
MINUTES OF TBB COUMCIL OP THE 
METROPOLITAN SERVICE DISTRICT 

April 11, 1985 

Councilor• Presents Councilor• Cooper, Gardner, Hansen, Kirkpatrick, 
kafoury, Kelley, Myers, Oleson, Van Bergen, 
Waker and Bonner 

Councilor• Absents Councilor DeJardin 

Aleo Presents Rick Gustafson, Executive Officer 

Staff Presents Don Carlson, Eleanore Baxendale, Jennifer Sima, 
lay Rich, Bob Porter, Peg Henwood, Phillip Fell, 
Vickie Rocker, Dan Durig, Buff Winn, Dennie 
Mulvihill, Patrick Miner, Bd Stuhr, Jill 
Hinckley and Ray Barker 

Presiding Officer Bonner called the regular meeting to order at 
5130 p.a. 

~ INTRODUCTIONS 

None. 

~ COUNCILOR COMMUNICATIONS 

None. 

!:. EXECUTIVE OFFICER REPORT 

The monthly report from the Executive Officer was circulated to 
Councilors. 

Regional Parka Stud¥. Don Carlson reviewed information contained in 
a memo to the Counc l dated April 9, 1985, fre11 himself and Ray 
Barker, regarding the statue of the Regional Parka Study. He 
explained the atudy outline had been prepared and staff were 
continuing to meet with local official• and intereated park groups 
to develop further support for the atudy. Pinal coat eatiaate• to 
complete the work were being developed, he r4ported. 

In reaponae to Preaiding Officer Bonner'• queation, Mr. Carlaon said 
Multnomah County had budgeted aoae funds for the project and other 
government• were unco11111itted. 
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Leqialative Update. lxecutive Officer Guataf•on reported the Senate 
Governaent Operation• Comaitt .. conducted it• fir•t hearing on 
Senate Bill 662, llOdifying 1tate landfill 1itin9 authority. Several 
com11ittee •••ber• aupported the concept of the bill, he 1aid, and a 
••cond hearing wa1 1cheduled for April 22. If Re•olution No. 85-554 
waa adopted by the Metro Council later thi• •••ting, that action 
would be con•idered during the aecond hearing of the Operation• 
CoDittee. 

In re•pon•e to Councilor Waker'• que1tion, th• lxecutive Officer 
reaponded there wa• no Metro po•ition on how •tate lottery fund• 
•hould be expended. Metro •taff had been •••ting with local juri•-
dictiona, however, to exchange information about ••veral piece• of 
legialation including propo1ing soae lottery fund• be allocated to 
local 9overnaent• for economic development. Be explained early 
plan• for taking a regional poaition were abandoned after it became 
apparent the •tate wa1 going a different direction. Be al•o reported 
early revenue e1timatea for the f ir•t year of the progra• were 
reviaed from $8 million to $4 million. It appeared no funds would 
be allocated the fir•t year of the lottery'• operation. 

Wa•hington County Tran•fer 'Recycling Center CWTRC). Executive 
Officer Gu•taf1on reported he had •et with Wa1hlngton County area 
bu1in••• leader• had who propoaed a number of alternative 1ite• for 
the Wl'RC. Metro would present ita 1iting proce•• before the 
Beaverton City Council on April 15 at 9100 p.•., and before the 
Wa•hin9ton County Board of Commi1aioner1 on April 16 at 2100 p.a. 
The Wl'RC Advi•ory Co11111ittee would •eet on April 24 to review input 
fro• the local jurisdictions and citizen•, he explained. 

In re1pon1e to Pre•idin9 Officer Bonner'• que1tion, Executive 
Officer Guataf1on •aid the Wa1hin9ton County bu1ine1e leader• had 
propo•ed about 10 new •it••· 

Oregon Regional Council• Aa1ociation CORCA). Executive Officer 
Gu•tafaon reported Metro hosted a 1uccea1ful ORCA •eeting earlier in 
the week and the group wa1 gaining strength through broader partici-
pation. 

,h WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS TO COUNCIL OM NON-AGENDA ITEMS 

None • 

.L, CITIZEN COIOWNICATIONS TO COUNCIL OM NON-AGENDA ITEMS 

None. 
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l!, APPROVAL OP MINUTES 

Motion: 

Vote: 

Ayes: 

Absent: 

Councilor lafoury moved the minutes of the March 14, 
1985, Council aeeting be approved. Councilor Waker 
seconded the motion. 

A vote on the •otion resulted in: 

Councilors Cooper, Gardner, Kirkpatrick, lafoury, 
Kelley, Myers, Van Bergen, Waker and Bonner 

Councilors DeJardin, Hansen and Oleson 

The motion carried and the minutes were approved. 

1.:.. 
7.1 

ORDINANCES 

Consideration of Ordinance No. 85-187, for the Purpose of 
Adopting a Pinal Order and Amending the Metro Urban Growth 
Boundarr in Contested Case No. 83-1: McCarthy and DeShirlia 
Propert ea (Second Reading) 

The Clerk read the Ordinance by title only. 

Motion: A motion to adopt the Ordinance was made by 
Councilors lafoury and Kelley on March 28, 1985. 

There was no discussion on the Ordinance. 

Vote: 

Ayes: 

Absent: 

A vote on th@ motion resulted in: 

Councilors Cooper, Gardner, Kirkpatrick, Kafoury, 
lelley, Myers, Van Bergen, Waker and Bonner 

Councilors DeJardin, Hansen and Oleson 

The motion carried and the Ordinance was adopted. 

RESOLUTIONS 

Consideration of Resolution No. 85-554, for the Purrlae of 
Ado~tlny a Council Position on Senate Bill 662, MOd ylng State 
Lan fli Siting Authority 

Phillip Fell circulated the latest, amended version of SB 662 to 
Councilors and reviewed each proposed amendment. It was staff's 
opinion the proposed amendments would aake the legislation clearer 
and more workable, he said. 
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Councilor Kirkpatrick asked why Reaolution Ho. 85-554 did not 
addreaa the proposed .. end•enta to the Senate Bill. Mr. Pell 
explained the Resolution waa worded in general ter•• to allow ataf f 
to negotiate with Legislator• regarding future amend•enta. The 
Executive Officer supported this position. 

Councilor Myers auggeated th• Council adopt the Reaolution and 
proposed a 1econd motion be made authorising ataff to continue 
negotiation with Legialatora in the apirit of Resolution 
No. 85-554. Councilor Banaen agreed with thi• poaition. 

Councilor Van Bergen •aid he did not aupport the Resolution but 
would feel free to apeak aa an individual before the Legislative 
Seaaion if neceaaary. 

Motionr 

!2!!r 
Aye1r 

Nayr 

Abaentr 

Councilor Myers moved Resolution No. 85-554 be 
adopted and Councilor l1foury seconded the •otion. 

A vote on the 110tion re1ulted ins 

Councilors Cooper, Gardner, Hansen, Kirkpatrick, 
Kafoury, lelley, Myers, Oleson, Waker and Bonner 

Councilor Van Bergen 

Councilor DeJardin 

The •otion carried and the Reaolution waa adopted. 

The Preaiding Officer encouraged queationa from Councilors regarding 
apecific proviaiona of SB 662. 

Councilor Gardner aaked if 1taff had any indication Section 5 of the 
propoaed legislation would be amended. Mr. Fell reported Repreaen-
tative Burton had teatified at a Senate coaaittee hearing he intended 
to present an a•end•ent to Section 5 on April 22 to limit the 
legialation to enco•paaa the St. John• Landfill area. 

Councilor Waker said it waa hi• underatanding the Council would not 
take a position on Section 5. The Presiding Officer aff ir•ed thi• 
aaauaption. 

Motions Councilor Myers moved the Council authorise th• 
Executive Officer and ataff to uae the •oat auitable 
approach, including •••ting with Repreaentative 
Burton, to advance to the Senate co .. ittee the 
propoaed a•end .. nt1 to SB 662 diacuaaed at this 
•••ting and any future a•end•ent• d•••~ appropriate 
in the apirit of proviaiona outlined in Resolution 
No. 554. Councilor lafoury second~ the •otion. 
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Councilor Myer• •aid he expected the Executive Officer and staff 
would consult with Councilor• regarding the progrese of propoaed 
amendment• to a••ure the a•end••nte were in agreement with the 
principle• of Resolution No. 85-554. 

In response to Councilor Gardner'• question, Mr. Fell 1aid he 
thought the intent of Section 5 vae to collect revenue on aolid 
waste depoaited at the St. Johna Landfill after July 1, 1986. 

Y.21!• 
Aye11 

Nay: 

Absents 

A vote on the motion resulted ins 

Councilor• Cooper, Gardner, Baneen, Kirkpatrick, 
kafoury, Kelley, Myers, Oleson, Waker and Bonner 

Councilor Van Bergen 

Councilor DeJardin 

The motion carried. 

OTHER BUSINESS 

Coneideration of Awarding the West Bear Grotto Remodel and 
Related Areas Conetructlon Contract to Bishop Contractore, Inc. 

Motion 1 Councilor Hansen moved the contract be approved and 
Councilor Kafoury seconded the motion. 

lay Rich noted leith Larson, project architect, va1 a member of the 
Contract Selection Committee, a fact omitted from the staff report 
for this agenda item. 

Mr. Rich then reviewed the process for recommending the contract 
award to Bishop Contractore, Inc., as described in the etaff 
report. He explained the Selection Committee, after careful con-
sideration, selected three firms with which to conduct final bid 
negotiations. One of these firms dropped out of the proce11 after 
submitting the initial lump sum bid, he reported, but were compli-
mentary regarding the negotiated bid proce11. The Selection 
Co111111ittee reconmended awarding the contract to Bishop Contractors, 
Inc. becauae they submitted the lowest bid which included the lump 
aum bid leas the •um of acceptable coat •aving• propo1als. He al10 
eaid Bishop proposed 12 percent Diaadvantabed Buaines1 Enterprise 
participation. 

Mr. Rich explained representative• from the Aaaociated General 
Contractors (AGC) had contacted ataff requesting a aeeting to 
diacu•• concern• with aome aspect• of the negotiated bid proceaa. 
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Be aaid, however, the AGC waa not oppoaing thia contract award. 
Mr. Rich waa open to auggeationa frc::m the AGC for iaproving the 
proceaa which he hoped could be incorporated in negotiated bid• for 
future project•. 

In anawer to Councilor Waker'• queation, Mr. Rich explained Todd 
Conatruction bid lover than Biahop on the luap aum part of the bid. 
However, Todd'• bid waa calculated higher than Biahop'a after 
deducting the total aUll of acceptable coat aavinga idea•. Thi• 
procedure for calculating total bid• waa deacribed in advertiaement• 
and inatructiona to bidder•, he said. 

After queationing Mr. Rich about the bid negotiation proceaa, 
Councilor Waker aaid he waa concerned that coat aavinga proposals 
were aubmitted and con1idered before the low bidder wa• announced. 
Be aaid he would not have supported thi• proc••• if Reaolution 
No. 84-513, establishing the negotiated bid procedure and granting 
an exemption f re111 the public contract procedure (adopted by the 
Council in November 1984), had apelled out the preci•• proceaa to be 
followed. Ma. Baxendale explained the adopted Resolution waa very 
explicit about the process to be uaed. 

Mr. Rich again explained ataff were looking forward to meeting with 
AGC representative• to improve the process. Re agreed to report 
back to the Council the reault1 of this •eeting. 

Ayeaz 

Absents 

A vote on the motion to approve the conatruction 
contract reaulted in: 

Councilor• Cooper, Gardner, Banaen, Kirkpatrick, 
Kafoury, Kelley, Myers, Oleson, Van Bergen, Waker and 
Bonner 

Councilor DeJardin 

The motion carried and the contract waa approved. 

Preaiding Officer Bonner called a rec••• from 7100 P·•· to 7110 p.m. 

INFORMAL WORK SESSIONa DISCUSSION or KEY BUDGET ISSUES POR 
PY 1985-86 
Introduction. Executive Officer Guatafaon reported the purpoae of 
the Informal ••••ion waa to diacuaa certain key iaauea for the 
PY 1985-86 budget i11uea &nd financial principle•. 
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General Government Su rt Servi ea. Mr. Carl•on explained peraonnel 
c angea propoa to •prove t e Personnel and Data Proceaaing unite 
aa well a1 provi1iona of the propoaed Building Management Pund. 
There were no que1tiona f rcm the Council regarding theae i1auea. 

~· Mr. Rich diacuaaed two proposed capital projectaa replacing 
the Education Building and remodel of the gift ahop. The gift ehop 
rellOdel va1 acheduled for FY 1984-85, but would not be accomplished 
thi1 fi1cal year becauae work on other priority project• had not 
allowed ataff the time to plan and 1uperviae the relltOdel, he ex-
plained. Be propoaed the funds be carried over to PY 1985-86. 

Mr. Rich then explained the need for a new Education facility. It 
had been determined the exiating building'• condition and value 
would •ake it unfeaaible to conduct nece1aary iaprovementa 1uch aa 
new heating and air conditioning. He doubted the City would grant 
the nece1aary permit• to make improvements because the building vaa 
in such bad condition. Staff proposed to conatruct a new facility 
near the existing Administration Building. 

In response to Councilor Waker'• question, Mr. Rich explained the 
Zoo Master Plan had reco111111ended constructing the Education Center 
near the existing Administration Building. When the zoo entrance 
waa relocated to the existing Children'• Zoo Area, the Educ1tion 
Diviaion would relocate to the new building and the old Administra-
tion building. Staff'• proposal, therefore, would be eonaiatent 
with the Maater Plan although construction would occur ahead of 
schedule and interim building use would vary •lightly from the final 
use plan. 

Mr. Rich expected a 1ettlement from the bonding companie1 for the 
Alaska Tundra law auit would pay for construction of the Education 
Center building. If anticipated monies were not received, alterna-
tive funding decision• would have to be made. 

Councilor Waker asked if projected revenue from donation• and 
bequests were too optimistic. Mr. Rich responded it vaa anticipated 
the nev Development Officer would be able to bring in more revenue 
then in recent year•. Aleo, he explained, •oat of the fund-raising 
efforts vould be for the Caacadea Exhibit and the Elephant Museum 
which were propo1ed to be con1tructed entirely frOll private fund1. 
If funds were not received, th••• projects would either not be built 
or would be scaled down. 

Inter9overn•ental Resource Center CIRC). Mr. Siegel reported 
because de•1nd for IRC service• waa increaaing faater than related 
reaourcea, 1ix program• had been identified •• prloritiea but would 
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remain unfundeds l) Development Con•traints ReportJ 2) Orban Service 
Forum1 3) Re9ional Convention, Trade, and Spectator Facilitiesr 
4) Teleco1U11unication•1 5) Regional Park•r and 6) Metro Manager•' 
Association. Re explained it w11 determined the aix program• ahould 
be included in the budget with the understanding they would not be 
implemented unleaa funding sources were found to offset expenses. 

Councilor Oleson asked if additional pr09rama were likely to be 
propoaed during the new fiscal year. Mr. Siegel answered that aa 
new issues developed, proposal• would be made to the Intergovern-
mental R@eource Co111111ittee and the Council for funding. Councilor 
Oleson atreaaed it was part of the IRC Administrator'• job to 
actively seek funding for new proposals. 

Councilor Gardner asked how staff determined which proposals would 
be funded if money became available. Mr. Siegel said the IRC Com-
•ittee would make that determination. 

Councilor ~elley asked if funds for any of the six unfunded projects 
could be secured from contingency. Mr. Siegel responded if the 
Council granted a coat of living adjustment for employee salaries, 
only $5,000 would be left in the contingency fund. Executive 
Officer Gustafson said he thought it important to fund the projects 
through the established Intergovernmental Resource Committee process 
which involved participation from local governments. This was a 
good way of ensuring their participation, he aei~. 

Solid Waste. Mr. Mulvihill reviewed a propo1al for an extensive 
recycling promotional campaign which included working with local 
governments in promoting and supporting recycling effort• mandated 
by SB 405. He reported the Budget Committee was very interested in 
the success of the campaign and had recommended 1taff report back to 
the Council after the initial market survey work had been COIDpleted 
in order to gain final approval of specific promotional campaign 
work elements. 

Mr. Durig explained the new Methane Fund had been created to track 
revenues and expenditure• for the project. He anticipted revenue 
would start being generated in January 1986. $136,000 waa projected 
to be received during FY 1985-86. 

Financial Principles/Policies. Executive Officer Gu1t•f1on briefly 
reviewed the five operation fund 1yatem adopted by the Council and 
explained the 1yatem'1 auccess was related to the M•y 1986 election. 
Between the month• of June and September 1985 the Council would be 
asked to consider the following financial alternative11 l) Zoo 
mea1ure only1 2) Zoo and General Government ••••ure1 3) Zoo, 
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General Government and IRC ••a•ure1 and 4) other combination• and 
type• of levies. The Executive Officer also proposed a aeri•• of 
•eetinge with apecial intere•t 9roup1, a 1peci1l citi1en•' taak 
force and Legislator• to di1cuaa th••• alternatives. The IRC 
Committee could also conduct 1 1tOre for•al proc••• to examine 
whether the local due• should be replaced with a tax ba1e, he aaid. 
After Council deliberation and input froa citi1en1 and intereat 
groups, the Council would, by December 1985, decide which alterna-
tive to 1elect. A public infor•ation campaign on the propo1ed tax 
base levy measure could occur from January to May 1986, h• proposed. 

Councilor Waker was doubtful Metro could aucceaafully secure a 
property tax base. The Executive Officer encouraged the Council to 
think about other alternatives to a tax ba1e he had previoualy 
deacribed and to gather information from a nu•ber of interest groups 
before making a decision on the matter. 

Councilor Van Bergen said he had aeaumed the IRC C01111Dittee would 
help explain to the community Metro's activities and the need for 
•table financial aupport. Re 1treeaed the Council needed 1upport in 
educating the public about Metro aervicea and why a funding base was 
important. Executive Officer Gustaf1on aaid it was likely the IRC 
Committee would not advise replacing local government dues with 
property taxes because the exiting sy1tem gave them greater control 
in the Metro decision-making process. Re explained the primary 
purpose of the IRC was to develop a closer working relationship with 
local governments. He al10 discussed the hi1tory of problems in 
requesting dues extenaions from the Legislature and the expectation 
that Metro should go before the voters for a tax base. 

Councilor Kirkpatrick encouraged the public discussion proces1 and 
the meeting together of people representing many different view-
points such •• Legislators, local government officials, Zoo 
supporters and citizen•. She explained, for example, this would 
give the Mayor of Sherwood a chance to explain to his tegi•lator why 
it was important to pay local government dues. 

Councilor Kelley thought it would make •ore sense to focu• on broad 
population• of citi1en• becau•e they were the taxpayer• for Metro. 
Councilor Kirkpatrick thought elected officials •hould al•o receive 
ample attention becau•e they were one of Metro'• pri•e conatituen-
cie•. 

Councilor Van Bergen encouraged the Executive Officer and ataff to 
provide the leader•hip and a program to pre•ent a tax ba•e election 
before the voter•. Re explained thi• would aati1fy Metro'• critic• 
who complain the agency continue• to requeat due• extension• and 
bypa•s the election proce•s. 
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Preaidinca Officer Bonner aaid he would work with the Executive 
Officer and bring back to the Council a propoaed cour•• of action 
for ••curing a atable funding ba••· 
There beln9 no further buaineaa, the Preaiding Officer adjourned the 
•••ting at 8115 P·•· 
Reapectfully aub•itted, 

(~.7/f"~;v~ 
A. Marie Relaon 
Clerk of the Council 

aan 
3376C/313-4 
4/30/85 


