Report No. 1

SUMMARY OF RESEARCH PROGRESS OF STANFORD RESZARCH INSTITUTE

Stanford Research Institute was hired by the Txposition and Recreation
Center Commission on Auguet 16, 195L. This informal progress report is sube
mitted to fully inform the Commission of work accomplished, initiated, and
planned by the Institute.

The following is what has been done:

1. 7To aveid duplication of effort, a collection has been made of
all known past work accomplished by individuals and groips. Interviews
have been held with principal interested parties. This information has
been complled as background material and a ready source of reference.

2. Interviews have been effected with local orpanizations which
may be integrated within the proposed facility. Problems of compati-
bility of the various activities have been thoroughly considered in
these interviews., Also, physieal requirements of the groups and activie
ties have been obtained where possible; these requirements pertein to
types of buildings, size of bulldings, seating capacity, exhibition
space, parking or transportation facilities, total land srea required
and any limitations as to type of site.

3+ From a review of past work and the above interviews, a factual
summary of physical and menagement criteria for determining compatibility
is being developed., This summary will be presented to the Commission on
September 10th, From consideration of this swmmary, objectives and limie
tations are anticipated, such as; organizations (Fair, P.I., etc.) to be
integrated into the over«all plan for the center. An agreement on the
minlmum and meximum facilities to be studied will result.

L. Correspondence has been forwarded to thirty-three eities requeste
ing a deseription of existing and planned facilities, costs of construction,

operating cost data, attendance and reverme data for smecific activities,



and site or location considerations. / detailed tabulation is
being made of these responses., This will be followed by a detailed
questionnaire formulated to complete the compilation of desired
data. For the present time the Montgomery, Alabama, coliseum is
being used as a yardstiek for comparing the varlous facilities and
relating them to the Portland situation.

S. Date is being assembled to assist in amlysie of relevant
popilation, attendance, revenue, recrsational trends which are vital
to planning a facility for future use.

6. A detatled questionnaire is being prepared to be sent to
potential users of the proposed facility covering physical facility
requirements, attendance and revenue experience, business srrangements,
ete.

The above information and data will be used to focus on the following
oroblems :

1. Will the center be integrated with other local activities,
P.I., Fair, or will it be an independent facility?

2. Based on the committee decision to (1) above, what is the
best composition of the proposed eenter?

3+ When the components of the facility are decided wpon, how
many acres will be required to accommodate the facility?

ke What dollar costs may be incurred, both for construction and
land acquisition? (land acquisition costs will be gauged in terms of
most publieized sites.)

S. What are the probable revenues that can be anticipated from
the proposed facility?

6., 4Will revenue estimates change with selection of a downtown vs,
suburban site?



T Given fimal committee decisions as to composition and sige
as measured against cost and available fuwie, where is the best loca-
tion for the facility?

8. Stanford Research Institute ooneiders site selection as the
final step in the planning process,; but stresses the need for collec=
tion of data on all possible sites, elimination of obviously unsuit=-
able sites, and determimation of site availability while initial steps

of research are in progress,
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From the effective date of its contract with the Commission, the Institute has had
an avera - of two tothree persons workting on various phases of the problem. In addition
to collecting all exisking material relsting to the Center and interviewing key indivie
duals whose views are lelt to be ir-vortant, corresp ndence has been initiated with over
thirty city or private operators of srenas and euditoriums. Answers heve alreads been
received from 17 of these, which give much worthwhile advice,

Both of these questi mmaires mentioned in our proposal are being prepered, the first
of which is to be sent to operators of similar facilities whether contacted previously
or not, Since a vast amount of detailed information is to be obtained {rom these people
the questionnaire will be limited in extent, at first, with the understending that
further questions will be asked reparding selected faciliticrs or will be clarified by
direct interview., We feel not only that the interview method will be more productive
of essential information, but it will also afford us an opportunity to inspect those
centers and buildingswhich appear most nearly to meet Portland's needs. For the preseil,
all details relating to design, organization and adm‘nistration of facilities will be
omitted, if they do not contribute importently to the economic picture we are seeking to
describe first,

The secomd gquestionnaire-inquiry will te directed to an even wider audience of
potential users of Portland facilities, both local and national, This will seek net
only to outline the features desired in an arema or auditorium located hrre, but will
also set up this "ideal® in relation to facilities actually used by the same groups or
organizations in other cities,

In several discussions with the city attorney's office, a number of basic questions

have been raised, We feel that a formal orinion should bhe giventhe Commission in order



e
to complete the legal framework within which the Center must be set upe In brief, these
questions relate tot

a) the extent to which the Commission is legelly or morally bound to cons ruct
all the facilities mentioned in Section 1L=103 of Article 1, Chapter XiV¥, and to proe
vide for the types of evenis alsogpecifically mentioned in the same section. Specifie-
caelly, is it obligated to incorporate facilities peculiar to the Pacific International's
requirements and a war memorial festure?

b) the actual accounting procedure which will povern the Comrissionts fiscal
operations, perticelarly relsting to the service of the bond issue. Whai is the net
revenue referred 4o in Section =10 as the amount aver "cost of operation and maintene
ance", and the source of operating funds for the Cinter in case income is Insufficlent,

e) the propriety of ap lying ary profit from non-relsted oprrations (as for instance,
rental of storage spece) toward bonded indebtedness, opersting expenses, or further
capital expenditurcse

d) the possibility of constructing exposition and recreation facilities at two
locationgs

e) the right of the Commission to acquire land by condemnation,

In addition to these fundamental guestions, thore may be other points for similar handling
or fixing of p licy by the Commission, such as

£) what type of facﬁ.lifies for "sports, recr-atinn and entertainment purposes®,
alsc "park and recreational faciliti-s", as mentioned in two places in Section 148103
is it arproprizte for the Commission to vrrovide, without encroaciing in the recrcetional
aphere of other city agencics or otherwise exceeding 1ts legal and prover functions.

g) what policy should rovern the provision of Center facilities eithor for a
nominal cherge, that is, less~thanecost, or compl tely free of charge?

bi in view of the sometime uncertain pmetuation of Chapter XIV as it hes been
mimeopgraphed, it would be well to verify the original certified language and also %o
have a meeting of minds as to the proper definition of several ferms used in this chapter

as for instance, "coliseum", "plkyfield”, and "stadium®, also, whot seemé to be used as a



-
compornd term-Ycoliseun stodium.”

In addition to more or less obvisus comments as to the city's needs and pros and
cons about various sites, following are salient general points brought out in the five
interviews held with the Mayor and City Councilmen at which ¥r. Krieg was present, in
addition to Mesasrs. Sibbett and Troute of Stanford Research Instituter

as There are differences of opinion as to the necessity of including Pacific
International facilities, the necessity of having a sinple integrated center at One
locat®on, and the relative merits of centrall- located versns suburban istes.

be Severd Councilmen mentioned the Adesirability of Pedeve opment of blighted
areas in downtown locstions. (it is Jesirable that the guestion -f federal funds by
explored through the proper chamnels in order to eliminste present uncertainties.)

¢e Question was raised whether it is necessary or appropriste to set up recreae
ation areas or outdoor facilitics of the type provided at present by the city perk and
recreation systems

d. There were a variety of views on whether conventlonz can be accommodated in
any except a downtown location, and whether there is rossible diplication of facilities
normelly »rovided by ho els.

es It was emphasized that the Center would probably have to be subsidized by the
City In order to meet its opersting expenses,

f« It was felt by at least one Counecilman, that the couty fair issue is still
alivejy it was als» brovght ouvt thatthe Pecific Enternational will be able to ¢nsider
any site sesuming its basic facilitles are vrovied,

With the comnletion of the above, Objective I of the SRI nroposal will have been
substantially covered, except thet we have felt at this time it was wnnecessary snecis
rieally to contact spokesmen for the Portland Meadows Rece Track and the Hose Festival.
An atterpt is beins made to reconstruct the formal 4 scussions held some time in the
post with Stete Motional Cuerd avthoritics relative to the inclusion of Armory facilitics.

It je felt thet the Commission's next dep is to determine the competibiiity of

certein accessory fafilities roguired by the Pe.ls, Armory, County Br and convention



wlje
accommodations. In the absence of eny ruling, Lhat they are mandatory, these must still
be congidered optinnal features over and above an assumed basic =mltipurmose building,
The analysis to be presented will be in terms of physicaland menapgement roouirements
plus as much Jata as can be gathered on the net Investment required forthe additional
lfaciliticss Following the declision mentioned, there can be full agreement as to the
minimum hypothetical {acilities 'mzics-z will be studied, and particularly zs to the minle

mum area involved, which ramesents a limitation in the consideration of gites,
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OBJECTIVE I

Objective I of SHi's Proposal for Research comprises & survey of the
background and legal framework of the Exposition-Recreation Center project
and consultations with all interssted parties "to determine other agencias'
interest and possible pariicipation in the Canter's planning, construction
and operation.”

A, This work hag been completed, to the extent considered necessary at this
time, with the following suceptiong:

1. Clarification of the legal framework of the Commission's work
iz awalted, following the submission at the meeting of Sephtember 13 of a
number cf questions which wers transmitted by the Exscutive Secretary to the
City Atiorney.

2, Although considerable data is now available as a result of
discussicng with the Pacific International Asscciation, it has bsen sug-
gested to the Executive Secretary and to several Commiscion members that the
PI be requested to clarify its "offer to negotiate" dated Jamuary 30, 1953.
This is not a guestion of mere formality but involves a definite statement
of the minimunm requirements of the PI for new space, including parking area,
and its proposed terms for priority use of this space 2s a tenant of the
city. In order that an analysis may be made of the "feasibility of their
(the PI's) use of the Center's facilities" and the form of ftheir future
coocperation®, the PI is making avallable to SRI data bearing on the sarning
potentizl of its present buildingas. Informetion required as a basis for
Cormission action should also include any alternative plans which the PI may
have made for continued use of its present srena and exhibit space or for
provision of new space through plans not involving the city.

3. While close liaison has been established with the City
Flanning Commigsion, it has not yet been possible to analyze their report on
the variovs gites still being considered.

Bo The following ccuments stand out from the discussions which have been
held with varicus groups in furtherance of Objective I:

1. Mayor Peterson and the cther Four Commissionsrs.

Separats interviews were held at the City Hall with each of the five
nembers of the City Council, and an attempt was made to get their opinions
on the principel features of the Center, which are summarized as follows:
(In each case, the absence of a recorded opinion is not in itself
significant.)

a. Concentration of Activities: Two of the men interviewed favored
the development of more than one site, while ome felt that a single site
should be chosen.
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b. Inclusion of P.I.,: One considered thzat this was not mandatory,
while two others feit it wes either necessary or desirable.

¢, Combination with County Fair: Only one opinion was stated - to the
effect that the Falr issue is still very much alive and that it would be
unfortunate if certain facilities were duplicated.

d. Provision of Outdoor Farticipant-Sports Facilities: Thrse opinions
were exprassed - one to the effect that the Center should be specifically
for professional and semi-professional sports only, one that it was
inappropriate to provide for these facilities because they duplicate
other plans of the Park Bureau, and a third that such facilities were not
a necessary congideration.

a, Importance of Conventions and Trade Shows: The strongest opiniocn
was that these were important - and more so than sports. There were two
other comments, to the effect that conventions and trade shows were
either (a) not a factor, or else, (b) a minor consideration.

f. Type of Site Favored: Individual close-in locations (the *"Between
bridges"” and South Auvditorium sites) received two clear preferences, and
two other statements singled them out zs "possible" or "recommended for
congideration". One remaining councilman favorsd the Vanport site,
Vanport was opposed cutright by two of the others, and one felt that it
sheuld not be chosen for the principsl or only facilities of the Center.

g. Redevelopment: The same four who preferred the close-in locations
also favored the redevelopment of blighted areas as a factor in choosing
a site for this project.

2. County Officials.

At a mesting with the County Commissioners it was stated that they had
never discussed the integration with the Pacific International Livestock
Exposition of their respective facilities. The Commissioners had simply
made plans to provide larger facilities for the Fair on a site of a minimum
cf 175 acres. In their view, the Fair does not need and cannot use a large
coliseum=type building, although it could possibly use catile barns as well
as joint parking area in common with the PI. The Fair iz an outdoor, family
affair, with largely night attendance. It must have a race track, carnival,
and mumercus separate buildings. It must retain a rural atmosphere and it
must be centrally located in the county, that is - east of Portland.

Vanport was considered unacceptable and for the following reasons the
1813t and Halsey site was favored over it: bebler climate, better draimge
(i.e., no flocd danger), lack of competition from Jantzen Beach. It was
thought to have a more central location for the County, with adequate access
from the city.

In intervisws with three other county officials, there were individual
cpinions echoing the views of the County Cormissioners as to the absemce of
compatibility between the Fair and either the city's proposed Center, or the
PI, However, apart from personal antagonisms involved, it was recognized
that this unwillingness to consider a Joint facility arose in large part
from the understanding that the Exposition-Hecreation Comission wag com-
ritted to Vanport as a2 site.
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It wag stated somewhat forcibly that neither the PI nor the Commission
appeared interested in offering any advantages to the Fair but expressed
their "invitation" in terus amounting to "taking Vanport or leaving it."
The Fair would be lost in PI facilities. It should include in its develop~-
nent, park ares, picnic grounds, and other recreatiomal facilitles for the
people of the County.

Notwithstanding the strong opinions expressed in support of an
independent Feir, it was brought out that the County had $100,000 earmarked
for preliminary site work which would not be spent until the City's plans
vere further crystellized. There seemed to be room for a joint working out
of cormmon requirements between the PI and the County, either with or without
the City. However, the Fair needed ample area for future expansion far
thead of its present size, and it was largely for this reason that the total
srea required was estimated at 200 acres. Sites aleng the Banfield Express-
vay were alsc favored because of the good access to the center of the city
vhich weg claimed even for the 181st and Helsey site. There are several
gites closer in to the city on either side of the Expressway, such as the
Meier and Frark property (to the north), from 122nd to 1L8th, the Skylife
Airport (to the south of the Expre.saways, between 132nd and 1h8th, and the
(lendoveer Golf Course just scuth of Skylife. Although the airport site as
such may no locnger be available, and althoush there are some land-use and
zoning problems in the area, it may still be posgible to assemble 200 acres
of reasonably acceptable land in this viecinity. It was felt that these sites
have probably not been adequately considered either by the PI or by the City.

The County will have a large but indeterminats sum of money available
from its eventual eale of the present Fairgrounds., This will go toward
cevelopment of any site - for its own exclusive use or for Jointly used
facilities, The opinion was expressed that the City and the County cannct
afford to build facilities that are duplicating to any important degree.

(ver 80% of the voters of the County also have a direct interest in the
Exposition-Recreation Center as residents of the City. This conjunction of
interest requires that thers be some compromise between an ideal Fair set-up
cn the one hand and an ideal City Center on the other, both of which together
would unduly raise the tax rate to property-holders in the area. As
instances of compromise with the Fair's aims, it was brought out that some
large coligeums in other cities are used during Fairs for circuses or cother
central attractions, Alsc there are instances wherein a single large
exhibition building, like that of the PI, is used for housing various animals,
in place of the separate barns used in the typical Fair.

With respect to the PI, some question was ralsed about the altermative
plans which they were understood to have made to carry on in their present
location in case the Exposition-Recreation bond issue was not voted. It was
proposed that these plans be reviewed because the best interest of the city
might conceivebly lie in assisting the PI with these plans, while retaining
the bulk of the $8,000,000 for another type of center. As another reason for
serutiny of the PI proposal, there was criticism of represznitations in the
fre-election campaisn to the effect that the PL-Vanport program would mean a
raturn of half of the total sum spent, in a pericd of 10 years.

With respect to a possible combination site for the Fair and either the
PI or the City's center, there seemed no fundamental vreason why the Fair
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could not pay rent for use of facilities controlled by someone else,
although it might naturally prefer to exercise control itself. It would be
a question of working ocut some reascnable agreement for scheduled use of
various events or having the entire area governed by a joint body.

3. Chamber of Commercs.

Since the Chamber has no commitiee working on this problem, direct
contacts were limited to Mr. V. A. McNeil at the Visitors Information Center.
4s his advice related solely to the types of conventions which may use
Fortland's facilities in the future, this will enter into the later analysis
of the probable use of the Center.

s City Planning Commission.

Preliminary discussion with the Planning Director indicated that the
fortheoming report would cover five "close-in® sites (Broadway and Steel
Eridge, Scuth Auditorium, Lloyd-Benson High School, and Power Plant and
Journal) one further out, bat still within the city proper, (Ross Island-Oaks
Fark) and two (the East Vanport and Morningside Hospital) beyond the city
limits., Ko consideration is apparently belig given to the sites mentioned
as pogsibly acceptable for the County Fair.

At the request of the City Council, the Planning Director plannsd to
visit seven citlies where there are exposition-recreation developments of
interest from his point of view. As soon as word of this trip was received,
efforts were made to coordinate Mr. Keefe's itinerary with that of Stanford
Ressarch Institute personnel. Mr. Keefe is still visiting three citles which
are on the SRI list, but all information obtained by SRI during the visits of
its staff will be made available to the Planning Commission.

5. Armory Officials.

Discussicn with National Guard officizls has been only preliminary;
together with esarlier contact by Plamning Commission personnel, this has
served to indicate the main requirements of an Armory program, in its rela-
tion to the Exposition-Recreation Center. Fending receipt of informaticn
from cther cities, it is felt that the inclusion cf an Armory in Portland's
center should await the selection of a site which may be large enough to
accommodate this additiomal building. In other words, the complications arse
so great and the expected benefits to the city are so limited that it is felt
the Armory should not enter inmto the planning picture at this stage.

Although there are instances of joint participation with cities or
counties elsewhere in Oregon, it was stated that the ownership and control of
the Armory building by the state was obligatory, thus creating an obvious
provlen. The Federal and State govermments would together finance the cone
gtruction of the building, but it was considered desirable that the city
conmate the land required, a total of frem 10 to 15 acres, exclusive of park-
ing, 4 fairly central lecation was specified, with good access by highway.
There would be some permanent seating in balcony space, in addition to
bleachers for gemes and temporary seating on the main floor.

In addition to common use of parking, the main point of contact with
the Exposition-Recreation Center Is in the possible provision by the Armory
of open exhibition space for trade shows. IFurthermore, to ignore the
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Nationzl Guard in planning a cenber would mean that the Armory might compete
with the City's coliseun or suditoriuwam buildins for such shows, for sports
eventg, or for other gatherings., It is possible that an Armory might in-
corporate ¢ memorial festurse, s « for instance - facilities for meetings
of veterans or alllied oiganizations,

SCOPE OF WORK TO BE DONE

A, Since Objective I ig practically complete, it would be dssirable for the
Comnission to clarify several guestions of principle which will help to
define the scope of further work by Stanford Ressarch Institute. Three such
questions should be znswered at this time:

1. Should the Cammission try to reconcile the requirements of the
Pacific International Associlation with those of the Fair or with any other
possible solution of the P. I.'s problem? Or, alternatively, should the
Comnigsion affirm thet they are considering no alternative to the provision
of P, I, facilities within the exposition-recreation center?

2. Should the Commission make an attempt to reconcile the require-
mente of the County l'air with those of the Cliy's recreation center? The
alternative will be {0 rule cut further discussion of joint facilities
because the ares being consldered wlll ba less than that required by the Fair
and because the particular sites now under study by the City Flanning
Commigsion are wholly unaccsptable to the County Commissioners.

3o Should SRI examine, from the point of view of the city, the
soundness or economic justification of the Commission’s accepting the offer
of the PI to ths city? The alternative is & definite determination that new
facilities for a livestock axposition are an integral part of the
exposition-recreation center, bearing in mind that the inclusion of the P, I,
may 1imlit the cholce of locations for the center. '

If the answer to euch of these questions should be in the negative, as
has been intimated by sowe individual Comnigsion members, the balance of
the work to be performed by SRI will concern itself with & primary building
of arena type, with edjoining animal and exhibition buildings, and a
memorial featurs. The provision of additional space for an Armory, for a
future fooctball or baseball stadium, or for recreatiocnsl sports should depend
on the availability of land and money aftsr fulfillment of the primary goal.
In congidering thesge additiomsl fecilities, anticipated reverue will probably
not play an appireciable pari.

B, In addition to the above decisions as to principle, it would be
desirable that the Commission call to the attention of SRI any specific
problens which it desires to have analyzed, such as:

1. The prosent mindclipel auditorium ia its relstionship to the
proposed Conter.

2, The value and availability of land in potential sites (data
t0 be secured in collaboration with the Executive Secretary of the
Commissicn.)

3, The cost of any particuler facilities considsred acditional to
the primery or minimum layout of the Center, such as tennls courts,
(1 A
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GBJECTIVES II AND III

A, For objectives II and III of the Proposal, the following work is in
progress:

1. Two staff members are in the midst of a 2-3 week schedule of
visits which, with soms additional assistance should yield detailed data on
IO to LS arenas and auditoriums throughout the country. Questionnaire (1)
has been sent by mail to an additional L5 maragers of buildings in order to
gecure at least some information of the same nature where a visit was not
Jjustified. This program of direct contact was discussed with the ad-
ministrative head of the Intermational Asscuistion of Auditorium Managers,
representing about 100 buildings in this country and Canadas initial reac-
tions indicate that it has the full approval of the managers who have alresady
been contacted.

2+ Information is being pgathered from Chambers of Commercs or
Planning Commigsions on about 50 metropolitzn areas in order to show how
they are meeting Portland's problem at present or in proposed plans. (See
questionnsire (2) ).

3. Questionnairve (3) is being semnt to a large number of potential
users of Portland's exposition-recreation center in order %o determine the
conditions under which it will be patronized by rent-paying tenants. This is
a list which can continue to be expanded as further suggestions are mzde re-
garding events which could use the building.

B, Tebulastion of Data:s

A preliminary analysis has been made of 138 arena or auditorium buildings
throughout the country known to have a total capacity of at least L,000 seats
(excluding from this list only the college-owmed facilities). These buildings
are located in 79 so-called metropolitan sreas (sccording to censue classifica-
tion) and 19 other cities, there beinz 89 other metropolitan areas without
bulldings of this type. Ownership of the 138 buildings is as follcus, broken
down also by type of building:

A1l Arenas, Other Types
Ounership Types Auditoriums Amphitheatres, or Unknown
Coliseums, etc.

City 42 29 i1 2
Joint City and County 3 2 1 -
Other Public Body L2 3 25 1
Private 3L 2 io Z
Unknown 17

oW 7% P

Among those of "other types" are thirteen labelled as Armories (most of
them being ouned by the Stae or Natiomal Guard), and 3 which appear to be
primarily ice arenas, 19 of the buildings are connected with a Fair and 8
with a livestock exposition. The balance of 95 are auditoriums, memorial
halls,; theatres, and exhibition halls or have an unknosn affiliation.
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Regarding the physical layout of the buildings: 37 of them have
facilities for ice, the area involved averaging about 17,500 sq. f£t.; L2
have stages, both permanent and temporary (it is possible that still more
of the auditorium-type buildings have stages, without this having been
specified); average total seating capacity is about 7,400, while 27 out of
134 (those whose capacity is known) are able to handls 10,000 or more.
These 27 largest buildings are distributed as follows, by population group.

Cities or netropolitan areas up to 150,000 - g
- " 150,000 to 500,000 - k4
- n " 500,000 to 1,000,000 - 6
= " " over 1,000,000 - %

It appears that, with only two exceptions, all the 32 metropolitan
areas of over 500,000 population have buildings of the type analyzed. In the
group with population from 150,000 to 500,000, 38 out of 82 are so provided.
In the metropolitan aress under 150,000, only 11 out of 54 have buildings of
minimun 4,000 seat capacity. The distribution of all buildings according to
population is as follows:



)

U. S. AUDITORIUMS, AREWAS, ETC. (HON-COLLEGE OWNERSHIP) HAVING TOTAL SEATING CAPACITY OF 4,000 OR MORE

. Special
Size Oroup Ownership Type of Bullding Affiliation Can Provide
of City of Cities Build~ City Other Pri- Other Audi- Arena” Avmory Other Fair Live~ 1Ice Stsge
Metropolitan Area ings Public wvate or ? torium or 1 stock
Exp.

'To 150,000 30 31 10 16 1 L 10 17 2 2 7 3 5 1
150,000 - 500,000 38 L6 15 15 9 7 15 22 6 3 1 2 11 il
500,000 - 1,000,000 17 25 11 5 6 3 9 1L 1 1 3 2 6 11

Over 1,000,000 13 36 9 6 17 L 10 17 Iy 5 2 1 15 6
Totals 98 138 L5 L2 33 18 ] 70 13 1 19 8 37 L2

*Included under this term are also coliseums, amphitheatres, indvor stadiums, so-called "Gardens", and
Field Houses.
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OBJECTIVES II and IIiI

A field survey of thirty-two cities has been completed, Cities visited were selected

on the basis of two criteria: (1) all cities with metropolitan area population between
500,000 and 1,000,000 and (2) all new or important facilities of the general type being
considered for Portland.- In each city, interviews were held with building managers and
chambers of commerce to obtain information on the details of the city's facilitiesand
plans, City planning commissiorg falr boards, recreation commissions, and other similar
agencles were contacted in those cities where plans were bteing formulated for new facili-
ties,.

Completed questionnaires zre being received now from facility mansgers in other cities

_ and from potential users of the proposed Portland Center,

Analysis of these questionnaires is not complete, but some aspects of the findings can
be reported tc the commission at this time. These findings are preliminary and do not
represent final concluslons relative to the Portland Center,

In this survey, two fundamental questions are of special interest and concern: (1) what
type of facility has proven most successful and has been recommended by managers and
commissions, and (2) where should such a facility be located in a city or metropolitan
area., The summary presented in this report is pertinent to these fundamental questions.

Preliminary Summary of Questlionmaires and Field Trips
1. lLand area cccupied by facilities including paridng:

15 are less than 5 acres.

7 are more than 5, but less than 50 acres,
7 are more than 50, but less than 150.

5 are more than 150 acres.

2. location:

15 are in the central downtown area,
i are within 2 miles of city center.
11 are from 2 to 5 miles from city center.
i are 5 to & miles from city center,

3. Driving time from center of business district to facility:
22 are within 10 minutes driving time.
6 are from 10 to 15 minutes driving time.
6 are more thar 15 minutes driving time.

o Served by regular public transit:

27 are and 7 are not served by regular public transit. 31 state that
regular transit is necessary for successful operation and 3 state that it
is not necessary,
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6.

Te
8.

9

10.

Cab fare from center of city to facilitys

16 are within 50 cent cab fare,
5 are 50 cent to %1,00,

12 are 51,00 %o $2.00.

1 is 32.25,

Railroad sidings:

Twenty three do not have siding; eleven do have siding. Seven feel
a siding is necessary; twelve state it is desirable but not necessary, and
fifteen state it is not necessary.

Nineteen of these facilities are multiple event; fifteen are single event facilities.

Principal location factors to consider as recommended by managers. They are listed
in order of considered importance:

Downtown, Central location,
Public transit access.
Parking convenience,
Highway access.

Center of population.
Truck access.

Parking facilities:
2l operate some type of parking facility and 10 operzte no parking facility.

1 who operate parking facilities state they are adequate for their crowds,
and 10 state they are inadequate.

6 do not charpge for parking; 18 do charge.

Of the 18 who do charge, only 2 charge over 50 cents per performance.

Surmary of parking suggestions:

Have parking en all sides of the building, so all cars can be closer to the

building .
Lots must have numerous exits to facilitate rapid clearance of crowds.
Lots must be surfaced, and it is advantageous if the parking can be under
cover, although few felt this possible because of cost.
Lots must be manage:, and patrons grvided into znd out of parling snaces.

Permanent seating capacities and comments regarding size:

11 are less than 6,000 - five of these are "just right", L made no comment,
2 said "better be too small than too large."

i are 6,000 - 7,000 ~ all are "just right,t

6 are 7,000 - 8,000 = L are "too big," 1 "is just right", and one no
comment o

ly are 8,000 -~ 9,000 - 2 are "o, big", 1 "may be too big."” and 1 is "just
right,."

2 are 9,000 -~ 10,000 - Both are too big.

S are over 10,000 ~ All are too big.

(The above comments are those of the building menagers.)
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12, Arena Size:

Width Length

Less than 90! 3 Less %Egn 200 9
90" - 9O1 3 200t - 209! 6
100" ~ 109! 8 210¢ - 219¢? L
110" - 1319¢ 5 220" = 2298 5
120" = 129t Q 230 - 239! 3
130" - 1397 2 240 -~ 2497 2
140t - 149t 0 Over 250° i
Over 150 1

Largest arena: 300! X 156', including area under an overhanging balcony.
13, Square feet of exhibit spuce available, other than the arena floor:

11 none

9 less than 51,000

3 between 51,000 and 75,000

2 between 75,000 and 100,000

2 between 100,000 and 150,000

2 in excess of 200,000

5 are indeterminate because of numerous buildings on fairgrounds.

14. 16 have more than one building on the site, and 18 have only one building.
15. 30 lease concessions, and i operate their own,
16. 17 have ice facilities installed.

17. 6 of these facilities are located on State Fairgrounk; 5 of these cities are
either building or have bond issues in force to provide new, downtown facilities.

18. 5 cities have state fairground areas in suburban locations in addition to a city
or private facility in another location. Except for accommodating fairs, the-e
facilities attract little use in competition with the downtown facility.

19. No cities visited had integrated armories with arenas or auditoriums.

An optimum facllity is defined as one which provides a maximum of service to all mem-
bers of the commumnity and creates the lightest economic burdan,

There is a type of facility recommended as most desirable or optimum by professional
building menagers and commissions. It is a properly designed and equipped multi=-pure
pose bullding in which several events can be held simultaneously. It contains an
arena, a thester or music hall, exhibit space, and meeting rooms with outside entrances.
It should also contain banquet and catering facilitics, proper and adequate sanitary
facilities, adequte gtorage space, and proper maintenance and operating equipment in
addition to many detalls too numerous to list here.

The four parts to this building = the arena, the theater or music hall, the exhibit
space, and the meetings rooms - could be (15 separate buildings on one site, (2) sep-
arate building on more than one site, or (3) combined as one building., The latter is
recommended by cities studied because the location requirements for each are essentially
the same, the parts complement each other in utility and service, and there are specific
economies attained by having them combined on one site.
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Best Location:

There is also a best site or location {or the above facility. It should be (1)
centrally located, preferably within walking distance of downtown hotels and stores,
(2) accessible by private car or public transit with equal ease from all parts of the
city or metropolitan area, (3) served by adequate covered parking around the building
with egress to numerous main arteries making smooth,rapid dispersal of crowds possible,
(L) a site compatible with its surroundings.

SCOPE OF WORK IN PROGRESS:

Objectives II and III will be reported in complete form at the commission meeting
on November 15, 195k,

Objective IV is now in progress and will be reported to the commission on November
15, 1954, It is anticipated that this will be complete, but availability of accep-
table appraisal estimates and coordination of the study with cther organizations may
delay a final report on this objective. This objective is the heart of this study
and must be completed with careful and complete coordination. Site availability and
feasibility listed in Objective ¥ are pertinent to Objective IV; therefore progress of
the city planning commission in site analysis is important to completion of this ob-
Jective.
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STANFORD RESFARCH INSTITUTE November 15, 1954

EXPOSITION=RECREATION CENTER REPORT
PROGRESS REI'ORT NO. §

Parts I and II of this report present summaries of questionnaire which were prepared
to gather data pertinent to objectives II and III of the SRI proposal., These surmaries
and the summary report presented %o the commimsion on November 1, 1954 are being
utilized in the analysis ouvtlined in Objective IV of the SRI proposal.,
Objective IV is not complete as of today, however an outline of this work is presented
in part IV of this report. It is anticipated that the analysis will be ready for dis-
cussion with the commission by November 22, 195k,
Part I
Summary of SRI mail questionnaires from facility managers.

. As of November 11, 195h, thirtean responses had been received from facility managers.

Because of conflict of purpose, two of these referring to state or regional falrs
were discarded, leaving for analysis a total of 11 questionnaire responses(New Orleans
Municipal Auditorium; Richmond Masque Auditorium; San Antonia Municipal Auditoriums
Birmingham Municipal Auditorium; West Chester, New York County Center; Canton, Ohio,
Memorial Auditorium; Atlanta Municipal Auditorium; Tampa Armory; Washington's Uline
Arena; Boston Gardend; and Grand Rapids Stadium).

A. location, Site and Accessibility:
1. Land Area: Less than 5 acres 5 - 50 Over 50 not indicated

6 3 0 2
2. Distance from Within
Business District: _1 mile 1 - 2 miles 2to5 not indicated
8 2 1 i

3. Driving time: 10 are within 10 minutes driving time from the business center.

Lb. Public Transit: All are served by one or more forms of public transit, Of
this eleven, only one felt it unnecessary and 2 did not in-
dicate one way or the other as to the necessity.

5. Cab fare from  Within
City Center 50¢ 50¢ - $1.00 $1.00-81.50 not indicated

(Normal) 6 3 1 1
(Maximum) 3 L 3 1

6. Railroad Sidings: Out of 10 for which this informotion is lnown:
Availability - L4 have 6 do not have
Desirability - 6 deem necessary L, consider unnecessary

-'._53
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7. Iocation Factors: Down- Population Good Good Truck Not indicated
town  Center Hiways Pub.Trans. Access
8 - 3 h e 5 1

2 place particular emphasis on adequate parking space. 2 are emphatic rela-
tive to proximity to business and hotel centers. One of these two believes
dovmtown location must be obtained even at the expense of curtailed parking
facilities. 2 place emphasis on the ready access to good highways and the
availability of connecting auto ramps or lanes.

Bs Parking Facilitiess

1. 8 operate parking facilities in conjunction with building; 3 do not. These
latter 3 rely on private perking lots in neighborhood,

2. Of the 8 that operate lots - 6 are adjoining, 2 are within 50 ft. of the
facility. Only two are believed to be adequate, the other six depending
to a large degree on street and private parking for overflow,

3. These facility-run lots vary in size from LO to 2500 car capacity, with an
average of 880 cars.,

li. Fatio of cars to patrons:
Definitely indicated by those without lots: 1 to 3; 1 to L,
Ratic Zor L with lots: 1 to 2.2,lh,L, 3. Average = 1 to 3.5
5. 4 do nct charge; 3 charge 50¢ or less, 1 doesn't indicate,

6. Comments varied. 5 either place heavy emphasis on parking or would enlarge
present facilities. Again, 1 indicates you can't get a good location AND
good parking space.

C. Main Building

1. Arena Dimensions - (1 has no real arena, as it is really a stage auditorium):

Length Width Arena Area (1,000's sq. ft.)
60! - 99' (1) 60' - 79 (1) 5.0 = 9.9 (1)

100 - 139 (0) 80 -99 (3) 10 -1h.9 (1)

o -179 (3) 100 - 119 (3) 15 =19.9 (3)

180 - 219 (3) 120 « 139 (2) 20 <2h.9 (2)

220 - 259 {(2) Uo - 159 (1) 25 29,9 (2}

260 - 280 (1) Averape (10) = 106! 30 -3k.9 (1)

Average (10) = 188! Average (9) = 20,400 Sq. Ft.

2, Arema Shape - 2 oval, L rectangular, 2 other, 2 not indicated.
3. Flooring ~ A1l concrete (1 terrazzo) top surface.
o Arena Seating -

3,000 4,000 5,000 6,00 7,000 over Total
3,g99 h,9?9 51§29 6,929 7%929 8,000

Permanent ] = Boston —(10)
Ice Events 1 h 1 1 1 Gardens (9)
Basketball 2 4 0 1 2  has 13,900 (10)

permanent
for all events.
{2)
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5, Total Cost - Figures range from $300.00 WPA gift in 141 to 3% million dollars
Boston Gardens built in 1928.

li are under 1 million 1 bu’lt before 1920.
4 are from 1 to 2 million 5 built in 1920's
1 is 3} million 1 built in 1930's

3 built in 1940's
1 built in 1951.

6. FExhibit Space- (1 does not have any)
Under 10,000  10,000-20,000 20 - 30,000 30 - 140,000
2

nber =wwe—m= 2 2 IR

Ts Other Meeting Rooms - (2 do not indicate)

5 have 2 other rooms, 2 have 3, 1 has 10, 1 has 17 (one has a small
theater - 500 seats)

8. Banquet Facilities - 7 have L are 2,000 or less
3 do not have 2 are from 4,000 - 5,000
1 does not indicate

D, Rema ning Items:

1. Other Buildings - 5 do not indicate
5 do not have
1 has an ice plant in separate building.

2. Concessions - 9 have, 1 has none, 1 does not indicate. These vary from
1-1} in each, from snack bars to bars. The Boston Gardens (a
privately owned arena) indicated concessions asmost profitable
part of operation.

3. Recreation Facilities - 1 has a pool, L have none, 6 do not i-dicate,
L. War memorial Peature - 1 has, 9 have none, 1 does not indicate.

5. Financial Data: L avoid free bookings, or charge non-profit groups at cost,
2 indicate usage at 150 - 180 booking dates per year. Rev-
enues yielded in 1953 run from $47,5l6 (theater type);$117,216
$170,000; $192,000, Yet the latter believes it will always
be a deficit type business.
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SUMMARY OF USER INFORMATION ANALYSIS

There were two basic types of potential users of the proposed facility: conventione
exhibition events and promotional events. No attempt was made to differentiate be-
tween conventions and exhibition type events, due to the fact that both meeting space
and exhibition space in some amount was required by both.

A, Convention - Exhibition Events

Two sources of information were used in the analysis of this basic type of user.
First, SRI questionnaires mailed to prospective users, of which approximately 25 per-
cent or 27 questiommaires were returned, (These will be referred to as the "SRI group®)
And second, information obtained from the Portland Convention Bureau on over two hun-
dred convention-exhibition events not now coming to Portland and which were classified
a8 to the degres of possibility of their coming to Portland 1f adequate facilities were
available. (These will be referred tc as the "Bureau group".)

Limit% factors: Botl: groups pointed out the fact that the primery limiting factor is
at three requirerents--meeting spece, exhibltion space, and banquet facilitiesw

of this type of event should be in one or adjoining buildings. Portland, at the present
time, lacks such accommodations.

Of the 177 convention~-exhibition events listed by the Portland Convention Bureau as bae
ing most likely to come to Portland if adequate facilities were available, 124 or 70
percent listed the lack of adequate exhibit space as being a limiting factor. In addi-
tion, 165 or 93 percent listed Partland's lack of meeting room space as either the
primary or an additional limiting factor. The lack of adegquate banquet facilitles was
not often rated as the principal limiting factor, but was mentioned by L7 percent of
these events as being & requirement which Portland lacked.

%x Both groupe indicated that the great majority of events were held anmually,
¥ in the period from April through July, but often in the early fall, and that
they were of L to 5 days duration.

Attendance: Although the SRI group failed to show an atiendance pattern, the Bureau
group showed a marked concentration of attendance figures in the range frem 1000 to
2000 persons. This points out the fact that although Portland can adequately house
these groups at the present time, they are not coming to this oity because of the lack
of other facilitdles,

Exhibit Space: The Bureaun reports indicated that in 60 percent of the cases the exhi-
bition requirements were satisfied by an area of 20,000 square feet or less. An addie
tional 28 percent required from 20,000 to 60,000 sq. ft. Only 12 percent needed over
60,000 8q. ft., with ons event requiring 215,000 sq. ft.
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SUMMARY OF USER INFORMATION ANALYSIS

B. Promotional Events

Ten questiomnaires were returned out of 25 mailed, These include: 3 ice shows,
1 ice hockey, 1 variety show, and 5 returns from local promoters or organizations..
The information analyzed was restricted to L categories: arena size, arena seating,
principal location factors, and comparable facilities favored.

Arena Size: An average of the five sets of dimensions submitted indicate an arens
size of 75' x 185' or 13,900 sq. ft.

Arens Seat%gx Six of the eight reporting indicated maximum seating capacities of
or lsss. Fiwve, or one-half, could be handled with an are®#. of 7,000 or less.
One local promoter quoted 20,000 as an ideal capacity.

Prineipal Location Factors: Of the six specifying this information, four indicated a
centralized location as a prime requisite; three emphasized good highway access and
parking; and one mentioned good public transportation as a necessity.

%@\ﬁ}:ble Faeilities Favored: The Milwaukee Arena and the Fort Wayne Coliseun headed
t with two votes each. P
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EXHIBIT SPACE ANALYSIS

A schedule of anticipated exhibit space utilizetion was made in order to estimate the
intensity of use of various sizes of exhibit halls; hence, a measure of potential in-
come versus construction and maintenance cosis, The major users of ezhibit space as
listed in this schedule are either shows that have been held in Portland in the past
and could reasonably be expected to return in the future, or & representative sample
of the conventions that might be expected to come to Portland if the exhibit space
ware available,

Schedule of use:

EVENT LENGTH OF RUN EXHIBIT SPACE REQUIREMENTS
Pacific International 10 days 400,000 - 500,000 sq, ft.
Auto Show 10 days 80,000 - 200,000
Home Show 10 days 50,000 - 80,000
Sport Show 10 days 50,000 - 80,000
Industrial Fair 10 days 50,000 - 80,000
Garden and Flower Show 10 days 20,000 - 50,000
Food Show i days 14,000 - 20,000
Conventions: 3at &5 days L,000 = 14,000

1at 5 days 20,000 - 40,000
1lat 5 days 80,000 - 200,000

Based on a rental charge of one cent per square foot per day and a depreciation and
maintenance cost of f£ifty cents per square foot per annum, it was found that from
140,000 -~ 80,000 square feet (based upon either the minimm or maximum requirements of
the users) represented the break-even point. This indicates the cost of building and
maintaining an exhibit area in excess of 80,000 sq. ft. would probably be greater than
the anticipated rental return over the life of the facility.

PART IV
OBJECTIVE IV
The following courses of action represent the fundawental choices available to the
commission:
1. Erect the required arena and exhibit facilities:

(a) In a central location, not adjacent to the existing auditorium and do
nothing to the auditorium.

(b) In a central location, not adjacent to the auditorium, but also remodel
the auditorium,

-6”



2. Erect the required arena and exhibit facilities:
(a) In a suburban location and do nothing to the auditorium.
(b) In a suburban location and also remodel the auditorium,

3, Provide en ideal facility (as defined in Progress Repert No. L):

(a) In a central location and erect en entirely new facility containing
arena, exhibit space, and theater.

(b) Built the arena and exhibit space adjacent to the existing auditorium.
(1) Do nothing to the auditorium, or
(2) Remodel the auditorium,

Construction costs, land costs, and costs of operation and maintenance vary with each
course of action. Anticipated use and pogsible earnings also vary with each course of
action., A detailed analysis 18 in progress to maks comparison of the various courses
of action with respect to cost of construction, anticipated sarnings based on a
specific use of the facility, and the effect of each on satisfying Portland's future
anticipated needs for similar facilities.

:‘J?W
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EXPOSITION-RECREATION CENTER PROJECT

PROGRESS REPORT KO. 6

(4 preliminary veport which does not
represent an Official Reseavch Repert
of Stanford Research Institute,)

OBJECTIVE IV

The purpose of this cbjective is to amslyze the effect of location and composition

. on the use and esrning capacity of the proposed Expogition-Recreation Center,
Meetings have been held with individusl commissioners to discuss assmuptions,
method, and the detailed data of the amalysis, OSuwmaries of the data are presented
in this report im tabulir and graphic form, as follcws:

Table I ~ Portland Activities Applicable to Few Exposition-Recreation
Center

Table I1 <« Percent Capacity and Number of Performances for Frincipal
Shows ard largest Bagietball Games

Table ITI - BEstimated Anmual Income from Principal Events with Varying
Amounts of Exhibit Space

Figure I - IEstimated Annual Income from Principal Events
—~ Figure I -~ Estimoted Apmual Attendance at Principal Events

Figure IJ1 ~ Comparison of Centrel vs., Suburian Location-«Income and
Attendavce

Figure IV - [Estiwated Limitation on Land and Exhibit Space Acquisition
(Lapd not over $100,000 per acre)

Figuore V « Zstimzted Limitation on Land and Exhikit Space Acquisition
' (Land over $108,000 per acre)

The experiencesof other cities (presented to the Commission in previous progress re=
ports) lead to the following prelimimary conclusions, which are fundamental to the
analysis of Cbjective IV:

(1) An ideal facility is ome which provides a maximum of scrvice to all members
of the community and creates the lightest economic burken. It is a multie
event, milti-purpose facility which will accommodate all types of activities
with a minimum of conflict.

(2) Principal location factors are {in order of importance):

{a) A central location
(b) Highwey access
gcg Public transit access

d) Converient verlkin
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(Sat:;.sfaction of these factors is assumed as essential in providing an ideal facil-
ity. '

(3) Metropoliten arezs appear to ultimately need a centrally located civic=
activity center, and this need does not seem to be satisfied by a subur-

ban fzcility.

Because it is used in the analyseis, the term “central location” requires definition.
A central location is a location within the central area of Portland; this ie defined
as the area bounded on the west by the Pioneer Post Office (the spproximate center of
the business district) and con the east by Holladsy Park (the approximste center of
population), and it includes an area approximately 1.5 miles wide between the Broade
way Bridge on the north and the Hawtkorme Bridge on the south,

Preliminary conclusions which can be drawn from the analysis of Objective IV are:

Income: If assumptions ave met, a central location is favorable in the long
TuRn,

If parking is not provided in a central location, the economic bal-
/asfc:g shift in favor of a suburban leccation.
4
Attendance: A centrally located facility, with parking, will attract more
events and lorger crowds than the same facllity in a suburban

location.

Composition: There appears to be no demand for more than 200,000 square feet
of exhibit space except as stated by the Facific Interrvational Live-
stock Exposition, Data in Table ITII indicate the effect of exhibit
space on estimated income and Fipures IV snd V present the interde~
pendence of compositien {measuved in squere feet of exhibit space)
and location,

Limits of Land Cost: A §3.5 million evenma with parking amd 400,000 square
feet of exhibit space can be provided on land costing $70,000 per
acre or lessy but where land costs are $108,000 per acre or more,
the most exhibit space thet can be provided is 183,000 square feet.

CBJECTIVE ¥

Because of the interdepandsnce of compss tion and location, it is essentially impose
sible to complets this objsctive before the Commission has made some fundemerntal
decisions:

(1) Will the Commission coordimate an Urben Redevelopment program with site
selection for thz Center?

(2) Is there a fived amount of exhibit space the Commission wishes to pro-
vide in the Centor?

(3) How does the Comnission wish to include the Pacific International Froe
posal in this snslysis?



POsL AN ACTIVITIES APPLICABLE TO Moo/

TABLE I

EXPOSITION-RECREATION CENTER

Percent Capacity Event Would be

in Arenas with:

TLast Average Total Percent 6000 Perm., 8,000 Perm. 10,000 Perm.
Event#* Locstion Performances Attendance Attendance Capacity Seats Seats Seats
P.I. Rodeo (1952) P.I, 10 6,000 60,000 90 100 75 60
Civous (1953)  Avmory 12 1,913 22,962 75 33 25 20
Ine Show (1953) Ive Aremn 30 3,000 90,000 75 L0 3 26
Cue=Hight Shows
(1953) Auditorium L 2,800 11,200 65 31 26 21
Band Conceris
(1953) Auditorium Iy 14,000 16,000 95 53 lidg 35
Collepe Bashele
ball (211 1953) P, U. Cym 6 1,200 7,200 g 16 13 1
(P.U,) Armory 5 1,400 745300 55 19 16 13
(P.S.C.) High Schools 12 1,000 12,000 50 13 11 9
Premoted Basket- Armory 1 2,250 2,250 85 30 2l 17
bail (1953)° High Schools - 2 1,600 3,200 8o 21 17 13
Boxing (1953)  Auditorium Iy 2,000 8,000 10 22 . 18 i5
Wrestling Aymory 52 1,000 52,000 35 11 10 8
irpanvy
last Average Atten= Total Space
Exhibits Location Days dance Per Day Attendance Sq.Ft.
P.I, (1952) A 10 5,000 50,000 1436 ,000
Auto Show (1953) Meyer Whse. 10 7,000 70,000 180,000
Home Show (1953) Meyer Whse. 10 2,300 23,000 80,000
Food Show (1954) Fair L 5,000 20,000 20,000
Garden Show "  Fair L 10,000 10,000 20,000
Dog Shows (1953) Armory o 1,000 8,000 16,000
Do It Yourself (1954) P.I. 10 3,150 31,500 75,000
éhﬁf?ﬁﬁ
L82,612

# = Events and exhibits listed for last representative

year in which they were held.



) TABLE I1 ,)
PFHCENT CAPACITY AXID NUMRER OF P TRFORMATICES MR PRINCIFAL SHMWS A'D LARGRST BAS L GAMES?
ARFHNA CENTRALLY IOCATER
6,000 seats 8,000 seats 10,000 seats
% No. of ,

195 Fvent Attendance Cavacity Performers % No. % %o,
P.I. Rodeo 7¢,000 20 15 o0 31 90 0
Circus 29,900 GG S0 5 a0 L
Ice Show 117,000 90 18 o0 13 90 11
One~light-Show 21,8L0 60 9 L L2 b
Band Concerts 20,800 69 h 55 I L5 h
Bagkethall (1953) 5,360 32 It 25 h 21 k

{1952) (0'Briens)(15,000) 19,500 130 2 10 g 8% o
1965 203 increase for populiticn
P.1. Hodeo 93,600 0 16 S0 i G il
Circus 35,880 20 7 90 5 90 b
Ice Show 140,k00 %0 21 50 17 4] 1
One~-Night~Show 26,208 73 iy 60 iy 50 i
Band Conceris 21,5960 83 L Y i sh i
Bzalretball (1953) 11,232 3 l 59 L 2l I
-3 {(1952) (O'Briens) 23,400 186 2 123 2 102 2
1975 20% increase for popullition
P.ie fodeo 112,390 90 21 90 16 90 13
Circus u)ecié 90 8 90 & 20 5
ice Show 166,180 90 25 90 20 50 L7
One-Night=-"how 31,450 BY7 Ln, 72 L 61 I
Band Concerts 29,952 100 I 79 | 65 Iy
Basketball (1953) 13,478 LS I 36 L 29 L
(1952) (0'Briens) 28,080 187 2 148 2 122 2



TABLE II (continued)

ARFNA T SUBURBAN LOCATION (5 = 1) s

62000 seats

6,000 seats

#2of 3

10,000 seats

% No. of

Tvent Attendance Capacity Performers % Mo, % Ko.
P.I, Rodeo Ty 00 90 3 90 19 90 8
Cireus *':J Py 910 90 5 90 h 90 3
Tee Show 105 3 300 90 16 90 1 90 10
Ane~light~Show 19,656 Sk b Lk h 36 N
and Concerts 18,720 62 L 50 L Lo I
Pasketball (1953) 8,hel 28 h 22 L 18 L

{1652) (O'Briens) (15,000) 17,550 117 2 92 2 76 2

1965 207 incpease for population

P.I. Bodco &h, 240 90 16 S0 12 90 10
Circus 32,292 90 6 90 5 90 h
Ice Show 126,360 %0 19 90 15 $0 13
One=-Night«Show 23,587 65 h sl k 15 l
Band Concerts 22,16k 73 H 58 h L8 I
Backetball (1953) 10,108 33 L 26 I 22 I

1952) (2'Briens) 21,060 1L0 2 111 2 92 2

1675 20% increase for population

P.I. Rodeo 101,151 90 19 g0 1k S0 12
Circus 38,750 90 7 90 5 50 5
Ice Show 151,632 90 23 90 18 90 15
One=Night=Show 28, 305 79 b 6l b 5L h
Band Concerts 26,957 90 h 71 h 59 L
Basketball (1953) 12,130 Lo L 32 I 26 I

(1952) (OBriens) 25,272 168 2 133 2 110 2
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TABLE 11 (contined) #3 of 3

‘ /
ARENA I SUBURBAN LOCATION (5=2) ¢
6,000 seats 8,000 seats 10,000 seats
No. of
Event Attendsnce Capacity Performers 4 No, | 3 No.
P.I. Rodeo 62,400 20 12 90 9 20 T
Circus 23,920 90 5 90 Ly 90 2
Ice Show v 54600 90 Ly 90 il 90 9
One-Nirht-Show 17,472 L9 i Lo h 3L h
Band Conc-rts 16,610 56 I bl h 36 h
Basketball (1953) 7,188 25 L 20 L 16 b
(1952) (O'Briens) (15,000) 15,600 10L 2 82 2 68 2
1965 increase for population of 20%
P.I. Rodeo 74,880 90 1 20 11 90 9
Circus 28,70L 90 6 90 I 90 3
" Ice Show 112,320 90 17 90 13 90 11
One=Night~Show 20,966 58 N 18 L ) L
Band Conceris 19,968 67 L 53 ks L3 L
Ba:ketball (1953) 6,985 30 L i b 20 L
(1952) (O'Briens) , 18,720 125 2 29 2 81 2
31975 increase for population of 20%
P,I. Rodeo 89,912 9C 17 90 i3 90 10
Circus 3l lil® 90 1 90 5 90 l
Ice Show 13l, 781 90 20 90 16 90 13
One=Night=Show 25,160 70 I 57 L L8 L
Band Concerts 23,962 80 L 63 L 52 L
Basketball (1953) 10,782 36 L 28 L 23 2
(1952) (0'Briens) 22,L64 150 2 118 2 98 2
# Seating Capacivies: 6,000 perm. seabs 8,000 perm. seats 10,000 perm. seats

Rodeo ,000 8,000 10,000

Circus 6,000 8,000 10,000

Ice Shows 7,500 9,500 11,500

One~Night=Show 9,000 11,000 13,000

Band Conecerts 7,500 9,500 11,500

Basketball 7,500 9,500 11,500

#t Co] attendance equals 904 of central
5«2 attendance equals 80% of central



TABLE III

ESTIMATES ANNUAL INCOME FROM PRINCIPAL EVENTS
WITH VARYING AMCUNTS OF EXHIBIT SPACE*

Square Feet of Exhibit Space

None 100,000 200,000 300,000
1957 Central  $50,000  § 83,000 $109,000 $109,000
T Suburban 5k ,000 86,000 111,000 111,000
1965  Central 83,000 132,000 158,000 158,000
~ Suburban 63,000 99,000 126,000 126,000
1975  Central 93,000 151,000 180,000 180,000
T Suburban 75,000 110,000 142,000 142,000

100,000

$151,000
156,000

20ly,000
175,000

233,000
201,000

# = Based on the assumiption that exhibilt shows which are not provided total
stated space requirement will not be held at the facility. This is not
congidered an accurate assumption of what would probably occur, but is

used bo illustrate the effect of exhibit space on total income.
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STANFORD RESEARCH INSTITUTE December 20, 1954

EXPOSITION-RECREATION CENTER
PROGRESS KEPORT NO. 7
(A preliminary report which does not represent an
Official Research Report of Stanford Research Institute)
OBJECTIVE V

Purpose of this objective: To analyze properties considsred to be suitable as a
location for the Center.

Summary compariscons of the varicus sites are presented in Tables I and II of this
report. The distributien of population and the rate of population growth in the
urban area is a fundamental consideration ir this analysis. A summary of this
follows:

Population Characteristics of the Portland arvea:

The over-all population growth and the relative suburban growth in the
greater Portland area are indicated below:

Total Population {est.) 66%%0 80%%0 g 137

Suburban Portion (est.) 40% N4 53%
Distribution of the Population 140 1950

Southeast 33 3k

Northeast 2k 26

Southwest, 15 15.5

North 12.5 11

Clark County 10 7

Northwest, 565 6.5

The growth of the North and Clark County areas in this decade (1940-1950) was dus
primarily to war production stimmlus; however, since 1950, this has been neutralized
by relatively faster growth in the east and southwest areas. It secms probable that
future growth will continue to be relatively greater in the east and southwest. As
a2 result, the center of population for the urtan area (which is now approximately
Holladay Park) will remain about the same or shift slightly socuth and east.



PRELIMINARY COST TSTIMATES AND COMPARISONS

I SOUTH AUDITORIUM S5ITE

Alternative A (without federal funds):

Estimated land cost (12 blocks)

$ 2,825,000

Arena cost 3,500,000

Parking cost (ratio 1:5 or 2200 cars at 1,650,000
850,00 per car)

TOTAL & 7,975,000

Result: Arcna with adeguate parking is not possible, since a residual of
$25,000 (%8,000,000 less $7,975,000) is not sufficient to clear

and prepare the site.

Alternative B (with federal funds):

Cost of acquisition:
Land (at $1.75/ sq. £t.) §$ 840,000
Improvements 1,985,000
Clear and prepare site {(at $0.60/sq. ft.)
Gross site cost
Less: Re-use value of land

Federal grant-in-aid (2/3)

Cost of land
Net site cost

Therefore:

Egtimated total site cost
Arena cost
Parking cost
TOTAL
Remainder evailable (58,000,000 - 6,7L48,000)

8 2,825,000

288,000
oot Tyt
73,113,000
810,000
472,273,000

1,515,000
ﬁ"‘?ﬁﬁfﬁﬁa
840,000

#1,59¢,000

$ 1,598,000
3,500,000
650,000

1
$76,7h8,000

8 1g252gooo

Some choices for expenditures of residual: (sce fcotnoﬁe.;/)
(1) 160,000 sq. fi. of two-level exhibit spece (including additional land)
(2) build a new theatre on the present auditorium site.
(3) 80,000 sq. ft. of two-level exhibit space (including additional land)

and remodel present auditorium.

(L) remodel enditorium and provide parking for 500 additional cars

(8) remodel P.I. facilities.
1T BROADWAY BRINGE SITE:

Alternative A (without federal funds)

Estimated land cost (20 blocks)

Arena cost

Parking cost (ratio 1:5 or 2200 cars at
$45.00 per car)

Clearance and preparation of site

(at 80.25/sq. ft.)

$ 2,000,000
3,500,000

99,000

200,000

page 2



TOTAL

$ 597993000

Remainder available ($8,000,000 - 5,799,000) § 2,201,000

Some choices for expenditures of residval:

page 3

(1) 300,000 sq. f£t. of two-level exhibit space (including additional land).

(2) build a new theatre, 60,000 sq. ft. of two-level exhibit space, and pro-
vide parking for 500 additicnal cars (including a‘ditional land).

(3) remodel auditorium, provide parking for 500 additional cars adjacent to
the auditorium, and 125,000 sq. ft. of two-level exhibit space (including

additional land).
(k) remodel P, I. facilities.

Alternative B (with federal funds):

Cost of acquisition:
Land (at $1.50/sq. £t.) $1,200,000
Improvements £00,C00
Clear and prepere site (at $0.25/s=q. £t.)
Oross site cost
Legs: re-use valus of land

Faderal grant-in-aid (2/3)

Cost of land
Vet aite cost

Therefores

Estimated total site cost
Areng cost
Paricing cost
TOTAL
Remainder available ($8,000,000 - 5,129,000}

Some choices for expenditure of residuals
{2

$ 2,000,000

200,000
57500,000

$ 1,530,000
3,500,000

§9,C00
$ ?;129,0*
$_ 2,671,000

(13 h16,000 sq. £t. of two-level exhibit space (including additionzl land).
Build a new theater, 180,000 sq. ft., of two-level exhibii space, and
provide parking for 500 additional cars (including additicnai land).

(3) Remodel anditorium, provide parking for 500 additional cars adjacent
to the auditorium, and 2365003 sq. £ft. of two~level exhibiit apace

(including zdditional land
() Remodel P. I. facilities.

&

III EAST VANFORT (DSLTA PARK)

Estimated land cost (99 acres)
Arena cost
Parking cost (ratioc 1:3 or 3700 cars
at %L5,00 per car)
Clearance and preparation of sites
Fill (99 acres, 6 £%. at $.30 per yord)
Estimated cost of plling
Sewaze disposal
Road corrections
Other improvements (roads, grass, ebc.)

Total estimated cost of prepared site:

(free)
4 3,500,000

167,000

297,000
250,000
150,000
100,000
250,000

A R TR

$ L,714,000
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Remainder available ($8,000,000 « k,71l;,000} 8 3,286,000

Soms choices for expenditures of residual:

(1) Provide maximum exhibit space, i.e., 400,000 sq. ft., between $1,000,000
(@ %$2.50/aq. ft.) or $2,200,000 (100,000 sq. f£t. @ $7.00 plus 300,000 sq.
ft. @ $5.00), and expend residual as desired.

(2) Build a new thezter with two-level parking for 500 cars on a secpamte
gite of 3 blocks for $1,900,000 plus land and expend residual on exhibit
space, more land, or convention-exhibit hall.

(3) Remodel existivng auditorium snd provide two-level parking for 500 cars
for $1,280,000 and expend residuval for exhibit space, convention-exhibit
hall, more land,.

(L) Provide s convention-exhibit hall, two levels with a total of 80,000
8q. f%. for $500,000 plus land and expend residual on exhibit space
adjacent to arena, remodeled auditorium, or wore land.

There are infinite choices for expenditure of the residual if the arena were
built on this site, and those listed above are only the principal obvious
choices which can be combined in many wayse.

1/ Unless otherwise specified, all exhibit space is two-level, priced at $7.00/sq. ft.

for one level and $5.00/sq. ft. for the other - cheaper exhibit space would, of course,
allow more square footage.
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TABLE I - COMPARISON OF SITES

Characteristicas

Acreage
Estimated Cost
Ownership

Distance From: (in miles)
Center of Business District
Center of Population

Zoning Prcblems
Envircmment

Land Characteristics:
Foundation Problems
Drainage Problems
Fill Needed
Access Roads Needed
Demolition Reguired
Flood Danger

Utility Costs to Site:
Electricity
Water
Sewerage

Percent of Buses Within
Walking Distance

Require Special Buses
Highway Access:

Est. Population Distribution {%

Northeast
Southeast
Southwest
Northwest

Est. Street Carrying Capacity (%)

Northeest
Southeast
Southwest
Northuest

Definite and Protable Congestion Fis.

Northeast:
Southeast
Southwest
Northwest

Bst. Minimum Time to Clear Lot (min,)

. Broadusy=
South Stasl Power
Journal Audltcrium Bridea Plant
3 12 25 70
$3,000,000 2,825,000 $2,500,000 $2,000,000
Maltiple Multiple Multiple Hultiple
0 o5 i 1
1 1.5 1 1.5
Commercial Comm., & Res., Comm., & Res. Industrial
- = = X
= e - X
- = - X
. - - X
X X X X
s £=—~] ey x
- o - $ 50,000
100 52 23 13
26 36 26 36
34 25 34 25
17 12 17 12
23 27 23 27
2L 21 Lo &
31 27 1 -
19 26 28 58
26 26 18 L2
Bridges Bridges Broadway  Harbor Dr.
Bridges Arthur St, Union Ave. Ross Is. Acc
Dutwn.lraffic - » Barbur Access
Dutwn.Traffic = Interstate Harbor Dy,
1 13 10 31
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|
l

|
Delts Ezat

Parle Vanpor® Merningside Colwocd (tlendeoveey Invernese
| 99 9 200 - 210 223

= $675,000 $1,500,000 - $1,000,000 $250,.000
Single Moltiple Moltiple single Single Single

é é 6 & 3 8

é 6 3 5 7 7

- - X o X -

Sk Mix Residential THes. & Rural Rezideniisl Rez. & Rural

/4 £ - X - %

A X = X ) A

71 e (2 A A X

v . —i: y L -

X X o f - X
0,000 $ 50,000 - B = 2
0,000 150,000 - $2.50,000 $ 6.000 $150,000

£ ¢ X X X X

9 49 6 L 5 £
61 el 8 16 6 12
30 30 L3 68 L5 71

- = L3 16 Ly 17
26 26 15 - 28 17
40 uo 13 20 28 28
34 3L 38 4o 35 38

A - 3 Lo 9 17
on Ave. Union Ave. - Col. Blvd, = -

enver " Denver " w n " Glisan & Minor Sts., Sandy Elvd,

- = Stark & Minor = Halsey -

20 20 2, 60 25 26



SOUTH AUDITORIUM

Without With Pogsible Choices for
Federal Federal Expenditure of Residual
: Ald Aid a b c d e
Acquizition Cosgt:
- Land s ng
 Inprovements v 1,98
Im.?‘;{fo&al 2,825 2,828
Cleer:snd. Prepare Slte 288 288
Grosa Rite.Cost. 3.113 3,113
Re-lUsc. Yolue of Lend — : 8k
Grogs iovg. Ro~ise Value  =e- 2,273
Federa! Gi‘&l’.’%(fé/}) s 1,515
Net' lupmrovewent.Cost —— 758
" (LandiCost) - Lo

Net uimcnss 3,113 1,598
1,650 1,650

- Totgl Rasic Cost 8,263 6,78
- iRegidual. e 1,252
Posgibie Additionsl Facilities: "
Exbibis_Space. (en. £6.) 3 1604000 80,000
New_Augitorimg. : X
Hemodel _Auditorium X o
Adgiticnal Parking ‘ A
Remodel LBauds - X
Convention=-fxhibit Hall '

Comparative Operating Cost L/ Low Low Low Low High

Comparative Utﬂizaﬁ}an

end Attendance High Low High Low [Medium

y Unless otherwise specified, all exhibit space is two-level, priced at $7.00/sq. ft.
for one level and $5,00/sq. ft. for the other - cheaper exhibit space would, of
course, allow more square footage.

2/ Priced at $7.00/sq. £t. for first 100,000 sq. ft. and $5.00/aq. ft. for remainder.

3/ Priced at $2.50/sq. ft.

L/ low = All facilities on one site with minirum land

Medium= Split facilities with minimum land
High = Split facilities with maxiwum land
Low = Only partial facilities provided
Medium= Split facilities

High = All fscilities on one site




TABLE II SUMMARY OF PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES AND COMPARISONS
(dollars in thousands)

BROADWAY BRINGE SITE v

Without Possible Choices for With Possible Choices for
Federal Fxpenditure of Residual Federal Expenditure of Residual

Aid & b (] d ; Aic 2 b £ 4 -

— 114,200 d

e 800 ‘
2,000 2,000 f

200 200 ¥
2,200 Z,200

-— {12,200

i 1,000

e 670

= V-
i) 2
2,500 155
3 ’500 3,500
—22 P99
5799 55129
2,201 bas71

300,0001 60,000 125,000 110,000 | 180,900 1230,000
Y 5
: = 5
X X X X
X X
Medium| Low  [Medium [High Medium | Low {Medium | High

Medium {* High P‘Ied:.um #!edium Medium High lMledium Medium




DELTA PARK

Pogsible Choices for
Fxpenditure of Residual

) ) st

Acquisition Cost

Jdand

- Improvements

. Total

Clear and Prepare Sile
Gross _Site Cost .
Re~Use Value of iland. .
Gross Less Re=Use Value
Federal Grank (23)
Net Improvement, Cost

Lend Cogt)

Neb Site Cost

Arena Cost:
Parking Cost

- Total Basic Cost
.- Residual
Fossible Rdditionel Faeilities

Ixhibit Space (sq. ft.) 1/

100,0003/ 1;00,0003/
X

New Auditorium

14

.S L

Remodel. AuoAboximm
—Additional Paridng_

emadel_Po_ Lo

X

Convention-Exhibit Hall

High High

Coparative Operating Costld/

Medium HMedium

Comparative Utilizati
and Attendance 5




L |

STANFCRD RESEARCH INSTITUTE

I The City Attormey's office submitted an cpinion to the Commission in a letter
dated October &, 195L, which contains the following:
: the Commission is required to provide the facilities first listed; namely, a2 multi-
ﬁé; purpose coliseum stadium, a playfield, an exposition and exhibition center and a
\ war memorial, and to plan, construct and equip thase in such a manner as to make
them suitable for the use of conventions, expositions, sports events, concerts,
shows of all kinds including livestock shows, automobile shows, housing shows, and
ice shows, patriotic, educational and fratvernzl meetings and church conventions.”

In summary:

EXPOSITION-RECREATION CENTER
PROCGRESS REPCRT RO. 8

(a finaLA%ggégfswhich does not represent an
Official Research Report of Stanford Research Institute)

OBJECTIVE VI

The §8 million bond issue approved by the voters is to provide:

1.
P
3.

45 o

Suitablie

1.
2,
3.
he

a multi-purpose coliseum shtadium,

a playfield,

an exposition=-exhibition center,

& war memorial.

for:

conwentions,

expositions,

sports events,

concerts,

shows of all kinds:

a.
b
Co
do

So

livestock shows,
avtomobile shows,
housing shows,
ice shows,

patriotic, educational, fraternal meetings and church
conventions.

January 17, 1955

"seoit is my opinion that



I The City of Portland has had a full slate of entertaimment activities for many
years by comparison with other cities in the United States, These events have been
held in various buildings: The Municipal Auditorium is busy 200 days or more per
year, Benson High School Auditorium is used about 175 days per year. The Armory has
accommodated boxing, wrestling, basketball, and cther events. Until June, 1953, the
Ice Arena provided ice shows, basketball games, hockey, and public skating, Wrestling
matches and other meetings are held in the labor Temple. The Pacific¢ International
Livestock Exposition facilities have accommodated the livestock show, basketball games,
boxing, the auto show, home show, and other events. Warehouses and the Multnomah
County Fair grounds have accommcdated other ezhibit shows. lMany athletic events take
place in the school gymnasiums.

The Bond Issue of May 21, 195k, authorized $8 million to provide a center which will
suitably accommodate all these events, and at the descrebion of the Commission, pro-
vide any cther facllities they deem necessary.

To provide a facility which would meet the ideal specifications desired for each
event may not be possible, This fact has been recognized from the beginning of this
research. To determine what facilities could accommodate all events and whether they
could be provided for #8 million is the major objective. If it is impossible to pro=
vide facilities which are suitable fer 2ll these events, a policy decision hy the
Commission to determine prioriity of need becomes necessary. Another important ques-
tion is whether or not the facilitles provided will be a tax burden or whether they
can be expected to show an operating profit which the Commission might invest in
other facilities,

III After receipt of the prelimimary site survey report by Stanford Research Instie
tute, the Commission directed Stanford Research Institute to make 2 detailed analysis
of four sites in compliance with Objective VI of the Propcsal for Research., This
analysis is complete and is sulmitted to the Commission; also included is a prelimi-
nary consideration of t he Normandale Park site which the Commission requested at their
last meeting.

In the comparative analysis of these sites, several considerations must remin
constant:

1, Wwhat does Portland mnced and what facility is suitable to meet the need?
2. VWhat can be provided for $8 million?

3. What are the anticipated annual operating results? Will the facility
be self-sufficient or a tax burden?

Stanford Research Institute concludes that the following facilities are necessary to
“sultably"” accommodate the existing and anticipated events listed in Chapter XIV cf
ths May 21, 1954, Bond Issue:

1, An arsna, This is an enclosed structure which will accommodate sports
events, ice shows, livestock shows, exhibits, meetings, and other everte,

2. A centrally located theater with directed sound acousties and proper
stage facilities, which will accommodate concerts, stage plays, lectures,
meetings, and other svents,



'

3. Exhibit space and meeting rooms in a central location which will
suitably accommedate conventions and meetings.

. Exhibit space which is necessary for 4uto shows, home ghows, ex-
positions and livestock shows.

5. Adequate parking facilitiles.

Any alteration of these accommodations requires determining priority of need and is
a policy decision of this Commission. Fach of the four sites has been developed to

provide the above facilities within the $8 million limit and suitably meet Portland s
needs,

Expansion of any portion of the facilities provided would be at the expense of some
other portion of the development., For example, incrsased expenditure for the arema
or exhibit space would decrease the funds available for the theater or parking.

Summary sheets for each site development are attached.



POWER PLANT SITE

Provide:

Arena

Kew theater

Adequate parking

140,000 sq. ft. of rulti-purpose exhibit space

Estimated annual cost of operation:

Personnel $121,,800
Oper. and Maint. 108,000
Total $232,800 $232,800

Estimated anmual income from principal events:

Concessions & 35,000
Parking 57,500
Exhibit space rental 30,000
Theater : 60,000

Total 3182,500 182,500

Arena income necessary to break even: $ 50,300

Number of days anticipated use
of arena for principal events- (68)

Per day rental of arena necessary to break even $ 740

Advantages:
1. In a relatively central location.
2. Reduces the possibility of competition from a centrally located arena.

3. Possible to have a new, integrated facility with low operating costs
and 2 high degree of use flexibility.

4. Rall access available,
5. Possibility of soms covered parking.

6. 014 auditcrium can be turned over for cocperative use by civic, fra-
ternal, and veteran corganizations.



POWER PLANT SITE (cont'd.)
Disadvantages:
l. Poor public transii access.

2. Although edjacent to Harbor Drive and the proposed Salem Expressway,
access to and from these thoroughfares will be difficult and costly.

3, Additiomal bridge traffic congestion can be anticipated because 80%
of the population is east of the river.

L, Potential flood and foundation hazards.
5. Expensive to expand,
6. Industrial environment detrimental to beautificztion of the site.

7. Multiple ownership of property makes site acquisition more difficult,



SCUTH AUDITORIUM SITE

Provide (with rehabilitation funds):

Arens
Reniodeled auditorium to provide proper thester

Adequats parking
140,000 sq. ft. of multi-purpose exhibit space

Fatimated anmial cost of operation:

Personmnel $11);,300
Oper. and Maint, 108,850
Total $223,150 $223,150

Estimated anmual income from principal events:

Concessions $ 35,000
Parking 52,500
Exhibit space rental 30,000
Theater 60,000

Total $177,500 177,500

Arona income necessary to break even: $ L5,650

Humber of days anticipated use
of arena for principal events - (68)

Per day rental of arsma necessary to break even: $_ 6%

Advantages:
1., Centrally leccated,
2. Reduces the possibility of competition from a centrally located avems,
3. Excellent public transit access.

lic Posgible to have an integrated facility with low operating costs, and
s high degree of use flexibility.

5. Ho major foundation or utility access problems or potential hazards.
6, Some covered parking aveilable on site.
7. Elimination of blighted area.



SOUTH AUDITORIUM SITE (cont'd.)

Disadvantages:

1,

2o
3o

Lo
56

Additional bridge traffic congestion can be anticipated because 80%
of the population is east of the river,

Expensive to expand.

Impossible to develop withouht the assistance of vehabilitation oy
other funds,

Must remodel existing auwditorium rather than b\uld a new theater,

Multiple ownership of property makes site acquizition more Qifficult,



BROADWAY BRIDOE SITE

Provide (without rehabilitation funds):

Arena

New theater

Adequate parking

140,000 sq. ft. of mulii-purpose exhibii space

or
Frovide (with rehabilitation funds):

Arena

New theater

Adequate parking

200,000 sq. £t. of multi-purpose exhibit space
150,000 sg. ft. of cattle barns

Estimated anmual cost of operation:

Persommel $11);,300
Oper. and Maint, 10L,100
Total $218,L00 $218,400

Estimated anmual ircome from principal events:

Concessions $ 35,000
Parking 52,500
Exhibit space rental 40,500
Theater 60,000

Total $188,000 £188,000

Avena income necessary to break even: $ 30,400

Number of days snticipated use
of arena for principal events - (68)

Per day rental of arema necessary to break even: $ 450

Advantages:
1. Centrally located.
2, Reduzes the posgsibility of competition from a centrally located avena,
3. Good public transit access,

Lh. possible to have a new, integrated facility with low operating costs
and a high degree of use flexibility.



BROADWAY BRIDGE SITE (cont'd.)
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6o

7o

8,
9
19,

Excellent highway access and the site is on the east side of the
river where 80% of the populatiom is located.

No major foundation or utilivy access problems or potential
hazerds.

Uld auvditorium can be twurned over for cooperative use by civie,
fraternal, and veternal organizations.

Some scovered parking available on site.
Eliminstion of biighted area.

Good chance of opsrating at a grofit.

Disadvantages:

1.
2,

3.

Expensive to expand.
Further devalopment difficult without the assistance of rehabilita-~

tion or other funds.

Multiple ownership of property makes site acquisition more difficult.



Provide:
1,
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DELTA PARX SITE

On Da2lta Fark site:

Arena

Adequate parking

140,000 sq. ft. of multi-purposs exhibit spece
170,000 sq. ft. of cattle barns

On Auditorium site:
Hew theater

Adequate parking
Remcdeled auditorium for convention hall

Estimated annual cost of operation:

Personnel $156,200
Oper. and Maint. 128,900
Total $285,100 $285,100

Estimated annmual income from principal events:

Concessions % 31,500
Parking 6l,500
Exhibit space rental 38,500
Theater 60,000

Total $19),500 19,500

Arena income necessary to break even: $ 90,600

Number of days anticipated use
of arens for principal events = (69)

Par day rental of arema necessary to break even $ 1,500

Advantages:

1
2,
3.
b

Good highway access.
Expandable and adaptable to & park-type developmont.
Enviromment more readily adaptable to livestock shows,

Acquisition of property less difficult.



DELTA PARK SITE (cont'd.)

Disadvantages:

1.

2

3o
ho

5.
6,
Ts

Not centrally located with respect to business or population.
Poteritial flood and fourdation hazards.
No public transit access.

Not possible vo have an integrated facility; therefore, higher
operzting costs and a reduced use flexibility will result.

Susceptible to competition fram a centrally located arema,
Increzsed cost of duplicating exhibit space.

Little chance of sperating at & profit.



NCORMANDALE PARK

Suburban:
Estimated land cost *(31 acres) $1,187,000
Clear and prepare site:
1,330,000 sq. ft. @ 25¢/sq. ft, 332,500
Total cost of prepared site $1,519,500
Arens 3,500,000
Parking (3700 cars) 167,000
$5,186,500
Centra;
Avditorium land - three blocks $ 37,500
Clear and prepare site:
120,000 sq. ft. at 60¢/8q. ft. 72,000
Remodel auditorium for convention hall 250,000
New theater 1,500,000
Parking {375 cars) : 17,000
$7,397,000
Suburban:
Exhibit space: 100,000 sq. £%. at $6/sq. ft. 600,000
TOTAL CJST OF DEVELOPMEKT : $1,997,000

Cost to expand to Ll gross acre siite and provids additionsl exhibit space:

Estimatad land cost $1,009,000
Clear and prepare site (428,000 sq, fi. @ 25¢/sq. ft. 107,000

Added site cost $1,116,000
Additional exhibit space:

130,000 sq. £%. @ $6/sq. £t 240,000

170,000 sq. ft. @ $2.50/3g. £%. 1425,000

TOTAL COST OF SITE ADDITION: $1,761,000

Cost to duplicate Delta Park faciliiy: $9,778,000

#Absolute minisum land with less than cne acre for circulation, landscaping;
sttt



AS SHOWN IN PRCGRESS REPCRT NO. 7
TABLE I - CCMPARISON OF SITES

Characteristics:

Acreage
Estimated Cost
Ownership

Distance From: (in miles)
Center of Business District

Center of Population
Zoning Frcblems
Environwent

Land Characteristics:
Foundation Problsms
Drainage FProblems
Fill Needed
Access Roads Needed
Lemolition Required
Flood Danger

Usdlity Costs to Site:
Elsctricity
kater
Sewerage

Percent of Buses Within Walking Distance
Require Special Busses

Highway Access:

Est. Population Distritution (%)
Northeast
Southeast
Southwest
Northwest

figt, Street Carrying Capacity (%)
Northeast
Southeast
Southwest
dAopthwest

Definite and Probable Congestion Points
Northeast
Southeast
Southwest
Northwest

Est, Minirmm Time to Clear Lot (min)

Normandale

31
$1,187,000
Multiple

3.5

2.0

Possible
Indus, & RESQ

PhebE oD g

2 0

P

P 0

1
19

32
35
h2
13

13
32

60th
53rd
52nd, 53rd, 55th

39



SOUTF AUDITORIUM~-~POWIR PLAWT

AUV ANTAGAS :

1. A downtown yet milti-purpose site: most objectives of charter
amendment met--(a) Build sports coliseum
(b) New P.I. fuecilities
(c) Provide convention center
(4) Provide music tall

2. Opportunity to become integral vert of downtown civie-cultural-
equcation-exsosition-recreation center: Yet can be accomplished
in inaspendent developments. No projiect hinges on another.

3. Superior access: At interssction of and with direct connections
to two expressway systems which will permit stop-light-free
trevel to all sections of Metropolitan Portland ulitimately.

4. On Third Avenue Bus Line which crosses asnd overmits non-wslking
transfers to all other PTC bus lines.

5. Off-atreet parking requirements cen te orovided: Also nrovides
2 fringe parking facilities to m=et downtown need.

6. Within inexpensive taxi distance and practicel walking distance
of hotels.

7. Clezrs a blighted area: Federal financial aid zvatlable.

8. On direct rajlroad connsctions.

DISADVANTAGSS :

1. Inconvenient seperation of P,I. from arsna: more costly and
less satisfactory operation,

2. Off-street perkine not financially feasible without federal aid.

3. Poor imiediate access to P.I. sita.
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10.

2 5STIMATAD COSTS

FIRST STAGT:

Coligeum Site

ITEM
Acquire and clear site
Builld new sewer

Acquire City-owned block
Prepare City-ownsed block for parking

P.I. Site
Acguire, clear. and bulld sswer
Bulld pedestrian-animal bridge to
Coliseum
Pave pzrking ares

£i11

Coliseum

Exhibition Hall,

TOTAL FIRST STAGE

Avalleble for Second Stage

Bxposition-Recreation Commission unassisted

NUANTITY COST
4 blocks $ 955,000
35,000
40,000
10,000
SUB-TOTAL $1040,000
30 acres $ 500,000
100,000
36,700 sq. yda
@ $1.75 64,000
100,000 cu. yds
@ LO¢ 40,000

SUB-TOTAL § 704,000

8,000 permenent

seats $3500, 000
100.000 sq. ft. 700,000
® $2.50 sa. ft. 769,000

SUB-TOTAL $£4969,000
$67130 000

£1287,000



2

ESTIMATED COSTS (cont.)

SZICOND STAGZ: Exposition-Recreation Commission gssisted by

urban renswal funds

Coligeum Site

ITEM OUANTITY
Acquire land for parking 7 blocks @
$1.75 sq. ft.
One level parking 1130 spaces
construction $100 per space
parking meters $70 each
TOTAL

For architect and contingencles
Henovate present Civic Auditerium

City's share of 1/3 write down for
urban renewal ($440,000)

cosT

$ 490,000

113,000

79,000
$ 682,000

$ 605,000
Separate
bond issue

Separate
bond issue
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JOURNAL

At the centar of Portland: Within easy walking distance of all

bus lines, hotels, offices, and shops. Located adjacent to
expressway with connections to all parts of Mstropolitan
Portlend ultimately. =Zxcellent sit3 for conventions, smeller
meetings, and entertalnment eventis.

Ad jolns proposed 2700-space parking structure over new Morrison

Bridege terminal: Sufficient perkinz furnished without capital
outlasy by Zxposition-Recreation Comnission. Access from Zast
Side greatly facilitated.

Adjoins proposed bus terminal sites and near Visitors Iaformetion

4,

Center: Most convenient to attract and s2rve out-of-town people.

Adjacent to _additional parking facilities at Journal Buiiding

and privetely opereted lots,

5. Will furnish night-time clientele for proposed Morrison Bridee
Term}nal~parking structure: YWill incrsase income 2t this
locatior which ctherwise may have little night-time use.

6. Will clear blighted buginess district and stimulate private
investment in repewing adjacent properties,

£#ISADVANTAGSES :

1. Limited-puposes facility: To provids for P.I, would necessitete
cepital outlay in eddition to $8,000.000 already authorized.

2. Sucesss hipges on building and mode of operation of Morrison
Bridge terminel perking structure: This proposal beyond
control of fxposition-Recreation Commission. If not built or
rates too high, Coliseum revenues and service to community .
will suffer.

ESTIMATED COSTS ;
: .
o

1. Acquire and clear site (4 blocks) $3,300,000
2. Coliseum Building

8000 permanent seats 3,500,000

160,000 sq. ft. exhibition space 1,100,000

TOTAL $7,900,000



ROSS TSLAYD

Tris vortion of the regort dewls with the rhveical characteristics
ana fessibllilty of %he floss Island area as a site for the Exposition-
necreation tenter,

Irciuded in the study area ars Ross, Bardtack and Finger Islands,
45 well us the low rana lying east of the sacondary channel and extending
to the bluff. Seliwacd park to the south on top of the bluff is
also includeu.

As a basis for ccmparison with other sites. the significant
aavantages and iisacventaeges of Hoss Island are:

AUVANTAGES:

1. Proximity %o downtown facilities: This arsa is one and one-

nalf air miles or thres road miles from the center of the
business district. Driving time over the Ross Island Bridge
‘o the eas% mpvroach at Rrone Street and McLoughlin Blvd. s
eight minutss.

The center of pupulation of the city is two and one~half miles
north of this lLocation.

2. FPotential siece:

BE

First stage:! With sn average T1l1l of three feet on sixty-five
acres, the zaln island (Ross) would have one hundred fifty
acres availzble for develooment.

Futurs: Th2 totsl maximum ares availztls with the use of {111
would tctal about five hundred and geven =acres.

Multl-stage cevelopment: Separzte asress within the four hunired

acres may bs develeoped and used as the program 8xpends and
otl:ier zgencles become interestsd.

For sxample, 1f in the first stage of ihs program the County
Failr and the dxposition-iecreaztion were to divide the areg of
the waln islend, glunniog acquisition end costs of access
would be reduced accordingly for each zgeuncy.

Ultimate us3 should envisage a world's falr and park.




P

4. Minimum conflict with existing environment: Water areas and
differ<nces in levels provide naturel buffer conditions %o
protect residential areas.

5.__Outstandine marine development: This development would
utilize the river as a unigue cultural and rscreational asset,
providing a most dramatic setting for an exposition-recreetion
activity and county fair.

DISAUVANTAGAS :

1. uifricult access: highway connections will be expensive and
will in some cases overload existing facilities such as the
Sellwoocd Bridge during peak dispersal periods.

2. Acquisition costs: Because this site has a potential minerel
value as a source of sand and gravel., acquisition may be
difficult.

3. Costly land wreparation: Initial development would require
relatively llttle fill on the main island but future plans
would require large amounts of fill.

4, Utilities costly: Sewage will need to be pumped 10,000 fest
with possibly two pumping stations.

5. _Oaks-~east bank: This low, narrow portion of the ares is not
large enouzgh to support the initial phase of the program.



ESTIMATAED COSTS

TO AXPOSITIUN~-RECKSATICN COMMISSION
for Hoss Island area acquisition and site preparation

FIxST STAGS

ITEM

Purchese of Ross,
Hardtack and Finger Islands

65 acres of fill 33' deep
East approach (elevated
Underpass and access
South approach thru Oaks
5300 lin., ft. of causeway

Sewer

Pumping station

Paving parking areas
un site Roads

TOTAL

QUANTITY

150 acres @
$3.590

375,000 cu. yds.
" 25¢ cu. yd.

1300 1in. f£t. of
60* road deck
® $10 sq. ft.

Lhu2, 500
cu. yd. @ 254

10,600 ft. m
$5.20 ft.

20 acres R
$1.75 sq. ya.

15,000 ft.
124 ft.

If this cost 1s shared equally with the County Fair

amount for sach

¢
AN
~

CoSsT

$538,500
93,750
780, 000
220,000
110,000

62,120

7,900
169,400

180,000

$ 2,161,370

$ 1,080,685
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