METROPOLITAN EXPOSITION-RECREATION COMMISSION
Resolution No. 94-66

Approving Ticket contractors for the Portland Center for the
Performing Arts and Civic Stadium and approving a method for
choosing a single ticket contractor for the Oregon ' Convention
Center and Expo.

Whereas, MERC has contracted for several years with two
automated computer tlcket companies for non-exclusive tlcketlng of

. MERC events; and

Whereas, the contracts with these two companies--Oregon Ticket
Company (Fastixx) and TicketMaster expire on 12/31/94; and

Whereas, the MERC appointed a committee comprised of
Commissioners Scott Foster, and Norris to work with staff and to
recommend a. method for handling computerized tlcketlng after
12/31/94; and

Whereas, the MERC committee conducted 3 public meetings,
surveyed vendors and users, surveyed customers at 8 different
events throughout the months of September and October; and

Whereas, all relevant issues were raised and discussed and a
consensus was reached;

Now therefore, the MERC resolves the following:

1. With respect to the Portland Center for the Performlng
Arts and Civic Sstadium, the non-exclusive contracts with Fastixx
and TicketMaster should be extended with changes that:

A. Simplify the agreement
B. Relate the fee structure to Box office cost recovery

2. With respect to the Oregon Convention Center and Expo, a
request for proposals will be done to select a single automated
company for the 0.C.C., and for the Expo Center where vendors
choose to use automated tickets.

3. That 2 separate contracts for 1 and 2 above respectively
will be approved by the MERC prior to 12/31/94.

The MERC further resolves that:

1. The sale of all tickets (computer, hard, roll, etc.) for
all events and all MERC facilities be subject to an agreement and
all people selling tickets in MERC facilities be subject to MERC
supervision.
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2. That the MERC will retain a box office function in one or
more locations at a cost and in manner yet to be determined.

Passed by the Commission on October 19, 1994

Chal N

Secretary-Treasurer

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

. By:
‘ ' Mark B. Williams
Senior Assistant Counsel




MERC STAFF REPORT

Agenda Item/Issue: Approval of Ticketing Proposals and Staff Report
Resolution No 94-66

Date: 10-19-94 . Presented by: Patrick LaCrosse

Backgiound and Analysis:

A two month public process was undertaken to review ticketing at MERC facilities.
Attached.and incorporated here by reference is the MERC Committee report.

Fiscal Impact:

There is no fiscal impact with resolution 94-66. Fiscal impact will be determine at
the time actual contracts are approved
Recommendation:

It is recommended that the MERC approve 94-66 providing for contracting for MERC
ticketing.



September 28, 1994

Interim Report on Ticketing Services for events at MERC facilities:

.Oregon Convention Center

.Civic Stadium

.Exposition Center

.Portland Center for the Performing Arts

Intr ion:

The 2 computer automated ticket agreements with TicketMaster and Oregon Ticket
Company (Fastixx) expires on 12/31/94.

This expiration requires that something be done to replace the expired agreements
before 12/31. This could be extension of the existing agreements; a competition for
one or more new company agreements; renegotiation without competition; or some
other choice or combination.

This need to respond to a time limit is further complicated by the number of, tenure
of, and complication of the facilities involved. For example, the Convention Center
uses computerized tickets mostly on a general admission basis.

The Stadium is also computerizéd and also functions as an outlet, but a number of
events use other than computer tickets ("roll" or "hard") and several sell on a season
ticket basis. :

The Expo Center is new to MERC, sells very little on an advanced, reserved seat
basis, and uses little, if any, computer tickets.

Finally, the Portland Center for the Performing Arts is even more diverse and complex
in that there are many resident and non-profit companies that are strongly vested in
existing ticket companies, sell volume season tickets outside our agreement and
manage their own box office.

Background:

In the Spring of ‘94, MERC staff undertook a several month process of analysis of
"Box Office™ costs at the various facilities to determine what the cost and revenue
were for each facnlnty A recent memo summarlzmg that information is attached as
appendix A.
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Also in the Spring of ‘94, MERC staff reviewed the 2 existing computer ticket
contracts in anticipation of their expiration. The conclusion of that review was that
the agreements were extremely complex, unclear, cumbersome and in part, probably
not enforced. It was also clear that the agreement had been drafted in large part to
cover the high volume of tickets at the Memorial Coliseum which had since been
transferred to other management.

In anticipation of needing more time to prepare for a new "request for Proposal” for
ticket services, the 2 existing computerized ticketing companies agreed to an
extension to 12/31/94.

Process:

In early summer, 1994, the MERC appointed a 3 Commissioner Committee to
shepherd the ticket review process.

The committee met with staff on 8/17; outlined the task, timeframe, concerns, etc.
and resolved to conduct an open, public analysis of the situation. Notes of that
meeting were sent to a mailing list of approximately 150 interested parties. Principles
that were established at that meeting included:

1. The MERC will stay in the box office business in a manner yet to be defined.

2. All ticketing services would be covered by a agreement...whether a box office
agreement or a single ticket agreement.

Further, some public objectives were discussed which were refined in later meetings.
eptember 7:

The first of two public meetings was set for September 7th. Prior to it taking place,
comments were solicited and received from principles of the 2 computer ticket
companies. The meeting on September 7th was attended by about 35 people and
focused on the OCC, Stadium, and principally the Expo Center. (See Exhibit D).
While most folks did not disagree with the MERC objectives outlined in the meeting,
the principle message from the users was that they were cost conscious and did not
want much, if any, change. We discussed ways that we might increase
accountability without requiring an immediate major change in procedures.
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September 21:

On the 21st, the second public meeting was held. It was attended by about 40
people and focused on ticketing at the Performing Arts Center. (See Exhibit B).

The principle message received from Arts groups was that they felt things were
operating well now and did not want to see much change.

In the meeting, summaries were given of the individual written questionnaires received
to date as well as of the surveys of customers completed at several events.

On the 29th of September, MERC Commissioners, users, and staff met several times
to review preliminary information and conclusions. As a result of the discussion at
that meeting and in lite of all prior discussions, the MERC committee makes the
following recommendations: :

Recommendations:

1. MERC should negotiate new, multi year non-exclusive contracts with the
existing 2 computerized ticketing companies/for the PCPA and Stadium ticket
services.

Many of the 15 resident groups, and other non-profit groups, have established strong
working relationships with one or the other of the two existing companies;
"TicketMaster” and "Fastixx". These groups are not asking for any change, and
except for the deadline we face, we probably would not be raising the issue. Many
of the residents’ dollars have been spent investing in special procedures and
software...all of which would be jeopardized by competition. If we went thru a
competition, then the question would be -- "would we ehoose gne company"? Or
would "we choose more than one™? and if more than one company, "how many
companies™? and "why? The status quo is two companies with much invested in
that situation.

Our goal in negotiating new agreements include:

1. Simplifying the agreement
2. Recovering our ticketing staff (Box office) cost
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Recommendation 2: MERC will stay in the Box office business at the PCPA. Over
the course of the next year, the role of the Box office in relationship to the Arts
groups and ticket companies will be better defined and where service improvement
and cost savings can be identified, they will be implemented. Remaining Box office
costs and related service will be clearly defined and every effort made to recover
those costs (the PCPA Box office operation is directly tied to ticketing but there is
insufficient time to fully analyze the interrelationships of Box office, Arts groups, and
ticketing companies to arrive at well reasoned conclusion prior to ticketing decisions).

Recommendation 3: There should be an advertised RFP for the computerized
ticketing business for the Oregon Convention Center, and the Expo Center, where
computer tickets are used. One company from the respondents should be chosen.

The rationale for choosing one company is as follows:
Were we just starting out with establishing a ticket contractor, we

undoubtedly would choose one company for simplicity and cost
effectiveness.

a)

-

b) There is much less investment on the part of the existing companies in
business at the Oregon Convention Center and none at Expo.

c) ~ There is greater cost in operating two systems in training staff and
managing equipment and some confusion to the public.

Recommendation 4: All tickets sold for any event in any MERC venue will be
covered by an agreement. This may be a simple letter agreement or could be
covered in updated permits in the case of the PCPA. The intent is to meet the
objective of accounting for all tickets. In some cases, a fee may be involved to
offset proportionately Box office costs either on a flat fee or per ticket basis.

Recommendation 5: The sale of season tickets will continue to be managed by
the resident/non-profit companies outside the computerized ticket agreement(s).
Accounting for season tickets and any fees that might be involved will be incorporated
in the individual ticket/permit agreements or in the computerized ticket agreement as
appropriate.



Exbtr# /7
METROPOLITAN EXPOSITION-RECREATION COMMISSION

. Work Session _
September 7, 1994 - 10:00 a.m.
Oregon COpnnﬂon Center

Present: . Sam Brooks, amir; Bernie f’ostgr, Alice Norris, Mitd Scott, Commissioners.

Also Present Pat LaCrosse, General Manager; Mark Willlams, Matro Legal Assistant
Counsel; JefY Blosser, Harriet Sherburne, Candy Cavansgh, Chris Bailey,
Heather Teed, Brucs Burnett, Pam Erickson, Denise Peterson, MERC Staff
[All non-staff sttendees are shown oa the attacked sign-in sheet) )

A work session of the Metropolitan Exposition-Recreation Commission, was called to order by
Commissionsr Alice Norris, chatrperson of this meeting of the Task Force which is charged with
conducting an in-depth review of all aspects of the ticketing contract process. This seszion was
held to gather input and public comment specilically relating to ticketing for the Convention
Center, Stadium, and Expo. Oa September 21st, 8 work sessiom will be coavened to deal with
ticketing issues st PCPA. All of this information will resuit in a Request for Proposal to be

issued later in October. )

L aCrosse introdiced the MERC staff members present whe handle the day-to-dsy operations of
the facilities involved. ' . '

LaCrosse summarizsd the background of the exsting ticket comtracts representsd by Fastixx and
Ticketmaster. This contractual relatdonship goes back spproximataly tem years, which covered the
Coliseum untl jts transfer to ths Blazers, and since its Incepton has added the Conveation

Center and Expo via amendments,
The tmeframe for this task is as follows:

August MERC Committss crganises, dssigns public process
September mmauomcfomdmpupm
Ocheber B.nquutfor?npouldndopdndw
Nevember  Proposals submitted November 30

Decamber  Propossls received, contractors selocted
Decmmber 31 New contract in place

The current tickst services wers sunmarized as follows:

Compotarised Tickat Servics (except Expe)
Fasdxx '
Tickstmastar

MERC Work Seesion
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Civic Stadiom
Computerized services
Stadtum box office
Sports teams handle season tekets

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

Oregen Coxventian Canter
Computerized services
OCC box office

Portisad Ceatsr for the Performing Arts
Computerizsd services
PCPA box offics
Residmt companies handle season tickets

- Other special arrangements with resident compuhi
The objectives of this task forcs and Its review will include the following four primary areas

. . do our current servicss meet your needs? Whnmbod'o.uto'lmpmn
servics {0 tenants, vendors, and the public?

-mc:wmaqtpuhlkmnwv standards which requires a-
symntomknmdma,dchtprocadlmdmwdmr{bnﬂu- '

" . Becsuse ths ticket represents s contract ﬁdl the consumer, MERC's role s
{0 ensure the consumer gets what is promised.

&M-thwmmmﬁtﬁhmnﬂm&mm& :
promoters/presenters, and facilities im terms of covering costs. and distributing procseds?

Mmumm_smmmummu&nmmumwm
States. They have investsd $40,000 in capital improvemests, Manpoude It
draws locally, nationally and internstionally. '

© MERC Wark Session
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Mﬂhﬁ-mwm (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 relstes to ticket sales.

Blosser asked about the concept of advance ticket sales for this event. The response involved the
problem of counterfeit ticksts. 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 results of having utilized the sponsor approsch in years past.

Bud Lewis, OSAA- They utllize the Ciric Stadfum for football playofls and baseball and ase the

Coliseum for their basketball tournaments. They are happy with the current ticket sale operation
and want to maintain that system., Their operation Is not conducive to advance sales. Peopls wait
until the last minuts to purchase tickets based on what teams are involved.

Candy Cavanagh comnultid that the roll ticket management afforded OSAA by the Civic
Stadtum box offics staff is not cost effective from an accuracy standpojnt. Although the box office
staff time is reimbursed by the user, it is not a completely sccurats method of tickst control

In responss to inquiry, Blosser confirmed that the objective of this potential change is not to
establish a revenoe prodocing profit center, but rather to insurs sccountability as a pablic sgency.

When the tickst sales are not computerized and contractoally monitored, that sccountahility
cannot -be insured. The potential for liability lies with MERC, not the svent promoter, .thus
MERC has a vested interest in overseding the ticket sals oparation for all events in all MERC

managed facilities.
commented that the amrent system works well and
they are very reluctant to ses the system changed.

David Leiken, Double Tee Promotions, commented that each and every promoter and event are

completely different from esch other and should be trestsd as such, particularty in the ares of -
ticketing. It is possible that the Expo Center needs to be excluded from the RFP process.

LaCrosse stated that s separste description spplicable 1o the Expe Center msy nesd to be
developed as a part of ths RFP becauss of the unique events that taks placs.

- Adiogrnment

This meeting sdjourned at 11:45 am.

MERC Work Seesion ' .
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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 Nerris, Mitd Scott, Commissioners.
Also Present: Pat LaCrosss, General Manager; Mark Williams, Metro Legal Assistans. .
Counsel; Jeff Blosser, Harrist Sherburae, Jim Waki, Pam Erickson, Heather
_ Teed, Peggy Shaeffer, Denise Petarson, MERC Sisff

(ALl non-staff sttendess are shown on the attached ﬂﬁ-h sheet)

A work session of the Metropolitan Exposition-Recreation Commission Ticketing Committes, was

called to order by Commissioner Mitd Scott, chairperson for this meeting. The Ticketing
Committee 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 specifically relating to

ticketing- for the PCPA. All of this informadon will be used to develepe a Raquest for Proposal to
be issusd later ta October. - B ; '

Commissioner Smm«dmumcubuofmhrﬁnmmw that this meeting
was to promots discussion on this issus. MERGC, as trusises and operators of public facilities in
the public interest, ars vitaily interested in fulfilling their obligaticn to maintain the public trust. .
Commissioner Scott introduced ths other Committes members - Allcs Norris represanting
Clackamas County, Commisgioner Bernie Foster represanting Multaomah County, and
Commissioner Scott represents the City of Portland. Commissioner Scott asksd that self-
introductions be mads sround the table Commissioner Scott thanksd everyons for attending this
meeting and for providing thetr moch-needed mput and opinion.

LaCrosse indicated (here would be 8 work session on Seplamber 29th, primarily for the three

MERC Commissioners, and staff members. However, In keeping with the previously made

statements nhﬁntopuhbcm.thhwmbclpcbk.m opea to all who are
interested. :
LaCrosse statsd that he will summarize the results of the survey documsnt which was sent (o

different venders sad ticketing companiss, and 8 second survey of purchasing "customaers” at six
different events, Pxm Erickzon will summarize the (nitial reactions se far from ths users of scme

of the facilities reistive to tickat services.

The agends was reviewsd using overhesd projection, as well a3 the existing tickating services
history. .

MERC Work Seesion .
Septamber 21, 1994 v ' Page !



“The time frame for this task is as follows:

Angost . MERC Committee organizes, designs public 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 selectsd and contract negotated
December k) | New contract in place

The current tickst mvicq wers summarized as follows:

Tickst Servics (except Expo)
Oregon Ticket Company aka Fastixx
Ticketmastsr '

Civic Stadiom
Computerized services
_Stadfum box offics :
Sports teams handle seasor tickets

Expe Cantsr (under MERC mansgement sincs Janoary 1994)
... No computarizsd servicss ) :
Tenant operates or contracts for box office ,
Todd Servicss (principal contructor curreatly) ' )

Oregen Cosventim Ceater
Computerized servicss
OCC box offics
Portisnd Center for the Pufarming Arts
Computsrized services
PCPA box offics ' _
Resident companies handle season tckets
Other special arTangements with resident companies

subscriptions, the relstsd xumbers, single tickets per eveat, sumber of events, season attemdance,
whether or not the company salls ticksts directly, whether or oot the PCPA sells the ticksts also,

¢

MERC Work Sesnion
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Some of the comments received from the ticketing companies, vendors; and principal users, have
included: - : - 4

- Want a choics about the use of tcket companies

Expressed concern of whether MERC intends to move (o 8 single automated ticket company,
versus the two we now have.

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

.. Visibllity with.whers the box offices arw.

-  Wanting information to bo kept on a proprietary basis.
" Need to have competition.

. Letting ticket companies and residents handle the box office 2ad sell them as opposed to
having public staff handle it . ‘ .

. Better public Information with respect to costs. This has te do with comcerns or interest fn
terms of better explanstion of user fees and soms other fees im conjumction with tickat sales.

The issuancs of continuancs of ths box offics at MERC facilities and the need to do that. ._

. Concern for fes structurs - fee for opersting equipment, WthMts
done on ticket stock : 5

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

. Concerns sbout ths need for one spot whers tickets can be purchased at facs value with
ticket fees. '

. General concers sbout coanterfeiting and scalping of tckats.

mzmhummdmmmudwobmmwmmum; _
verbal surveys taksm by gresters st specific events. The intent is to get 100 suxveys at PCPA, 100
atth.SudhnndnlnnlqnndmConmm Center. This precess is approximataly 50%
complete. The questieas utdhchdnwhnmq;oumtwmyumu_ma&ht,
wdﬁn;hllucuthphmmpnphcom and heipful, did they get enough
information mmwmmmmmmmamumumm
offices, would they be inciined to nse the box offices in the futurs, asked for suggestions for
improvement and we asked where they are locatsd. The preiiminary comments ioclude

"« Most found it quits easy to bay s tickst

. Smcmmwﬂmum:&h(wbunmmmmdm

MERC Work Seesian
September 31, 1994
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The public service objectives of this task force and its review will include the following four
primary areas:

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

Public Accountability - MERC needs to meet public accountability standards which requires a
system to track artendance, ticket proceeds and revenue distribution.

Consu rotection - Becanse the ticket represents a contract with the consumer, MERC's role is
to ensure the consumer gets what is promised.

Faimes - What arrangements can ensure equitable treatment (o ticket agents, |
promoters/presenters, and facilities in terms of covering costs and distributing proceeds?

Commissioner Scott stated that MERC has made 3 detsrmination to stay in the box offics
business regarded as part of the public accountability role. Commisgioner Scott asked ths public
to set forth their comments relative to the specifications that will go into the dsvelopment of the
RI'P document.

Wsuumm-mwmwum
satisfectory. They would like the Commission to review the issue of handling charges.

Mﬂw-ﬁuﬂndﬂ’pﬁom in the family series, and 8 -
performances in the adult series. mewanqumddw“msmnm
Portland Center box offics and wers selling subscriptions through the offics. They have
experienced some customer dissatisfaction that they were not getting very good information on
shows, 50 last year they added s Portland line and did a large number of single ticket sales
through the Tears of Joy offics, while still depending on the PCPA box offics to deal with weekend
tckets. InJmumlM:lnnphmuniawunoloucsnﬂabh at the PCPA bozx offics to
handle weekend ticket sales, they added an Individual to be In their offics om weekands to take
these calls. Atmwmmqanfomrdmdromaalhbncmﬂnphmmdby
omotlhdrsnﬂnthc?@Awhmthnﬂenmthmplckupmmuuuynrrln.
HmngthnphounmndonSau'dxy morning at PCPA would be of help to them becsuse of

their Satardsy and Sunday performances.

W-ﬂﬂsﬂﬂ*olmﬁmm They are online with
ndamw.ummu&mmom Thqtodthﬂth&mtom'hu’wulkto
them, mqukmdﬁeqmubwtthopufomm seating, thow comtent, etc. They are
qmuhamunumwsmmmumqw te thair overall success. A
smonwtm‘mmwnosm. Christmas Tres ose year aad since their
oﬂmpmmmymumomcmumm“g&nmmmm

W-lzhmwmmmmmm&&wm are and
building 8 long term relatioaship with them. That laformation was svailable whea accounts were
billed for customers Mmm?ﬂ&bmmzhnotmmmmAnMﬂnoud
they feel that those customars are potemtially lost to follow up.

MERC Work Sessien
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Peggy Shaeiler responded that PCPA was building accounts for the Opera, the Symphony and the
Ballet and it was very time copsuming at the window while others customers had to wait. That
program was abandoned January 1994.

Don Roth, Oregon Svmphony - That's why we evolved to do so much of our own business. The
repeat business is very valuable and If the customer is taken cars of proparly as they are now,
they become Season subscribers for us.

LeAnne Petrone, Tvgres Heart Shakespesrs Co, - Inquired about whers the surveys had been
taken so far and where will the others coms from.

Pam Erickson responded that at PCPA they conducted the surveying at a classical symphony of
Tori Amos, an opers, and Jeff Dunbham.

Dﬂ_amjmmm-i'edl that the arts organizations should be able to run their owan
box offices. That's a logical extansion of the servicss that they provide. Ths personal interaction
is very important with ths repeat, long term customer.

MMMMM-Formeomemkamu
hsvingsomeoutnthdromahndnumoboxoma. They have relled primarily on the PCPA
box office and Ticketmaster phoas line, however, that hasw’t worked for them. They now hsave
someone in their offics to handle the ticket sales formerly handled om the PCPA phone line. They
won.lduhthcpubﬂcuh:nthloppumn.ity to call PCPA and just fiad out what's going on
thers. Then’snoﬂnghpommstldnuacnanmnndoutwhnhphﬂuudbonm
anothcnmbuwuufarrpcdﬂcpcfommeom:ndwu!m;

W-SMd the importance of the willingness, gbility and commitment
of the ticketing agencies mbepahuﬂolﬂumhnologwhklhchnﬁumdqndm
application to each individual user.

Davi - As 8 promoter there’s beea some
things stated about competitiea. One is that overail, the cost te the users in this markst ars
probably less than just about any other major markst ta the country. Secoadly, the service
chargeltomwblhmvilnd.whtmthomcnm The resson is whes someons
comutothumnundﬁqnnwdnuhw.mqhmachm If they cars about the
cusmnur,theyknpthscvbchrpdunbywrhuon&nddﬂﬂm&ocmwwl
monsy. mrd.udmmldmolwhulmbunwmlormdmm There are
alternatives and if people are dissatisfled, mqmmmoum.mwmuum-
choics.

Don Walker, Raca Central [og, - (Represeats s single day use at the Expe Center fn Janoary
44000 attesdsacs). He would liks to ses ths goals and objectives defined for all the users and
Mmcmnmﬂmm:mdulfomnhbdum

u&ouoruponddmn&khmdmcompldq of the issue at hand - how (o meet some or
most of the objectives at Expe without dramatically changing things. A lot of Expe activity is
composed d'oumfsoﬂbytboutormmbdd.g-nmmuddnmud
network beczuse your customers mmmm.mmum-m One solution might

MIERC Werk Seasion
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be to use some of the existing system at Expo, take on a supervisory or contractual reladonship
with the user or Todd or whomever, saying what the expectations are and who is the person in
charge in the event that s facility-related decision becomes necessary. Thers would also be a
reporting agreement with the parties in order to meet the public accoantability role.

- You can’t be all things to all people so now might be an opportunity todeddo
what are the essential basic services that have to be provided and Im many cases, it is Dot cost
efTective for PCPA to try to provide the kind of tcketing and personal servics that might be

. wanted.

« It sounds as though most of the
objectives previous stated are more than being met curreatly and if thers is some other objective
not mentioned here, it should come out in the open and be discussed. He suggested it had to do

with money.

Commissioner Scott responded that costs are always a consideration, but im no way does MERC
want to be an obstacie to the various companies maintsining and bailding their persomal
relationships with their patrons. The issue of accountability must be dsait with while being very
mindfal of what the users and various companiss want

M;mmgum“cnmmummummmum.mmzmmml
arrangement that MERC has with the ticketing agescies, that gets tn the way of customer servica
Is thers something "brokea® that the RFP is going to fix. He feit that mest of the promoters are

mmmmmmﬂmmmotsmmmm

LaCrosse responded that thers are a few issues that need to be corrected:

. Thcnhnotu“rpot’whmtheumcuphpwﬂnouy&htumotm
mm&ﬂofhdck&nwumﬁdmdquwﬂlubo&dthmmuﬂ systems. Is
there really a need for that?

. Costs. This is not a revesne sourcs for MERC The issue is to clarify services and cut the
costs that are net reimbursed. :

. mmm.mummanummmmuumu,u
different residest compamies, aad the differeat operations at Expe, MERC does not have the
hndofdsnnﬂhbhhmmmsmmwv.

«  Fes Structure. The curreat comtract is far too complicated te administer effectively. [t needs

to be stmplified, with the clear understanding that this is net s revesns source for MERC.
The fee structure Resds te cover the costs MERC might incur.

Page &



Martha Richards. Portland Ceater Stage - Their contract precludes them from discussing their
ticketing arrangement. They are one of the companies exempt. They sell their tickets on an in-
house system called ProLog which enables them to marry their donor discounts with our single
ticket sales. They bave the highest number of performances in the PCPA, namely 160 events. The
status quo works for them becaus¢ they have increased their servics improvements, they have
captured nearly every nams, that have a very good relationship with Fasthex that enables them to
make their ticksts available to the outlets, sudited every year om royalties and commissions paid,
equity contracts are related 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 more
than met the public accountability standards. Their patrons cam buy a tickst at PCPA whers they
will pay a handling fes; if they walk aa additional ten feet to our window, they won't pay 3
handling fee. If MERC darifies the system that provides no exceptions, they will be morse than
ready to protest. She feels that ber servics could benefit smaller companies, but she is precluded
from lending that assistance. She feels strongly that tckets for events im other MERC facilities
should all be svailable for purchase in the Convention Centsr where a majority of out-of-town
public is gathering. She also fesls that a "ons line to find out informstion” would be very

beneficial

Commissioner Norris commented that the group not representsd hers is the customer. Is thers
anythm;thstanbcaddrmedhmmabommcadd-onchmu. '

L&Mmﬂmmmwmwmwﬁﬂn-hmm
tckst is the lowest uquonunwmammm.wnmmp (This was
not the general consensus of the group.)

Commissionsr Norﬂsfedsthsdd-onmulrﬂumwmmnquhmchosum
mmmmwmfmmwmmmumwnmmmed

at the window.

W-r&mmmnonﬂw of accountability. The business
that is being brought to the facilities results in significant user fees for MERC and stressed that
in the name of stmplicity Mumd-q,mshonﬂbcardnlmudowmnmgomm

maks it harder and will sell fewer ticksts. If the systam looks good oa paper, it should not get in
the way of ths companies actually selling ticksts and dolag busimess.

Wmmm-fwumm is the name of
the game, especially in Portiand.

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

Sondra Pesrimas. Oresos Chiidreas Theatrs
uarammtuummmmmm“tuuwum
ticket price sad seme dox’t The haadling fees vary significantly by the form and locatioa of
purchase the costemer chooses. mmmmwwmwmmm
paper. ' .

M-Waﬁdmm MmawnmfaPCPAm&nm“tnu
advertised or brokem ocut? Both the sutomated tickst companies pey beck te MERC s pordoa of
the service charges. mcwmm.mwummumunnmur
outiets. musmnmumuncxuoummcus for each tickst; MERC pets

MERC Werk Sesaien
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30 of the service charge on phone orders per ticket; MERC gets 50 of the handling fee. His

opinion is thst those fees are deceptive and unfair because the consumer feels those charges are

going to the ticksting companies and those charges are going back to the venues. He feels that

~ the box offics Issus at PCPA should be handled out of the user fees, not the handling fees. He
feels strongly that the service charges should go to the ticketing companies and the handling fees

should go to MERC.

Hargiet Sherburne, PCPA - Since coming. on in February after numerous changes wers made in
January, she was (n s position to intercept the happy and unhappy customer. She received
enough comments to feel that thers are numerous unhappy customers out thers relating to long
lines, long waits on the phone, inability to phons in and find cut any information, and the
inability to buy a tickst in the town where they Hve versus dialing long distance to s Portland

number,

: chj - 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. ’ ‘

Robert Bailey - It appearsd wm-muummmdmpmu&mnmmnu
‘entangled with MERC's ows positiom on what it Is or is mot going te do i terms of ticksting
services. MF,RC’spuﬂmhrmhunuthunotbeumdcduwthhpom

LaCrosse summarizsd that an evex, equitable approsch to ticksting does not currently exist and it
needs to be changed. - '

Robert Balley responded thet MERC should consider that (ke established major arts
organizations have many -other accountabilities beyond this grosp.

. Commlssion Scott inquired and LaCrosse confirmed that minntes of this hearing will be sent to
the attendees. Commizsiener Scott asksd that some form of 8 writtem draft or outline be annsblc .

at the September 29th werk session.

Adicorament :
This meeting sdjourned at 12:00 pot.

MERC Work Seenion : .
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EXHL S 2

METROPOLITAN EXPOSITION-RECREATION COMMISSION

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

Present: Bernle Fostar, Alice Narris, Mitd Scott, Commissionars.

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

[All noﬁ-mﬂ attendees are shcwn on the attached sign-in sheet]

A third work sesson of the Metropolitan Exposition-Recreation Commission Ticketing Committee,
w_ucaﬂedtoorderu%lSa.m. : :

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

Develop an RFP and request proposals for computerized ticketing,
. Extend existing agreements, Some legal complications exist.
Renegotiste new agreements with the two ticketing companies.
Could set up & pre-qualification process and look at 8 number of different companies.

Considerations rzviewed by staft
- 'mu time frome.
. Camplexity of ths process. Touched on the differences in terms of computerized

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

. Precess. Thnna!!eﬂorttnanﬂmboxaﬂ!amahnbeadgnmant. An outline
was reviewed. m:wymlnmtumuthonvmﬂunCenurmdSudmjmt
about break even on box office costs. Hom,thhhnotthnw.ewlththePCPAbot
office; the losses associated with this are between $100,000 and $150,000.

. Box Office Maxsgement. Review of the commitment that MERC will stay in the box
office business yet to be defined. As a minimmm, MERC will be in control of and
supervising the box office, not necessarily operated by MERC stafl.

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

a regular basis.

Puoblic Hearings - September 7 and September 21st Brief overview of both meetings
with the underiying tone being the current resident groups are very concerned about
having their investment of time and money to work with the current ticketing

companies being jeopardized through the RFP process and being forced to work with a

Staff recommendations for discussion at this Work Session:

1.

2.

Retatn 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.

'Gmnhmwmmmmmmmm

- Simplify and update the sgreements.
. 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 soldformyMERCeven:wiﬂboeovuvdbyth-deuﬂed
descriptive Morﬂeuuamemforsom of the vendors at Expo. The
agreement is necessary to sccount for the tickets and the money collected, and it states
thxtwhmyouldlﬁnhtstosMERCevenlyoumldhuuchuundzme
supervision of MERC.

Seasom ticket sales will continoe wbc-angdbythcrujdnt,non-pmmcommm
outside computerized ticksting agreements. Primarily regarding PCPA, to the extent
after analysis dboxoﬂce,monwhupanonhclmbhmcpmﬂdad
servics. Soms of the service relates very directly to the seasom tickets sold at PCPA
and to that extent, it is equitsble thatsumeporﬂonofthecostofthnsmicer_dam
tosmﬂchﬁ,beaﬂouudtothouthnsenmolmﬁcha. How that will be

handled is yet to be dstermined.

David Leiken initisted the discussion relative 1o pre-existing exclusive ticksting contracts with
various venues and events and how changing the format would effect that.

MERC Work Session
September 23, 1984
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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 Fastx 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 exclugive contract in all of

the MERC facilities.

Wmuﬁummmﬂonmmmw cost savings by
gomgtoomﬂckasystun.Spedﬂchr. :

- dothecurmttymmopenmnumtwithmmmmd
- what investment is anticipated in opening up to more competition
. what cost controls do we ses

uCrosscrmmdadthatthetwoadsﬁng sgreements are non-exclinstve, however should the RFP
Mmdmtmgfumnm&htmmywummmmmnmm
opmmstthroculformnlttphcnmpuiu to be swarded individual contracts.

The myriad n!mnﬂoamutfonhnlaﬁngtothecomptofhntngjuﬂomrymm,uwen
as the potential legnlruu-kdouo!utﬂngfonhummnmldmnmhlnmem
current ticksting companies to be swarded mew contracts but not opening Up the potential for
. multiple tcket companies todahnt.hqhsverighutothouvmnuuwdl.

WMME@OMOCCmdmmMSW The reason is most of the
buﬂnmatExpondOCCmﬂatthmgmuﬂadmknon shows; which is not generally the
~ case at Civic Stadtum. Hefuhubwmn;mlnmpthesmmumlomcmmmg&
Rz.laﬂnto'thnStadm.PSUhulconmﬁthWMnm,DouNoTeehuaeoanith
Fastixx, and Mr. Cain (Bend Rockles) is looking at both systems and would liks to negotiate on
his own rather than MERC negotiating it for him.

In response to inquiry, s discussion ensuved regarding the potential for inking multiple systems
wgethxfortntuvpcnhlmy Mgatichtbuycrwbuynnlﬂphvmmdchu at one location
with the handling and programming of the multiple ticket companies utilizing an interlinked PC-
based operation done vis "ons” system.

MrsmndadmhqdrymeommMnne Norris - two systems is workable, althoogh
not ideal, but certainly no more tham two systems. The customer servics aspects are of the most

hnpamncelnthecnuﬂmn of ticketing systems. Bruce Burnett offered some general
comments aboutm:nteaxnhdubthuﬂningdm:,whmmﬂa,anofmgmpomo

mewmamm Norris, relative to public contracting, in
the past the Commission mmpodmmzmqmnmmpummem
wﬂuwhhhmnudhm&kumpam. Thers is nothing in the current contracts that
Wmummatmpmmnmnwmmmm
services. umamwdntedmnotmm&mnmumm arrangement,
mrmummmmwmmmmmmmmmm and
amendments. That would mot preciuds a third company from pursuing the right to provide

MERC Work Seesion
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services. - An RFP process would be neceszary if the Commission intends to pursue utilizing a2
single provider st ons or more of the venues, thus two individual companies exclusively.

LaCrosse reminded that if the existing contracts wers 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-qualtfication process (RFQ) was discussed. Williams clarified that MERC
does not have that in its own policies although it iz 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 automated? LaCrosse Ly

. Raticnale for considering one company - who's simplicity and who’s cost effectiveness is
being considered? umwnmwmmﬁr
Commissioner Scott who arrived lats at thit meeting. A

~ LaCrosse stated that if it were possible, the ideal gitoation would be for MERC to own the
hmmephomhnu,ndmmwﬁmpmmmempnm allowing numerous
companies to participate. mtknotgmusdcopdonatthhm ' '

LaCroase added that restricting o one ticket company could substantially change the fes stroctore
Pamkkhonoﬂaﬁthemmﬂrwdnd&omﬁcbtbwm’ relative to not having a
mhhzedbaﬂonnrphomﬂmwhmthqmbwﬂnhbblnquum

Primary Discnssion Qucstiens

Discussion continued exploring the methods to retain the two companies currently on line to
provide services to PCPA. Can this can be done through extension of existing contract or RFP.

The Stadium should be includsd {n retaintng the existing ticksting compeanies. If that were the
wqwouldthqnddtthhdhlbtthCPA. :

Doyouagruwlﬁadnﬂo company for the Convention Canter and Expo which then does .
differentiats two contrsct spproachss? That stil means two contract formsts.

Once the three major policy questions are sddressed, the additional comcerns of “ons stop”
pznchamgmtum 800 number, ete. will be dealt with in detall.

LaCrosse reminded that MERC's shjective in this evalnation aad resulting ticket agreements is to
mcmmmammuhnaemmnmmm sccordingly. However, the

- minotia to determine’ the formula that is equitable for each arts group will not be addressed in

. the initial compaterized ticket contract review phase.

* ANENC Werk Session
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Commissioner Norrh.addreued the recommendations as follows:

1 Multi-year contract with the two existing computerized ticket companies for PCPA.
' LaCrosse respanded to the soggested levels of service and arts groups participation
question saying it is 2 six month review process which cannot be solved prior to the
12/31/94 contract deadlins. The ticket sales/box office cost data as it currently exists today
will be made available to the two existing computarized ticket companies, howerer, the data
hnotcomﬁ]edandumﬂymﬂnmedbyﬂmmdmohddmtmmpmm -
themselves. .

Tommmmvﬂmmedmﬁnnadmmuhimmmduﬁvu of
the sutomated ticket gervice, but do not necessarily want to pay for that service. It was confirmed
that the existing ticket companies are desirous of having this issue “pre-resolved” and inchuded in

An sdditional understanding get forth is that the arts groups should not hsve to participats on a8
. fee basis that inclodes their season ticket sales for which they do ths marketing and handle the
sales. Their participation should be in "box office use” for the singls ticket sals.

Subsequent to the discussion, LaCrosse summarized the recommendation as follows: extend and
renegotiats the existing contracts with the proviso that the existing contrscts and existing system .
aﬂmmdyforo&cﬂchﬂnzwmmﬂuweomohndmmm,ammmd
standards are complete, if someone else wints to come in and meet the sams standards that have

been negotiated, theyrs welcome.

. Discossion contimned regarding Expo and Stedfum considerations. It was determined that the
Stadfum would be added to the #1 recommendation pbovo,nlon:vithPCPA,forthlnldﬂ phase
of the contract. : '

wmhmwmuummmtmmmhmammhwmmmuummmm
theedsﬂngﬂcbteompuiu,mﬂshouldbemuwad to negotiate a contract and maks a
recommendation to the Committes for their review. If it is the intemt to separats ths facilities,
mchukpodeonvnﬁonCenw,withdlﬂmtﬂchm agreunnts,comdrecomm:ndlv
that be handled througk an RFP. The third consideration is if the Committes intends to extend
the existing amngmutwﬂh:h’lbdhdu,mhdiuﬂxpombjeawthnm'lmoudthe
other two, this would also svaid an RFP. ‘ o

If the contracts mmumuumppmduudmsodmmuwmmum
contract. The staff could start now oa the preiiminaries and following ths October meeting,
pmuthegoddhvh:aeonhdmmﬁaummmmmw and any third
companywtoeonldmm:amrequh-mnu. Then an RFP could be developed for the other
vempes in thms for the November mseting.

Blosser summarized that the exceptions involving OCC would be amothsr computerized system

being requested at OCC If another campany comes in and wants to do am event om another
syxtem.ﬂmthou;hmdoan'owothzmuwhhmm.nwonldthmhmbmabm
exception for that one event. Aﬂothmwuhborequh'edmuomennnwdcnmpny.
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Ampu:npoﬂwiﬂbemmlttheddobameedng, anmwmbésubsequmﬁy developed,
and a new contract negotiated and in place by the December 31st deadline.

Adjoprnment
This meeting adjourned at 11:15 s.m.
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AMENDMENT TO AUTOMATED TICKETING SERVICES AGREEMENT
) WHEREAS, The Commission is a subdivision of Metro, a municipal corporation;
an _ v
WHEREAS, The Automated Ticket Agent is an Qregon beporation; and
WHEREAS, The Commission and the Automated Ticket Agent entered into an
Automated Ticketing Services Agreement in December of 1991; and
WHEREAS, The Commission and the Automated Ticket Agént entered into an
Automated Ticketing Services Agreement extension agreement, extending the Agreement
until December 31, 1994; and
WHEREAS, Thé parties wish to amend the Automated Ticketing Services Agreement
so as to again extend it, for a period of no more than 90 days;
NOW, THEREFORE, the Autqmated Ticketing Services Agreement is hereby
Varnended as follows: |
1.~ Section. 4 is amended to read as follows:
4, TERM OF THE AGREEMENT
The initial term of this Agreement shall be from the date of execution hereof
until March 31, 1995, unlegs sooner terminated by the mutual agreement of the parties or as
provided for herein; provided further that this Agreement shall be deemed to have been
| autorﬁaﬁcaﬂy terminated in the event that the parties enter into a revised Automated .
Ticketing Service Agreement prior to March 31, 1995.
The Commission shall have the option at the end of the initial term of this

Agreement to extend this Agreement for two additional one-year terms, based on the same
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conditions as set out in the original Agreement. Sixty (60) days’ written notice to the Ticket
Agent by the Commission prior to the termination of the original Agreement or renewal term
shall be sufficient to exercise either renewal option. Compensation shall be negotiated for any
option year extension or extensions.

2. All other parts of the Automated Ticketing Services Agreement shall remain in

full force and effect.

IN WITNESS WHEREOQOF, the parties hereto have executed this document as of the

Uy day of Dsearty G/L,/(994.

TICKETMASTER METROPOLITAN EXPOSITION-

v\~ | Chair
Title //mvﬁ nm/r/

7

Secretary-Treasurer

Approved as to Form:
Daniel B. Cooper,
General Counsel

By: —
Mark B. Williams
Senior Assistant Counsel

gli233
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