earn at the box office. They are accountable for
their gross sales to five other entities that determine their contract. They feel they have mors
than met the public accountability standards. Their patrons cam buy » ticket at PCPA whers they
will pay a handling fes; if they walk an additional ten feet to our window, they won't pay a
handling fee. If MERC clarifies the system that provides no exceptions, they will be more than
ready to protest. She feels that her servics could benefit smaller companies, but she is precluded
from lending that assistance. She feels strongly that tickets for events i other MERC facilities
should ail be available for purchase in the Convention Ceatsr whers a majority of out-of-tawn
public is gathering. She also fesls that s "ons lins to find out information” would be very

beneficial.

Commissioner Norris commented tlm the group not represeated hers is the customer. Is there
anything that can be addressed in the RFP about the add-on charges.

LeAnne Petrone, Trgres Heart Shakespears Co, that the customer will go whers ths .
tickat is the lowest. If they doa’t have to pay a handling fes, that's where they'l go. (This was
nouhcmcllmmotmpoup.)

Commissioner Norris feels the add-ons are an irritation to the customer and they have chosen to
,mdwmmmmrmmmmmmummummd
ltthlwllldﬂo ’

W-Iwmmmmrdm of accountability. The business
thausbelngbmnmtnmndﬂﬂumumlnﬂpmﬂntmmrcmc and stressed that
in the name of simplicity ﬂm,nlhnnkmmbummnmpmm

mhithardcmdwlllulltmm If the systam looks good oa paper, it should not get in
the way of the companies actually seling ticksts and dolag business.

Darid Letken, Double Tes Promotions, Qregon Tickst Ca, - feels that competition is the nams of
the game, especially in Portiand.

« expressed that for the public the fact that there’s

Sondra Pesrimas. Oresom Childrens Theatrs
mutmmmmummwmmm“fuumum
ticket price snd seme don’t. The handling fees vary sigaificantly by the form aad location of
purchase the custemer chooses. The endiag tickst price never matches the publithed prics in the
paper. ) '

Tom Kesnas - Wanted confirmation thst the contract for PCPA requires thst the user foe be
advertised or broken out? noummmmumnnuumcamuot
the service charges. mcwmm:mamammmmuuuw
outlets. What is sold at the sutomated ticket outlets, MERC get § for each ticket; MERC gets
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) 30 of the servics charge on phone orders per ticket; MERC gets 50 of the handling fee. His
opinfon is that those fees ars deceptive and unfair because the consumer feels those charges are
® going to the ticketing companies and those charges are going back to the venues. He feels that
' the box office issue at PCPA should be handled out of the user fees, not the handling fees. He
feels strongly that the servics charges should go to the ticketing companies and the handling fees

should go to MERC.

Harriet Sherburne, PCPA - Sincs coming on in February after numercus changes were made in
January, shs was in a position to intercept the happy and unhappy customer. She received
enough comments to feel that thers are numerous unhsppy customers out there relating to long
lines, long waits on the phone, inability to phone in and find out any information, and the
inability to buy s ticket in the town where they live versus dialing long distance to s Portland

number.

Martha Richards - Expressed frustration with the policy involving paying cash at the window
versus the credit card capability over the phone.

David Leiken responded that this is often established by the promoter becauss MERC charges the
promoter back for the mastercard or visa fes.

W-ltappwdhﬂnﬁﬂh&c’mhdﬂpmm RFP, that it is
entangled with MERC’s own position on what it Is or is not going te do in tarms of ticksting
services. Mmcsmmmunmmmmbmma-rumupom

LaCrosse summarized that an eves, equitable spproach to ticksting does not currently exist and it
needs to be changed. :

| Robert Bailey responded that MERC should consider that the established major arts
organizations have many other sccountsbilities beyond this grosp.

Commission Scott inquired and LaCrosse confirmed that minmtes of this hearing will be sent to
the attendess. Commissiensr Scott ssked that some form of & written draft or outline be available

at the September 29th wark session.

Adisorament o
This meeting sdjourned at 12:00 pam.
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EXHb F

METROPOLITAN EXPOSITION-RECREATION COMMISSION

Ticketing Committee Work Session
September 29, 1994 - 9:00 a.m.
Oregon Convention Center - Room B110-111

Present: Bernie Foster, Alice Norris, Mitxl Scott, Commissioners.

Also Present: Pat LaCrosse, General Manager; Mark Willlams, Metro Legal Assistant
Counsel; Jeff Blosser, Harriet Sherburne, Jim Waki, Pam Erickson, Heather
Teed, Peggy Shaeffer, Denise Peterson, Candy Cavanagh, Chris Bailey,
MERC Staff _

[All non-staff attendees are shown on the attached sign-in sheet]

A third work session of the Metropolitan Exposiﬂon-Reuutlon‘ Commission Ticketing Committee,
was called to order at 9:15 aum.

LaCrosse reviewed the background and the process that has transpired as well as presented the
preliminary conclusions reached by staff, which was in printed report form. The options reviewed
.byslaﬂm'ufollm: ‘ :

" Develop an RFP and request proposals for computerized ticketing.
Extend existing agreements, Some legal complications exist.
Renegotiate new agreements with the two ticketing companies.
Could set up a pre-qualificstion process and look at a8 number of different companies.

-

Considerations reviewed by staff
. Complexity of the process. Touched on the differences in terms of computerized

ticketing as it exists, Example The Convention Center and Expo versus the Stadiom
and PCPA, being ths most complex. '

. Precess. The staff effort to analyze box office costs has been significant. An outline
was reviewed. This analysis indicates that the Convention Center and Stadium just
about break even on box office costs. However, this is not the case with the PCPA box

" office; the losses associated with this are between $100,000 and $150,000.

- Box Offics Mansgement. Review of the commitment that MERC will stay in the box
office business yet to be defined. As a minimum, MERC will be in control of and
supervising the box office, not necessarily operated by MERC staff.

MERC Work Seesian .
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Ticketing Services Covered By An Agreement Computerized ticketing agreement, box
office agreement or a simple lefter ticketing agreement. This inyvolves the
accountahility for tickets and the money involved in ticket sales. This could include a
letter agreement for certain ticket companies for certain locations and events versus a
wide-range ticketing agreement for more involved, longer running events with a variety
of promoters. These could include ths box office policy agreement and permit '
agreements being clarified to include data statistics on season tickets, individual
tickets, roll tickets, hard tickets, how many of what price, and accounting for same on

8 regular basis,

Public Hearings - September 7 and September 21st.  Brief overview of both meetings
with the underlying tons being the current resident groups are very concerned about
having their investment of time and money to work with the corrent ticketing
companies being jeopardized through the RFP process and being forced to work with a
new ticket company. _

Staff recommendations for discussion at this Work Session:

L

2.

4.

Retain the existing ticket companies for the PCPA. The reasons have been explored in
depth in the September 21st public hearing. The existing resident companies feel it
could use some minor revisions, but not major changes. :

'Gmmmwmmmmmmmm

- Simplify and update the agreements.
- Recover ticketing staff box office costs.

There should be an advertised RFP for computerized ticketing business for the Oregon
Convention Center, Stadium and Expo Center. Staff feels that this should result in

one ticketing company.

All tickets sold for any MERC event will be covered by an agreement - detailed
descriptive agreement or 8 letter agreement for some of the vendors at Expo. The
agreement is necessary (o account for the tickets and the money collected, and it states
that when you sell tickets to a MERC event you are selling tickets under the

supervision of MERC, .

Season ticket sales will continpe to be mamaged by the resident, non-profit companies
outside computerized ticksting agreements. Primarily regarding PCPA, to ths extent
aﬂcmbdndboxoﬂa,amonwhﬂmﬂoﬂhuuﬂuhmc-pmﬂdd .
sexvice. Soms of the service relates very directly to the sessom tickets sold at PCPA
and to that extent, it is equitable that some portion of the cost of that service relating
wlmﬂdnu,boanoaudtotholothntseﬂthumm How that will be

handled {8 yet to be determined.

Dayid Lelken initiated the discussion relative 1o pre-existing exclusive tickating contracts with
various venues and events and how changing the format would effect that.

MERC Work Session
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stated that currently we only have one system in the Convention Center.
Blosser clarified that there are two systems, except every flat consumer-type shows with tickets
purchased at the door, uses Fastixx which was the original deal; the other is if there is a seated
event and they want to use advance ticket sales, they are allowed to choose either system. That's
about five events per year. LaCrosse commented that this is the only exclusive contruct in all of
the MERC facilities.

Commisstonier Norris requested sdditional information regarding the potential cost savings by
going to one ticket system. Specifically:

- do the current system operators assist with training personnel
.  what investment is anticipated in opening up to more competition
-  what cost controls do we see

LaCrosuremlndethhetwoukﬂngmmu are non-exclusive, however should the RFP
behmednotenﬂhgtarjuﬂmdchteompnytobeawudedthmtna, then we are certainly .
opening mepmztormnlﬂphmpniuwbomrdedmﬂul contracts. .

The myriad of scenarios were set forth relating to the concept of having just ons system, as well
as the potential legalmtkﬂoudsemngforthumthnmldmlymuhmmam '
current ticksting companies to be awarded new contracts but not opening up the potential for
multiple ticket companies to clatm they have rights to those vennes as well.

’WWMWNO&mM@MS&hﬂ. The reason is most of the
bu.dnmuEmuAOCCmuatshmgmcﬂadmhdonmswmumtgmmnyme
case at Civic Stadium. He feels it is wrong to lump the Stadium inte the other two buildings.

: Rﬂaﬁnmmsum.PSUhuammﬂthmhtMuw,Dmthuhuaconmﬂm
Fuun,aner.Ca!n(BudW)!sloohngatbothmtnsmdwonlduhtonegoﬁau on
his own rather than MERC negotiating it for him.

In response mmm.ld!lmdmmndrewdm;mspomﬂﬂ for linking muitipls systems

together for interoperability allowing a ticket buyer to buy muitiple venne tickets at one location

with the handling and programming of the multiple ticket compenies utilizing an interlinked PC-
based operation done vis "ons’ system.

fmportance in the consideration of ticketing systems. Bruce Burnett offered some gensral
comments Mmmr&mmmmmmgmmmvm,mqumpomo

speed, confogion betwsem two systems, etc.

mmﬂwmmmamm Norris, relative to public contracting, in
the past the Commission took the position that they werea’t going to pick an exclusive ticket

Mmummmmwmmmwmmmmum and
amendments. That would mot precinde a third company from pursuing the right to provide
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services. An RFP process would bo.necuury if the Commission intends to pursue utilizing a
single provider at ons or more of the vemues, thus two individual companies exclusively.

LaCrosse reminded that if the existing contracts were amended and extended, there still is the
possibility of @ third or fourth company legally requesting to be considered as a provider.

The concept of pre-qualificstion process (RFQ) was discussed. Williams clarified that MERC
does not have that in its own policles although it is State law and would be allowed.

Commissioner Scott asked for the following clarifications:

. If the Commission went with one company primarily relating to the Convention Center and
Expo Center, is it a foregane conclusion that system would be sutomated? LaCrosse

responded yes, with the previcusly discussed exceptions.

- Rationale for considering one company - who’s simplicity and who’s cost effectiveness is

being considered? LaCrosss respondsd by summarizing the previous discussions for
Commissioner Scott who arrived late at this meeting.

LaCrosse stated that if it were possible, the ideal sitvation would be for MERC to own the
hardware, the phons lines, and make all softwars programs campatible allowing numerous
eompanlgl to participate. That is not a realistic option at this tims.

'LaCrosse asdded that restricting to one ticket company could substantially change the fes strocture
requiring more monitoring. .

Pam Erickson offered the comments received from ticket buyers relative to not having a
centrslized location or phone line where they can buy tickets te a variety of events.

Primagy Discoszion Oucstiens

Discussion continued exploring the methods to retain the two companies currently on line to
provide services to PCPA. Calthhunbgdoumroushamduofedsﬂng contract or RFP.

The Stadtum should be included im retaining the existing ticksting companies. If that were the
cass, would they add the Stadium to the PCPA.

Doyonmwi&tm;hm-mformanmm Canter and Expo which then does
differentiate two contract approaches? That still means two contract formats.

Once the three major policy questions are sddressed, the sdditional comcerns of "ons stop”
purchasing conveniencs, fee structurs, 800 number, etc. will be dealt with In detail.

LaCrosse reminded that MERC's ebjective [n this evaluation and regulting ticket agreements is to
 recover their box office costs snd to handle the contract negotistions accordingly. However, the
minutia to determine’ the formula that is equitable for each arts group will not be addressed in
the tnitial computerized ticket contract review phase.
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Commissioner Norris addressed ths recommendations as follows:

L Multi-year contract with the two existing computerized ticket companies for PCPA.

' LaCrosse responded to the soggested levels of service and arts groups participation
question saying it is a six month review process which cannot be solved prior to the
12/31/94 contract deadline. The ticket sales/box office cost data as it currently exists today
will be made svailable to the two existing computarized ticket companies, however, the data
l&not'::wednndhmﬂymmnedbyﬂmmdmmtmw _

Cms :

Tom Keenan and David Leiken expressed continued concern that the arts groups ere desirous of -
the sutomated ticket service, but do not necessarily want to pay for that service. It was confirmed
that the existing ticket companies are destrous of having this issus “pre-resolved” and included in

An additional understanding set forth is that the arts groups should not have to participate on 2
fee basis that includes their season ticket sales for which they do the marketing and handle the
sales. Their participation should be in "box office use” for the single ticket sale.

Subsequent to the discussion, LaCrosse summarized the recommendation ss follows: extend and
renegotiate the existing contracts with the proviso that the existing contracts and existing system
mommmfwoMMngmmoMMvhqmm,ammm'

standards are complete, if someone else wants to come in and meet the sams standards that have

‘been negotiated, they'rs weicome, :
" Discussion continoed regarding Expo and Stadium considerstions. It was determined that the

Stadium would be added to the #1 recommendation above, along with PCPA, for the Initial phase
of the contract.

Willlams clarified that if the intent by the Ticketing Committes is to remegotiate a contract with
theeﬂsﬂngﬁckueompnb,mﬂshouldhmmmd to negotiate a contract and maks a

recommendsation to the Committes for their review. If it is the intent to separats the facilities,
such as Expo and Convention Center, with different ticketing agreemaents, counsel recommends

" that be handled through an RFP. The third consideration is if the Committes intends to extend

the existing amngmntwiththhdhﬂs,adndhgkpomﬂeﬁtothngduwl&ouoﬂhc
other two, this would also avoid am RFP.

If the contracts are to be extended, it is supposed to be done 60 days prior to the end of the
contract. The staff could start now oa the preliminaries and following the October meeting,
pmm&cgddl:vhcamuwmmmummmwmm and any third
company who could meet the sams requirements, Then an RFP could be developed for the other
vennes in time for the November mesting.

BM:M that the exceptions involving OCC would be another computerised system
being requested at OCC. Hmhmmymuummudonnutumm
mten,am&oqhndoaﬂowo&cmﬂwﬂhmm.mvmﬂ&ahnbmnbm

. exception for that one event. All others would be required to use ths contracted company.
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A progress report will be given at the October meeting, an RFP will be subsequently developed,
and a new contract negotiated and in place by the December 31st deadlina.

Adjoprnment
This meeting adjourned at 11:15 am.
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