South Waterfront
Greenway Implementation Strategy
PARTNERSHIP GROUP ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING

Wednesday, February 15, 2006

1:30 — 3:30 p.m.
I~ A~ MEETING SUMMARY
SOUTH
WATERFRONT

Committee Members in Attendance: Bob Durgan (ZRZ Realty/ Andersen Construction), Kene (CTLH
Neighborhood Association), Erin McGough for VindeeBidan (Equity Office), Nicole Peterson (Williamsd Dame
Development), Roger Gertenrich, (Meriwether Rediddrick Saito (Group Mackenzie), Mark Williams @yon
Health & Science University), Larry Brown (PortlaDévelopment Commission), Janet Bebb (Portland &uod
Parks & Recreation)

Committee Members Absent: Bob Sallinger (Audubon Society of Portland)
1. Welcome & Introductions
Elaine Cogan (meeting facilitator) opened the nmggitiy welcoming the committee members to the table.
2. Committee Business
New Member — Roger Gertenrich

(Kia Selley, PDC) Roger Gertenrich is our newesheittee member, and we are really excited to havierdwether
resident working on this team, so thank you fornioae, Roger. | know that we’re asking a lot @otunteers and we
appreciate you being here.

Draft Partnership Group Charter
Handout: Draft Partnership Group Charter

(Carolyn Sharp, PDC) The purpose of this chartéw grovide consistency and clarity to the way thatadvisory
committee works. PDC is going through this withadlour advisory committees. | know that the Rarship Group
has been working well for some time now. This t#radoes not change the way the committee is cilyreperating;
this is just an exercise to provide consistency, tarensure that the people serving on the comasitded PDC staff
are aware of their responsibilities. Please takelk at the charter and confirm that your expéatest for the
committee are reflected in the charter. When ¥iputirough you'll find the mission, scope of thenemittee, number
of members and meeting facilitation. This is gowaterial that will ensure we're all on the samegpaBlease take a
look and provide me with any feedback you mightehav

(Elaine Cogan) Can you highlight the notable déferes between the charter and way the committeledeams
operating?

(Carolyn Sharp) This should reflect how the comeeitturrently operates as we perceive it, so notérsgchanged.
This is a formality that allows us to document hibv committee operates.

(Kia Selley) Today we are handing out the chartedraft form. If there is something that has bleénout, or
something that we're doing now that you'd like teange, we invite your comments. This is an opmittuo look at
the effectiveness of how we've run this committ&¢ease look undddecision Making Process. Our standard charter
states that voting occurs through a majority votée have removed this language for the PartneShopip Charter
because the advisory committee has not been apgiatthis manner.

(Carolyn Sharp) What if there are circumstancesreshensensus is not possible?
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(Kia Selley) My opinion is that if we're trying tdevelop a public/private partnership then if a majartner does not
agree to the public/private partnership then it mat work.

(Henry Kunowski) When we were working with the Gamtial Mills Advisory Committee we resolved thisug by
stating that we would work towards the highest lefeonsensus possible.

(Roger Gertenrich) 1 would like to add that membgh® are in the minority vote have a right to rectireir input
when they have a strong opinion. We should make that if we have a consensus we should still taitee of the
members who are in disagreement.

(Elaine Cogan) We will strive for consensus when@assible, and members in disagreement or minary
welcome to voice that opinion.

(Kia Selley) Kristina is taping these meetings. '#@oing to provide more complete comments to nsake that we
are including all comments on these issues.

(Bob Durgan) | concur. This should be a protoooldll PDC meetings.
(Carolyn Sharp) Providing input and keeping thggmomanager informed is particularly importanttie charter.

(Elaine Cogan) Everyone please read the Partne@ifapp Charter and provide PDC with your feedbatkank you
for the information, Carolyn.

Greenway Development Evaluation Criteria Prioritization
Handout: South Waterfront Greenway Devel opment Evaluation Criteria

(Kia Selley) We talked about this in November, Wethad a small turnout at the Partnership Grougingeand were
not able to come to consensus. When these criterie developed several months ago we did nahish in priority
order; which resulted in a discussion regardingttwreor not they should be prioritized so thatdesires of this
committee could be carried forward when the fundingvailable to implement the Greenway. In ouv@&ober
discussion, there were some strong desires tafethe criteria, and if that's the case let's fhem in priority
order. From PDC's perspective we are concerngdatbavould be narrowing the opportunities by givpriprity
order to these criteria, but if anyone has a recenttation we would like to hear that recommendation.

(Elaine Cogan) Anyone want to speak to puttingehegriority?

(Bob Durgan) | don't think we need to prioritizéwould rather talk about the Operations & Maintecsa Plan today.
(Elaine Cogan) Does anyone think this is important?

(Rick Saito) If we don’t put them into priority weve to assume that they all have equal weighthamdwill they be
prioritized later on.

(Elaine Cogan) | don't think that's what Kia wayisg. | think it is more opportunistic if a few ges from now we
can determine how many of the criteria we are &btarry forth and implement.

(Kia Selley) The criteria would have equal weighine criterion would not be more important than the

(Elaine Cogan) Are you saying that they should foeqoial weight and perhaps we should say that?
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(Rick Saito) If we don't prioritize the criteria drsomeone else uses these evaluation criteri@anbes a question of
how do you value the proceedings. It seems tohaiethere has to be some way to establish atdeas form of
control over the process and the decision makintaothere is some consistency.

(Bob Durgan) In terms of the second item, and vfttae City Attorney then states that they do natdrany
responsibility to the Development Agreement (DA)d dhat it's PDC's responsibility since the Citp'isa party to the
DA, How will this be managed?

(Mark Williams) Bob raises a good point on that.one

(Kia Selley) The criteria specifically address tise of TIF, not other public resources such as aéRend resources.
(Elaine Cogan) There are several issues that | Heare don’t have project priorities in ordemitll be left up to the
future implementers to make priorities or to pick one or two that can be done. Are we implyiref these are all
equal? If so, how does that help the future imglet®rs who are not going to be able to completm thiébut need to
do some of them.

(Troy Doss, Portland Bureau of Planning) We neestrike a balance. 1 think if you approach it frtime standpoint
that you're on balance if achieving the majoritytloése things then we’re in good shape.

(Nicole Peterson) | would agree with that, becatigeu read over this it would be really hard toneve some criteria
without the others.

(Elaine Cogan) We've spent a lot of time workingtbis; | don’t think we want to rewrite it. Is thadequate enough
as is, or should there be any more qualifying statds?

(Kia Selley) | could develop a more detailed introtion about how to apply the criteria. Specificalve would need
to satisfy a majority of the criteria, or all oktleriteria, to render a decision.

(Rick Saito) If you could clarify that “the criteriwill be used by the City”. It doesn’t say PDCRarks, which might
be a source of confusion later on.

(Elaine Cogan) So add some qualifying statemensgiotences, but basically keep the criteria.

(Bob Durgan) | agree with Rick

(Roger Gertenrich) 1 would agree. It's kind ofdikvhen people are standing in line for an event #ire all equally
important. If anything, say that these shouldaelbn the list, but some of these things will hapipeadvance of the
others.

(Janet Bebb) Criteria are good to have in plaga.am hopeful that factors such as readiness toga and grant
funding will come into play. In addition to theteria we’ll have a committee that is making demns as human
beings in addition to having this list of criteriathink it would be a misimpression to think thila¢ spending of public
dollars would go on void of some kind of committ@enon-profit organization mechanism.

(Mark Williams) Yes, except where they are alreadsnmitments by contract.

(Janet Bebb) Unless they are already committecbbjract or code, and even those would be discussed.

(Elaine Cogan) Okay, unless there are any otherreamts | believe we have consensus not to priotitieecriteria.
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3. Final Draft Greenway Operations & Maintenance Plan Memorandum
Handout: South Waterfront Greenway Operations and Maintenance Plan Memorandum

(Kia Selley) What you see before you is the updéitead draft Greenway Operations & Maintenance R&mo
(“O&M Plan”) from Economic and Planning Systems PE’) dated February 10. This is a final draft, adinal
document. The reason | make that distinction cabse we need to explore other topic areas — Gaween Capital
Improvements and Phasing and the Financing Plarthegave can plug the gaps in this report.

We have been talking internally how we may secutg Council support for Greenway implementationowido we
engage City Council in a way that gives them endafgirmation to make decisions and to provide ubhwupport,
but also allows room for them to weigh in? Ouatggy is to present a package of recommendatioGgydCouncil
in summer of this year, that address governaneatipns and maintenance, capital improvementgphaading, and
Greenway financing.

As you read through the O&M Plan you'll notice tirarks has provided some cost estimates for a Gledusafe, or
base level of maintenance service as well as aaneeld level of maintenance. Enhanced maintenacteles
security and programming. City Council approvatéeded for Parks to commit to financing the Cleiath Safe level
of service for the Greenway.

It is possible that the cost estimates for the robd level of maintenance, a private sector resbititys are higher
than what private sector contractors may actudllrge, since the cost estimates were preparedrkg.Pa@nother
key point is that the public-private partnership@eenway maintenance is being introduced by ®kI®lan, but a
significant portion of the partnership has yet ¢odeveloped. Our next project topic is governamtech is where we
will talk about how the private dollars are applted/ards the Greenway. Instead of the enhanced dédservice
being provided by Parks, perhaps a business imprenedistrict or some sort of separate non-prafiity will
contract privately for an enhanced level of Gregnmaintenance.

In the O&M Plan you will also notice that we hawv& determined a specific arrangement as to whapubéc or
private responsibilities should be for maintenanédée have presented options in the O&M plan focuksion
purposes. | understand that there is some cotticatithe private commitment is high compared topihelic
commitment. The public commitment represents dipaghat Parks believes is defensible to Cougisien the
public benefits. For the private side of the mamaince equation, we've made some assumptionssdsatdhe private
sector might want but these assumptions coulddeexirrate. We think that people will want addedigsgg we think
that people will want added maintenance of vegmtadis well as programming of events. The enhalesed of
service, which is shown as a private sector respiitys is really a menu of options that are sudbjo change at the
will of the private sector. The private sector edect to decrease or increase the level of seiwioeder to control
cost. The public side of the maintenance equakiowgever, is intended to remain fixed at the Cleiat Safe level of
service.

(Nicole Peterson) You've defined the Clean and &&dfémum on page seven, but then on page ning/& theat the
city of Portland will pay $57,500 per year upori fidvelopment. | don’t understand how that figactually relates to
the defined description of Clean and Safe, orréliates at all.

(Henry Kunowski) The $57,500 estimate is for maiatece of the Greenway trail only, for the full extef the
Greenway.

(Nicole Peterson) $57,500 does not cover the diefimof Clean and Safe?
(Jason Moody) It does cover it, but on the tralyon

(Mark Williams) Phase 1 in the document refershm Central District only, so we're talking aboug ttntire Central
District being Clean and Safe for $59,800, and 3807 js trail only for the entire Greenway.
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(Kia Selley) Yes. That is the current proposal.

(Henry Kunowski) What we understand from Councthiat there will be an approximate minimum commitirfeom
the City of $57,500 for trail maintenance throughitve Greenway.

(Nicole Peterson) | didn't understand the Clean Safi description to be talking about the trailyorirhe way that |
read it was it applied to public access areas.

(Janet Bebb) It is the relationship of the citytale requirements and to property ownership. Teegaent that we
have on the Greenway trail up and down the watetisothat the city maintains the surface of tladl aind the
property owner maintains the surrounding Greenwag ¢hat is privately owned. There is nothinghe tode or any
other prearranged obligation that says we wouldhtaai anything more than that.

(Bob Durgan) Exhibit | to the DA says that thougfihe Central District has no further responsipititaintenance.
The City will be responsible for the Greenway memnance.

(Kia Selley) The Central District DA requires thartners to comply with the Greenway ImplementaStiategy, so
there may be a Central District Greenway mainteaaasponsibility.

(Janet Bebb) I'm not talking about the Central Bést I'm speaking generally. When we’re in thede world, which
means that the City does not have a property owiep®sition, then private property owners are negglito set the
trail easement aside and the City has precedetiiégrobligation to maintain that trail easemen&iClean and Safe
manner.

(Mark Williams) We need to distinguish between @entral District section Greenway, which is subjedhe DA
and certain contractual obligations on the pathefCity, as opposed to the rest of the Greenwagrevhthink what
you just said is correct.

(Janet Bebb) | agree completely. Is everyone dadhat point?
(Rick Saito) The recommendation by Parks to City@il is for the $57,500, for the trail only?

(Janet Bebb) We would like to go to City Councitwéome options, and communicate that we havedtenpal for a
unique partnership and that the City needs towgbegind assume maintenance responsibility andhbairivate
property owners are also going to step up. Wegoanseveral scenarios that have dollar figuredahla for their
discussion, but at this time we do not have a fipeeicommendation. Parks wants to come to tloketeo figure out
how we will be mutually strong at Council.

(Rick Saito) I'm confused. Is it the intent ofshdocument to communicate that the Clean and Stevtill be
$57,500 and that's an earmark for the trail onlgsus the trail and the entire Greenway will be $Z38D or $290,500
plus $57,500?

(Elaine Cogan) Should we start at the beginninipefdocument? This might clear up some of the mtiststandings.
Jason?

(Jason Moody) This memo is a revision to the eantiemo that you saw the last time we met, andset@n
comments received as well as meetings with Parfto#rer individuals involved. Primary changes uigie the notion
of a public/private partnership, not only in thenfoof a principle, but as a key cornerstone topitogect as the City
cannot pay for the maintenance of the entire Gregnw

Also, the key stakeholders involved have a bigesiakerms of how the Greenway is built and managedt has to
be a public/private partnership. Another key cleatgthis memo is that we will come forward, maybée summer,
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as a unified group, in agreement on how we seeaheus options playing out and what we would k&eee the
Council approve.

Additionally, we had Parks take a closer look, #ved/ provided us with revised descriptions of Claad Safe for the
trail and entire Greenway as well as more refinest estimates for O&M. The descriptions are gglheric in that
they do not apply to a particular location. Thegynonly apply to the trail, or they may apply te #ntire Greenway
depending on the circumstances. For exampleeifity happens to take ownership of the entire B&eg, then
Clean and Safe will be applied to the entire Grenarea. If the City only takes ownership of tta! toutside of the
Central District, then they will apply Clean andeé&Smaintenance to the trail area only outside ef@entral District.

We also changed the O&M cost estimates to havetardycategories. One is the Clean and Safe categuat the
second maintenance level is referred to as enharyted will also note that it is critical for theipate sector to
commit to help maintain the Greenway as part dildip-private partnership. It is unlikely that €i€ouncil would
approve a commitment of resources for Clean and ®afntenance of the Central District and othere@nay areas
without a private sector partnership.

Another element is that the cost estimates asshatéhe Parks Department is actually providingrttaéntenance.
There may be less expensive methods for serviteviiald cut costs. For example we put new languadere about
the fact that there may be a private contracttfesé services. The only other changes made #ne talculations of
the cost allocation scenarios, and again thesscararios not commitments. One of these is thaised to assume
that the residential units would all pay the samewant, and we have now varied that based on tleecsithe unit.
The larger units would pay more and the smallerld/pay less. Before we assumed that the officeswmere 30% of
residential and we've raised that to 35% of thédeagtial. The O&M cost overall has increased,rsodctual fee per
unit has increased as a result.

(Mark Williams) Is there precedent around the &itythese kinds of cost shares?

(Henry Kunowski) There are a few situations in ihsome cost sharing is going on. Columbia Spods\as
committed, for ten years, to maintain Sellwood Pdrksome other cases we have partnerships vighds groups
that do some of the work. In the Tanner Spring&,Rhat just opened last year, we estimated theevaf the local
residents’ contribution to O&M from the beginningipt of $2,000 - 3,000 per year.

(Mark Williams) Is there another location in théycivhere private land owners are paying to helpntaé the parks?
How does John’s Landing work?

(Janet Bebb) This is how RiverPlace and John’s imnaork. We provide a base and they contributeéntenance
by contracting with their own maintenance servitesareas outside of the trail.

(Mark Williams) Yes, but is there another locatishere the private property owners are helping tofpathe base?

(Kia Selley) Not for the base, is my understandimg, | think RiverPlace is a good model becauselibe provides a
base level, and the private side provides an aldnked of service.

(Mark Williams) This base is for the entire Greegwat just the trail?
(Kia Selley) Right, it is for South Waterfront Paak well as the esplanade at RiverPlace.

(Mark Williams) So it is accurate to say that thifl be the only park in town where property owneii be asked to
help pay for the base level of service.

(Kia Selley) The Central District is the anomalySouth Waterfront, as it is committed to be pulmivhed. There’s
no commitment beyond the Central District for palawnership of the Greenway. The code requiragitiqaccess
easement for the trail, but Greenway property neayain privately owned.
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(Rick Saito) They are not going to consider takanghe ownership unless it is demonstrated hovptbperty will be
maintained.

(Kia Selley) Unless they demonstrate that thesepsblic/private partnership for maintenance. tfladfeeyou want to
speak to this subject?

(Janet Bebb) The set-up at Terminal 1 is that ther@aintains the trail only.

(Mark Williams) Yes, I'm not sure how these arramgmts have been made elsewhere in town. | guess dine two
things here: One is that this attempts to treaGheenway as a whole when in fact the Greenwagdsr at least two
separate legal requirements, and there are aeftfeet of rules that apply to the Central Distifiein the rest of the
area. It seems to me that a blanket approachmuativork. For example there is no ability to askate property
owners in the Central District to help pay for tiese because there is an agreement that statéisett@@ity will take
ownership and pay for the base of Clean and Safeey want extra services that is a different texat With respect
to the rest of the Greenway, it looks like thisrpésks private land owners to pay the majorityasts for the base. Is
that similar to other arrangements the City hasemadhe city, or is it pretty unique?

(Janet Bebb) | would say that it is similar thrbagt the city, but | guess it depends on what yeamby base. The
most conservative estimate on the City is the saiface itself only, and there is precedent fat tip and down the
river. If you think of the base in terms of theste plan for design it includes much more. Themo base like this
in the rest of the City. There is no precedentbee we do not have that situation, a Greenway |IDgwvent Plan
vision, anywhere else.

(Mark Williams) Well what | would like to see is p@s of those other agreements. Can we get coptesse
agreements?

(Janet Bebb) Yes.

(Bob Durgan) Since there will eventually be an Highmendment to the Development Agreement shouldmvend
that part of the agreement that has to do withifugend financing®s Parks going to take a crack at Greenway
funding and financing?

(Larry Brown) The City code currently provides foity maintenance of the Greenway trail area througlthe city
and that is within that 25-30 foot top of bank aréathe Central District, you have agreementh®ypirivate property
owners to dedicate additional land, and that lanzuirently identified for Greenway improvementsddull build-out
at an agreed to design. We do not have anywhsedrethe district where we know for a fact therk e additional
properties dedicated by adjacent property ownerssren we discuss the Central District, the Cistegutory
agreement is to the maintain the Greenway aretiegsire developed throughout the life of the distrl don’t think
that we have contracts in the City where we agtislbsidize the base improvements.

(Troy Doss) The code requires that the propertyesvdo all vegetation requirements per code, vientpoi
development, and maintenance of these elementth régard to the trail easement, you just needaatgt to the
City, and the City is responsible for maintenantcthe trail area. You're responsible for all otlh@provements that
you may choose to put around the trail. The Gregnidevelopment Plan — it's my understanding thatehs still an
obligation by property owners, unless there is lagoagreement that property owners are still resiptanfor a certain
level of improvement financially and the obligatsatihat come with that in terms of providing mairatece to their
obligations for the improvements that they are meglto make. In absence of a DA you are stilpoesible for a
certain level of maintenance for that property asli¢ is owned by a third party.

(Elaine Cogan) It seems to me that what we're hgaaround the table are public obligations andgpeobligations.
Wherein is the partnership?
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(Janet Bebb) | would say that's what we need tb@neith City Council. Henry and | are not goingstbhere and say
that Council is not going to go further than sormellof base level commitment. We will advise tisup that from
our experience if we walk into Council together av@lhave some strength of partnership, then Cowiltibe more
receptive to committing City maintenance resources.

(Rick Saito) | would agree with that, but | wouttbk at what is drafted here and say that we'reasking enough. An
80-20 split on the maintenance is not an authgut for a partnership.

(Janet Bebb) | would suggest that we push it andamee up with three options and ask City Coundihéy’re willing
to meet us. Whatever we think a reasonable ugpei-Is. This is a judgment on our mutual partvitiat we think is
going to be successful.

(Rick Saito) | realize that everyone here is fadimgjr individual challenges, and we're talking aba different
Council then we had before, but | think historigalle need to step back and look at how we gotitoghint. When
we started this whole process the biggest poinbafention was how much of a Greenway we neededad the City
that drove the Greenway to 100 feet, it was thg Bt claimed it needed to be that big to satisérequirements
from the regional standpoint, we need two pathveagnot one because there’s going to be so muftic tend we'll
need a high number of public access points. Weantually reached some form of agreement on thidevprocess
and that's what's happened. Troy is saddled veslaes such as codes and heights, and now we'rad¢pakwho will
pay to maintain all of this, but if you truly belie that having gone through that that the actuaéfieto the property
owners is 80% of the Greenway then I think themoisie real disconnect. |think we are way off.e Botual benefit
to the property owners is way overstated in whagfiected in this graph in terms of how the finahcesponsibility is
split up. If you're a private developer, and yaulooking at the value of a 50 foot Greenway witle ¢rail versus a
100 foot Greenway with two trails | don't think thralue difference would be there, but it's 100 faed that takes
more maintenance, and when you have that thei@ gy to escape that recognition.

(Jason Bebb) Jason should address benefit, bus Bavkry open to a negotiation on that point s tre all mutually
come forward on that. Whatever the number is fetd a number we agree on, but | think EPS lockethe
relationship of economic benefit on this.

(Jason Moody) Yes, we did, but there is no fornthéd says for every acre of park you're going tbthis increase in
the value. When you're looking at this breakdowhat should be more important is Table 4 that shimove much
you'll actually have to pay. You're paying $0.08guare per year foot for a residential unit. Reigas of what that
represents, the developer is going to ask if thebar is worth it. The breakout of cost is reallyam-issue.

(Rick Saito) Well what happens if in ten years wel that the cost has been understated and pe@pietevdo more
because of the amount of use of the Greenway,hemdthe cost is doubled?

(Bob Durgan) You would assume that the people wtdlee development and have an agreement with itlyer€ly

on the agreement. | doubt someone else is goipgytdor it or is going to be willing to pass onresidents a cost that
they haven't sold. Developers don’t have a problemknow how to pass it off costs. There is arrament that
says that if anyone in the Central District doesme for any of this process then the City is gdmbave to backfill

it with some other number. There is no requirenfienthe residents to pay anything.

(Jason Moody) There are a couple of things thdtmalke the cost go up. If you provide more sewwiteen your
costs will go up, but then theoretically you'reafgetting a benefit because you're getting moreises. You assume
that if you're paying for something more then ybb# getting something more in return. This alstsdo the issue of
governance which is who is going to determine haveims going to be paid and what services will ednined.

(Rick Saito) My point is that we may be paying mtwget the same level of service because of pulskcand they
are not paying more, people are camped out iniplagian areas, there is more access, and paying foothat kind of
security isn’t necessarily going to make the bemgater.
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(Jason Moody) | think what you would ultimately ddormalize an agreement that gives rates subjestnual
increase subject to the CPI, so it basically stagssame in real terms tracking the costs. Howewerder to change
that rate, there needs to be a decision makingepsoand private property owners will be a partrddténg this
decision making process. That is the way you wéaichalize an agreement for this.

(Rick Saito) Will we have 80% of the say?
(Jason Moody) Hopefully you would have veto, arat’tha governance issue.

(Rick Saito) There are a lot of things that conmrfroutside of the district on this Greenway thatdifferent. This is
not a 25 foot wide project that you can accessyewele like in John’s Landing. This is a wholefdifent concept,
and | think that this document reflects the arclwaiccept of what has historically been done incibe but it doesn’t
reflect what it is headed for by design. | thihkre is a real disconnect between what we are isigdor design-wise
and how funding is divided.

(Bob Durgan) This Greenway design concept was guateal to in partnership with the property ownergas what
the public wanted.

(Henry Kunowski) We made a concerted effort to nvaét every property owner more than once. We wi#t Rick,
we met with you, we met with Williams & Dame aneté was a high level of participation.

(Bob Durgan) But Williams and Dame have no obligatbecause of the Development Agreement the Cyigying
for it, and these meetings never touched on the ordeeroemage of responsibility. It was a public pssce
not a private negotiation.

(Rick Saito) Yes there was a high level of partipn, but it never touched upon the fact thatiaimel would not be
publicly owned and maintained. There was nevaseudsion of the percentage of the responsibititierms of
dollars and cents.

(Roger Gertenrich) Three different points of vie@ne, | was on the Greenway Committee, and we itifirhad a
process where we pushed the widening of the Greeana@ a city blessing for that, and the outlook e it was
not for the property owners it was a city-wide thior visitors, tourism, etc., so | do think thhetCity has a
responsibility for stepping up to the plate and mgla bigger contribution than what I'm seeing tigbw. Secondly,
in terms of a unit owner down there, and I'm ddittit puzzled, and maybe that's because | havggebunit | don’t
know, but | don’t know that I'm going to use thegBnway any more than the guy who has a smalleramitiook at
that and say do | have a legal obligation if thy @bes something to enforce large units payingenduastly, in the
City of Salem, the City Council has plants (tulgrl all kinds of things) and the money that takes of that comes
from the motel tax. | know that there are a lolittie piglets in line, but has that been explofedthe Greenway?

(Larry Brown) In terms of the hotel/motel tax théseactually an elephant in line and that is thaditpiarters Hotel, so
I do not think that's a viable route to go, but théustry folks can certainly market and spealhtrtexperience with
that. Then there’s the question of what is theempate percentage for the public side to pagims of
maintenance, and there are only two ways to inertet. One way — work together to decide whatdbal
maintenance is and if we can make a good caseunddet’s do that. Our chances of getting ahhgyel of
commitment from Council to base maintenance idygmling to be a result of how well we're able tmgince City
Council that there is something unique happenimg bad we're going to have property owners andlegds stepping
up. The other way to reduce or increase the p&gerof the public share of the maintenance resipititysis to

lower the overall cost if the property owners aaa With something less than a platinum level ofntenance where
all the brass bulbs are polished in the morningtaedevening, then as the total shrinks certaimdyercentage
represented by public share is going to incre&ge.can get to 50/50 very quickly if we simply mabat decision

that you were satisfied with this level, and if ydan't think it's enough later we can certainlyisstv There is nothing
in this process that is locking in that we neetldee this extraordinary level of service. | ththis process is going to
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give us an opportunity to address, in a collectway what the level of maintenance people would itkeee done, and
then find a way to work with Council and Parks atiers to make a case for how that can be funded.

(Roger Gertenrich) You did a good job of answeting of the questions, are you going to address omgerns about
unit size?

(Jason Moody) The first time around when we did thé had the same for every unit. The consenghsitaime was
that we change it to unit size.

(Kia Selley) This is actually consistent with thaywthat Home Owner Associations (HOA) function. ufwobably
haven’'t seen your dues yet, but you'll see thatlypay more generally in your common areas in ybuiding then
someone who owns a studio, and the idea is thatwyatican bear those higher costs. That is tyyitiae
methodology that is applied. | don't know if ig®ing to be different in the South Waterfront, biubow HOA dues
are distributed that way in the Pearl District.

(Jason Moody) These percentages are generally bassguare footage.

(Troy Doss) | can really appreciate everyone’s abpnsion about how Council is going to receive, #msl what |
want to really help craft the message for whenade this to Council is that this plan is an altéuea No one is
required to do this, and I'm guessing that it hasmiain amount of value for the developers sittiege and we can
argue how much it goes up per square footagef patiididn’'t see value you wouldn’t be sitting heaed if the City
didn’t see value in terms of the general public tredpublic good we wouldn’t be sitting here. Wivatneed to do is
remind Council, staff and as our partners thatel®something in this plan that we don't get if jwst go to the
fallback standard Greenway improvements based de.c@/e need to present the advantages acrosedhe énd the
reasons why this is important. We need to, &§ st@ue for public benefits as well as recogrite even though
developers are getting more Greenway they’re adstingg more FAR (floor area ratio). Everyone istigg something
out of this. We need to remind them what thaivisy it's important and why the development plangtide carried
forward. Let’s go in there and see what we carotiatg.

(Rick Saito) | would think that the Council wouléed to be educated as to how we got here too. \tfiieen
framework plan was accepted everyone on the Cobadilto give a public speech before they said “Aafedut how
they wanted the Greenway larger then what was prede This ended up being a big deal the next &mend, and
this was a directive from Council, not from the unde. Therein lies part of the responsibilityovNthat we have the
Master Plan this is great, but we've fallen shorterms of this disconnect, and | don't think thata private property
owner that you derive more benefit in the kindrafrements.

(Janet Bebb) Can property owners put somethingp@mable that you would feel comfortable with thher goes
with dollars percentages or lowering of the expwat® | think this is where we need to go.

(Rick Saito) I'm not clear on what some of thesenbars mean. Under Clean and Safe are these nsiaibeed?
(Jason Moody) $290, 500 includes the trail, andi dordy is $57, 500.

(Nicole Peterson) On page nine, the first paragsais that Parks will recommend to the City Couittngit it will
commit to a minimum Clean and Safe level of fundiogGreenway public access this equates to $5H80§ear
upon full development on the trail only and $11,8@0 year in Phase 1. How does this relate taévelopment
agreement?

(Jason Moody) This does not relate to the DevetopirAgreement. It equates to $57,500 per yeaneTlisea
footnote (2) that states per the Development Agesdhe Central District is different. Howeveresie numbers do
not give a commitment because we do not know thiat y



S. Waterfront Greenway Implementation Strategy
Partnership Group Meeting Minutes, February 15,6200
Page 11 of 15

(Jason Moody) Let's go through Table 1. The maiatee area is really referring to square footadmeér feet. In
Phase 1, the Central District, there are aboutQlljd@ar feet for the trail, the entire Greenwaya®g footage in Phase
1is 150,000 square feet. The Clean and Safe hoosiareferring to this list of things that would done, for the trail
only, in Phase 1, is $11,800. For the entire Gragrin Phase 1, or Central District, Clean and Safeld cost
$59,000. At full Greenway buildout Clean and Safethe trail only is $57,500 and the entire Greapis $290,500.

(Elaine Cogan) And these are City costs.

(Jason Moody) Yes, these numbers are based omiafian provided by Parks. Now there are two thitngs we
need to state. First of all there are ways tocedhis cost. Maybe the private sector could ptevhese services
cheaper. These are numbers that Parks has putkenl asked to provide costs for services by geogragpba. In
terms of what the City has, we’re not trying toadiss what the City has agreed to, or what has &geed to
elsewhere. This is just demonstrating the cost.

(Nicole Peterson) Right, | understand that, bk I'm confused because when | follow all of tiable through,
then it's no coincidence that we have $11,800 fmidhy the City in Phase 1, which happens to biédrdy, even
though that’s for the Central District and $57,5@0d by the City which is trail only as well, satts where | was
starting to think that is what you were saying.

(Jason Moody) We can agree right here, that wkédtb recommend to the City that they do sometleiisg, and that
is part of this process and we all come togethdrdstide to have one scenario and not three. Migls a good
idea.

(Nicole Peterson) | think that's a good idea.

(Jason Moody) Maybe one scenario that states sttt out asking for 30% from the City and if trdgcide that is
too much or too little there are other ways we d@aiit. We can reduce the description of what wgbigng to do.

(Mark Williams) We want to make sure that we corpenith a fair level, and we are not by any meapectang this
out of hand. | think that Rick’s point is well &k that where the City mandates extraordinary deslig City should
bear an enhanced obligation. There is more man@non the larger Greenway and that is not sormgethe
property owners came up with, and it is there toefiethe public, and it is there to be shared, thank that |
absolutely agree with Larry when he says that we laafar better chance of success if we come to@ituncil and
say that stakeholders, residents, landowners, PRlksning, everybody has been at the table andeweached
agreement and here it is than if we come in withething less than that. We're prepared to workhase things and
help. For now, maybe we should leave the proppsecentages blank, because | think we need torzaentalking
about what we think they ought to be as a groupe dther issue here is that we're dealing withst sensitive group.
We've seen some costs on other projects quadraptethey aren’t done yet, so prices can raiseypgeitk, so
you’re seeing a very cost sensitive group right momfactors that have nothing to do with this pudj

(Jason Moody) Maybe the options relate to thellef/service rather than the participation. Inestkvords, you don't
have an option that says, City at 50%, City at 2@¢ause obviously the City will take the lower n@mbYou have
an option of levels of maintenance and give theshace from there.

(Mark Williams) As you handle this you're goinghiave to distinguish between the Central District #re rest of the
Greenway, and | know there’s an effort to have seteof management structure for the entire profmdtjt is going to
be different. You're going to have one sectiort ties City ownership, by contract, with a certawvel of base
maintenance, and then there will be other areassiatus that has not yet been defined, so théyawk to be
distinguished.

(Bob Durgan) I'm in agreement with that. Partto vision is that this would be the first piecelie City that
celebrates the River Renaissance, and the Citysrteathderstand that if you want to design atldadl there’s going
to be deep costs associated with it. | think thg'€issues about what's going to happen on theexfi@nt isn’t just
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from us, it's about what's going to happen with #&on River Renaissance being cut into this dgwelent. The
Greenway Development Plan is the poster child feeiRRenaissance

(Elaine Cogan) Let's see if we can move ahead diittction to Kia and Jason. Jason, do you havéharg/further to
add?

(Jason Moody) Not at this point.

(Elaine Cogan) | think that we've moved a long wayth this discussion. There’s certainly theifeghround this
table that it's not the numbers it's quality. Ilther words what are we getting for our dollarsf #lso hearing that
we as a group should be able to come to some camsaiout a greater participation from the Cityhaithat may be
we’re not sure. What we see here is a minimunmveangvould like to support a higher participatids.that your
sense of the discussion?

(Roger Gertenrich) I'm in agreement, and we negqaltaourselves in the position of a person on Cibyincil. They
do a great number of other things, and if we camrsotme kind of agreement on what the City’s pauéitton should
be on percentage that'’s the first thing the Couniilhear is the percentage. Their option isha tevels of O&M, if
we present A,B and C then they’ll think okay if veally want to cut costs we’ll pick C, but the mee on them will
be to pick A because they’re going to have to thegpublic and this is a big deal project. If Irevsitting on that
Council I'd think wow, A is maybe more expensivaih like, but | won't vote for C. I'd go with a@dher percentage
than A.

(Rick Saito) I'd like to support going with diffemelevels of maintenance, because | think that'sething that we
need to be very comfortable about. If private propowners want to have an increased level of teaance then
they should pay for that, but we need to really eap with a reasonable cost to maintain the Gregmawva base
level, and if Clean and Safe is determined thetigliae, but it has to be for the whole Greenwayd it has to be
based on the Greenway being used by the publicit'antbt Clean and Safe for the property owndis,Glean and
Safe for everybody. It doesn’'t seem like theeelst of security even in those enhanced numbeéfiso pays for the
security along the east bank esplanade, RiverPlace?

(Henry Kunowski) When we started this process va& sbme numbers from existing parks without dointptailed
analysis and we came up with $300,000 for minimuamtenance (Clean and Safe) and $500,000 for eedanc
maintenance service.

(Bob Durgan) Based on projects that I've workedchwitthink that these numbers look good. Threesdaweek —
sweeping, emptying garbage cans, etc. This iseifed bf service we use in Tualatin.

(Elaine Cogan) Assuming that the numbers arevidigt we're talking about is the public and privpseticipation in
paying for it.

(Henry Kunowski) In the Development Agreement, Bdr&is agreed to take on Clean and Safe maintematie
Central District and any level above that is paiddy the neighbors, so we are maintaining thag besel.

(Bob Durgan) Is there a replacement cost?
(Henry Kunowski) There is for light bulbs, but it and down.
(Janet Bebb) Two percent of the capital would leald

(Elaine Cogan) We have one or two other items eratienda. Kia and Jason, do you have enoughdatakcome
forward?
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(Jason Moody) It looks like we want one optiontéasl of three, which will be easy enough to dm gtill not sure if
that one option in terms of percentage of contidsuis going to be broken down by level of mainter@or do we
want to come up with a proposal that is just onmimer?

(Rick Saito) | don’t know how wise it is to showfférent levels if property owners agree that amghabove a certain
level they aren'’t going to pay for.

(Elaine Cogan) These levels should be more detaléd need to spell out what they mean.

(Jason Moody) If you go to City Council withoutyaroom whatsoever, it seems like we need to gieenteome level
of option to decide from. One number, one levesitt really allow for a lot of decision making hatity.

(Nicole Peterson) | think that what we need tasddefine the City’s level of Clean and Safe tihatytare going to
pay for.

(Henry Kunowski) We've done that.

(Nicole Peterson) In addition to that, this comaettogether can decide what the ultimate leveénfise will be
beyond the basic Clean and Safe because we needeento put into the HOA budgets and communitypeission
for South Waterfront. It's much easier for us ¢peee on a reasonable level of service and thenl&dtthe residents
vote on increasing or decreasing the enhancemeinthé basic City Clean and Safe never changes.

(Henry Kunowswki) This does exist in this form.
(Nicole Peterson) Yes, but the enhanced level really defined as anything other than somethiritebe

(Henry Kunowski) It is defined, just not in thisaoment. It's primarily involves the same thingst twith more
frequency and considerations for acts of nature.

(Kia Selley) | hear Nicole saying that for their BK®and community association they need to undetstdrat value
the City is bringing to the Central District. Sihas an immediate need to understand the City’s d¢omant to Clean
and Safe for the Central District. I'm also hegrinterest from other property owners to have Cheaoh Safe applied
to the entire Greenway, not just the trail areatfiose areas outside of the Central District)2oAsistent level of
City maintenance is desired throughout the entmee@®yay.

(Janet Bebb) The only thing | can hear the Citystjoaing is if we're requiring the City to maintaime Greenway on
private property.

(Bob Durgan) Once you give that base level of servwould assume that you cannot say these twdibgs want
this level of enhanced service while this one wantsething else. | think that these HOAs will havenake
enhanced level of service decisions in coordinatiih the City. What Nicole suggested is that wene up with a
base and if want more we’ll go to the HOAs. Thegiion will be that if they agree to pay for it Miie City manage
it, or will they hire their own people?

(Nicole Peterson) When | spoke of voting, | didm&an that there will be different outcomes for eawitding, |
meant that every building gets a vote. The impurfaing to our company is that the people whopamricipating get
a vote. We need a number to recommend the lefelshmncement. For me, one way you can lowerisdst
decrease the level of enhancement, but no oneltbggs what this $575,000 represents so that wehiak about
what we want.

(Henry Kunowski) We can provide you with more detai
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(Elaine Cogan) Should we revisit the idea of Claad Safe for only the Central District Greenway &iad area,
outside of the Central District?

(Kia Selley) I'd like to suggest, because we'ramimg short on time, that PDC talk to Parks abbetviability of
taking a proposal to City Council that requesty Cibuncil participation for Clean and Safe for émgire Greenway at
$290,500. And, if the City provides Clean and Safdhe Greenway the private sector could commér enhanced
level of service. Janet, you made a good poirieedinat public dollars cannot be invested in ptéevland. For this
reason, we should talk about public control of@reenway, or full public access easements. | tthakwe need to
deal with that as part of this proposal to Coun®ilho controls the land or takes responsibilityif@r Is there a public
access easement over the entire parcel?

(Rick Saito) Maybe there’s less hesitancy by Cduncaccept the land as public ownership if theyalteady
committed to the Clean and Safe for the entire Greg.

(Janet Bebb) We can certainly pose that to Couheibuld just say that if we go to Council with grdne option and
it is to own all of the land and then to maintdiall we might be at risk. Although | don't knowaw Council would
respond to that.

(Bob Durgan) That was our original premise.

(Janet Bebb) It wasn'’t ours.

(Elaine Cogan) We have five minutes. Obviouslyagoance is one of the next steps here.

(Kia Selley) Itis, and actually | was going t@pose that we keep the O&M Plan in its current feriout major
revision until we work through governance issué& don't need to approve the O&M Plan today, amndlltchange
before it goes to Council, but we can move on eégbvernance discussion because it really inforgasiO

(Rick Saito) Is it worthwhile exploring public/pate responsibilities on the basis of use? How npeople will use
the Greenway and how many people will be officek&os or residents on the site versus general menabe¢ine
public at large because to me it would be an ingmartactor.

(Jason Moody) This varies greatly by facility, dimd not sure how we’d research that topic. We cdrdo any user-
surveys on this facility because we don’t yet havacility. We can do user-surveys on other faed but no two
facilities are exactly alike, so a lot of reseandh be involved, and it is unclear if the infornian will benefit us.
(Janet Bebb) We can do some estimates on the trail.

(Elaine Cogan) Could you estimate how many of thesses would be people who lived there versus tidig?

(Janet Bebb) We did that originally as part of 106 foot set back, but it is speculative, andhbBsed on mode-split
information.

(Elaine Cogan) Can we wrap up and give some gualtm&ia?

(Kia Selley) Is there support for not approvingst@i&M Plan and moving on to governance? We can tioene back
to the O&M Plan and revise it accordingly. | caaanhwith people individually between now and thgtmaeeting,
and we can continue to work on this. | think thddt of good points have been brought up today| think
governance is the missing piece to the puzzle,usecarho pays what and who controls the money seebesa key
guestion.

(Elaine Cogan) This gets filed as it is.
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(Jason Moody) Before we can refine this we haved& at the governance issues.

(Janet Bebb) Does this group think it would bettworhile having a conversation with some of the City
Commissioners so that maybe we test the water?

(Mark Williams) | think it's too early, and | thinthe one thing they will respond to is stakeholtisensus because
that’s a hard thing to beat.

4. Greenway Implementation Strategy Next Steps
Expert Panel on Governance
Temporary Greenway Trail in Central District

(Kia Selley) We will update the memo based on dwsiback we've received today, and we will beginknar
governance issues.

We had planned to arrange an expert panel for augrgance discussion, and I've talked with Parksathers who
have participated on expert panels about the \@ltleis approach. We have heard that expert parel really best
for commenting on something specific and that ifhege an open-ended discussion with them that wenmiaget the
guidance we’re really seeking. | would like to gagt that we table the expert panel discussioncanduct our own
research and see what other groups across theyduand done. We can conduct stakeholder interviaoi® cost-
effectively by phone rather than bringing experehi Portland. We will bring examples to youlra hext meeting.
So far it seems that most public agencies owns gatkeenway land and provide the basic level pfise, and a
business improvement district or some other orgdioiz provides an enhanced level of service.

North Macadam Investors is funding design and coosbf a temporary Greenway pathway in the Cemrstrict.
We don't have a firm timeline, but the goal woukltb complete construction in early summer. Thi would last
up to four years and would be asphalt. The prajétnhot include planting, except for site stabdtion. The goal is
to try to get people to the river safely, and jottr get people off of the streets under constoucti

5. Committee & Public Open Forum — Questions & Disussions

(Roger Gertenrich) | appreciate that, and the |geoipthe Meriwether appreciate it, and the PR &adugoing to be
immense because seeing something going on thdreewllly help.

The meeting adjourned at 3:30 pm.

Next Meeting: April 19, 2006



