
COUNTY OF MULTNOMAH 

DIVISION OF REGISTRATION AND ELECTIONS 

September 11, 1970 

Miss Mar ion Rushing, City Attorney 
City Hall 
Por tland, Oregon 

Dear Miss Rushing: 

My d adline for placing measures on he official ballot for the 
November 3rd Gener 1 Election is th· 1st day before the election 
unless extenuating circun1stances or la provide otherwise . 

In the event of extenu ting circ tances or legal requirements, 
I fe .1 it is the moral res nsibil· y of the body placing the 
measure on the ballot to all added costs involving overtime, 
preparation ano printing d ballot and materials . 

The cost involved in th se of separate paper bal lots has already 
been present d to the Co cil by the Auditor ' s office . I feel 
a moral responsibility to cooperate with ev r y governing body 
involved, but I nrust point out that we have a computerized election 
system. We have educated the 1ublic along these lines, and I 
cannot guarantee a w 11 organized, efficient election under these 
circumstances . If paper ballots were used, election returns would 
be delayed a mininrum of an hour because of a hand count at the 
precinct level. 

First pr oofs of the General Election ballot arri ved yester day . 
We are prepared to proceed . 

A deadline is a deadline . 

Sincer ely, 

John D. Weldon 

JDW/mh 
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Antipollution Aid Through Sewer User Charges 

Charter Amendment Referred ~o the Voters by the City Council 

RESOLUTION No. 30664 ADOPTED March 4. 1970 

AN ACT 

To a mend an Act of the Legislative Assembly of the State of Oregon entitled : "An Act 

to incorporate the City of Portland, Multnomah County, State of Oregon, a nd to 
provide a charter therefor, and to repeal a ll ac t s or parts of acts in conflict there­

with," approved by the Governor and fil ed in the office of the secretary of state 
January 23 , 1903, as subsequently amended by said Legislative Assembly a nd 

by the people of the city of Por tland from time to time, by revising Section 
11-302 of Article 3, Chapter XI of said charter r ela ting to sewer user service 

charges so as to remove the present limitation on the amount and permit the 
Council to fix the amount of said charges from time to time for financing addi­

tiona l anti-pollution m easures in the sewerage system of the city. 

BE IT ENACTED BY THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF POR·TLAND, OREGON: 

Section 1. The Act of the Legislative Assembly of the State of Oregon entitled: 
"An Act to incorporate the City of Portland, Multnomah County, State of Oregon, a nd 

to provide a charter therefor, and to repeal a ll act s or parts of acts in conflict there­
with," approved by the Governor and filed in the office of the secretary of state 
January 23, 1903, as subsequently am ended by said Legislative Assembly and by the 

people of the city of Por tland from time to time hereby is amended by a mending 
Section 11-3·02 of Arti.cle 3, Chapter XI of said charter which Section shall read as 
follows: 

Section 11-302. Service Charges. For a ll purposes relating to desig n , construc­
tion, acquisition, operation, maintenance a nd contract requirements of sewage treatment 

or p urification facilities and related facilities , the city may fix fees and charges for 
connection or use or both of sewers and sewage purification or disposal systems to be 

paid by propert y which is served or is capable of being served for use of t he sewage 
disposal system. Sewer user service charges may be collected by the water bureau 

which shall be compensated for su ch service as determined by the council. The city 
m ay establish procedures for collection and m ay provide for penalties, interest and 

costs. The city may establish requirements a nd impose regulations as i t finds appro­
priate. Sewer user service charges shall be paid for a ll prerr.ises connected with city 

sewers, di.rectly or indirectly, notwithstanding that such premises may have been 
assessed or m ay in the future be assessed for construction of sewers under local 

improvement assessment procedures or may have otherwise paid for sewers. 

The city may enter into contracts relating to sewage disposal, treatment or puri­

fi cation or a ll such functions. The city m ay impose charges for sewage transportation, 
disposal, treatment or pur ification or any or a ll such functions, on property outside the 
city served through city facilities, at rates no less than those imposed for s imilar 
service inside the city to similar classifications. 
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Proceeds of such charges shall be placed in the Sewage Disposal Fund, and may 

be exi:;ende:d for any matter connected with the sewer or sewage disposal or treatment 
system of the city, and bonded debt and debt service related thereto. 

* 

The l:allot title adopted for the foregoing charter amendment is as follows: 

ANTIPOLLUTION AID THROUGH SEWER USER CHARGES. 

Charter amendment permitting Council to fix sewer user servi.ce 
charges without relation to water bills, for financing additions and 
betterments to sewage treatment facilities and sewerage system as 
antii:ollution measures. 

YES D 
NOD 



Revising City Vacancy-In-Office Provisions 

Charter Amendment Referred to the Voters by the City Council 

RESOLUTION No. 30665 ADOPTED March 4. 1970 

AN ACT 

To amend a n Act of the Legislative Assembly of the State of Oregon entitled : "An Act 
to incorporate the City of Portland, Multnomah County, State of Oregon, a nd to 
provide a charter therefor, and to repeal a ll acts or parts of acts in conflict there­
with," approved by the Governor a nd fil ed in the office of the secretary of state 
January 23, 1803, as subsequ ently amended by said Legislati.ve Assembly a nd by 
the people of the city of Portlan d from time to time, by revising Section 2-206 
of Article 2, Chapter II of said charter relating to vacancies in office and filling 
of vacancies so as to permit city offi:::ia ls to become candidates for other elective 
offices without forfeiture of city position until taking the new office, and to revise 
provisions con cerning filling of vacancies. 

BE IT EN ACTED BY THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF PORrrLAND, OREGON: 

Secti.on 1. The Act of the Legislative Assembly of the State of Oregon entitled: 
"An Act to incorporate the City of Portland, Multnomah County, State of Oregon, a nd 
to provide a charter therefor, and to repeal all acts or parts of acts in conflict there­
with ," approved by t h e Governor and filed in the office of the secretary of state 
January 23, 1903, as s ubsequently amended by said Legislative Assembly and by t he 
people of the city of Portland from time to t ime hereby is amended by amending 
Secti.on 2-206 of Article 2, Chapter II of said charter which Section sh a ll read as 
follows: 

Section 2-206. Vacan cies in Office, Filling of Vacancies. 

(a) A vacancy in office sh a ll exist when the mayor, a commissioner or the a udi­
tor fa ils to qua lify by taking t h e oath and filing the bond prior to January 1 of t he 
year following his election, or w ithin ten days after notice of appointment to fill a 
vacancy, or when a ny officer or employe dies , resigns, is removed from office, is 
convicted of a felony, is judicia lly declared to be mentally ill, is judicia lly convi.cted 
of corruption, malfeasance or delinquency in office, forfeits his office under specific 
provisions of this charter, or is elected to a different office or is appointed to a different 
elective office, and qualifies, takes and assumes the duties of such different offi .ce. 

(b) If a vacan cy occurs in an office elective under this charter, the Council sha ll 
UT'f-Oint an elig ible perrnn to fill such vacancy until his successor is elect ed a t a 
regular election and qualifies . The successor w ho h as been elected shall , upon qualify­
ing, t ake office imm ediately upon issuance by the auditor of the certificate of election 
and the person so elected shall serve the unexpired term of the person who he succeeds. 

(c) Whenever a vacan cy in an office elective under this charter occurs b efore 
the last day when declaration of candidacy may be filed at a primary electi.on , his 
su ccessor sha ll be nominated and elected by the voters at the next regular primary 
and general election in accordance with th e usual procedure therefor. 

(d) W h enever a vacan cy occu rs in an office elective under this ch arter, during 
the period from the last day when declaration of candidacy may be filed and seventy 
(70) days prior to the gen eral election in any election year, or if there are no nomina-
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tions at the primary election, the successor shall be elected by the voters at the 
general election in accordance with the following procedure. Within the time prescribed 
by law any person who possesses the required qualifications for the office which has 
become vacant may become a candidate for the unexpired portion of the term of that 
office by obtaining and filing one hundred or more certificates of nomination s imilar 
to the certificates for nomination at a primary election, or by paying the fi.ling fee 
prescribed; in such case the names of all nominees shall appear upon the ballot at 
the general election, and the person who at the general election re::eives the greatest 
number of votes shall be elected. 

(e) A person who is appointed or elected to the office of mayor, commissioner 
or auditor, shall be deemed to have qualified if he meets the citizenship and residence 
requirements set forth in this charter, has taken the o:ith of office and filed the bond 
which has been approved by the council, as provided in this charter. If any person 
fails to qualify within ten days after interim appointment or election to a vacancy 
occurring because of death, resignation or removal from office, he shall not thereafter 
qualify under the same appointment or election. 

(f) In the event of the death or crippling disability preventing the performance 
of duty of three or more members of the city council due to natural disaster, calamity, 
accident or enemy attack, the following city officials in the order named shall succeed 
to the vacanci.es on the city council: city auditor, city attorney, city engineer, city 
treasurer, chief of the bureau of police, chief of the bureau of fire , presiding municipal 
judge, other permanently appointed municipal judges in the order of their seniority. 
The city council thus constituted shall serve as an interim council for the purpose 
of transacting necessary city business, and the ci.ty officials serving as members of 
such interim city council shall serve without bond, notwithstanding the provisions of Sec­
tion 2-203 of this charter and the foregoing provisions relating to qualification. The in­
terim council so constituted shall as soon as practical select from among qualified 
citizens of the city of Portland, as defined by Section 2-202 of this charter, persons to 
serve as members of the city council. The persons so selected shall qualify and take 
an oath of office before entering upon their duties, but such persons shall have 60 
days within which to provide bond, notwithstanding the provisions of this charter 
making filing thereof a prerequisite to qualifying. The person so selected shall serve 
until the next regular election. The city council as thus constituted shall, if the reg­
ularly elected mayor is not a member thereof, elect one of their number as mayor. 
Members of the council as thus consti.tuted shall serve as city commissioners and shall 
be assigned to positions and departments by the mayor, and shall have all the powers 
and duties assigned to the mayor and commissioners by this charter. The council as 
constituted under authority of this subsection shall meet in the city hall , if possible, 
but may meet at an alternate location whi.ch shall be designated in advance by the 
council as an alternate site for the transaction of city business. In the event of 
martial law, the council shall be organized as by this subsection provided, and it 
shall function to the extent possible under the order establishing martial law. The 
provisi.ons of this subsection shall be supreme in the event it shall be employed, not­
withstanding any other provisions of this charter or ordinances of the city in conflict 
therewith, 

The ballot ti tie adopted for the foregoing charter amendment is as follows : 

REVISING CITY VACANCY-IN-OFFICE PROVISIONS. 

Charter amendment permitting City officials to run for any elec­
tive office while holding City position; fixing ti.me when vacancy in 
City position occurs and revising provisions for filling vacancies . 

5 

YES 

NO 

D 
D 



Dock Commission, Port of Portland Consolidation 

Charter Amendment Referred to the Voters by the City Council 

RESOLUTION No. 30697 ADOPTED April 8, 1970 

AN ACT 

To amend an Act of the Legislative Assembly of the State of Oregon entitled: "An Act 
to incorporate the City of Portland, Multnomah County, State of Oregon, and to 
provide a charter therefor, and to repeal all acts or parts of acts in conflict there­
with," approved by the Governor and filed in the office of the secretary of state 
January 23, 1903, as subsequently amended by said Legislative Assembly and by 
the people of the city of Portland from time to time, by inserting a new section 
in Article 1, Chapter VI of said charter relating to the Dock Commission so as 
to permit consolidation of the functions and property of the Commission of Publi.c 
Docks with The Port of Portland upon occurrence of certain condition. 

BE IT EN ACTED BY THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF PORTLAND, OREGON: 

Secti.on 1. The Act of the Legislative Assembly of the State of Oregon entitled: 
"An Act to incorporate the City of Portland, Multnomah County, State of Oregon, and 
to provide a charter therefor, and to repeal all acts or parts of acts in conflict there­
with," approved by the Governor and filed in the office of the secretary of state 
January 23, 1903, as subsequently amended by said Legislative Assembly and by the 
people of the city of Portland from time to time, hereby is amended by inserting a new 
Section 6-105 in Article l, Chapter VI of said charter, which Sections shall read as 
follows: 

Section 6-105. CONSOLIDATION WITH THE PORT OF PORTLAND. 

The Council shall, by ordinance, provide for consolidation of the functions of the 
Commission of Public Docks with The Port of Portland, a municipal corporation of 
the State of Oregon, whenever the Council determines that the following conditions 
are met: (a) that the boundaries of The Port of Portland are enlarged to include all 
or substantially all of the Greater Portland Metropolitan Area in Oregon; (b) that 
representation of members of the Board of Commissioners of The Port of Portland is 
required to be based on population, and that members of that Board representing the 
citizens of the city of Portland are to be selected by the Mayor with the approval of 
the Council, for appointment by the Governor or by other designated authority; (c) 
that The Port of Portland has authority to obtain adequate funds to maintain and 
improve facilities and provide additional facilities necessary or appropriate to serve 
maritime commerce of the Portland area. 

The consolidati.on ordinance shall specify the property to be transferred or con­
veyed by the City to The Port of Portland. Properties used for recreation purposes 
or other City purposes and property not under the direct control and administration 
of the Commission of Public Docks, shall not be included. Any bond proceeds or other 
funds ear-marked for a particular purpose shall remain subject to that limitati.on of 
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'· 

use. The consolidation ordinance shall a lso make appropria te prov1s10n for continued 
employment and the preserva tion of status, pension and other benefit rights of 
employes of the Commission of Public Docks after consolida tion. 

The consolidation ordinan ce shal a lso specify the consideration for transfer and 
conveyance, and may set forth the procedures needed to implement the consolidation. 
If the consideration for the transfer and conveyance is or includes assumption by 
The Port of Portland of a ll debts and obligations of the City rela ting to the properties 
and fun ~tions of the Commission of Public Docks, the Council sh a ll make no tax 
levy for principal or interest payments on outstanding bonded indebtedness related to 
said properties or funds conveyed or transferred unless The Port of Portland fai ls to 
make payment when due. After consolidati.on, no levy of taxes shall be made for 
expenses of operation of the Commission of Public Docks, and the functions and 
duties of the said Commission shall terminate. Upon completion of the tra nsfe r a nd 
conveyan ce r-ursuant w the consolida tion ordinance, the general police power a nd 
a ll other powers previously conferred by this charter upon the Commi,ssion of Public 
Docks shall revest in and be exercised by the Council. 

* :;: * * 

The ballot title adopted for the foregoing charter a mendment is as follows: 

DOCK COMMISSION, PORT OF PORTLAND CONSOLIDATION 

Consolidation of Portla nd Dock Commission and Port of Portland 
authorized by Charter a mendment whenever: Port is metropolitan 
area agency; Port Boa rd is based on population, with City Council 
selecting Portland representatives; and Port has a dequate funds 
for docks and facilities for Portland area shipping. Provisions for 
procedures, results of consolidation. 

YES 

NO 

D 
D 



RESOLUTION NO. 28781 

WHEREAS, the city of Portland, a municipal corpora­
tion existing in the counties of Multnomah and Clackamas 
in the state of Oregon under an Act of the Legislative 
Assembly of the state of Oregon, entitled: "An Act to 
incorporate the City of Portland, Multnomah County, State 
of Oregon, and to provide a charter therefor, and to 
repeal all acts or parts of acts in conflict therewith," 
approved by the Governor and filed in the off ice of the 
secretary of state January 23, 1903, as subsequently 
amended by said Legislative Assembly and by the people 
of the city of Portland from time to time, and 

WHEREAS, the said city of Portland, located on the 
Willamette River adjacent to the confluence with the 
Columbia River is the leading dry cargo port of the West 
Coast of the United States, and 

WHEREAS, ocean borne connnerce is of paramount 
importance to the economic well-being of the city of 
Portland and its adjacent territory, as well as the 
entire Columbia Basin area, inasmuch as the city of 
Portland is one of the primary export centers through 
which connnerce from the state of Oregon and the Inland 
Empire moves, and 

WHEREAS, the length of ocean-going ships and draft, 
as well as the tonnage capacity, has been and is increas­
ing constantly, thereby making it imperative that the 
channel of the Columbia River, as well as the channel 
of the Willamette River into the harbor of the city of 
Portland should be made deeper and wider in order to 
more adequately acconnnodate ocean-going vessels of 
modern size, and 

WHEREAS, the Eighty-Fifth Congress provided that a 
study be made by the Corps of Engineers as to the desir­
ability and economics of increasing the depth and width 
of the present channel of the Columbia and Willamette 
Rivers between Portland, Vancouver, Washington, and the 
sea, and 

WHEREAS, in December of 1961 a favorable report was 
forwarded from the office of the Division Engineer, North 
Pacific Division, Corps of Engineers, and the Board of 
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors passed favorably on this 
report on January 25, 1962; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, that the City Council of the city of 
Portland, in regular session assembled this 19th day of 



April, 1962, urges upon the Congress of the United States 
to authorize this project and include sufficient funds 
in the annual Public Works Appropriations Bill to assure 
the necessary deepening and widening of the channels as 
recommended by the Corps of Engineers, and that such work 
go forward with all possible dispatch, and be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, that certified copies of this 
Resolution be forwarded to the Oregon and Washington 
delegations and to the Public Works Committee of the 
House of Representatives. 

Adopted by the Council 

--Com. Earl 
AGB:dh 
4/17/62 



11.rst Time-Today 
NOTICE OF SPECIAL ELECTION 

. o-f . 

'l'HE PORT OF PORTLAND 
NO'l'ICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that' a 

, special e lection of the qualified . vot­
er" · residi"ng within: the, ·tefrltcitial 
limits of The Po~1; of . Portrnnil uas 
been called. by re-so-lution o.f .the 

I 
Board of Commissioners · of The Port 
cif Po11;land to be held ,on Tuesday, I 
May 2&, 1970, su c.h election. to be held 
concurrently with the· pdmary elec­
tion fo be held in Multnomah County, 
Oregon, pursuant to ORS 249 .3±0, at 
whicn special election the•re· will be 
sub1nitted to t.h.e q u alifie·d voters -re ­
siding within the tenitodal limits of 
The Port of Prnrtla:nd, for their ap­
j)l'OVal O•r r ·ejection, the question of 
whether or not The· Po11; of Po·rtlan<l 
shall be authorized to a(,qtiire all of 
the docks, whai:-ve.s, .elevators and 
othe1r pro-pertjes 9f the City o.f -P~-t· 
land under the· charge and control of 
the C-0mmissioo1 of Pu bl1o :bocks , of 
the City of Po'ltland and ;iss,yme .the 
payment' on a11 or a<iy part o.f bciinds 
and other obligations of the City of 
Po.rtla:nd issued," sold or !.µcurred. for 
the purpose -·of acquiring funds to 
construct, purchase or .a.~quiJ;-e the 
said properties under ·the ch;irge and 
contr ol of ·the Commission of Public 

' Doclcs. · 
'J'HE POR'l' ·OF PORTLAND, 

-DONALD G. DRAKE, · 
President. 

BORDEN J<'. BECK, JR., 
Secretary, 

rnfJ'.blished April 6, 1:i, 20_ 1~~~No 



"'-;-) 

C Cl Will i ~: f, j_ 0 n 

• •,• ' 1 -r ·. 1 - • ]l activ 1_c lcs Ccin t:>c~ scn;cc1 ;;1o:;L: ~tJ~lCJ_c:nt,_y c'.l.ncl eco11r:1rl1J_cc:; __ _.y by 

Comm is~; ion of }'u blic :Juel~:::., n n c1 

t:o the pl1l.Jlic \.-c.rnld i,1cJ_l2(lc c1:'ntn=1l coonJ.in2t ion oI Portland. 1 s 

to mci:t :-:1 1 tL-:.' need:=; of PortJ_,:-·nc1 is futu1:c ccorncmi_c 0 :ro1-ith , e t1ci 

T-7'1J" i'I'i\ S i 1·1-; fi 0 (
1 

;"I -, 'L--l_· ()T1 '-l l· 1 J s-'·--c, 1··0-t'il"'"' Po··i-1 r:L·1cl j s ' . 1 ... __}. \. .. >'. :i ..... ! .L -- '- l c. I._. ~ \ ' .. - .. .. .__ L... )... - J. J l...) \:. . .. l J .. J_ 1.- - c. -

cornpct·jt i_vc position encl sa id consolic1D.tion 1-;ou lc.1 provide a sing J.e: 

products end services of t his area, result ing in more effecti ve 

utiliz2tion of public tunds, 

NOW, THE REFORE, ZE IT RESOLVED , 
D';/ the Beard of 

of The Port of Portland, as follows : 

FIRST: That a special election of t he qualif i ed 

voters r esidir..g wi thin the te rl.-itoria l lihli ts of . The Port of 

Portlci.nd is h e r eby called OD Tuesday, N2 y 26, 1970 , such electic'n 

to be h e ld concurrently with the primary election to be held in 

Multnoill2 h Comity , OL:;:;on, pu:;_-suant to O.R.S. 2t: 9.3.'.".:.0, at 1-:;hicl1 

special clc: c:ti_c,ri_ of '1'! 11.:~ Po rt of Portland then:: sh2ll be subrn itt 2cl 

to the qF2 lif i~c1 vot:=· rs l.-- t::sidi n_'.; 1;.1 ithin the territocia.l limits 

of The Po:rt o f PortL--,nd, for the ir eipproval or rej(:ction, the 
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~1-_- no L: 
,,,, 
li1~ 

t11.c :.:~od:.s, ~Jllc: :,_·vc s, e le v.:i tors 

.-, . .... .. 1 
C. l L 1~1 

.:-.nu oLh::::r obli::-_;21tions c>I t11c City of Po:ctl.-ind is::::L1 cd, sold or 

i.n::ur:c2d for t11~ pv.rposc:: of c;cquLcin.::; funds to construct , pu:cch.ci.s~: 

or acc1uire the ~:aic.1 pr·upc:rl:ics uncle.I· "Lhe charc;~ and control of 

the Coi.::nissic1 n of l't_-:1)J.ic Docks of the City o:~ :.?o:rtlcmd. 

SECOirn : Th2t notice o{ th2 special election 

c2.lJ.cd by tbis resolution sl12 ll be given bj postin3 the same in 

t!1rc:c public pJDces -Pithin the territorial limits of The Port 

of ro rtl2nd not l ess them t1-Jen ty ( 20) days before said e lee t ion, 

and by puLlicatioh th2r20£ once euch week for the pe riod of 

three· (3) 1;cc~:s, b~.;1_nnin3 1-;;ith the \Jce1~ cocl'lllencing Ap:cil 6, 1970, 

in three d2iJ.y newspa~cr s, to-wit, The Oregonian, The Oregon 

Journal and The D2ily Journal of Commerce, which are hereby 

desizna ted 2s r,1ost lil~ely to give effeetive notice to ci.1 1 the 

voters with in tbe territorial limits of The Port of Portland of 

the ho lding of such election . Such notices shal l be posted and 

published over the names of the President and Sec r etary of this 

Corrrnissio n and shal l give a general description of the measure to 

be submitted cJs srecified in par2graph "FIRST" of this resolution. 

THIRD: The President and Secret2ry of The Port 

of Portland are hereby authorized and directed to certify to the 

Registra1· of 2lcc:tion of iiultnomah County, Oregon, the questio!l. 

i:·:hich is to b2 voted u<Jon at such election, together with the fol.T' 
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~ · ·~ C'~l:.~ ll J'l ~ 

Port o i~ 
County. 

110i:1 l Cf_.\ l. LL LC l' HJ< :'._-'J,LOT 
for 

11 lL l\)}ff or h)l fl'L-\\n 

su:!Lliil.c_•cl to tJ1L; ]Ce>cll \Otcr-; or Tii ·C: 
" PortL::J, cu1i•rj:;j;1L~ ::i_1J of \illJtlw::cJ1 

l'U )~'\1 '-;J~: To s 'crcn~;tk'n Po, ·tJcrnd 1 s co::j i::::·titj\-c 
po_:;itir_Jn ~ui.J tu :-·c}1j~·'.<' econo::Li:~~ in tL( Lb:. of 
jts 11~'tcrf 11__·m:- 1c.~ourccs tLrc:1/ conscljcLtion 
o C L}1 1~ · }>c_,rt ~11;;J th~~ i)L1cl:.. Co:~ u:-Li ~::-:.i OE of t: -~·-1 [j t) ~ 

of t'C'rl l :11kl, :to::; :1rcsci1tly ~:utl10J j ~:cc~ by the: 
01«.-<·0;1 Lc::;i:ola'clll'C in o.r..s . 7/8.020 . 

rn:ASUl\i~: Shc-1J J -1'hc:; l\Jrt of PcrtlcinJ be: c1uthori :::cl 
to c:ei:riirc all t':>f the doc!~s , 1.-:h:n-vcs, cJc 1.-Dtors 
and ci'L )i,~r prop2rti cs of tlw City of f'orrl :i·~J 
unc:~r 'ciic: c h.:ff~~c c_-;_nci contro1 o1 tl1c Co:".njs~: jon 
of l'd 1 b c Uoci-:s of the: City of Portland c.:d asslu,1c: 
t he p::r:-~~·en'c o :~ :--tl l or any part of t !1e bc;1c1:..; or 
other obl j gJ.U •11s of the City of Por tl:rnc; is::ouccl 
for the cons::.r:.iction , purchase or J.cquisitio;1 of 
s0icJ 111· 1:)pc:rtics? 

Yes. I vote for cons ol idation. 

No. I vote against conso licbtion . 11 
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RESOLUTION NO. 306~)/ 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Portland, 
Oregon, that an Act ent itled: 

"An Act to amend an Act of the Leeislative 
Assembly of the State of Oregon entitled: 'An Act 
to i ncorporate the City of Portland, Multnomah 
County, State of Oregon, and to provi de a charter 
therefor, and to repeal all acts or parts of acts 
in conflict therewith,' approved by the Governor 
and filed in the office of the secretary of state 
January 23, 1903, as subsequently amended by said 
Legislative Assembly and by the people of t he city 
of Por t land from time to time, by inserting a new 
section in Article 1, Chapter VI, of said charter 
relating t o the Dock Commission so as to permit 
consolidat ion o f the functions and property of the 
Commission of Public Docks with The Port of Por tland 
upon occurrence o f certain conditions. ! l 

be and the same hereby is submitted to the legal voters 
of the city of Portland, Oregon, for their adoption or 
rejection at the ensuing special election to be held 
coincidental ly with the municipal nonpartisan primary 
el e ction to be held in t he city of Portland in Mul tnom2h, 
Clackamas and Washington Counties, on the 26 t h day of May, 
19 70 , and under authority of Ord inance No. 77641, as 
amended, waiving the provi sions of Section 2-611 of said 
Ordinance No. 77641, as amended, insofar as the requirement 
that any proposed chart er amendment shall be pres ented 
to the Council for study and consideration not later than 
61 days prior to the next ensuing election. Each vo ter 
who votes upon said proposed Act shall vote :;yes " or 11 n o 11 

in the space indicated fo r such vo te upon the city ballot 
at said election. Said amendment hereby submitted reads 
as follows: 



AN ACT 

To amend an Act of the Legislative Assembly of the State 
of Oregon entitled: !!An Act to incorporate the City 
of Portland, Multnomah County, State of Oregon, and 
to provide a charter therefor, and to repeal all 
acts or parts 0£ acts in conflict therewith, ' 1 

approved by the Governor and filed in the office of 
the secretary of state January 23, 190 3, a subsequently 
amended by said Legislative Assef'l.bly and by the 
people of the city of Portland from time to time, 
by inserting a new section in Article 1, Chapter VI 
of said charter relating to the Dock Coilli'Tiission so 
as to permit consolidation of r:he ::'unctions and 
property of the Commission of Public Docks with The 
Port of Portland upon occurrence of certain conditions. 

Be It Enacted By the People of the City of Portland, 
Oregon: 

Section 1. The Act of the Legislative Assembly of 
the State of Oregon en titled: 1'An Act to incorpora te 
the City of Portland , Multnomah County, State of Oregon, 
and to provide a charter therefor, and to repeal all 
acts or parts of acts in conflict there\1ith, 1' app roved 
by the Governor and filed in the off ice of t he secretary 
of state January 23, 190 3, as subsequently amended by 
said Legislative Assembly and by the people of the city 
of Portland from time to time, hereby is amended by 
inserting a new Section 6-105 in Ar ticle 1, Chapter VI 
of said charter, which Section s hall read as follows: 

Section 6-105. CONSOLIDATION WITH THE PORT OF PORTLAND. 

The Council shall, by ordinance, provide for 
consolidation of the functions of the Commission of Public 
Docks with The Port of Portland, a municipal corporation 
of the State of Oregon, ·h·henever the Council de termines 
that the following conditions are met: (a) that the 
boundaries of The Port of Portland are enlarged to include 
all or substantially all of the Greater Portland 
Metropolitan Area in Oregon; (b) that representation of 
members of the Board of Commissioners of The Port of 
Portland is required to be based on population, and that 
members of that Board representing the citizens of the 
city of Portland are to be selected by the Mayor with the 
approval of t he Council, for appointment by the Governor 
or by other de signated authority; (c) that The Port of 
Portland has authority to obtain adequate funds to 
maintain and iwprove facilities and provide additional 
facilities necessary or appropriate to serve maritime 
commerce of the Portland area. 



The consolidation ordinance shall specify the property 
to be transferred or conveyed by the City to The Port of 
Portland. Properties used for recreation purposes or 
other City purposes and property not under the direct 
control and qdministration of the Commission of Publi c 
Docks, shall not be included. Any bond proceeds or 
other funds ear-marked f or a particular purpose shall 
remain subject to that limitation o f use. The consolidation 
ordinanc e shall also make appropriate provi sion for 
continued employment and the preservation of sta tus, 
pension and other benefit rights o f empl oyes of the 
Commission o f Public Docks after cons o lidation. 

The cons olida tion ordinance shall also specify the 
considera tion for transfer and conveyance, and may se t 
forth the procedures needed to implement the cons olidation. 
If the cons ideration for the transfer and conveyance is 
or includes assumption by The Port of Portland of all debts 
and obligations o f the City rela ting t o the properties 
and functions of the C01mnission o f Public Docks, t he 
Council shall make no tax levy for principal or interest 
payments on outstanding bonded indebtedness related to 
said properties or funds conveyed or transferred unless 
The Port of Portland fails to make payment when due. 
After consolidation, no levy of taxes- shall be made for 
expenses of operat ion of the Coilll~is sion of Public Do c k s, 
and the functions and dut ies of t he said Commission shall 
terminate. Upon completion of t h e transfer and conveyance 
pursuant to the c onsolidat ion ordinance, t he general 
police power and all other powers previously conferred 
by this charter upon the Commission of Public Docks shall 
revest in and be exercised by the Council. 



Adopted by the Council APR = 8 1970 

c.~ 
Order of Council 
MCR:jw 4/2/70 

Auditor of t 

' 

Portland 



ORDINANCE NO . 

An Ordinance cal l ing a special election to be held in 
the ci ty of Portland, Oregon, on Tuesday; May 26, 
19 70, for the purpose of submitting to the legal 
voters of the city for their approval or rejection 
a char ter amendment relating to consolidation of 
The Port of Portland and the Commission of Public 
Docks, and such o ther charter amendments or measures 
as the Council may fin d a ppropriate, and declaring 
an emergency . 

The City of Portland ordains: 

Section 1. The Council finds that a charter 
amendmen t relating to consolida tion of The Port of Portland 
and the Cow.mission of Public Docks, and such other c har ter 
amendments or measure s as the Council may find appropriate, 
should be submitted t o the voters, but that hearings thereon 
will render submission at the municipal nonpartisan pr imary 
election to be held May 26, 1970, imposs ible within the 
time fixed by law for such submission; that, t herefore, 
a special election should be called to be held at the same 
time; now, therefore, a special municipal election hereby 
is called to be held on May 26, 1970, in the city o f 
Portla!ld , Oregon, in t he counties of .Multnomah, Clackamas 
and Washington, concurrently wi th t he municipal nonpartisan 
primary elec tion on said date. 

Section 2 . The Aud itor of t h e City of Portland 
hereby is auth oriz ed and directed to provide for the 
printing of such special election ballots as are necessary 
to present lawfully the proposit i ons provided for a bove. 
In addition thereto, the City Auditor shall provide such 
election supplies for the City as are necessary for the 
proper carry ing on of the election and provide for the 
deliverv of the same to the election boards for which 
provision is hereinafter made.· 

Section 3. The polling places for such election in 
the city of Portland shall be the same as the polling 
places in each precinct fo r t h e municipal nonpartisan 
primary elect ion to be held upon said da te, and the judges 
and clerks for such special election within t he city hereby 
are appointed and shall be the same as those judges and 
clerks named and appointed as judges and clerks, including 
any replacemen t or alternaces found necessary, for t h e 
municipal nonpartisan primary election f or each of said 
precincts in s aid city. 

Section 4 . Said sp ec ial municipal election shall 
be held in accordance with the laws o f t h e State of Oregon. 
The polls s hall b e open at the h our of 8 o 'clock in the 
forenoon and sha ll continue open until 8 o'c lock i!l the 
evening of the same d ay at which time the polls shall b e 
closed. 



ORDINANCE No. 

Section 5. The Auditor of the City of Portland 
hereby is directed to g ive notice of said special election, 
in the mann er prescribed by law. 

Sec tion 6. The election shall be conducted as 
provided by 12.w, and the ballots s hall be counted, 
tabulated and returned to the Registrar of Elections of 
Mul tnomah County at 1040 SE Morrison Street in Portland, 
to the County Clerk o f Clackamas County at the Clackamas 
County Court House in Oregon City, and to the Direc tor 
o f Records and Slections of Washin;ton County at the 
Washington County Court House in Hillsboro, an d the vote 
shall be canvassed and detai ls o f che election handled 
as provided for in state statutes pertaining thereto. 

Section 7. The Auditor hereby i.s authorized to incur 
e xpenses necessary and incident t o the carrying on of 
said specia l election. 

Section 8. Inasmuch as this ordinance is necessary 
for the irmnediate preservation of the public health, 
peace and sa f ety of the ci t y of Portland in this: In 
order that notic e may be given f or the special election 
provided herein and that said spec i al election may be 
hel d on the same date as the municipal nonpartisan 
primary election to save public funds and for the 
convenience o f the voters , it is necessary that provisions 
shoul d be made for said special elect ion immediately; 
therefore, an emer genc y hereby is declared to exist and 
this ordinan ce shall be in for ce and effec t from and after 
its passage by the Council. 

Pas sed by the Council, AP!;! 8 1970 

Order of Counci l 
MCR:jw 4/1/70 

Page ~o . 

Attest : 

Auditor of the Cit y of Portland 
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RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, after extensive study The Port of Portland 

Commission has concluded that the public interest in the <level 

ment of the Portland harbor, commerce, trade and other rel.:lted 

activities can be served most efficiently and economically by 

a consolidation of The Port of Portland Commission and the 

Commission of Public Docks, and 

WHEI-~Kl\S, exhaL1.stive studies show that the advantages 

to the public would include central coordination of Portland's 

future transportation requirements and ~ comprehensive harbor plan 

to meet all the needs of Portland's future ecomomic growth, and 

WHEREAS~ unified action will strengthen Portland's 

competitive position and said consolidation would provide a single 

voice with greater resources with i;vhich tO promote and sell :the 

products and services of this area, resulting in more effective 

utilization of public funds, 

NOH, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Beard of Commissloners 

of The Port of Portland, as follows: 

FIRST: That a special election of the qualified 

voters residing within the territorial limits of.The Port of 

Portland is hereby called on Tuesday, May 26, 1970, such election 

to be held concurrently with the primary election to be held in 

Multnomah County, Oregon, pursuant to O.R.S. 249.340, at which 

special election of 1he Port of Portland there shall be submitted 

to the qualified voters residing within the territorial limits 

of The Port of Portland, for their approval or rejection, the 

-1-
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question of ·whether or not The Port of Portland shall be 

authorized to acquire all of the docks, wharves, ,elevators and 

other properties of the City of Portland under the charge and 

control of the Commission of Public Docks of the City of 

Portland and assume the payment on all or any part of bonds 

and other obligations of the City of Portland issued, sold or 

incurred for the purpose of acquiring funds to construct, purchas~. 

or acquire the said properties under the charge and control of 

the Commission of Public Docks of the City of Portland. 

SECOND: That notice of the special election 

c~lled by thi~resolution shall be given by posting the same in 

three public places within the territorial limits of The Port 

of Portland _not less than twenty (20) days before said election, 

and by publicatioh thereof once each week for the period of 

three (3) weeks, beginning with the week commencing April 6, 1970,. 

in three daily newspapers, to-wit, The Oregonian, The Oregon 

Journal and The Daily Journal of Commerce, which are hereby 

designated as most likely to give effective notice to all the 

voters within the territorial limits of The Port of Portland of 

the holding of such election. Such notices shall be posted and 

published over the names of the President and Secretnry of this 

Commission and shall give a general .description of the measure to 

be submitted as specified in paragraph "FIRST" of this resolution. 

THIRD: The President and Secretary of The Port 

of Portland are hereby authorized and directed to certify to the 

Registrar of Election of Multnomah County, Oregon, the question 

which is to be voted upon at such election, together with the form 

of ballot title therefor. 

-2-



FOUR'HI: The fo11n of Lal lot title and measure for the 

subrniss ion of tl1e quesb on proposed in this resoJution shall be as follrnvs: 

"OfFJCLAL LLECTIO'.~ B:--'\LLOT 
for 

Tl IE PORT OF PORTLAND 

Port-Dock Comn1jssion ConsoJidation ~1easure 

[.feasure submiHC'd to tJ1e legal voters of The 
Port of Portland, comprising alJ of ~Iultnornah 
Coi..mty. 

PURPOSE: To strengthen Portland's cornpet1t1vc 
pos1 t1 on and to acl1ie\·c econ01:1ies in the use of 
its \1atcrf1ont resources through consolidation 
of the Port and the Dock Conuni ssio11 of the Cj ty 
of Portland, as presently autl1orizec1 by the 
Oregon Legislature in 0.R.S. 778.020. 

MEASURE: ShaJJ The Port of Portland be authorized 
to acquire all of the docks, wharves, elevators 
and other properties of the City of Portland 
wider the charge and control of the Conunission 
of Public Docks of the City of Portland and assLUnc 
the pa)1nent of all or any part of the bonds or 
other obligations of the City of Portland issued 
for the construction, purchase or acquisition of 
said properties? 

Yes. I vote for consolidation. 

No. I vote against consolidation." 
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:.246 Ordinance No. 1_ 307cY.+~ entitled, "An Ord~nnnc~ chungin~ from 
Zone R5 to Zone C23. tL<~ ea::;t 100 feet of' the west 1,6~ feet of :'ax Lot 
31, Section 16, TLS, r:2E, W. M •• J.ocn.t8d north of SE :r::;sJc'r St . near 
SE 84th Avenue, :;;etit:i.cn of Pay N P?.k Strwes, Inc . , ::leedhol der, and 
declaring an emergency~, . wc.z introduced by Order of Co'l;llc H and read 
three times . 

The roll beir~a called on the passage of this ordimmce r esulted 
in Yea s, Cormniss ioners Anderson. Grayson, Ivanc ie, FcCrE:ady, a..'1d Mayor 
Schrunk , 5; whereupon the ordinance was declar ed passerl . 

1247 An Ordin!4"lce entit led , "An Ordinance dcclnring a vacant, one -
story, wood frc.me, sir;le fa'1lily dwellin;:z: at 9518 N. Kellogg St . to be a 
nuisance pur~uant t o Section 7-203 01" the Building Code, co:1derr.nin~ the 
same, a.nd providir.g for abatement and removal," was introduced by Order 
of Council and. re.ad twj_ce. 

4-8-70 

By t:.."1animous consent, this ordinance was passed to Third Readi:ng . 

1248 An Ordinance entit led, "An Ord i:"'.l.ance va cating portions of NW 
Thurman St . and I.-;'il 14th Avenue for the State Highway Depar"Gment, under 
certain conditions, initiated by the City Council,'' wa.s :introduced by 
Order of Council and read twice . 

By unanimous consent, - this ordins...'lce was passed to Third Reading . 

ORDINANCE TO BE READ THE THIRD TIH.S 

1249 Ordinance No. 130705, entitled, ".An Ordinance vac8,ting a certa in 
portion of SE Alder St.~ ,.mder certain c onditions , L.1itia.ted by the Cit~r 
Council," ',;as read a t"lird ti.me a.nd declared :!;)as sed by the foll o..,ring vote : 
Yeas, Com.111issioners Anderson . Grayson, Ivancie , Mccready, and !-t,a.yor Schrunk, 
5 . (c . c. No . 1145) 

MISCELW;EOUS EUSDIBSS 

AN ACT 

1250 Amending Article l~ Chapter VI, of the City Charter to permit 
consolidat i on 0f the Cc;:;~nission of Public Docks with The Port of Portland 
upon occurrence of certain conditions . 

MAYOR SCF..RU:~:i<:: 
The Chafr wo'.lld like to state, as I have talked informally with 

t he mt:!mbers of the Corrois sion, for i;he r~cord, over a ;.eriod of time . 
Governor McCell and m..vse ::.f have discussed the :nossibi1ity cf bringi.".l.g about 
a realistic type of l egislation t hat would c ~::; i.."le '!.;bese two facilities, t!:.e 
Port of Portland and t11e Dock facility, expand its area l:l..'1d its functions, 
and at tnP. same time i~_s1.ir e the proi;ecticn for shi:;:·~c:>rs . A sub - c ommhtee 
wa s set \lP by both bo-j:i.ss, a-c the dir'=ction of the Gcv·er~cr t o the Po~., and at 
my d irection to the Chairrr.an of the Board of the Dock Ccrnmission. 1~eetings 
wer e held; it was our no~e that we w~~ld have a mutWJ.lly ucc8ptable prc~rrun 
t hat could be submi i::;t ed at t he f a ll election . we have not , I ::nust arilli t, 
involve d as deeply as we should, the shi'?ping interAsts directly involved. :in 
the City of Po:rtl<md., and ti.Jue has not been a dcr:ua't-e , oy ..:.his electic!l . 

But to make a report to the CO?J..'"'lcil , I i::ave a::::ked Commiss ioner 
Andy Cook, the Chairmn.n of the Dock Co:rnli.ssion, tc mn~e a .statemeni- a.~ tnis 
t ime on this matter. 

\ 
1 
" 
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COMMISSIO}.TER DTfJ;CIE : 
~'i.r . M:i.yor, I wcndered if it would 

which is the f,ist of this m1tter before us. 
'~( :this this puts it in ~ers~~~ctive, as far as 

that point for discus sion . 

M..l\YOR SCHRUI!":'\ : 
Will the Clerk read Section 6-105? 

be possjble to read Section 6-105, 
If the Clerk could read this , I 

what is before us, and then go fr om 

The Council Clerk read Section 6-105 of the above Act, as follows : 
CONSOLIDATiml WITH THE FORT OF PORTLAND. 
The Council shall, by ordinance , provide for consolidation of' the 

f unctions of the Commission of Public Docks with The Port of Fortla.~d, a 
municipal c orporatio~1 cf the State of Oregon, whenever the Council determi.."le s 
that the follCi.'1in;:; cc::1.aitions are met : (a) that the boundaries of The Fort 
of Portland are enlarsed ~o include all or substantially all of the Greater 
Portland l,'.etropolitan Area in Oregon; (b) that representation of members of the 
Board of Commissioners of The Port of Portland i s renuired to be ba3ed en 
popul ation, and that members of th11t Beard representing the citizens of the 
city of Portland are to be selected hy the .Mayor with the approval of the 
Counc il , for appointment by the Governor or by other desJ..gia"t;ed authority; 
( c ) that The Fort of F<irtla.."1d has authority t o obtain ad.equate funds t o maintain 
and i mprove facilities and ~rovide additional faci l ities necessary or appropriate 
to ser ve maritime c ommerce of the Port land area. 

The consolidation ordinance shall specify the property to be 
t ransferred or conveyed by tr.e City to The Po:rt of Port1a.'1d. Properties used 
f or recreation purposes or other City purposes and proper~y not under the 
direct control and ad.'l1inistra.t i on of the Ccmmission of Public Docks, shall 
not be included. A..J.y bo!1d }'.lroceeds or other fund3 ear-marked for a :pn.rticular 
purpose shall r ercain sub,ject to tr.at li:mitaticn of use. T::ie consolidaticn 
ordinance shall also make appro:nri a1:.e provision for concinued employment and 
t he preservation of s taz.us . pension and other benefit rights of employes of the 
Commission of Public Doc}~s after consolidation. 

The consolidation ordina.."lce shall also s:r;ecif'y the con:oideration for 
transfer and conveyance, and may set forth the procedures needed to im:ple!llent 
the cons ol idaticn . I f the consideration for the tra."'lsf~r a.nd conveyance is or incl ud.es 
asstmlption ·by The Port of Portland of' all debts a..'1d obligations of the City relating 
to t he properties and f unctions of the Commis sion of }Ublic Docks, the Counc i l 
shall make no tax levy for principal or interest payreents en outstanding 
bonded indebtedness related to said ~roperties or funds conveyed or tra..'1sferred 
mles s The Port of Port l and fails to make 9ayment when due. Af'ter consolida ­
tion, no levy of truces shall be made for expenses or' operation of the Commission 
of Publ i c Docks , and the functions and duties of the said Commission shall 
terminate . Upon completion of the transfer and conveyance pursuant to the 
cons olidation ordinance, the general police power and all other yowers previ ous l y 
confer red by thi s charter upDn the Commission of Public Docks shall r evest in 
and be exer c ised by the Counci l. 

COMMISS IOIIBR IVA.i"tCIE : 
Mr . Mayor, it is rn.y understa..'1.ding , from yO"..ir comments a few minutes 

ago, when we tal ked about the three ccnditions , (a), (b) , ~nd (c), these are 
t he condi tions that you have discussed with the Gover nor , and he repl ied t o 
you in wr iting . 



MAYOR SCHRUrr.r< : 
This is correct . We explor ed al 1 kinds, but we felt this 

was a minimum, at t.ha.t time . 

co:~ITSSIC7l:SR IVAHCIE: 
And he endorsed these conditions in writing to you, as I 

remember the letter . 

MAYOR SCHRUNK: 
He has endc~sed them L~ writing . I think he's been lobbied since, 

and has pos r~ibJ~, 1-.:.,;i some second thoughts . 

COMMISSIO:;ER IVANCIE : 
But this is what we have in writing from him. 

MAYOR SCHRUNK : 
Yes. 
Mr . Cook? 

ANDREW COOK, CHAIRMAN, COMMISSION OF PUBLIC DOCKS : 
Your Honor; r.;embers of the Ccuncil: 
I appreciate this op~cr~unity to appear before you. The matt~r 

at hand is one of vital interest to the City of Port l s.nd , we fe el. I wish 
to state at this time that we are not opposed to merger, :per se. We are 
opposed to a merger ttat is not neani.~gful . 

I want to address my2elf to only two f~cets of it. The rest 
will be covered by ether members of our group . 

As to the adeauacy of t he tax base as it now exists, for the 
f unction of the Cc·m:-nis sicn of FUblic Docks , I wish to make this ·statement : 
that the citizens cf ;:-1)rtlo....~d "tave been very e;e~erous with us. 1nrou,'.':'h 

their bo:id i ssues, t l:ey have giv€n us - a..."1 aden_u3.te e.mou..""lt to opera~e in a 
meaningful way. T:-;at i:; evident by the fact that t he Dock Corr.mission and 
the Port of Port l ani occupy the second place on the F-acific Cc2st i.~ 

tonnage, in spite or the fac~ that, popula~io:1wise , it s b~ck country is 
the smallest of any, roue:h.':.y, ncaybe two million peopl e . Tte City of LDs 
Angeles, for :L"1stance, and LO!'l/'.S Eeach, has over eight million people behind 
it. San Fra...-icisco and the Bay Area ::probably has four or five million 
people. Seattle, to the north, probably has three mill i on people 
tributory to it . 3ut because we are a si~~le -!J'..ir~os e body , activated 
solely with the thought of creating tonnage through the port here, ~e feel 
we have functioned more efficiently a..~d more effectively . 

There is scme question in our mL.""ld that if we become part of a 
larger body, unless the proper safeguards are built into this takeover, 
that our ability to compete successfully would be minimized, to the 
detriment of the ccrr.:i:iunity as a whole. 

We feel one of those requisites is ad.equate funding. We have 
some doubts in our mind at thi s present time. unless t hey are clarified, that 
the Port of Fortland~ with the tremendous problems it is now faced with, 
in the expansion o:!:' t he 1Urport, which I hear is in the neii;hborhood of 
$100,000,000, and t~eir land develor-ment pro.iec~, which is in the ncig,hborhood 
of $50,000,000, is fOL~g to be able to give t he attention and the funds to 
the Dock Commissicn t hat we feel is necessary. 

That is our ~osition ; we "thi.'1.k. it is valid. We th:Lrik that the 
ordinance pro:9osed by the City Ccuncil is of such a nat.ure ti:a't that 
contingency will 'u2 :full~/ explored nnd ta.ken care of, so we feel it is 
valid in that respect . 



MR. COOK: (C O'.ITD ) 
The other t hini_s is that we feel, if we are to be meaningful, 

and this mArger has tne result that it should have, th~t our area of operation, 
our tax base, :::hould be broadened , which means probably taking in the 
greater :metropolitan area of Portland , which I understand includes Washington 
and Clackamas Counties. It mn.y ·not be necessary to inclu1e all of that area, 
but basically it should include most of it, particularly the economic area, 
and unless that is done, I do not think any merger is really meaningful . 

We are coming to the voters with a reouest for consideration of 
a project that h9.s tremendous im~ct on tne future economy of this whole area, 
and we think that a l l these facets should be explored, the proper provision 
should be made to see that they are meaningful. and the time to do it is n~w , 

rather than a step at a -c ime . If we propose to go along with scroe of the 
alternatives and turn t .n.e assets of this ccmrnunity ::__r~to a merger without the 
proper safeguardG, there is no ques -c i cn in my mi!1d that it will be i.neffecti ve 
and detrimental to the comm1.ll'l ity as a whole. 

Thank you very much . 

MAYOR SCHRUNK: 
Thank you, Mr. Cook.- Are there questions the Commissioners have 

of Mr. Cook? 

MR. FAYMOND KELL, CCMMISSION OF FUBLIC DOCKS: 
Mr. Mayor; Members of the City Council: 
The portion of the presentation on behalf of the Dock Commission 

that I wish to cover is tb.e background of the proposa l that is before the 
Comroission, and the companion measure that has been placed on the ballot of the 
.May Primary by the Port of Port land. I think it is necessary to huve this 
background to understand both t he reasoning and the timing between the 
Commission of Publi c ~eeks' support of the proposed Charter Amendment and 
the events that have prorrrpted this acti.on . 

I will not recite early his tory . or even contemporary history; we 
will start with September 8, 1969 . At that time. the Director of the Depart ­
ment of Transportation of the State of Ore~on, ~u·. John Fulton, attended a 
meeting of the Dock Ccm.'llission . at which time he su~gested that it would be 
in the public i~terest and a constructive ~ro~ram, if a negotiating committee -­
or an exploratory c omrni~tee~ is prcbably a better word--were se~ up to see 
if it were possible t o work cut a mutually sa~isfactory arrangement for the 
consolidation of the two agencies. At that time. it was his proposal that a 
committee, consisting of two members from ~he Dock Commission, two members 
from the Port of B~rtland, and two members from the Department of Transportation 
be appointed, to carry on these discussions. 

At that meeting, the Dock Ccmmission responded in the affirmative 
and appointed i ts two members . Shortly therea~er, Director Fulton met with 
the Port of f-1'.:lrtland to make a similar suggestion. It was taken under 
advisement by the Port. 

On October 16, approximately six weeks a~er the initial meeting, 
at the invitation of the Port, there was a joint mee~ing of the P:>rt Commission 
and t he Dock Commissic~. At that time, the Port Commissioners s uggested tha~ 
they did not u:;ually ac~ in cou5nittee. but rather as a full CoiU!llis sion, and 
suggested the procedure of the two Commissions meeting in full for the 
discussions, and they qu~stioneri the advisability and the necessity for having 
representatives on that discussion group from the Department of Transportation. 

'·1-



MR. KELL: (co:>ITD) 
The Dock Corr.mission's response to tha.t sur;gestion was, 

first, that they felt strongly that it w~s necessar~y to have a small 
committee, if it was to be an effective or a meanim;ful committee. 
They also s t ated that they had no pr econceived idea s or no feeling as 
to who the membership of that co~ittee would cons i st o:~. 

On November 4, as the !,:ayor has alluded t.o, a letter was 
sent by the Mayor to the Governor, out lining a program that he felt was 
constructive and that would accomplish, with the neces~ary safeguards, 
and the proper safeguards, an effective merger. Let me summarize those 
very quickly. 

The first condition was that .there be a reconstructed Port 
of Portland, embracing the metropolitan district, with suitable provisions 
to include Columbia ana Clatsop Counties at an a ppropriate time, as well 
as the authority to }:''1:'-Cicinate i !"l and. be part of a bi -~ -r:. ate authori ty. 
The second condition was that the Cc:mmission of nine be continued--and I 
am speaking of the Port of Fortln..."'!d Commission--with pro:portional 
representation based on populaticn or t ax base, or a combination of these 
f actors, and that Portland's re~resentation be by a~poi.~tment or 
s e l ection by the City. The third condition was that there be bonding 
authority to provide ade~uate- funds for the program, and this to be 
suppl ied for the metropolitan area during the initial phases of the 
consolidation . 

The l etter also suggested a method of procedure t hat directed 
the negotiating committee to endeavor to formulate a program and :prepare 
legislation. It also · suggested that if there were issues that the 
committee coul d not agree upon, that those issues be submitted to the 
Governor a.~d the Mayor for,resoluticn. 

There were other conditions that were procedural, that I will 
not enumerate . 

On November 24, the Governor ~ent a letter to the then President 
of t he Port of Portland, transmitting the substance of the Mayor's 
suggestions, and with the statement, "I heartily endorse these suggest i ons." 
This was mid-November . 

In mid-Ja.~uary, the Port advised the Dock Commission that it 
had appointed its re?resentatives, that it chose, rather than two members, 
a team of three members from the Port Ccm:nission, plus their legal c ounsel. 

On January 23, the first meeting of the en1ari:ed negotiating 
committee, a.~d without representatives from the De~artroent or Transportat i on, 
was held . At that time, the Port outl ined a progra..'n for consolidation 
W1der t he existing statute , with the Governor to be the sole a.~d exc lus ive 
appoint ing author ity, three Dock Commissioners to be appointed on the 
basis of a handshake between the Governor and the Mayor, unt il such t ime 
as the Leg i s l ature had act ed , a.~d the legislative program to be 
considered and worked out follcwing the consolidation. 

The Dock Com!!liss ion' s r esponse was the response that I have 
outlined i n the Mayor's l etter. It was suggested that,following those 
discussions, or part of thos e d is cussions , that there was an impasse on 
some of the bas ic issues . the ~ri~~ry issue being whether or not this 
consol idation took effect before there were legislative safegu~rds , and 
before the conditicns that had been spec ified were mer..~ er afr..erwards . At 
t hat t ime, it was su~gested by the Dock Commission represen~atives that 
this point be sutmitted back to the Gover nor and t o the Mayor for resolut i on 
and ins t ructions . 



MR. KELL: (CONTD) 
The Port: ; s response to that was that they were a completely 

autonomous a11d inde:;r~ndent body ; once appointed, that they had the sole 

re::;ponsibility for determinin~ and deciding en the prO£ram of ccnsolidation, 

and that they would not be willing to follow that instruction. 

On tee point of representation, the Port advised that it had not 

yet reached a consensus as far as the Commission was concerned, a.~d a second 

meeting was suggested. That meeting was held on February 23. The same 

impasse that developed in the first meeting continued into that meetin~. 

The one new factor of significance, as fur as the Dock Commission was concerned, 

that was developed at that r:.ee-cing was the knowledge, or the informat ion that 

none of the .Port's bond f unds from its presently authorized $2,000,000 of 

general obligatio~ t:cr:is that rr.uy be issul:!d each yeoi.r without a vote, could 

be used. for docks;whn.rves, or maritime con:merce, wi 1.h the consequc!lce thnt if a 

merger were effected, under existing law that the existing bonding 

capacity or authority for capital improvements could not be used for 

maritiffie facilities . 
It was suggested by the Dock Commission at thut time that an 

impasse had been reached. and that the rcs~€ctive ccmmissions should state 

their differences, refer them back to their appointin~ authorities for further 

instructions . Tnere was a reo_uest on -i;he pa.rt of the Port that further 

meetings be held, and that was acceded to. 
Approximately a week before March 13, we were advised t hat a joint 

meeting had been called, to be attended by the Mayor, the Governor , the Dock 

Commissioners, and the Port of Portland Conmissioners . We were also advised 

t hat that meeting was 'to be in the na.ture of an ex-panded negotiation or 

discussicn, or executive session . Members of the Counci l were present at 

t hat meeting . , 
I wi l l net go into the details of the discussions that developed 

there, except to state that it was our uI1derstanding that the Governor 

i ndicated- -and this with reference to an expanded district, to a metropolito.n 

district, not to si~ply a consolida-cicn of the exi::;ting district- - that he 

was agreeable to representation based on population, whJch would i:;:iean that 

the City appointmen~s would be four, the Gubernatorial appointments would be 

f our, and thP. nL'1th appointment would ·oe a ,joint appointment., until such time 

a s the population shift gave it to the outside of Portland, or to the Gover nor. 

There was also agreement , as we understood it, that the City 

would have the right t o select its re~resentaticn, and further, w~en it was 

evident that there was an impasse on the timing, or the method of this merger , 

that i t was the suggestion of the Governor that both measures be put on the 

ballot--and then, el.most as an aside, although we had been told that this 

was t he timing that they preferred, we were advi sed that the Port had i t s 

measure,submitting its ballot ~roposal~prepared, and would adopt it t he 

foll ow ing Monday . (7his was a Friday afternoon . ) 
We r espectfully submit that the City's posit ion in th is r egard 

has been cooperative, has been straightfo~Nard, and ha5 been cons i stent . We 

bel ieve that the Port's haste in putting this measure on the ballot l eaves 

no alternative bu"t c,nat tte City should st:i.te its :positicn to the voters now, 

s o that the voters have an onportuniGy to dec ide~ and indeed, to indicate the i r 

pre f erences, or to wake their dec ision with "the r·acts ; and th i s , as we 

understood it , was the Governor's sugges"t;ion . 



MR. KELL: (CONTD) 
As Mr. CCL'k has indicated, this involve:> one most important 

single City activity, as far as the economic wellbeing of the City is 
concerned. We feel it should not be dealt with otherwise th!1n wHh 
full advice to the voters cf the Council position at this time, o.nd an 
opportunity given to the voters to ~.ake their choice, or to jndicate 

. their preference. 
The second point that I wish to cover: the legal counsel for 

the Port of Portland has recent ly stated that i.'l his judgment, the 1963 
legislative expansion 0f the boundaries of the Port of Portland to include 
the eastern one-third of Multno:rr.ah County was unconstitutional; furth~r. 
that either the Co:r.missicners of the Port of Portlci.nd should be elected, 
or the tax levyi.."lg power of the Port should be aIJ?roved by the voters, or 
otherwise, the Port's fiscal program was u."'lconstituticnal. 

&rmit me to read very briefly a p:!.!'\: of the oral argument in 
c onnection with the ccnstit.utionality of the Tri-Met district in the 
Hoerner's Market case. L'1 that case, Mr . Jo'.ln V.osser a?peared as a friend 
of the court, and on behalf of business interests in the tri-county e.rr>s. : 
and during the discussion, there were 1;wo colloauies between Judp;e Langtry 
and Mr. Mosser, that I think _need to be made ~bundantly cleo.r, and need 
to be emphasized. I will read briefly : 

"Judge Langtry: Would you then think that the action under 
Chapter 124 of the Laws of 1963 , expanding the Port of Portland, wa.s 
unconstitutional? 

"Mosser: I voted against it on that ground . 
"Judge Langtry: You mean in the Legislature, or as a voter in 

Multnomah County? 
"Mosser: In the Legi:::ln.ture. It was never submitted to the people . " 
Further on, and in a further discussicn of the s~~e point, this 

dialogue took pl ace : Jt:.di;e Langtry saiQ.: 
"I take it that if this Act had provided for the creation of the 

district and three cou."1.ties in tf:e Act i tself"--c...Y!d he was refer:ri.'l'ltr, to the 
Tri-Met Act-- "and then provided for the ap~oi."1.tment of the Commissioners by 
the Governor, that you nonetheless consider all the rest of the Act 
unconstitutional? 

"Mosser: Yes . I would . 
"Judge Langtry : The laws of 1963, Chapter 124 says : 'There 

hereby is created a Fort of Portland with boundaries that are coterminus 
with the boundaries of Multnomah County.' 

"Mosser: It h~s never been challen~ed, Your Honor . I think 
there a.re questions aff ecting the Port that should be decided. I think, 
however, this is the important thin~ to stress, perhaps, that it is quite 
possible that if the court should ccnsider the Port, and should consider 
that it was bad on the same grounds we are saying that s ome of Tri-Met's 
powers are bad ; that it could easily say, 'Legislature, you must provide 
for an election of these officials~'or that the future taxes of the Port 
cannot be levied exce:pt by a vote of the peO?le." 

What is the si~if:.cance of these constitutional challenges? 
First, that the Port ' s taxation. beyond 1963, h3s been P..nd is ille~al: 
secondly , that the gco.:zraph ical boundaries or the Port at this tine a!"'e 
not known, be cause 1;he PorL. . s'ta.rt:ing in 1891 1 and with several ex:oansions 
of boundaries, has always been affecl;ed by le rr islative action, and never 
by voter action. Third, ttat the Port as presently structured does not have 
the power to levy taxes or issue general oblii;a.tion bonds : a.nd fourth, that 
the Legislature does not have the -co-,1er to create a me~ro Fon district , or to 
provide it wi th the fina.~cial resources necessary to do the job to nrovide 
the facilities for the metropolitan commerce of the .Fcrtland area. 



MR. KELL: ( COi'rTD) 
We ask these questions : 
Is it not presum:ptuous to usk the City of Portland to turn over 

its property to a Port d.Ls"trict that :nay be illet;al? Further. is it 
respons ible stewardship to press for a.'1 administrative ccnsolidation without 
first resolving legal problems and seeking the advice and consent of the 
Legislature, if the Port is the creature of 2.Ild responsible to the Oregon 
Legis lature, not to t he Governor? 

The Dock Ccrnmission favors consolidation; b•1t it feels strongly 
that this must be done in a responsible and de liberate fashion, e.nd after 
there has been a determination of the legality of the Furt as est~blished ; 

that after the Legislature has created a true metropolitan agency, 1-1ith local 
selection of Co:mnissicners, and this has been insured by havi.~g been written 
into the legislatjon; a~d ln.stly, tha.~ thsre is n.de!'JU.3.te financ ing fer 
the maritime facilities of the .Portland area . 

These are the two points, Members of the Council, that I have 
been asked to cover. Mr. Ed Whelan, also a member of the Dock Comr;iission, 
will cover the ri_uesticn of representation . If there are any questions, I will 
be glad to answer them. 

¥.u\YOR SCHRillfJ\ : 
Are there questions of Mr. Ke ll? 

COMMISSIONER JVANCIE : 
Mr . Mayor, I would like to ask Mr. Kell, as of this moment, could 

you recap what you think the Governor's position is? 

MR. KELL: 
It was our u.,.'1.derstandirn:;, in reverse, ba.Bed on the March 13 

meeting : No . l, that he agreed wi-ch representation b::i.sed en :po:ru1a-cion ; 
selection of the Portland representativESby the Por~ln.nd Ci~y Council or 
l'/,a.yor; and lastly, since t!lere was a..'1 ir.:rpa.sse en the method. of accomplishing 
it, t hat both agencies should proceed with a submission of their respective 
programs to the voters. 

MAYOR SCHRlTNK : 
Are there other questions of Mr . Kell? 

COMMISSIONER ANDERSON: 
If these two measures were "tO go on the ballot and both were 

to pass, would it reauire, then, a.."1 act of the Legislature in order for 
the cons olidat ion to take place? 

MR. KELL: 
It would be my belief and understanding that this would be the 

case; that, in effect, the City's measure would specify the conditions under 
which t he City Council was a~-thorized to turn over the Dock Ccnmrissicn 
property a.'1.d activities to a Port. The Port's action is not bilateral 
action. It does not ccrupel or direct the City Council to respond to it 
or act in connection with it. 

COMMISSIO:NER IVANCIE: 
Mr. Mayor, at our meetL."lg with the G<Jvernor some time back, a point 

was made, I believe, about the trend, at least, of sc~e of the maj or areas 
on the West Coast c cncerni...~g por"t authorities and dock facilities. I wcnder 
if Mr. Kell would cite if he has any knowledge of recent trends in this respect. 



MR. KELL: 
Mr . Commissioner, Portla.'ld is the only Port on the West Coast 

that has a State Port agency functioning. li.11 of the other ports are 
local agencies, i."l the sense that they are directed by Ccmmissioners 
either appointed locally or elected locally. For ai:.,proximately 75 
years , the Fort of Sa..'1 Francisco was a State agency ; that was cha."lged . 
during the l ast year. The :t-Ort of San Francisco is now a l ocal agency, 
is no l onger a. State e.gency. So that leaves Portland as t he only area 
with a City Port agency on t he West Coast. 

M.l\YOR SCHRUNK : 
Mr . Kell, following throl.lf',h on Cormnis sioner Anderson's thought, 

it would be entirely possible thn.t, based on Mr. Mosser 's theory, the 
Legislature might suggest an e l ection in the parts of Clackamas or 
Washington County, to establish their tax base and t o fol l cw through on a 
meaningful merger . 

MR. KELL: 
Mr . Mayor, I think that the suggest1.on goes further than that, 

that on his theory, there would need to be either voter approval of tax 
levying power throughout the- Port . i.'1cludi."lg Multnomah County and the City 
of Portland, and possibly the election of Commissioners from the entire area. 

COMMISSIONER MC CR.EADY: 
Mr. Mayor, also, do you anticipate legislative need to enable 

the Port to eXJlend moneys for docks and maritirrefacilities? 

MR. KELL: 
This is where you get the breakdown, or different theories of 

the legality of this type of operation. I f the Legisla~ure has the pcwer-­
and it is my personal belief t hat they do have t he pa~er- -~hen i~ could 
provide adequate financ i..'1.g for the maritime facilities, indeed, all of 
the facil ities of the e:-cp3.nded Port. If the Mosser theory is correct, 
this cannot be done by the Legislature; it has to be done by the voters. 

MAYOR SCHRUNI< : 
Are there other questions? A short recess has been requested. 

At this time, Council recessed for five minutes. 
At the termination of the recess, the follmring Counc il Members 

were present: Mayor Schrunk, presiding; and Commissioners Anderson, 
Grayson, Ivancie, and Mccready, 5. 

MAYOR SCHRUNK: 
The Chair recognizes Mr. Ed Whelan; Dock Commissioner. 

MR. ED WHEIAN, COMMISSION OF PUBLIC DOCKS : 
Mr. Mayor; Members of the Council: 
I am here today in my capacity as a member of t~e Commission of 

Public Docks. I want to addres s my con:ments specifically t o one portion of 
the recommendation to the voters, and that has to do with proportional 
representation. 



.MR. WHELAN; (CONTD ) 
I think U1at the taxpayers of the City of Portland have had too 

many bad experiences with the Oregon Legislature to risk turning over to 
them, carte -bla."1che, all of the physical properties of the Crnr..rnission of 
Public Docks, without having some safeguards built into the authority of 
the Council at some later date to effect tlle con3olidation. I have specific 
reference to three poLits. I can think of many others, but I th:ink these 
three are probably the m0st evident and the ones most current jn your minds . 

One is the mntter of school financing, where the taxpayers in 
School District No. 1, which fairly closely parallels the bet.mdarie::; of the 
City of F'Ortland, have for mn.ny years -pl0<,.;ed untold millions of Fortland tax 
dollars into the school districts in the eastern part of Multnomah County, 
under the guise of County eq_ualization. I ca."1 recall that in years past, 
when Mr. I~lcl".'li.'1, L::.t:: ~)resent General J.:'.:l.."1a.ger or' t~1e ?.:irt of f\:)rt.land, was a 
legislative representat ive for School District no. 1, this was one of the 
problems confronting him, when to do away with this, so that the School 
District could ~ctually spend the funds within the district that it collected, 
rather than transferring them on. 

In 1933, there was a gas tax rebate statute ~assed in Oregon, 
providing that all of the cities in the State of Oregon would get cne cent a 
gallon for every gallon of gas sold in those :particular com;:rrunities--with the 
exception of the Cit~r of Portland, which got 66-2/3 of one cent. Down through 
the 30 years it took to correct that, ho& many millions of dollars were lost 
to the taxpayers in the City of Portland? 

In 1963, we were successful in getting a formula worked out, that if 
within five years, .Portland would be en :parity in 1963, we :picked up abcut 
$460,000 of additional revenue; and you only have to reflect closer to hc,ne. 
What's been done to ~he tax:-wa.yers in the City of Portland by the Corr.missioners 
in the County of .Multnomah on the use of revenues that come to them frcm the 
State, through t~~ actions of the Oregon Legislature? All you have to do 
is drive out any of our east-west streets :L11sid.e the corporate limits of 
the City of Portl.9....11d, and immediately upcn coming to the boundary between 
treCity and the Cow.1ty! you go from a two- lane road~ at best, to a four-lane, 
practically sup-;;r-hi.i:;hway. This has been money t .r2at should have been snent 
on a County-wide basis, but ~as been used for the exclusive relief of people 
outside of the corporate limits of the City of Portland . 

So I think the City Council would be remiss :L11 its res~onsibilities 
to the taxpayers of the City of Portla..~d if they didn't insist on 
proportional representation as a contingency, because too often, when control 
of local govern.~ents escapes the local taxpayer, it is difficult at a State 
level to make corrections. It takes years :L.11 some cases, and sometimes 
correction never is forthcoming, and I th:L.7lk this is a small item to rec_uest, 
that legislative implementation of a merger be contingent upon the things 
outlined in your yroposal to the :people. After all, it isn't ,just the taxpayer 
in the City of Portland, or fer that matter , in Multnomah Col.lllty; but it is 
the taxpayer in the entir: State of Oregon that benefits a.s a result of the 
maritime conunerce that is carried on as one of the activities of your 
Comrnissicn of PJ.blic Docks. I think, above all, thei r f1.mding, their 
continuation, is :pa:r2.rrlou.11~ to any merger, and I k.11.:;w that it is not the most 
glamorous tYJle of w...L"'.lici:p,s.l operation, but nevertheless~ it is one that 
certainly provides a lot of T-a:.r roll and a lot cf good residual economic 
factors in this ccrw.. ... runity and State; and with that, Ladies and Gentlemen, I 
conclude. 

MAYOR SCHRUNK: 
Thank you, Mr. Whelan. Are there questions of Mr. Whelan? 



GEORGE SHAVER, EXECUTIVE VICE-PRES., S~lAVER TRANSPORTATION 
co.: 
Your Honor; Members of the Council: 
I appear before you today as the Vice-Cba:Lrman of the Portland 

Maritime Conunittee. I wish to r P.ad a statement by the Chn.irman of 
that Committee, Mr. Archie T. Davis: (Read) 

M.Y name is Archie T. Davis . I am Vice-President of 
Transpacific Transportation Company, agent for a nu::iber of steamship 
lines which call Fortla.."1d . I 0..':1 a member of the Ports Division, Oregon 
State Department of 'J.rans:portaticn, and Chairman of the Portland Maritime 
Committee, a group o~ waterfront industry leaders which has formulated a 
position en this matter before the Cou.."lcil. 

I speak today for myself and for that Committee. The Committee 
has held only one meet :in;:i; . It carJ1ot speak for the entire waterfront 
because there has not been t:i.me for the Cc:r.mittee consensus to be carr ied 
back to the several orgn.nizations rP.!Jresented at that meeting . 

That in itself is a problem that di~~m::i.ys us . We know that the 
Dock Com.lJlission and the Fort Commission have had. several discussio:i.s over 
the past several months, but never was the maritime industry consulted. 
The Port of Portland's proposal for an administrative merger was done 
without discussing the matter with the i.~dustry most vitally affected . 

Our Committee in principle is in favor of consolidation of the two 
agencies, but to us, consolidation must be mutually adva.~tageous. It must 
be a broad-based restructuring of a new Port cf Fortln.nd, with <J.deauate 
financial capability to properly protect and develop the area's shipping . 

In our view·, the Deck Cclrnlission is underfinanced, although the 
citizens of .Portland have been generous in approving bond authorizat i ons 
to upgrade the City' s dock facilities. 

The Port of l'ortlund has :put its :priorities o:-i airport 
expans i on and industrial development ~t River[Sate, both highly desi!'able 
projects for the Portland area. However , we seriously questicn whetr.er 
the Port of F-ortland has the f'in:lncial ability to fin;:i.."1ce wha-c we understand 
to be a $100,000,000 airport expans i on pr ogram and a $50,000,000 Riverga.te 
industrial developnent program, and have sur'ficient funds in addition to 
do the job the Dock Ccffi:nissicn has been doing in providing docks and 
other f acilities for the use of mari time ccmmerce. 

We believe that an administrative consolidation will accomplish 
nothing. Although the ~rt of Port l and has the authority to issue 
$2,000,000 annually in general obligat ion bends without the vote of the 
people, that money, by law, cannot be used for the construction of docks 
and wharves. 

Remember that the seaport of Portland provides more than 15,000 
harbor dependent jobs with an annual payroll of more than $115 , 000 , 000. 
Another 17,000 jobs are secondarily related t o world trade. This economic 
benefit to the community must be protected . 

Again, our group is not opposed to consolidation . We see merit in 
a bigger, stronger, better financed organization with the responsibility to 
see to it that Portlo..nd stays compe-citive as a sea"[:Jort. But if that new 
organization cannot yrovide a base broad enou.g;h to provide funds for 
vitally required ex:c-'.1.o"lsion t o keep ~-9.ce wi th the ever demanding reauirements 
of rapid technolo~icul changes in cargo movement, we see no purpose in 
shuffling adminis-crative :raper. We cannot permit; the as sets of the City's 
Commission of Public Decks to be used for purposes other than maritime 
conunerce. 

'. 'I 



MR. SFAVER: (COTITD) 
Therefore, ue strO:lf-lY urc:e this Council to make sure that in 

any consolidation procrarn, the interests of the City und of the seaport 
community of Portland be protected by proper safeguards. 

Thank you. (2nd Read) 

.VAYOR SCHRlJlfK: 
Tha.."lk you, and I wish ue;ain, you would conve;)' to the membership 

that it would be my iI1tenticn and desir2--I '"!iCTYressed that to the Governor 
in an open meetin~ t hat he held with the Port and Dock--I sr:.id it was my 
obligat i on to take any proposal to the indus""Gry, and H:aKe sure also that 
there were adeauo.te safeguards. The time element, as I explained earlier, 
hasn't made t hat possible, a.>J.d I unfortunate l y have no"t had a chance to t<1lk 
with either the labor or~2..nizations concerned or management . I would 
have pre-rc:rre1 that t·re would have been able to 13et togc:-cher with scme"Ghing 
on the fall ballot , that everybody could i:ave been i.'l'lvolved in, and everybody 
could support . 

MR . SHAVER: 
Thank you. I appreciate your concern . 

MAYOR SCHRlmK: 
Are there questions of Hr . Shaver? Thank you, Sir . 

FRED HUNTS INGER, FF.ES IDET'IT, FORTI.AND LONGSHOREMEN' S UNION : 
Mr . Mayor; Cou.."1cil M"'moers: 
I reside at 10503 NE Skid:::ore, outside of the City Lii"Ilits, ·cut 

within the reach of the Port of Po!'tland . I rise here to oppose the merger , 
or the proposed consolida'ticn; in fact, I think that the correct wording 
should have been car~iei tb.rou~h--and the wordjng was used at the be;inning 
of this hearing ; the ',rord wus , ''takeover." It is cur opinion that ""Gha."C is 
exactly what the effort is on the r ,rt of Po:r~l.c:..nd, to take over the 
physical and financial assets of the Cc:ri:nission of Public Docks. 

We oppos e the ~erger en morn.l . political, e.nd fina.."1cial gr~unds: 
morally, because of the efforts en the ?o:rt of Portland i:o gain this n:erc;er. 
They have indicated tlnt there is no reason for the City t o drag its feet, 
that they have the authori'ty to mere,e . ani then we will go to 'the Legislature, 
and we will talk a.bout making it legal . What they are as king for is for 
t he Port of Portland a."'1d the Corr.mission of Puolic Docks to engae;=in an 
illi cit relationship, and get the marriage license later, and we don't think 
t hat anybody in the Ci-cy of Portla.11d should have to take a. look at the 
Commis sion of Public Docks and vieH them living in sin. 

In the past, there have been many time s when the Commission of 
Public Docks and the Longshoremen's Union have been at loggerheads , but 
t here 's an old say L11g in the labor mmrement- -with all due res:;;ect to the 
l adies present --that they may be S.B's., but they are ours; and we are a part 
of that family, and this is no longer a family figh't. Nryw, there i s an 
outside agency that is picking on one of our brothers or sisters, and when 
they do that, they are in a fi ght ~i~h us . 

The relationship of the Ccm;mission of Public Docks to this con:munity 
and to the City of Portla."1d is a well-establi.sl:ed fact . Tbe ma.in !'ea.son 
that the CoTlll!liss i on of I'ublic Docks has been more active in the recen~ "._".Alst 
i s because of a lack of interest in the business c ommunity, and possibly a 
l a ck of facilities . 

/2. 



MR. HlJNTs:n:GER: (cmrrn) 
The series of takeovers by the Portland Port--that is, 

t heir series of efforts to take ovcr--have not exactJy been common 
knowledge, and you see a little sa_uib in the })8,per once :in a while~ 
that somebody sn.ys that the Port of Portland is talking to the Corr.mission 
of Public Docks, and what they are doing is just attempted a so-called 
Madison Avenue effort to ccnvince the public in this re~ion, the tri­
county region, and the citizens of Portland, that they fare really "gocd 
guys," and all that they want is a benefit for the citizens of this 
community--and I dcn't blame them. I don't blame them a bit . Here's 
the Commission of Public Docks; it's a 60-year-old lady, and she's got a 
little money, and she's got a lot of responsibilities that she carries out . 
She husbands her money, and her stewardship of the money that's been 
presented to her by the citizer.s of this co::-rnu.."lity crui:1ot be auc.sticned. 
She's got a potential cf car.:nercial enterprise here that is unlimited. 

Now, this I~rt of Portland--this is kind of an allegorical 
statement- - comes along a."la says, r:Here's a 60-year-old spinster . She's a 
litt l e bit fat; never been married--and I haven't been very successful 
in my enterprises, and I need a bocst. I need a shot in the arm, and the 
only way I can get it is by the citizens of this City present ing me with 
a dowry"--and that's what they want . 

Now , they don ' t want the citizens then to ha:-.re anything further 
to say about the :progress of the docks of the City of Portl~d . They say, 
"This is a takeover . I wa."lt to absorb you, and I will hn.ndle all your 
money for you, und you will have no more worries . !! 

Now! the :proposed ordinallce, I don't questicn the gocd fait h 
effort on the part of the Council in proposing this ordinance, but it i s 
not a good defense against this kind cf an activity. The best defense 
against this activity is to ask the Port, "Would you merF_;e with the 
Commission, if you really mean to do s.ome good for the citizens of this 
COmrm.h"l i ty and to get -.;hem a good re~urn on their tax dollar, cu1d to brj.ng 
bus i ness into this area?" If you really mean it, then t:he crdina..""lce should 
say t hat it is not a me rger or a consolidation, b'ut that the Commission 
of Public Docks take over "the facilities and the financ i al enterpr ises of 
the Port of Fort l o.nd- -yes, and even the i r debts, and, boy, they 've got 
:plenty of them. 

I haven ' t noticed any effort to make the Commis s i on of Public 
Docks a surviving body; i t' s been the Port that wants to be t he survi ving 
body, and I thL'lk that we could recognize that kind of an a"ttitude . 

In r e l at i on to the history of the Fcrt of Port l o.nd--the Port of 
Portland is a pr etty old i.nsti.tuticn, a l so- -as a matter of fact, i f my 
memory serves me, it's an older body than the Commiss i on of Publ i c Docks ; 
and they should be wiser. They shouldn 't suffer f r om t he l ack of fisca l 
responsibility . 

The I-Ort ballot measure--whi ch I haven 't seen , but have heard 
allusion to-- in my opinion i s unconstitut i onal. I haven ' t heard of i t 
being approved by the Attorney General of the State of Oregon f or a ballot 
measure for a State body. The Fort's proposal i ndicates to me a vast 
number of democ·rat ic processes in relat i on to the e l ectioneer ing which appears 
on t heir proposal , that the voter takes into the booth with him, a.nd he 
reads the propaganda in order t o get him t o make a determination at t he 
time he marks his bal lot . 
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MR. HUNTSilrGER: (C ONTD ) 
I have noticr~d a number of c o~mnent s--not jn this hearing, but 

in re l ation to s ome e;dmustive studies that have been done by the Fbrt of 
Portland that would indicate t hat this is a proper thing for the citizens 
of this ccimnunity and the Legislature of this State to take into accou.'1t ; 
and I would like to knc-.-1 , what .has been the result of these exhaust ive 
studies, and why should the Port have to spend money on a ballot and use 
the citizens' money to yirint these things up, when they have already said, 
and publicly, that they really dcn't need this; they can do it, arzyway-­
but they are giving the public a cha..11ce to reaffirm what they should do . 
That's what they want to do--and also a little propaganda move to insert 
on the ballot, t aking advantage of the fact that the r~rt of Portland and 
the Commission of Public Docks do sound somewhat synonomous to the average 
pers on . They want to merge n~N , and legislate later. 

I notice that in ttc recent past there has been a TV commercial, 
I would call it--and in the old d3.ys of radio, it mi ght have been a.ll right ; 
but I don't t hjn k it c:cnvinced any of the citizens of this conununity . I 
notice that it didn't convince any cf the c itizens d~Nnriver that they should 
become a part of this s.mal garnated body . I haven't noticed from the 
editorials in some of the papers in Southwest Washington , tbat they are happy 
about the suggestion cf a bi-state authority . I dcn't think they like i t , 
and I think that, if the Council would just make a little effort to 
reconsider this proposed ballot measure, that one of the best things they 
could do for the commu.'1ii;y, to use a colloquialism, is "to dump it" , and 
j ust forget the whole thing, as far as the legislation . 

But there is!l 't any reason why tne Commission of Public Docks 
can 't be exJ"a.'1ded. That 's something thQt belongs to r-0rtland, and every 
time that the Commission of Public Docks has asked the voters of this City 
to support a bend measure, to finance deve1opnen~ on the docks, they have 
gained an overwhemi."'lg m::i..jority, and the reascn they have gained t!::at over ­
whelming ma.jority is because 'they don't ccme up here and ask for more mo!ley 
t han they think they Deed~ and they don't £;0 out and sn.u'.u1der it. They take 
the cit izens' money; they SF.end it wisely, and they i nvest the money that 
they don 't use, so the citizens actually get reore of a r eturn on the i r te.x 
dol lar; and I don't see anything wrong with that . I think that 's a hell 
of a good idea , and I certainly wish tr1at more governmental a gencies would 
pract ice that theory; they would save the taxpayers a lot of money and 
gain more f a i th . 

New , what's happened? Somebody threw a fox in the henhouse; and 
while all the hens are down at this end daN-n here, they are squawking a..11d 
clatterL"1g, and trying to get up on the roost, to get away from this fox. 
Their feathers are flying, and the fox is sitting there, licking his chops-­
but he'd better not lick them too long , because those chickens are going to 
get wise. He might get one of them, but the rest of them can pick his eyes 
out, and he will be lucky to get out of that henhouse a.l ive. 

That is actually the situation, a..."1d t he defensive measure that appears 
here--with all due respect to the Council, a defensive measure is not enough . 
You don ' t need that ordfr1ance or that proposal. Throw it out, and brin,g in 
something that the citizens of the City of Port la.~d can adopt in confidence, 
to expand the Commissicn of Public Docks, ex:-..,and their authority . There isn' t 
anything 'H'rong wi th that. }laybe you should arra."1.ge for a tax base for the 
Commission of Public ~oc ks t hat 's more r ealistic t o t he needs of the Port . 
All this can be done . You don't h~ve t;O go c; o the Legislature for tha~, and 
I don't think that you si1ould fear asking the citizens of this City for t hat, 
either, becat:.se I know that you could get it . 

'~ 



MR • .HmiTS TIWER : ( C CNTD ) 
In t he :pust., the Longshoremen ' s Union lias su.p::ported the 

Commission ' s eff orts in relation to bond issues, ~..nd we are just as 
prepared to adv'.l...".lce a ce.m·cn.ign to defeat a:ny ldml of a :program 
to give the voters a cr.mcc to vote en nothin!!,. 

Has anybody suc:gested durinr; all this discuss i on that the 
Connnissioners of this :proposed consolidn.tion be elected? Eobody bas 
s uggested that . They ~.;e..nt to repres-:;:tt the c itizens , but they 1.;e.nt t o 
represent them by appointment, and the Conmission of Iublic Docks is the 
on l y appointive body that I run acqua ~i.nted with tnat I do not ccnsid.er 
r eprehensibl e, because they are governed by a Cm:i.:nissicn, and they a.re 
f ulfilling their responsibility to the citizens of this comrnunity . 

I don ' t think we .should end u::p with nine Co:mmissicner s to 
operate a s o-called consolidat.ed Port~ just t o prove th:i.t Parkinson 1 s 
tbeorics are ccrr~ct . :Lt's ,:::o:._ng to :.a}:e them "ten yea~s to reso1v2 their 
administrative prcble~ . The time h:i.s ccme, I t hin:;., to wake up this 
so- called sleeping deg , expa'1d t he COJ"'Jll_i..ssion 1 s au"thority· e.nd 
r esponsibility, and t o c ontinue this effort to revi\'e t:'1e waterfront . 
The waterfront is one of the ::uin eccncrnic arteries :L'l this area, n.nd if 
Portland can afford t o continue this activity , Portl!lnd c a..'"1 afford. t o 
provide jobs, profits and ec onomic advantage to this ~,.;hole tri - count~r area . 
You a re doing i t n o-w , and it r.asn ' t cost you a hec k of a lot of m~tiey . 

As a matte r of fact , i t' s r.~de a lot of money . Every ~€rs on that is 
related to the water front , whether he l ives out i n the so-called bedroom 
count i es , or where ver te lives , i f he is buying a house, the money tnat 
he spends en that house i s financed thrc:igh a ta.'1k whose office is rifht 
here i n Port l and . Ca..'1 you shew me a busi."1ess enter!'rise of c.rq co:-isermence 
that doesn't have thei r offices r ight here ? They ~re dcpe<ldent uncn this 
City and this ccrr:munity , and I hope th::i.t i f t hey are related t o the 
waterf rcnt, that they are rn:iki:ng money ; but I wc:..nt th,;:n to rcakc ncre . 
It' s selfish, reall y , I su:p?ose . I J.i:i-:e the 10:1~shcremen to rr.3.ke more 
money, too . I a!l1 not exactly provi.."1cial, a."ld I den 't have strictl:r a 
pa roch ial attitude tc:·rn.rd. tl:L'lgs . I thi.:!k that the r:::!ltfre a r ea ccn b'?.:!nefit, 
and th en the City can say ~ 1'Look; we have ma.de this 'ber:e f it f or you . ~·le 
have he l:r:~d t o create the se jo::is and t.his o~:portl:ni-v:1 for cont i :med 
economic expans ion . " ::<:>.ybe t hen you c a..ri start t alking about scme kir..d 
of a met rcpolitan gover r.mental effort; but don't put the cart be f ore t he 
horse. 

I think anot~er thing t hat s~ould be done , t oo- - there 's been 
a lot of discussion here about t he effect and the effcrts of sc;ne 
legislative repres e:ntaT. i ves . I t h ink i t might be a good idea. if s o::r:e 
of our few legi sla tive r e pre sentatives--in cludi ng the ICHU' s --wculd rr.aKe 
some kind of an effort to get the name of the Port o:t' Portland changed . 
I don't want it to be changed to any of t he n ames I have suggested so far, 
but it should be cnan~ed to r efl ect exact ly what i ts fu.'1cticn is--a harbor 
authority , or a rivergate author i t y, or some such t h ing . 

When I wrote riy o:iiginal notes, I didn' t o.ntici:pa.t e the ::presence 
of the so-ca lled o:p::pos it i on , but I am goin; to ask these a_ues t ions , 3.n .. 'rway , 
becaus e I th ink they are very. r eleva.".lt --and of ccur::;e, the first a;.~ ·=st.i o::J. 

answers i tse lf: is "tl".e Pert of F~rtlc..nd here todJ,v t. o evP....n0e lize i:h0ir 
effor t? Do they wi :}h to avoid anv public encoun:ter? Why do ttey :r:e :;d. a 
ballot n:easure i f the i r a uthority i s a s great a s they c laim'? ~·friat is the 
need for the a~rarent hurry by the L'"Jrt cf F0rt l a..-i.d. and what is tte 0:2..1.S ic 
date of the middle of Jtu--ie? Wi ll t:-.e Fort of Fort lanci turn i nto a :p1Jinpt~:L'1 

on that date ? ro t t.ev have a pressing fina..":.cic..1 obJ.i :--o.'.;1c.'1 \·':-:ic!1 eu.st be 
reduced by tha t t ime , and tnere is not; s uf fic ient r"u ... :is on hc.nd.? 



1'ffi. HU1ITS INGER: ( C8.NTD) 
We would l:i.ke to know, and we believe that they should have an 

opportunity to answer these ~uestions, and express their vie'.vpoint to 
this Council and to the other representatives present. 

Thank you very much. 

MAYOR SCHRUNl\: 
Thank you, Mr . Hur:tsingcr. 
Unless there are other speakers from the Commission, I will be 

happy to recognize the Chairman of the Port. 

DONALD G. DRAKE, PRESIDENT, PORT OF PORTLAND COMMISSION: 
Mr . l"..ayor; Members of the City Coill'lcil: 
I a:p:prechte tbe o;:rportu.11ity t.o a:ppeari.'1g before ycu today to 

present the views of the Fort of Portland Ccmr:J.issicn upon the important 
Charter Areendment which you are proposing . 

We were some..;hai; surpised to hear that the .M9.yor has a written 
communication from the Governor agreeing to the t:hrce restricticns in :your 
ordinance. Mr. Kell's listing of correspondence over.looked all that 
transpired follc:·dng the Kovember letter. I would lH:e to read a l etter, 
dated December 22, 1969, frcm the Governor to Mr. Robert B. Wilson, ·.;ho 
was then President of' our Commission . A copy of this letter was sent to 
~,ayor Schrunk: (Read) 

I was delighted to receive your letter of December 11. I }:now 
that ~ayor Schrunk will be equally pleased to learn of your Ccmrnission's 
full support of "the :policy ob.jective of consolidating the Commission of 

Public Docks ['.J1d the Po:ct cf 1-urtland . 
I am also pleased that you are designatinG Commissioners to begin 

meeting at an early da~e with Comnrissicners frcm the Co~mission of ?~blic 
Docks. I hope, as a matter of fact, tn~t steps to inplement this decision 
have already been taken . 

Because of the importance that I attach to this propcsal, which 
I know Mayor Schrunk shares, I'm sure that the joint ccmmittee will re:mn.in 
in close touch with us, yar-ciculs.rly if any issues arise which should 
have Mayor Schru."lK' s a'ttention and mine . 

In my opiliio:i, the fir::;t ob,iective is the consolidation of the 
Port of Portland a."ld the Cc:nrnissicn of Public Decks. If t~is cn.i1 be done 
administratively wit:" the necessary ena.blin~ measure on the r.:.ay ballot, so 
much the better . This would fulfill the thrust of my administration, which 
has been to encourage strong and effective relationships between state and 
l ocal government, a.."ld the further obligation to exercise full executive 
responsibility. 

The second step would be the necessary legislative authority to 
expand the boundaries of the restructured Port of rortland to include 
Clackamas and ~ashington Counties. Implicit would be an adequate tax base 
with the requisite procedures to insure voter support. 

At that point, ccnsideraticn should be given to a further 
extension of the port boundaries to include the d~~-:'lriver port areas . I 
fi rmly believe that this woul d ennance the develo:p:r.cnt of the Lower Colti-nbia. 
As you knc-<i, this should be correlated with the State Fcrts C:)::nnission, ·..rho 

have the legislatively assigned responcibility for statewide !Jl:ll'J1ing and 
coordin3.t ion of Oregon's port sys'tcm, as we 11 as with the Forts of St . 
He l ens and Astoria and i.~terested citizens . (End Read) 
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MR • DRAKE : ( C O:ITD ) 
Since 1891, the Pert Commission has been strivinp, to help 

Portland fulfill its natural destiny as a great trading center serving 

the people of Portland. , tr1e State of Oregon, and the entire Columbia 

Basin area. This is our fi..:nction. Thj_s is our assir::nruent. 

Today, we face increasirn;ly complex "tranc;portation problems . 

Trading patterns are rapidly changing ; ccmpetiticn from other port areas 

is becoming more and more intense . FDrtland must meei:; t :iese challenge s or 

e l se fall to a seco~d-class s~ai:;u3 . This we Cru:h"10t permit , not only from 

a c ivic pride standpoil!~, but fro:n sheer economic necessity. 

From m.::;.ny studies that have been lll3.de over the year3, and from 

our own research, it has become apparen~ that we must have a unified port 

agency to meet the c om~eti"t ive challenges and the technological changes 

so rapidly beL"'lg forc ed upcn UG. 'l'his is why so m3.n,y leaders in 1-"Drt;land 

and els ewr.ere i11 the S~at,e nave ccme "LO t,he conclus.:.c~1 that; now is the t i.:ne-­

now, after more thu.n 50 years of sporadic effort - -now , to meet the demands 

of today und to:norrow--a consolidation of the Port and the Dock Commiss i on 

should be accc~plished. 
This is why ti1e Port, after discussions with members 01~ the 

Dock Commi s sion and the City Cou..~cil , decided to respond to these needs 

by acting under the Port's authorized legislation by asking the Port 1 s 

voters to appr ove a .Fort - Dock consolida-r;icn . 
We were hopeful that the City CoiZlcil and the Dock Ccmmission 

would see these same present and future chall enges to Portland ' s pos i t i on 

and r equest similar ari:proval from City voters -r;o authorize the Counci l t o 

a rrange an orderly ana logical c o~oination of these agenc ies into a 

strong, responsible a.~d progressive sin;le voice to carr y ?ortl~nd forward . 

The Port Com.."llission has carer'ully reviewed the amendment, t o --cne 

City Charter proposed by "t he Council today . Uli'crt unately, t his proposed 

amendment does little. if a~ything , to advance the possibility oi a 

consolidation of the Commission of Public Decks with i:;he Fort of :?ortland . 

The restrictive ccnditions which are :proposed will, i f adopted by this 

Council , only serve to eir'ectively kill t. he strc:i.;ly supponed Port - .Ccck 

consolidation and will ha.."!lper Fort la.."'ld. 's ei':fcns to be a truly great port . 

We are extremely disappointed ~::at the C01..iJ1cil has seen fit to 

pr opose thes e restrictive conditions to the Charter Arrend..T.ent t o be 

submitted to the vc~ers . If this i s submitted as it stands, you must 

realize that i t is 1~ot in tne best interests or' our combined co.11s"Lituency . 

Let me make c lear tha"t what the Port i s seeking on cehalf of 

all of Port l and, the metropol i tan area, and the State as a whole , is t o 

combine a loca l maritime government al agency wit h a broader-ba~e r eg i onal 

gover nmenta l agency with grea:ter str ength and resources to serve the 

public. This i s wna"t a Port -Doc~ consolidat i on would acc ompli sh . No 

per son or entit y would be gi ving up a single thing . Instead , everyone 

would be gaining by combining our r esources , streni:rch, and ener gies . 

We a r e s imply suggesting that the City s ubmit to the voters a 

mea sure which gi ·1es the City Council permis sion t o ccnsol i date as soon as 

the neces sary arrangement s can be finalized to the mutual satisfact ion of 

the Port a.~d Dock Co~im.issicns and City CoUJ~c il . Tne City voters can reiy 

upon the r esponsi ble £..cticn of the City Counc il to see that all ar ra."1gements 

are directed toward tne goal or' a.~ ef1'ic ient, r esponsible Fort agency . 

Let us look for a mment at the three ccnditions you propos e as 

(a ), (b), and (c) in the Charter Amendment. 
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MR. DRAKE : ( C CN'l'D ) 
The Council proposes in (a) that there be no consolidation imtil 

the boundaries of the Port are enlarged to include all or substantially all 
of the Greater Portla.."ld ~'.etropolitan area. l'/e feel ;rou should not insist 
upon this unless you are merely t rying to delay a consolidation. Any 
delay, we feel, will hinder I'ortland 's ability to develop a fully 
competitive multi-purpose port. 

What you are proposing will require action by the Oregon Legislature, 
which cannot come earlier than 1971, and perhaps even later. It could also 
require approval by the voters of the areas to be included in the expanded 
Port. The request for such approval would probably be submitted at some 
future primary or general election, delaying any action until 1972 at the 
earliest, and as with the lei<;islative action, perhaps even later. 

We do not feel f'crtl:.::d cG.n uff·::>rd such a c.elay . Ir. ciue co~rse, 
the Port 's boundaries should be extended, and we have so stated. But we 
should not sacrifice the i::mnediate 1.)enefits of t his consolido.tion . 

The first logical step is to consolidate the Fort and Dock 
Commission under existing legislation. We should get started as soon as 
possible with the i.rul11ense task ahEad of us aJJ.d later expand the r-ort 's 
boundaries in the metrouolita."1 area as we can ex-cand the benefits to these areas. 

Turning now to your proposed restriction (b) on representation of 
Port Commissioners in the consolidated agency, again we urge you not to 
include this in your submission to the City voters, as it will only provide 
a convenient obstacle to achieving progress . 

Again, ~e are conride~t that respcnsible consideration by the 
Council will provide a satisfactory soluticn to j.nsuring tha~ the interests 
of the City are protec~ed. After all, the present Pert Commissioners all 
live or work in the City. The advancing of the interests of the City, 
region and State a!'e .just as important to every person in this room, whether 
he is appointed by a GOvernor, appointed. by a Hayer, elected by the people, 
or lives or works he:?"e. 

We ca.n.."lot te concerned over :petty po-v1er politics when we are 
presented with such grave issues. L~t 1 s get on with the job before us and 
rise above such technical obstacles. 

Lastly, let me talk about the third restriction (c), relating to 
financing. T~e Port has proven by its record that it operates on a sound 
financial and bus:iriess basis . Tl:e money en"trus"ted to it by the public is 
wisely invested in public ]:ro.jects tr.at will contribute greatly to the well­
being of the citizens of this area fer ~.3.ny, many years. 

We have heard some c_uestion expressed by the City and its Dock 
Commissioners of the interest and capabilities of the Port in maritime affairs. 
I would like to read from our letter to the }.~yor and Council of !·~arch 

25, 1970: (Read) 
To assist the City Council in its deliberations regarding 

consolidation, I am enclosing a copy of the ballot measure resolution 
adopted by the Fort of Portland Co!Illllission. cur measure, with expected 
approval, will authorize us "tO proceed with Fort-Dock consolidation tmder 
existing legislation and mutual agreement with the City. 

We sincerely believe tnat a similar measure authoriziru;?; the City 
to proceed with consolida"ticn ~der the same terms is in "the best interes"ts 
of our combined ccnstituency. We feel any O';her course, resul"ting in 
restrictive conditions, will only serve to further delay the benefits which 
consolidation will bring to the City. 



MR. DRAKE: (C~ITD) 
With both the f 1:)rt and the City armed with a cimi1ar 

mandate from the voters, we are confident the mecha."li.cs of consolida­
t:i.on cn.n be agreed U3)on, and that continuity of lead.crshi:p and 
dedication to the activities of both the Port a.~d the Dock can be 
provided. 

To further indicate our desire to be of service to the 
Council, the Port will be happy to hold a.."l informal briefing for the 
Mtt.yor, Council a..l"ld Dock Commissioners. At that tiJ.ne we can explain in 
detail the Por"t's go:i.ls, com:nitment to Portland's comr.:ierce and trade 
development and financ:ial capabilities. 

The Port Commission is prepared to conduct this briefing at 
your earliest convenience . Please let us knew if we can be of help, and 
i f so, when you would like to arrange a meeting. (End Read) 

we stronc-Jy urr:e that before ~ction CiJ. T.111.:> :proJ:osed ChaTter 
Amendment is taken, the City Council a tend our suggested jojnt briefL~g , 
which we feel would clarify both the Port's a..7ld Dock's finz..""cial 

· position . We have always :felt tho.t such a fina.ncin.l briefing would_ 
clearl y show that a consolidated or;::a."lizaticn wou1d h:i.ve e.decuate 
f inancing to develop a sound progressive progre.m to meet Portland' s 
mari time, aviation and industrial needs . Eut, been.use we have not had 
t he opportlll'lity to make this presentation to you a.~d the Deck Cow..~issioners, 
I would l ike to comment on some of the remarks that have been mad2 . 

Some statemen~s have been made about cur comnitment to provide 
Portland with modern adequate airport facilities at Portland International 
Airport. This is a program of sucn magnitude that it will re~ufre over 
$100,000,0CO. Yet our plar1 is that no part of this c0nstr,;.cticn will be 
f inanced with tax dollars or general obligation oonds . Our consultations 
with the users of the ai2":9ort and investment banking houses confirm that 
t hese air facilities can be financed from the revi::nues to be generated 
at t he airport. 

Another excitinJ?; program of the Port is the industrial complex 
known as Riverr,ate . Here will rise factories, wnrehcuses. distributicn 
centers, and related business~ projected to :provide 25,0CO .io::>s witnin 
t he next 20 years. The plar.ning for Rivergate was initiated, as you y,na~ , 
by a study jointly sponsored by the City, the Cou.'1tY and the Port. By 
proceeding 0n a logical develop:ient proc-r<.l..Ill, we ant.ici:pate no financ in~ 
probl ems and l i ttle or no additional commitment of the Port' s taxing or 
bonding authority . 

Other are3.S of the Port, at Swan Island and the tanker basin. 
f or exampl e, are plar;I'led to produce resources for gener al port develo~ment . 

All of this could have been shovm to you in detail~ bad there 
been an opportunity for the inforJ:r~l oriefL'!1g we suggested. I cite this 
s ummary only to confirm to you that there is no need for you to L~sert 
r estriction (c) in your :?reposed Char~er Amendment . We are surprised to 
see t his restriction. We asstnned that it was well t.nown that the Port has 
similar but broader taxing and ba.,ding authorit y than the Ccrmni ssion of 
Public Docks, in addition to siITTlii'ic<l.Ilt profits on its operating ftmctions . 

We be lieve there is adeauate financ ing available for tne :pro;;ram 
that best meets Portland's needs , no1; only j_n -::.he areas where t.he Por-c of 
Portland is now servin~ the public, but also in the waterfront ur ea, -.. .r:r..ich 
i s t he responsibility of the Dock Commission. 

We at;ain r e-peat our offer to hold such a. briefing . We pledge our 
effor t s t o do everythL'1Q; we can to assist in bringing abou'V th i s much­
needed consol idation. 



MR. DRAKE : ( COriTD) 
In r egard to the stat ement in your proposed aillcndment concerning 

Dock employes, t he Port wishes to emphas i ze our f ull support in pr otecting 
employes of both orgeniza.t i ons upon cons ol i dat i on . We agree wi th the City 
that th is is a vit~l ccnsiderat i on in di scussing the merger. 

Over t he year s , we have been abl e t o acc ompl i sh a great deal through 
the spirit of cooper at i r.n ; but today 's transport at ) on :picture is r apidly 
becoming t oo complex, n.:nd tl1e competitive pres sures tco intense for us 
to cont inue the l uxury of two organizat ions wit h s i!!lilar goals. A strong , 
dedicated , consolidated Por t -Dock Commis s ion is absolutel y es sentia l to 
ma inta i n ing Por t l and's position as a commercia l center in competiti on with 
Seattle and other coastal ports. 

Let us ,joi.."'1t l y l end ever y effort to the accomplishment of this 
g oa l. Let us not t i e \.<p c; se City's ab i l i ty to a ct 'cy having a Charter 
Amendment full of r es"trictive conditions . We be lieve t he City voters have 
faith in the j udgment of t he City Coimci l and will give t he Co1mcil 
unrestricted authority t o enter int o agreements the Chy feels will best 
advance the interests of all the citizens. 

Thank you. 

MAYOR SCHRUNK: 
Mr. Drake, it would appear from your comments that you are a 

State agency. Do you dis agr ee with s ome of the speeches that President 
Nixon has been making, about making government nea rer to the :rieople, more 
responsive; and t he Governor's r eorganizat ion program, where he set up 14 
administrative distr icts? You have recently told me t ha"t you are not 
responsible to the Governor; he will cnly appoint you, and then you have to 
answer only to the State Legislature. 

MR. DRAKE: 
We are a municipal corporation, .Mr. Mayor, yes. OUr boundaries 

are Multnomah County. 

MAYOR SCHRlJWi<: 
Do you disagree with the theory of possibly representation 

appointed by local jurisdictions direct ly involved, or by election of the people? 

MR. DRAKE: 
Not necessarily. I really think that is a matter that the 

Legislature has to decide upon. I think we f eel that the Commission system, 
with its function in this State, at least tochte, has been good, and we 
support that. 

MAYOR SCHRUNK: 
But the thrust of the Legislature, they passed 497; they :passed 

the Tri-Met. The feder al government encouraged, and we ,joined CMG, with 
local controls. I just don't a_uite i.mderstand. your theory. I certainly 
respect your opinion, but I would haYe :preferred tha~ we had had more ti.ree, 
too; but when you rushed in and :;iut a measure en. the Council cannot act 
unless we have the approval of the people of Portl:ind. It's part of our 
Charter, as I have told you a."1.d your :pecnle; so the people of Pcrtle.."ld ciust 
speak. As I told y ou and t he Governor and those gathered at that meeting , 
we must build in reasonable, not ar bitrary safeguards, to protect the maritime 
commerce, and this shotsun wedding won't do that. I submit that respectfully 
to you. 
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}.ffi. DRAKE: 
I think, given the time to fully brief you, that you 

really won't be concerned. 

MAYOR SCiffiu"";~K : 

I hope, o.s I expressed to you :!=Jersonally very recently, th1t 
joint commit.tees will contL11ue to meet, to explo:ce all theze problems 
that answers have ~ot been forthcoming on, and to r esolve scme of th8se 
:problems, so that we can go tot.he Legis l ature with a measure that your 
body, the Com.:nission 0f Public Docks, the Governor 1 s office, and the 
City Council can support, and I feel very strongly that the Legislature 
would be very reccpti ve to that t;y])e of legisJ aticn ; ;it would be quite 
refreshing to them t o see four bodies come in t ogether. 

c c1.~rrssro:;sR i\.NDERS on : 
Don, if both these measures pass--and I would guess, if both 

of them go on the ballot, a."1d both of ttem have the 11uest ion asked: 
"Do you favor consolidation of the Fort and Dock?"--ycu are l ikely to see 
that on the ballot--my guess is that the Council will pass this measure 
today--what will the Fort 's positicn be in re .;a::rd to the kinds of issues 
that have been raised by the Cota1cil? Specificallv, wil l the Port support 
or oppose the e~ansicn into Clac kamas and Washington County, as one 
question; and the other one is, wh~t will the Fort's ~osition be in regard 
to :proportional representaticn or appointment by a local governing body? 

MR. DRAKE: 
Commissioner Andersen. we reall~· haven't examined that , as 

yet. We bad hoped that our appeal today would encourage you to relax 
these restrictions, so that we could go ahead and discuss these various 
items, and negotiate a mutually accep~able soluticn . 

COMMISSIOi'JER 1-\NDERSON: 
So the Port does not have a stand on the question of 

proportional representatic~? 

MR. DRAKE: 
Only thn.t we f eel it is basically sound that the appointments 

should be made all by one person, :preferably the Governor. 

C01'f.1ISSI01lER ANDERSON : 
You would favor the Governor appointing representatives, and 

would oppose a proportional representation coming out of local government? 

MR. DRAKE: 
No, no, because we feel that he should take into consideration 

praportional representation. 

COMMISSIOil'ER ANDERSON : 
But that the cr0vernor should appoint all the people on the 

governing body? 

MR. DRAKE: 
Correct. 

CCMM:IGSIC!'TZR AiIDS~SON : 
What abouc; the position in regard to expa..".l.sion into Clackamas 

and Washington County? 
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MR. DRAKE: 
As we have said, we are for it; it's ,just a matter of the timing. 

COMMISSIONER ANDERSON : 
So on that matter, if it were to come to the Legislature, you 

are supporting those expansicns into new area? 

MR. DRAKE: 
Yes. 

c OMMISS IOITER IVAirc IE: 
Mr. Mayor, I woul-:i like to ask a direct question. Mr. Drake, 

does the Governor's letter to Mr . Wilson--I think it was in December-­
supersec:.E his letter dated November 4 to the Mayor? 

MR. DRAKE: 
Yes. 

COMMISSIONER IVANCIB: 
I notice in the letter to Wilson, the Governor copies Mayor Schrtm.k, 

with a kind of simple little cover note; but I unierstand ~ayor Schru.~k's 
position was based very strongly on the fact that the Governor supported 
the City's conditions. Thi s was in November. Now, either the Governor 

has several letter writers in bis office, or he has a difficult time to 
keep track of his positions. 

Then the letter to Wilson supersedes the position in November? 

MR. DRAKE: 
That is our understanding. 

MAYOR SCHRUiIK: 
I would ask the Clerk to read into the record the Governor's 

letter to me, transmitting the letter to l-fr. Wilson. 

The Council Clerk read the following letter from Governor McCall, 

dated December 22, 1<?69 , to 1.-'.:ayor Schr'tl!1k: 
I am now in a positJion to affirmatively answer your very constructive 

letter of November 4. I mow you will be pleased teat Robert E. Wilson, 

President of the Port of F-ortland Ccirnrission, has written me t.hat they are 

fully prepared to move forHard to consolidate the Commission of Public 

Docks with the Port of Portland. 
A copy of Mr. Wilson's letter and my reply are enclosed. 

COMMISSIONER IVANCIE: 
Mr. Mayor, what is he reaffirming? 

MAYOR SCHRUNK: 
He is reaffirming the constructive letter of November 4. 

COMMISSIONER IV.AJ'iCIE: 
That doesn't seem to jibe with the letter he wrote to Wilson. 



MAYOR SCH."tiUNK: 
I have had. many discussions with the Governor. I realize 

t hat I have not always been in a~reement with aJl of his staff, but 
I believe the GovcrnoT sincerely wanted to move in the directicn that 
I had indicated, and he so stated in his earlier letter. He did not 
change that position in his letter of transmittal. 

COMMISSICXER IVANCIE : 
I noticed, in our meeting in the Wate!" Service Building, we 

had statements by the Governor that sup~or-ced the City's position, and 
then we had statements by a fella,; by the name of Weste~dahl, that seemed 
to take exce:Pticn to the Governor's ::posit;io:i . I t!1ink this Council has 
t o have their facts in this mo.tter, before we can make a proper 
jud.c;ment; but if ~!.r. Hestercici11 ho..s a :!2·0siticn on t his mat."tE:r, and the 
Governor has a position, I th:L.'1k we should know if they are at. variance 
wit h one another. He's a pretty important man in the State . 

COMMIS SIONER GRAYSON : 
Mr . ~,~ayor, I have l i stened ver.J attentive l y, a.nd regardl ess 

of the Governor ' s opinicn a."ld Mr. Westerdahl 's opinion, I believe, in 
your conversations with Hr . Drake , t hat this i s the author i ty; we are 
dealing with the author ity, and if that ' s t he way they want t o be dealt 
wit h, that's the way we a r e going to hn.ve t o deal. If the Governor has 
no direct authority over then, or Mr. Hesterdahl, why are we harping on 
the Governor and }!.r. Westerdahl? If tll.is authority i s i:;oL"1~ to a.ct on 
their O',m, and you indicated they are, thi s is the a.uthorit.y we nave t o 
deal with . We are gains back, whippin.i:; an old :!-1orse when we are talking 
a.bout the Governor a.."ld Mr . Westerdahl . If this is the way they want t o 
be dea l t with , I believe they have that authori ty . 

MAYOR SCHRlJ:'IX: 
I believe so . They have told me that they are an island unto 

themsel ves, a...'1.d tha"t they cnly can r e:por"t t o the Le.;islature, whereas 
the Dock Corr:mis s ion reuorts to my office, e.s ycu ';.tell knew , coordinates 
very closely anyt hi.."1g that hn.!Jpens. I would hate to see t hat t ype of 
relat i onshi p destroyed . 

MR. BORDEN Br"'X K, COM~SSIONER . FORT O}, FORTIAND: 
Mr. Mayor, could I be heard bri ef ly? 

MAYOR SCHRUNK : 
Yes. One of the Commissioners has a l uncheon engagement; 

but we wi ll be happy t o either hear ~he r est now , or t o r ecess unt il 
t he a~ernoon session. But I certai nly want to gi ve you and any of the 
other gentlemen here a.n opportunity to be heard. 

MR . BECK: 
I think I am the only one t hat want s to be heard. 

MAYOR SCE:RUIIX : 
FL~e . Cc.mmiss i oner Andersen, you might miss t he f irst course, b~'t 

we will try to get you there. 
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MR. BECK: 
.Mr. }.~ayor; Commissioners : 
I don't fully speak for everybody on the Commission, because 

they don't }mow what I ~ e;oing to say, but I ~hink that some thin~s should 
be cleared up, and I would like to express a few opinions that I think are 
worthy of consideration. 

First, to comment on a few remarks made by Ray Kell , I think 
that it should be clear to you, as I think it probably i.s, that ,John Mosser' s 
:participation in the Tri -Met lawsuit was for a client, n.nd not for the 
Port of Portla.."1.d . I think, if an~rbody reads the record of that case, they 
will find that Mosser and the people representing his clierits distinguished 
before the court between 'l'ri -Met and the Fbrt, as to authority a.nd let::ality. 
I think it :-;hould be pointed out that Mr . Ke 11 's office was on the other 
side of tt9.t la~-rsuit! and nm:. only strc~gly cc:lte!"lried for the l~faUt.y of 
Tri-Met, but presumably for the :rort, too; a...'1d re['.lly, it isn't :::·air to 
you to quote ou~ of ccntext a couple of lines from an oral argument . 
If you really want to find out what people said in that lawsuit, and what 
the court saj_d, I think the best thing would be to get the brief u.nd get 
the copy of the oral argument , and see the court's decision; and if you 
ho.ve questions as to what Mr . Mosser feels in his L"ldividual capacity, and 
what he feels as a lawyer, I think the thing to do wou1d be to talk "to him. 

The counsel of the Port has advised the Port that in their opinion, 
the Fort has no legal restrictions on the authority as given to it by the 
Legislature; but certainly, i f anybody feels t hat the P..Jrt, or any ot:1er 
governmental agency--the City; any governmental a,c;;ency--a.ct s illegally, 
or has restrictions on its powers, those questions shouJci. be raised befor e 
the coi.irt a.'1.d before the Legislature . That's j~t corr:ncnsense . 

There have been so.:ne remarks that the i.'Tiplication would be that 
the Fort and the Dock Commiss ion are fighting with one another, or that there 
is controversy, ~nd so en . I th:i.nk we all reco::mize th:i.s--and I think it 
should be Itade clear that we ere not f'ighti.11g with one another, that the 
Dock Commissicn and the F-ort of Pcrtla..J.d have bJth -;.1orked together for 
many years. When I say Dock Ccmmissicn, I really ~ean the City of Perr.land. 
They have worked together for man,y years; they have coopc:rar.ed. They have 
full confidence in their staffs . TI'.ey hn.ve two of the finest planni.-ig a.11d 
action agencies in the State of Oregon; everybody recognizes this. So I 
think t hat a:ny remark which indicates an,yth:L""lg to the contrary shouldn't pass by. 

Obviously, if this is a ''takeover " in an evil sense of the word , 
the City Council would never put this measure en ~his ballot, or any 
other ballot. So I th:Lik . if t here is any feeling on the :part of the 
Council, they certainly wouldn't even suggest this, under any condition. 

There was a question raised as to whether the Por~ had to go t o 
the voters. The Fort does have to go to the voters on any :proposed 
consolidation. It is re'J_ui r ed by law to do this , even though it says that 
it may cons olidate with the City of Fort l and or the Dock Co:mnissicn. It has 
to get voter approval of the Port district, which is every voter in 
Multnomah County, so that shouldn't be mistmderstood. 

What I really wanted to say to thi s frouo was to pose some 
alternatives that I thin .. % you are fa~ed with, and I don' t think we should 
mistmderstand what those alternatives are. 

There is no need to recite what has been recited by all of us, a.11d 
what has been recited in the !)8.pers, and the Gove-rnor, and everybody else: 
that t he cons olidation is , in all of cur opi.~ions, a good thing ; that there 
are advantages to be obtained , both economically e.:id ~cbrinistratively . Tl'..e re 
a.re advantarres t o be obtained for tje ree;ic:i as a "·"'!)le, ~'.)<; c::ily for tne 
people of Port l and a.rid t.iultnomah County , but also t,he metropolitan areas 



MR. BECK: ( CC17l'D) 
and the downriver areas, clear do-,m to t.he mouth of the Columbia. So 
this is a problem ttat affects all of this rec;ion, a.r.d, in fact, it's 
been pointed out to me -:.hat the Port of Portland. with its airport, 
and the Dock Commission, ·.-1ith its doci~s, tave a i:iuch broader 
constituency than even our own metropolita..'1 area. where we serve 
all of the Willamette Valley, we serve all of the Columbia River 
counties; a.'1d jn fact, guno.st all of the State benefits to a large 
extent, o.nd indirectly to a large extent, too , from the activi:ties of 
these two agencies. ive are not ;iust local aeencies; and something you 
se 11 that comes to the docks, somcbod,y dC'...mstute pays for it. In other 
words, I think that these two a.s;encies serve the broad interests of 
the State of Ore~on. 

/\.s f01r <>.s, h011 do you brir'...,g this about, t1:.2 ccnsolidation of 
the two agencies, t;1e P.:-.rt ca..."'l. only ;?'J.t before it::> voters a measure which 
would authc·rize it to n:~r~e, as provided by statute. It cannot impose 
conditions on its voters that the Legislature doe~ not e:ive it authority 
to impose. So the Fort put a measure en in respo-:J.::;e to a pretty stron; 
public der.la."ld, that consolidation start to nove i'crwa.rd. The PJrt put 
a measure on the ballet that said: " Da you, the voters of the Port 
d istrict, authorize the P:>rt to co!1solidate wi th the Dock Ccmmission? " 
and that's all it does . It does not b i nd the City; i t does not require 
t he City to do an~rthing. It does not bind the Legislature, if they 
want to change that; but this gets the ball in motion. 

If ther e 1-ms any ap?-arent haste, it was because the feeliniz; was 
that the time had come to start mO'iing forward, a.r..d the measure ~ad to 
get on the ballot by a certain date, or it wouldn ;t get on at all, until 
next November. E'..it it does not bind the City, whatever the Port voters do . 

Now, the City can do, it see!ns to me, three thi.ngs. You could 
either go en with <::. ruf;3.sure ident lcal ~o ours: a..nd I thi..'ik you will !lot 
do that. I thin}~ you have constituents that feel very strongly, as has 
been pointed out here. Th::v feel thn.t you should not F.[O on -;.Jith a rr.easure 
l ike ours, certainly n0t without more i.."lformaticn beins made available t.o 
you; a."ld if that is tte f eeling- -which I thirJ·: there is :probably a certai..'1 
j ustification for - -then ycu should not put a ballot measure on like that 
in May, or any tin1e, u..':.til you have had a chance to to.lk to i:.he Port, 
investigate its fir:.ances a,;d the lesality: talk to the ccnmunity ; 
l et the community tave an ~portunity to learn more about the opera t i on 
of b oth bodies . 

Another alternative you have is to :riut a ball ot measure on i."1. 
May, such as the one that is proposed now, wi th these restrictions. 
That could be done in May, or it could be done in November. There i s no 
mag ic about M ay-- ··and, in fact, if you were to wait to put this measure 
on unt i l Novemoer , it would give you more time t o think about it, and to 
t a l k to people, and to talk to the Governor, and talk to anybody you 
want, to s ee whether your concerns are valid concerns, or wnether you 
should be even more concerned than you are, or whether the measure might 
go on i n a differe!"lt forr1. It could still go o:i, because an.y measure you 
pass t hat isn't identical to ours, if t~ere a.re a...'1:r restrictio!1s on it .. 
ha s to go to the Le;islature, a."1.yway; so i·1'.ay is not the ~aic time; and I 
f e el-- I don ' t speak for anybody else on c,his --but I feel that a measure 
with t hese restrictic71s in it is ;:::oing to have very rou:;h sleddi..."lg before 
t he Legislature, because if you give the City of Portland direct re:i;resenta­
t ion , then you mus"G g ive Gresham, Park Rose, Lake Oswe§:::O, Ore:::;c·n City. 
Hillsboro~ Eeavertcn direct re:riresentation. :md -=;very otner ::-c,.:er!11'1enta l 
body- -Multnomah Cou...-:t.y, Clackamas county, Washingtcn County . 
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MR. BECK: ( CCNTD) 
So there a!'e some real problems to be worked out on that kind 

of a restriction, if i~ is one to serve your purposes wisely, and one which 
will also !Jass the Legislature . 

A third alternative--a.nd this is the one I re~lly want to 
suggest to you--is th:u:: you could put a ballot measure on which leaves 
some options available to you, cne ti:w.t could say, "We will go to the 
Legislature to do whatever we think is best, and whatev<::r the Legislature 
ca.n pass. If they wil:'.. pass one -chat we like, fine : if t.t!ey don't, fi."1e. n 

But it will leave the City Council flexible enow_;h so that, based on what 
the Legislature does, you can then decide whether to e;o forward and ask the 
voters of the City of Portla.~d to give you that authority to go forward or 
not, based on your decision. 

Mr. Ke ll r~:i.:.r ;;ay this is illci:;al; you ce.n 't de it--but I think, 
with some imagination, the City's le,zal staff could d1·a:;:"'t a measure that 
would give you the flexibility, so that if the Legislature does something 
that isn't in exact concurrence with what you are putting forward now, you 
still don't have to go back a second time to the voters on the proposed 
consolidation. 

So I would urge that you should try to draft a measure that leaves 
it open for you to be flexible, after the Legislature acts, so that you 
can still go ahead, and if the Legislature doesn't agree with you exactly, 
you still don't have your hands tied. 

Now, it would take time to draft such a measure. I would urge 
you to wait u.11til IJove::nber, and put it en in Novembr2r . You would still 
have to go to t he Legislature. You would still make you r presentation there. 
We would both be dcr.m. presumably agreeing on most thin~s, m.:1ybe disagreeing 
on some; but you would then be able to go forward or not, based en what the 
Legislature does, a.."'ld leave yourself' some negotia~ing room. 

At this time, Commissioner Anderson was excused from the Counci.l 
Chamber. 

COMMISSIOil'ER IV.Al'rcIB : 
Mr . Mayor, I would like to ask a question. Of c ourse, Mr . E-eck, 

you know it ta..~es two to tango. so to speak. I notice you mentio!1ed all 
the options that the City cf Portla.."'ld :;.:;i.s i..'l thi.s matter, and I }".new at 
this last meeting we had on a .joint basis , some of the officials alluded 
to, certain technical as~ects in this merger have to be cleared up~ ot.nerwise, 
the thrust is upcn us. and we should act. Some of these tecnnical asp€cts 
~quite basic, as you well k."lOW. If May is not a ru~ic month for Portland, 
why is it a magic month for the Port of Fort l and , as far as a ballot measure 
is concerned'l My point is this: wouldn't it be probably more logical t o 
consider the fact t:Oat the Port of Fortland. and tbe Dock Ccmmissicn, which 
is a department of the City 1 go to the Legislature on a .i oint basis and say, 
''We have worked out our differences; we have worked out. the :protecti on, as far 
as the financial situa-i;ion . We have worked out the pr~ortional representation 
question. In our ,jud?.,J:::ent , we think you should pass this legislation. " 

I am sure t!:at the Legis lature is not d2.:lciJ1g in the s-crcet to 
work out all these details, as far as Portland or this 'n:,..,..ediat.e area is 
concerned. I think it is L"'lcumbent on us to give some guidance . and we 
stress this fact of a local res?cnsibility, and I th:L""lk this would be proving 
this responsibility by going down there together on a .joint t:asis; 



COMMISSIONER IVANCIE: (CONTD ) 
but her e now, we are goini:; on with two dj_ffe:rent measures, and I 
think c onfus L:m rej p,ns, and why is the pressure fo r May or.. this for 
a ballot measure? We met with yciu on Friday, and MonO.ay, we had a 
ballot measure from yo1.l . er.: fore the voters of thi.:; Fort district. 

T'.1e 1uestion I want to ask you i s , would you support, or 
cons ider removing your measure i n ~-".ay and working further c-'l i t h t he 
Dock Commission~~d the Port f or eithe~ a f a l l ba l l ot mc3sure . or at l east 
a position t hat i s .j oint , before t he next session of the L-eg islature? 

MR. BECK: 
I would have to speak f or myself , obviously ; I don't k.na..r 

what everybody else on t he Ccmmi ssion feels. Let me take the advantages 
and the disadvantages. I t hink the advantage of put t i ng a ~allot measure 
on i n May in the Fort's f orm i s that this is a good testing eround a s to 
whether the voter s of t he area are in favor of consolidation as a 
general principle. 

COMMISSIONER IVANCIE: 
Didn't you say that the climate was this way now? 

MR. BECK: 
I think that a lot of the Feople in our area, the business 

people, the governmental people, feel this way; but a3 you people know 
better than I, t he cnips are daNn when you count the votes, and if the 
people of the City and Multnomah County do not favor com;olidat ion at all-­
and you heard some testimony today f rom at least one group t hnt is 
opposed to a ny consolidation at all--if the ma.iority of t he :!1eople in 
Multnomah Cou..~ty--and that means the City of Port land would probably be 
the same--then we would really ~ave some real obstac l es; you would not be 
justified, per haps, in goir~ forward at all. This would be a good 
opportunity to test the wind now. That doesn't bind the City , because 
the City is a different group; you have different responsibilities to 
your own constit uency . That would be one reason for going on in .r.!9.y, and 
I think it has an advantage to the City, as well as to ourselves and to 
the community generally, t ecause we talked a lot about it~ the newspapers 
have written about it; nos t people seem to be in favor of it; but the 
voters need a , chance ta speak on it. 

The second thfo.g is that by going in May, with;:;.t least one of 
the bodies starting forward, this is a first step. It has to be taken, 
sooner or later. If it is t aken now , t hat one is out of the way, and a 
lot of people who are pressing for both bodies to move ahead on this, would 
then see some constructive steps being taken to at least find out what the 
voters think . I f they say no, no; but at least, we have both gone ahead, 
with one of us start i ng out; and nobody is €oing to say t he City is 
dragging their heels because they don't put a measure on at the same time-­
or I will say this--I don't think you are dra~g ing your heels if you don't 
put on an identical measure, but I think that there are advantages of this 
measure, of the Port's going on in May, and the City putting one on in 
November. 

If the City were to say, ''We certainly want more time; we want 
to investigate t hi s more. Maybe there's a possibility of g iving ourselves a 
broader measure that wi l l ~ive us s ome flexibility after the Legislature 
meets, so our hands aren't tied, and then we will see what happens in the 
Legislature; because the yeople that are concerned about the Port will 
probably be down there, and things will happen in the Legislature." 
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MR. BECK: (CONT!)) 
At that point, the City could have its har.ds free to move ahead. 

Whether we would take our ballot measure off, I don't even knaw whether we 

can, legally . I don't know when your measure has to be passed. I don't 

know .;if you h:ive ano"ther week or two. 

COMMISSIONER IVArlCIE: 
Let's say, BordPn, that you can take your ballot measure off. 

Would you support taking your measure off, and getting into the study 

procedure tr.at's been alluded to for many months, and have a joint position 

before the Legislature? Would you support this? 

MR. BECK: 
Yes, I think I would before the Port Commission. I think I would 

say that if the City really wants to go forward, and if I thought thst the 

City wants t o get this job done --and I think you do want to get it done--and 

if I thought you want;ed to get it done in such a way that ycu could still be 

flexible afte r the Legislature mee"ts, take it off in :~.ay and put. them both 

·on in November--maybe we wculd end up with the same one, and we would be right 

back where we are now: bt..'t perhaps we can, with more time~ perhaps you .,,;ould 

decide to leave us the flexibility, and then go to the Le~islature, and then 

you wouldn't need a separate vote a:fter the Legislature." You could then 

proceed to act a:fter the Legislature had acted. If they satisfied you, 

fine; if they didn't, fine. 
You are also concerned--I think you should be concerned--about the 

representation on the combined body, a:fter they consolidate, and even if you 

were to deterCTine that you didn't warit to have long-run appoin~ive nositions 

on the combined body, you would certainly want to have members of the Dock 

Commission serve on the combined body for several years, to insure the 

continuity of ~olicy-ma~ing, and I think that that could be better protected, 

in my opinion, a:fter Ja..~uary, a.~d after tne L~gislature mee~s. Then. of 

course, you don't know· who ~he Governor is going to be ar'ter January; und 

these things, of course~ have been offered in public, i., private, all over the 

place, to provide continuity of membership for the Dock Commission on the 

combined body. 
It may be that if the City would like to ask the Fort to consider 

pulling theirs off and both of them going forward in November, that question 

could be asked a:fter you are through. I don'tthink · you have to act today on 

this. You have a little time, I believe. 

COMMISSIONER IVANCIE: 
Borden, my pain~ is this: you have been to the Legislature; all of 

us have been dawn there and testified. They are very busy people. It's a 

kind of a grab bag type of a~proach. I think when two public bcdies can go 

together on a joint basis, y~u are practically assured cf affirreative action 

out of the Legislature; but in one breath you are saying, "Let's work 

together," and in the other breath you are sayi."lg, "Let 's take one with the 

right foot and the other with the le:ft feat " : where one re::nains stationary 

and the other keeps on marching. I don't '1Uite follow your logic as far as 

procedure is concerned.. I ;;oul:i s;i:r ":,h~.t the bigges-.; advantage would 'be to 

move togetcer, rather "than a differential start. and I think this was wha~ the 

Governor alluded to in hi s letter and at the public ~eetin~. I would think 

that we should have our house pretty well in order when we go "GO ~ne 

Legislature, and I think we could almost guarantee affirmation. 
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MR. BECK: 
Let me ~ive you o.n exrunple. I think the Fort, for exa,,-nple, 

has always suprorted th~ inclusion of a broader Port district~ i.ncludin~ 

Clackamas and Washington CO\Ll'lties; but to say there will be no measure 

until t he voters of those areas a;ree t o join . is, I t~ink, not 

necessary, and in fact, b:id . If you go to the L"2gislature and ask for 

the authority to enl arge the district when those vo-cers agree--but if 

they don't agree :;he r'irst time it coir.es around., I den 't t hink that 

consolidation should be postponed because of that. If the Le~i~lature 

says it won't even cons~der enlarcing the boundaries by law--permit-cing it 

to be enlarged--then the City would oe unhappy; but if ~tey go ahead and 

say, "These a r eas can be ccns olid3.ted when the voters agree, " I don' t 

think the City should be L:':ndcuffed so that they ca."l 't proce 0 d with 

consolidation unt il 'the voters of Cla.c ke.lnas and Wash ington comrty vote 

to join. I don't think t hat is essential, and I think this kL"ld of 

restriction unduly ties your hands. 
I think t hat the wording of the procedural representation 

leaves a lot to be desired~ and I think that, if you kno# what you want 

in this regard, perhaps then, if you still have room to negotiate when 

the Legislature is throup;h, you will be able to decide, did they give you 

consideration? If you tie ~hem up before you get there, it's too late. 

COMMISSIONER IVA..~CIE: 

The track record is not a lways that wonderful in the Legislature. 

As Mr. Whelan ment i oned earlier, this City has suffered losses of millicns 

of dollars, from school fornr..llas and gas tax formulas, that we are .iust 

starting to overco::2e now : a."1d as you l-".now, in this last bit of le~islat ion 

in Salem, we r aised the question of representation on the Met ropolitan 

Service District. The City of Portland has one person on t hat District, 

and we have almost half the populat i on valuation. People say, •!Don't 

worry about t ha't. We can work that out ·later." Tl:at 's very noble, bu't 

we do represen-c the in-cerests of this City , a..~d this is why we are here. 

MR. BECK: 
But you don't have to go forward if it isn't satisfactory. I 

would like to poL"1t out, in r e sponse t o Ed \~~ela."1's remarks--and I agree 

wholeheartedly with him on the sc:iool and the kind of relationsh i::;::i the City 

has had with the do.-.rn-star,e Legislature. But on the other ~a."1d, you could 

point out that t~e Por~ of Portland is a creature of the Legislature . is a 

State agency, and I t hL"1k all of you would agree that the Port has done 

'!cry well, and that the Legislature has dcne very well by the Fort, and 

that this whole metropolitan area, including the City of Portland, has 

benefited by t his. So over all, and certainly in the school area, we go't 

short shrift, but in ttfo case of the Port of Portland, I thL"lk it's ,ju.st 

the reverse. 

COMMIS S ICNER GRJl.YSON: 
Mr. t·W.yor, the '1ay I feel about this thing is .just this: T 

believe you had requested on a cou~le of occasions t hat we take a f urther 

look and go on in November , ar, a couple of our meetings. This is nothing; 

new; this has been sugge sT,ed before, and I at the time t hought that was a good 

idea, and I appreciate wna't you are trying to do, trying to keep ~eace in 

the family--and you say there's no magic in May, and I don't believe there 

is, either. But as one Member of the Council--of course, I a.~ only going to 

be here another eight or nine months--I fee l I would be r emiss if I dicir. ' t 

support our Dock Con:miGsicn , righ't t o the letter, as far as I con . unless I 

find somethin~ wrong with them. They have done an excellent job, and I believe 

you would agree with that. 



MR. BECK: 
I agree; there's no question. 

COMMISSIONER GRAYSON: 
I kind of f eel--End I a?preciate Mr. Drake's position, that they 

offered to go over t heir fin1..'1cia1 status~ and their resources, and their 
position, and how they would proceed. We could do that. I just kind of 
feel that we are at an impasse. I think we could meet cri.til the cows come 
home--I mean, you people meeting with the Dock Co=mission. Let 's lay it 
on the table. If the City Council's attitude is they are going to support 
the Dock Commission, I think you people could meet with our Dock Corr.mission 
until the c0i·1s come heme~ and we would still have this impas se. 

So I don't kna..; where it's going -r;o go, but I think we might as 
well do s~ethini:; right today . You people have taken a sten; we should take 
the next one, and wnere in Gcd.' s name it's goi:ig t o wind u:p, I dc.n 't knew·; 
but we are going to have to proceed, because I don't think you are going to 
get anywhere with .just 1'!1Cre meetir~s. I have been to a number of them, and 
I think the Dock Com:nission has taKen a pretty firm stand, and I believe you 
people have got a pretty firm position, too,·on what you would J.ike to do, and 
I think we are .iust going to have to go ahead and let the chips fall where 
they may. No reflection on you--you are all busy people; so is the Dock 
Commission. I think you could continue these meetings from now until 
the cows come home, and you will be right here in November, and I don't 
think you are going ~o get any changes • 

.r.m. BECK: 
I would only say, try to keep your options open. 

COMMISSIONER GPAYSON: 
I have no•co.iect ions to continuing this to November, but I doubt 

that it would do a darn bit of good, and I think that's what you !Jeople of the 
Port had in mind when you put it on the ballot on Monday morning. 

~AYOR SCHRUNK: 
I did.~'t knew, Borden. if you had the Act available to you. 

Commissioner Ivancie e..sked that it be read. We purposely took out Multnomah, 
Clackamas, a.nd Washini;:ton Counties, and it reads that the boundaries of the 
Port of Fbrtland are enlarged to include the bo~~daries, all or substantially 
all of the greater Fortland Me'!;ropolitan Area in Oregon. Certainly, this 
has a high degree of flexibility, and this does not rr.ean that we are 
arbitrarily going to be bound. just because half of i-Jashington County agrees 
to come aboard, and most of Clackamas County does not. "Substantially" is 
a flexible word, in my vocabulary. It w011ld leave some discretion in the 
Council, should the Legislature act, and we will be able to then consider 
these on the merits. We have many good friends on the Dock Commission, and I 
hope they will cont inue to be. We work together closely on many thi.Iw;s. 
This office, as well as the City Council, has supported airline cases. all 
of these things that affect this economy. I have invited the participation 
of the International Trade Mission . The Port Commissioners, many of them have 
contributed materially~ inclt4din~ the present President. He was most helpful 
to me personally at Kobe, Japan, and other places. 
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MAYOR SCHRUNK : ( C:CNTD) 
I think that we h~ve to ~ave a measure on t he ballot , s ince 

you have, and I am recommending to the Council at t hi s t ime that we put 
the measure on that is nc;; befcre us --•·r~ uill fi le this Acf. and adopt 
the follc-..ting Resol ut.icn, to give the -people an apportion to vote on it. 
I cannot in good consc ience cccept -t he t.heory that I read i."'lt o yo-.rr 
comments just now , and Mr. Drake's , that f or n..'1 interim per iod the City 
of Portla.'ld will ::ave son::e r epr esent ation . I r ead aJ.s o tl:at t his will 
gradually be :phased out . He would beccne ,just anot.her State a isency, and as 
a represent o.t ive of the citizens of Por t land , I thb.k t hat I can do . no 
less tha....J. r eqt est. that we have ader.t:.ate r epresentat i on on a populat i on 
basis, whatever i. s the "DO"Culat. i on of' the distr i ct. I think manv of our 
neighbors, on 494 , t old-::~ that Port la.'ld should have repres ent at ion: CHAG 
has r eco;;nized t~.at, a..'1d I -:::;;el i eve the Legis l ature will see tl-:2 merit of 
keeping gove r nment a s near t o t he peo:ple as possible. So I recommend 
the adoption of the resolution. 

COMMISSIONER GRJ>..YSOi'l: 
One more man wants to be heard. 

COMMISSIONER IVANCIE: 
Your Honor, I wcnder if we could have a recess until two, and 

then vote on ~his question on a full Council basis. 

MR. FP.ANK Riln<ER, TAX SUPERVISING .AND CCNSERVATION COMMISSION: 
This will only take about three mi.~utes. 

~AYOR SCHRUNK: 
Fine. Are there any other speakers from the Port that wanted 

to be heard? (No o:=ie responded.) 

MR • RilnGR : 
Members of the City Council: 
I am a member of the Tax Supervising and Conservation Commission, 

and I have a letter f rc.:i our Chairrr".:lll~ Mr. John Al~stadt. (Read ) : 
In the interes~ of securi.'1g the economical expenditure of P'~blic 

ftmds to provide efficient and ec ono:nical ac.ministrat icn of goverr"""lient, the 
Tax Supervising and Conservation Con:mission has caref ully reviewed the 
proposed merge r of the Fort of Portland Commission and the Portland 
Commission of Public Doc:rn. This Con:mission is well acauainted with both 
the Dock Commission and the FOrt Commission O!?era~ions~ -having reviewed 
their budgets a.~d m.a.~agement ?ractices since our inception. 

It is our opinion t hat the proposed merger of these two well­
managed models of . localfovarnnent will be in the oest in~erest of the tax­
payers, both because of t he greater efficiency of the merged commissions 
and because the new commission will provide a structure for gra..tth that does 
not now exist. 

We have reviewed the ballot measure submitted by the Port of 
Portland, and approve it as written. 

~e believe t he t~yers will be best served if the City Council 
submits a ballot measure to ~he ~eople that will enable a simple merger of 
the two Com:nissions. (End Read) 

I~t's emphasize, we are not being critical in any way of the City 
Cotmcil, or their measure. However, we feel at th i s tine, t he ~uestion ofthe 
merger should be siz:cl ified f or t e e voters, and other facets negotia~ed, if 
the merger is approved. Than.~ you very much. 



COMMISSI01TER IVANCIE: 
Mr . Mayor, I would like to ask a question. Did the Tax 

Conservation Commission thoroughly study the City's position a.~d ballot measure? 

MR. RINKER: 
We held three meetings. 

COMMISSIONER IVANCIE: 
Did you get documentation from the City of Portla.~d on this proposal? 

MR. RilIBER: 
No, we did not talk to the City of Portland. 

COMMISSIO!l'E:R IV/IJICIE : 
How can you take a position, then, when you haven't discussed it 

with the City of Portland? 

MR. RmKER: 
Under our Charter. you realize, Mr. Iva.ncie, that we have the right 

to make recommendations to two governing bodies. 

COMMISSIONER IVANCIE: 
Yes, but you said. publicly here now , that you studied the Fort of 

Portland ballot measure and you su~~orc it~ but I notice in ycur statement, 
you didn't say anything about the City of Portland's ballot measure and its 
provisions. 

MR. RINKER: 
We say that we are not critical in any way of the City of Portland's 

measure or of the L~clusion of the three facets . ~..u- only recommendation, as 
the Commission, is that it should be simplifi ed for t he voters, and at this 
time voted on, whethe,r there should be a merger or should no't be a merger. 

COMMISSIONER IVANCIE: 
But you made your judgment on the basis ot~ studying the Port's 

proposal, but you did not have in your hands the City' s proposal? 

MR. RINKER: 
I have in my hands the City's proposal. 

COMMISSIONER IVANCIE: 
I meant, when you made your study. Did you call in members of the 

Dock Commission or the City Co'l.ll'lcil? 

MR. RmKER: 
We did not call in members of either of the Commissions. 

COMMISSIONER IV.AliCIE: 
Did you have the measure before you? 

MR. RilIBER: 
No, we did not have the measure the first time. We merely took 

up the merger. 

MAYOR SCHRUNK: 
Thank you, Sir . 



COMMISSIOIER MC CREADY: 
Mr. MJ.yor~ I would .just like to comment. I think that 

perhaps there mii:sht be wisdom in a test, but I think it would probably 
be a pretty hollow test, if we dcn't inc l ude these three basic points 
of is sue here in the City, s o I intend to vote for this. I would also 
be willing to reconsider it, should the Fort be able to remo·.re t heirs, 
because I t hink the test should be at the same tirne, whichever date, 
May or .November. 

!'A.AYOR SCIBtrnx: 
Fine; the record wil l so show. Is there further discussion? 

By tmanimous consent, the above Act was approved and ordered 
placed on file with the City Auditor . 

F.ESOLurION 

1251 Resolution No . 3o697 submitting to voters at special election 
on May 26, 1970, a..~ Act amending Article l ~ Chapter VI, of the city 
charter to permit consolidation of the Connnission of Public Docks with 
The Fort of Portland upon occurrence or certain condi tions, was introduced 
by Order of Council and read. 

The roll being called on the adoption of thi s resolut ion 
resulted in Yeas, Commis s i oners Grayson, Ivancie, Mccready, and Mayor 
Schrunk, 4; whereupon the resolution was declared adopted . 

The City Attorney was instructed to prepare the necessary 
ballot title. 



. 
DOCK COMMISSION, PORT OF PORTLAND CONSOLIDATION 

Consolidation of Portland Dock Commission and Port 

of Portland authorized when City Council, after public 

hearing, finds that consolidation is in best interests 

of City. Provisions for procedures and results of 

consolidation. 

..-



RESOLUTION NO. 
:30728 

WHEREAS the Port of Portland has previously placed 
upon the ballot to be voted upon by the electors at the 
general primary election to be held ~ay 26, 1970, a 
measure to authorize the Port of Portland to acquire 
properties of the City of Portland under the charge and 
control of the Commission of Public Docks of the City 
and assume the payment of all or any part of the bonds 
or other obligations of the City relating thereto, and 

WHEREAS the City of Portland by ordinance called a 
special municipal election to be held simultaneously with 
the primary election on May 26, 1970, and by Resolution 
No. 30697, adopted by the Council April 8, 1970, placed 
upon said special election ballot a charter amendmen t to 
authorize the consolidation of the Dock Commission 
functions with the Port of Portland whenever the Council 
determined that certain conditions were met, which condi­
tions included enlargement of boundaries of the Port cf 
Por tland , proportional representation on the Board of 
Commissioners by population and determination of adequate 
funding for maintenance and improvement of facilities and 
additional facilities for maritime commerce, and 

WHEREAS the two measures mentioned above appearing 
upon the same ballot but containing different provisions 
relating to consolidation of functions of the Dock 
Commission with the Port of Portland has resulted in some 
misunderstanding of the purposes of the two measures and 
may result in confusion to the voters, and 

WHEREAS ballots for s a id primary and special 
municipal election have already been printed so that the 
measures cannot be physically removed from the ballot, 
notwithstanding suggestions and t entative agreement that 
both measures should be removed from the vote on May 26, 
1970, but such purpose can be effectuated by rescission5 
of the resolutions by the Port of Portland and the City 
of Portland placing said matters on the ballot, together 
with directions to the Director of the Department of 
Records and Elections of Multnomah County, Oregon, that 
any vote thereon shall not be included in the official 
tally of votes cast thereon; and no canvass of the vote 
relating thereto shall be made by the City; now, therefore 
be it 

RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Portland, 
Oregon , that Resolution No. 30697, adopted by the Council 
Apr i l 8, 1970, be and the same hereby is rescinded upon 
formal action by the Port of Portland taking similar 



official action to remove from official consideration 

the vote upon its measure appearing on the nonpartisan 

election ballots within Multnomah County as Measure 9, 

to be voted upon by the electors on May 26, 1970, pro­

vided, however, that this resolution rescinding said 

Resolution No. 30697 shall be of no force and effect 
and said Resolution No. 30697 shall remain in full 
force and effect unimpaired by this resolution unless 

the Port of Portland first takes such official action; 
and be it further 

RESOLVED that upon the effectiveness of this 
resolution the Director of the Department of Records 
and Elections of Multnomah County shall be directed to 

make no official tally or certification of the votes 
cast on Measure No. 53 at the special municipal election 

held simultaneously with the primary election on May 26, 

1970; and be it further 

RESOLVED that the Auditor of the City of Portland 
is directed to send a certified copy of this resolution 

to the Director of the Department of Records and Elections 

of Multnomah County, Oregon. 

Adopted by the Council MAY 2 0 1970 · 

Order of Council 

'~ 5/15/70 



November 2, 1920, Dock-Port Merger on ballot 

City act provided expiration, January 1, 1923 

City Vote Yes, 30,955 

County Vote II 34,270 

Statewide vote 
"Initiative Petition" 

Yes, 80,493 

No, 25,869 

II 28,653 

No, 84,830 

Legislature of 1921 passed a law authorizing consolidation, 
but nothing done to effect it prior to January 1, 1923 



RESOLUTION NO. 

BE IT I~ESOLVED by the Council of the City of Portland, 
Oregon, that an Act entitled: 

"An Act to amend an Act of the Legislative Assembly 
of the State of Oregon entitled: 'An Act to 

-- incorporate the City of Po-rtland, Multnomah County, 
State of Oregon, and to provide a charter therefor, 
and to repeal all acts or parts of acts in conflict 
therewith,' approved by the Governor and filed in 
the office of the secretary of state January 23, 1903, 
as subsequently amended by said Legislative Assembly 
and by the people of the city of Portland from time 
to time, by inserting a new section in Article 1, 
Chapter VI of said charter relating to the Dock 
Commission so as to permit consolidation of the 
functions and property of the Commiss i on of Public 
Docks with The Port of Portland upon occurrence of 
certain conditions." · 

be and the same hereby is submitted to the legal voters 
of the City of Portland, Oregon, for their adoption or 
rejection at the ensuing special election to be held 
coincidentally with the general municipal election to be 
held in the City of Portland, in Multnomah~ Clackamas 
and Washington Counties, on the 3rd day of November, 
1970, under auth6rity of Section 2.04.110 of the Code 
of the City of Portland. Each voter who votes upon said 
proposed act shall vote "yes" or "no" in the space 
indicated for such vote upon the city ballot at said 
election. Said amendment hereby submitted reads as 
follows: 



AN ACT 

To amend an Act of the Legislative Assembly of the State of Oregon 
entitled: "An Act to incorporate the City of Portland, Viult­

nomah County, State of Oregon, and to provide a charter there­
for, and to repeal all acts or parts of acts in conflict there­
with," approved by the Governor and filed in the office of the 
secretary of state January 23, 1903, as subsequently amended 

__ _ by said Legislative Assembly and by the people of the city of 
Portland from time to time, by inserting a new section in 
Article 1, Chapter VI of said charter relating to the Dock 
Commission so as to permit consolidation of the functions and 
property of the Commission of Public Docks with The Port of 
Portland upon occurrence of certain conditions. 

BE IT ENACTED BY THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF PORTLAND, OREGON: 

Section 1. The Act of the Legislative Assembly of the State 
of Oregon entitled: '~n Act to incorporate the City of Portland, 
Multnomah County, State of Oregon, and to provde a charter therefor, 
and to repeal all acts or parts of acts in conflict therewith," 
approved by the Governor and filed in the office of the secretary 
of state January 23, 1903, as subsequently amended by said Legis­
lative Assembly and by the people of the city of Portland from time 
to time, hereby is amended by inserting a new Section 6-105 in Article 
1, Chapter VI of said charter, which Section shall read as follows: 

Section 6-105. CONSOLIDATION WITH THE PORT OF PORTLAND. 

The Council is authorized by ordinance to provide for consoli­
dation of the functions of the Commission of Public Docks with The 
Port of Portland, a municipal corporation of the State of Oregon, 
whenever the Council after public hearing finds that the follow ing 
have been provided in legislation enacted by the Legislative Assembly 
of the State of Oregon: (a) that the Board of Commissioners of The 
Port of Portland shall be elected on a proportional tiasis; or t~1at 

representation of members of the Board of Comrnissi.oners of The Port 
of Portland is required to be based upon population with population 
of city area computed separately from _the balance of the area of The 
Port of Portland, and that members of that Board representing the 
citizens of the City of Portland are to be selected by the Mayor 
with the approval of the Council for appointment by the Governor; 
or, alternatively, that the Governor appoint from time to time 
to a 9-member Board of Commissioners of The Port of Portland, 4 
commissioners selected by the Governor, 4 commissioners selected 
by the Mayor with approval by the City Council and one commis-



s ioner selected jointly by the Governor and the Mayor; 
(b) that The Port of Portland has authority to obtain 
adequate funcs to maintain and L~prove facilities and 
provide additional facilities necessary or appropriate 
to serve maritime commerce of the Portland area; and 
(c) that the boundaries of The Port of Portland are en­
larged to include all areas outside Multn omah County within 
the boundaries of the City of Portland. 

The consolidation ordinance shall specify the property 
to be transferred or conveyed by the City to The Port of 
Portland. Properties used for recreation purposes or other 
City purposes and property not under the direct control 
and administration of the Commission of Public Docks, shall 
not be included. Any bond proceeds or other funds ear­
marked for a particular purpose shall remain subject to 
that limitation of use. The consolidation ordinance shall 
also make appropriate provision for continued employment 
and the preservation of status, pension and other benefit 
rights of employes of the Commission of Public Docks after 
consolidation. 

The consolidation ordinance shall also specify the 
consideration for transfer and conveyance, and may set 
forth the procedures needed to implement the consolidation. 
If the consideration for the transfe r and conveyance is or 
includes assumption by The Port of Portland of all debts 
and obligations o~ the City relating to the properties 
and functions of the Commission of Public Docks, the Coun­
cil shall make no tax levy for principal or interest 
payments on outstanding bonded indeb tedness related to 
said properties or funds conveyed or transferred unless 
the Port of Portland fails to make payment when due. 
After consolidation, no levy of taxes shall be made for 
expenses of operation of the Commission of Public Docks, 
and the functions and duties of the said Commission shall 
terminate. Upon completion of the transfer and conveyance 
pursuant to the consolidation ordinance, the general 
police power and all other powers previously conferred 
by this charter upon the Commission of Public Docks shall 
revest in and be exercised by the Council. 



Adopted by the Council 

Order of Council 
MCR:tf/jw 9/11/70 

Auditor of the City of Portland 



September 17, 1970 

POSITION PAPER 
DOCK COMMISSION - PORT COMMISSION CONSOLIDATION 

1. The City Council will adopt and submit to the voters of 
the City of Portland the City Charter Amendment which is attached, 
when the Mayor and the Governor have in hand the undated resignations 
of all the Commission of Public Docks Commissioners and all of the 
Port of Portland Commissioners. 

2. The Governor and the Mayor, prior to the November 3 
General Election, will announce the names of the members of a new 
Port of Portland Commission, assuming a favorable vote on the City 
Charter Amendment and the Port of Portland Proposition. The 
Governor will name nine Commissioners, four of them selected 
by the Governor, four of them selected by the Mayor, and the ninth 
member jointly selected by the Governor and the Mayor. The Governor 
will formally appoint these Commissioners to the Port of Portland 
Commission when (a) all resignations have been accepted and (b) the 
City Council has authorized the consolidation. The appointments of 
the four Commissioners selected by the ~layor shall he for four-year 
terms. 

3. The new Port of Portland Commission shall formulate 
and submit to the 1971 session of the Oregon State legislature appropriate 
legislation affecting the . consolidated agency. The status quo covering 
representation on the new Port of Portland Commission shall continue 
until, or unless, the Legislature adopts modifying legislation. 

Cct t/ r 
~-- --

7 
""" Gov¢'nor Toil?McCal 1 

~~j)s/cL4' 
,~ or Terry D. Schrunk 
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AN ACT 

To amend an Act of the Legislative Assembly of the State 
of Oreg .. m entitled: "An Act to incorporate the City 
of Eortland, Multnomah County, State of Oregon, and 
to provide a charter therefor, and to repeal all 
acts or parts of acts in conflict therewith," 
approved by the Governor and filed in the office of 
the secretary of state January 23, 1903, as subsequently 
amended by said Legislative Assembly and by the 
people of the city of Portland from time to time, 
by inserting a new section in Article 1, Chapter VI 
of said charter relating to the Dock Commission so 
as to permit consolidation of the functions and 
property of the Commission of Public Docks with 
The Port of Portland when Council finds consolidation 
in best interests of the City. 

BE IT ENACTED BY TIIE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF PORTLAND, OREGON: 

Section 1. The Act of the Legislative Assembly of 
the State of Oregon entitled: "An Act to incorporate the 
City of Portland, Multnomah County, State of Oregon, and 
to provide a charter therefore, and to repeal all acts 
or parts of acts in conflict therewith," approved by the 
Governor and filed in the office of the secretary of 
state January 23, 1903, as subsequently amended by said 
Legislative Assembly and by the people of the city of 
Portland from time to time, hereby is amended by inserting 
a new Section 6-105 in Article 1, Chapter VI of said 
charter, which Section shall read as follows: 

Section 6-105. CONSOLIDATION WITII THE PORT OF PORTLAND. 

The Council is authorized by ordinance to provide 
for consolidation of the ful)ctions of the Commission of 
Public Docks with The Port of Portland, a municipal 
corporation of the State of Oregon, whenever the Council 
after public hearing finds that the consolidation is in 
the best interests of the City of Portland. 

The consolidation ordinance shall specify the property 
to be transferred or conveyed by the City to The Port of 
Portland. Properties used for recreation purposes or 
other City purposes and property not under the direct 
control and administration of the Commission of Public 
Docks, shall not be included. Any bond proceeds or other 
funds ear-marked for a particular purpose shall remain 
subject to that limitation of use. The consolidation 
ordinance shall also make appropriate provision for 
continued employment and the preservation of status, 
pension and other benefit rights of employes of the 
Commission of Public Docks after consolidation. 



The consolidation ordinance shall also specify 
the consideration for transfer and conveyance, and may 
set forth the procedures needed to implement the 
consolidation. If the consideration for the transfer 
and conveyance is or includes assumption by The Port 
of Portland of all debts and obligations of the City 
relating to the properties and functions of the 
Commission of Public Docks, the Council shall make no 
tax levy for principal or interest payments on outstanding 
bonded indebtedness related to said properties or funds 
conveyed or transferred unless the Port of Portland fails 
to make payment when due. After consolidation, no levy 
of taxes shall be made for expenses of operation of the 
Commission of Public Docks, and the functions and 
duties of the said Commission shall terminate. Upon 
completion of the transfer and conveyance pursuant to the 
consolidation ordinance, the general police power and 
all other powers previously conferred by this charter 
upon the Commission of Public Docks shall revest in and 
be exercised by the Council. 



RESOLU'.fION NO. a0796 

BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Portland, 
Oregon, that an Act entitled: 

"An Act to amend an Act of the Legislative Assembly 
of the State of Oregon entitled: 'An Act to incorporate 
the City of Portland, Multnomah County, State of 
Oregon, and to provide a charter therefor, and to 
repeal all acts or parts of acts in conflict therewith,' 
approved by the Governor and filed in the office of _ 
the secretary of state January 23, 1903, as subsequently 
amended by said Legislative Assembly and by the people 
of the city of Portland from time to time, by inserting 
a new section in Article 1, Chapter VI of said charter 
relating to the Dock Commission so as to permit 
consolidation of the functions and property of the 
Commission of Public Docks with The Port of Portland 
when Council finds consolidation in best interests 
of the City." 

be and the same hereby is submitted to the legal voters 
of the City of Portland, Oregon, for their adoption or 
rejection at the ensuing special election to be held 
coincidentally with the general municipal election to be 
held in the City of Portland, in Multnomah, Clackamas 
and Washington Counties, on the 3rd day of November, 
1970, under authority of Section 2.04.110 of the Code 
of the City of Portland. Each voter who votes upon said 
proposed act shall vote "yes" or "no" in the space 
indicated for such vote upon the city ballot at said 
election. Said amendment hereby submitted reads as follows: 

- ' 



AN ACT 

To amend an Act of the Legislative Assembly of the State 
of Oregon entitled: "An Act to incorporate the City 
of Rortland, Multnomah County, State of Oregon, and 
to provide a charter therefor , and to repeal all 
acts or parts of acts in conflict therewith,'' 
approved by the Governor and filed in the office of 
the secretary of state January 23, 1903, as subsequently 
amended by said Legislative Ass embly and by the 
people of the city of Portland from time to time, 
by inserting a new section in Article 1, Chapter VI 
of said charter relating to the Dock Commission so 
as to permit consolidation of the functions and 
property of the Commission of Public Docks with 
The Port of Portland when Council finds consolidation 
in best interests of the City. 

BE IT ENACTED BY THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF PORTLAND, OREGON: 

Section 1. The Act of the Legislative Assembly of 
the State of Oregon entitled: "An Act to incorporate the 
City of Portland, Multnomah County, State of Oregon, and 
to provide a charter therefore, and to repeal all acts 
or parts of acts in conflict therewith,'' approved by the 
Governor and filed in the office of the secretary of 
state January 23, 1903, as subsequen tly amended by said 
Legislative Assembly and by the p eople of the city of 
Portland from time to time, hereby is amended by inserting 
a new Section 6-105 in Article 1, Chapter VI of said 
charter, which Section shall read as follows: 

Section 6-105. CONSOLIDATION WITH THE PORT OF PORTLAND. 

The Council is authorized by ordinance to provide 
for consolidation of the fu9ctions of the Commission of 
Public Docks with The Port of Portland, a municipal 
corporation of the State of Oregon, whenever the Council 
after public hearing finds that the consolidation is in 
the best interests of the City of Portland. 

The consolidation ordinance shall specify the property 
to be transferred or conveyed by the City to The Port of 
Portland. Properties used for recreation purposes or 
other City purposes and property not under the direct 
control and administration of the Commission of Public 
Docks, shall not be included. Any bond proceeds or other 
funds ear-marked for a particular purpose shall remain 
subject to that limitation of use. The consolidation 
ordinance shall also make appropriate provi s ion for 
continued employment and the pres e r vation of status, 
pension and other benefit rights of employe s of the 
Commission of Public Docks after consolidation. 



The consolidation ordinance shall also specify 
the consideration for transfer and conveyance, and may 
set forth the procedures needed to implement the 
consolidation. If the consideration f or the transfer 
and conveyance is or includes assumption by The Port 
of Portland of all debts and obligations of the City 
relating to the properties and functions of the 
Commission of Public Docks, the Council shall make no 
tax levy for principal or interest payments on outstanding 
bonded indebtedness related to said properties or funds 
conveyed or transferred unless the Port of Portland fails 
to make payment when due. After consolidation, no levy 
of taxes shall be made for expenses of operation of the 
Commission of Public Docks, and the functions and 
duties of the said Commission shall terminate. Upon 
completion of the transfer and conveyance pursuant to the 
consolidation ordinance, the general police power and 
all other powers previously conferred by this charter 
upon the Commission of Public Docks shall revest in and 
be exercised by the Council. 



Adopted by the Council SE~ 1 8 l970 

Mayor Schrunk 
MCR:jw 9/11/70 

.· 

y;;;;.._/~ 
Auditor of the City of Portland · 



September 17, 1970 

POSITION PAPER 
DOCK COMMISSION - PORT COMMISSION CONSOLIDATION 

1. The City Council will adopt and submit to the voters of 
the City of Portland the City Charter Amendment which is attached, 
when the Mayor and the Governor have in hand the undated resignations 
of all the Commission of Public Docks Commissioners and all of the 
Port of Portland Commissioners. 

2. The Governor and the Mayor, prior to the November 3 
General Election, will announce the names of the members of a new 
Port of Portland Commission, assuming a favorable vote on the City 
Charter Amendment and the Port of Portland Proposition. The 
Governor will name nine Commissioners, four of them selected 
by the Governor, four of them selected by the Mayor, and the ninth 
member jointly selected by the Governor and the Mayor. The Governor 
will formally appoint these Commissioners to the Port of Portland 
Commission when (a) all resignations have been accepted and (b) the 
City Council has authorized the consolidation. The appointments of 
the four Commissioners selected by the Mayor shall be for four-year 
terms. 

3. The new Port of Portland Commission shall formulate 
and submit to the 1971 session of the Oregon State legislature appropriate 
legislation affecting the consolidated agency. The status quo covering 
representation on the new Port of Portland Commission shall continue 
until, or unless, the Legislature adopts modifying legislation. 

•' 
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= Gov¢nor ToiVMcCal 1. 
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NOTICE OF HEARING ON BALLOT TITLE 

Notice hereby is given that the City Attorney has prepared and filed 
with the Counci I of the City. of Portland, Oregon, a Bal lot Title for an 
amendment to the Charter of ~he City of Portland, Oregon, to be submitted 
to the electorate for their consideration by Resolution No. 30796, adopted 
by the City C?unci I September 18, 1970, to be voted upon at the Special 
Municipal Election to be held In the City of Portland, Oregon, November 
3, 1970. 

The Bal lot Title as prepared by the City Attorney reads as fol lows: 

- DOCK. COMMISSION., PORT OF PORTLAND CONSOLIDATION 

Consolidation of Portland Dock Commission and Port 

of Portland authorized when City Council, after public 

hearing, finds that consolidation is in best interests 

of City. Provisions for procedures and results of 

consolidation. 

Any person dtssatisf ied with the above Bal lot Title as prepared by 
the City Attorney may appeal from her decision to the City Counci I by 
petition seeking a different Bal lot Title and setting forth in writing 
the reason or reasons why the Bal lot Title is insufficient or unfair. 
Such appeal must be filed with the Auditor of the City of Portland, 
Oregon, at his off ice In the City Hal I within 5 days after pub I ication 
of this notice and such appeal together with the said Bal lot Title as 
prepared by the City Attorney wl I I be heard and considered by the Counci I 
of the City of Port I and, Oregon, at "a recessed meet i nq beginning at 9: 30 
a.m., Saturday, September 26, 1970, in the Counci I Chamber of the City 
Hall in said City. 

JAMES L. HAMILL 
Auditor of the City of Portland 

Dated at Portland, Oregon, 
and Pub I ished September 19, 1970 .• 
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SEP 3 0 1970 

Box 3529 Portland, Oregon 97208 (503) 224-4260 

Mayor and Council 
City of Portland 
City Hall 
Portland, Oregon 

Gentlemen and Mrs . Mccready: 

September 29, 1970 _:::_1uz-· 
EX'" I 

ASS l~'"'i r i .' 
---/ r 

EXEC. I 
As ,,., T 

-=-'~~ l·-~----1 
CCJ ,,;,~1. I 
AS S_f_:___j 

1---1-- -1 
AOi~ . 

SEC. 

YOUTH 
COO RD. 

M. C. 

We are happy to enclose a record of the action taken by The Port o ~~..J;.i;~iWL..--1 
Commission on September 18, 1970, relative to the proposed merger with The ~ 

Connnission of Public Docks. The details of the resolution, which starts in 
the middle of page 2, includes the ballot title and measure on page 4. The 
ballot title and measure has been submitted to Mr. John Weldon, Director of 
Elections , for inclusion on the November 3 , 1970 , ballot. 

Should you have any questions on this document, kindly do not hesitate to 
immediately contact me. 

Enclosure 

cc: Andrew J , Cook 
Thomas P. Guerin 

Cordially, 

./;~ Ii - ,/( . / f \ 
,f' )}'~~1:·/,P'.4~~;~~ 
. GEORGE M. BALDWIN 

General Manager 
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Maior con tin uing activities: Portl and In ternationa l Airport. Portland-Hillsboro Airport . Po rtland-Troutda le A i rpo rt , Swan Island Heliport, 

Swan Is land Ship Repai r Ya rd, Dredge ORE GON . Swan Island Industri al Park and Rivergate Industrial Distr ict. 
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THE PORT OF PORTLAND 
LINDSAY BUILDING 
PORTLAND, OREGON 

MINUTES 
SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING 

SEPTEMBER 18, 19 70 

A special meeting of the Board of Commissioners of The Port of Portland 

was held pursuant to notice at 4 : 00 p.m. Friday, September 18, 1970, for the 
'-' 

purpose of considering calling a special election of the qualified voters 

within the territorial limits of The Port of Portland at which special 

election there shall be submitted to said voters for their approval or 

rejection the question of whether or not The Port of Portland shall be 

authorized to acquire all of the docks , wharves, elevators and other propertie s 

of The City of Portland under the charge and control of The Commission of 

Public Docks of The City of Portland and assume the payment of all or any 

part of bon ds or other obligations of The City of Portland issued , sold or 

incurred for the purpose of acquiring funds to construct , purchase or 

acquire the said properties under the charge and control of The Commission 

of Public Dock$ of The City of Portland. 

QUORUM 

Commissioners present were Donald G. Drake, President, presiding ; Borden 

F. Beck, Jr. ; John S. Brandis ; Lee E. Caldwell ; Howard B. Somers ; and Robert 

B. Wilson. 

., 
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Staff members present were George M. Baldwin, general manager; A. J. 

Heineman, assistant general manager; E. W. Bauer, assistant secretary-treasurer; 

I. J. Church, technical services manager; L. B. Robinson, public affairs 

manager; and M. F. Siedow, manager, finance and administration. 

Also in attendance were L. L. Tatum of the Port's _ attorneys; K. Fobes, 

Cole and Weber, Inc.; and E. G. Westerdahl, executive assistant to the 

Governor. · 

The President directed the Assistant Secretary tQ file as a part of 

these minutes his affidavit of mailing the notice of the special meeting 

being held at this time. 

The President then called for discussion af the proposed special 

election as outlined in the meeting notice. After some discussion, it was 

moved by Commissioner Beck and seconded by Commissioner Somers that the 

following resolution be adopted: 

BE IT RESOLVED, By the Board of Commissioners of The Port of Portland 

as follows: 

FIRST: That a special election of the qualified ~oters residing 

within the territorial limits of The Port of Portland is hereby called on 

Tuesday, November 3, 1970, such election to be held concurrently with the 

general election to be held in Multnomah County, Oregon, pursuant to O.R.S. 

250.010, at which special election of The Port of Portland there shall be 

submitted to the qualified voters residing within the territorial limits of 

The Port of Portland, for their approval or rejection, the question of whether 

-2-
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or not The Port of Portland shall be authorized to acquire all of the docks, 

wharves, elevators and other properties of the City of Portland under the 

charge and control of the Corrunission of Public Docks of the City of Portland 

and assume the payment on all or any part' of bonds and other obligations of 

the City of Portland issued, sold or incurred for the purpose of acquiring 

funds to construct, purchase or acquire the said properties u~der the charge 

and control of the Corrunission of Public Docks of the City of Portland. 

SECOND: That notice of the special ilection called by this resolution 

shall be given by posting the same in three public places within the territorial 

lirni ts of The Port of Portland not less than twenty (20) days before said 

election, and by publication thereof once each week for the period of three (3) 

weeks, beginning with the week commencing September 28, 1970, in three daily 

newspapers, to wit, The Oregonian, The Oregon Journal and The Daily Journal 

of Commerce, which are hereby designated as most likely to give effective 

notice to all the voters within the territorial limits of The Port of Portland · 

of the holding of such election. Such notices shall be posted and published 

over the names of the President and Secretary of this Commission and shall 

-
give a general description of the measure to be submitted as specified in 

paragraph "FIRST" of this resolution. 

THIRD: The President and Secretary of The Port of Portland are 

hereby authorized and directed to certify to the Registrar of Election of 

Multnomah County, Oregon, the question which is to be voted upon at such 

election, together with the fonn of ballot title therefor. 

-3-
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FOURTH: The form of ballot title and measure for the submission 

of the question proposed in this resolution shall be as follows: 

"OFFICIAL ELECTION BALLOT 
for 

THE PORT OF PORTLAND 

Port-Dock Commission Consolidation Measure 

Measure submitted to the legal voters of The Port .. ,_. 
of Portland, comprising all of Multnomah County. 

PURPOSE: To strengthen Portland's competitive 
position and to achieve economies in the use of 
its waterfront resources through cons6liclation 
of the Port and the Dock Commission of the City 
of Portland, as presently authori ze d by the 
Oregon Legislature in O.R.S. 778.020. 

MEASURE: Shall The Port of Portland be authorized 
to acquire all or any of such docks, wharves, elevators, 
terminals, dry docks and other properties of the City 
of Portland as are under the charge and . control of the 
Commission of Public Docks of the City of Portland and in 
payment therefor assume the payment of all or any part 
of the bonds, debentures and other obligations of the 
City of Portland issued, sold or incurred for the pur­
pose of acquiring funds to construct, purchase or other­
wise acquire the docks, wharves, elevators, terminals, 
dry docks or other properties? 

·Yes. I vote for consolidation. 

No. I vote against consolidation.'~ 

The President called for a vote with the following result: 

Six 11 aye", zero "no." 

There being no further business to come before the meeting, it was 

duly adjourned at 4: 30 p. m. 

~;."' · . 
.. 
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September 15, 1970 

MEETING . NOTICE 

A special meeting of the Board of Commissioners of 
The Port of Portland will be held at the general offices of 
the Po~ t a t the Lindsay Building, Port~and, Oregon, at 4:00 
o'clock _J_'_.M. JJUJ.r:--d;.w , September _u , 1970, for the pur-
pose nf cunsiJcdng cc:i1ITng a special election of the qualif iv\­
vot:e1·s 1.; ithin the territorial lim:Lts of The Port of Portland 
at which special electiun there shall be submitted to saicl 
voters for thc:ir approval or rejcction the qucstior. of wheth C>r 
or 11ot The Port of Port]ancl shall be authorized to acquire (Ill 
of the docks, 1-.rharves, elevatcirs and other properties of The 
City of T'urtlancJ under the charge and control of the Commiss ion 
of Public Docks of the City of Portland and assume the payment 
of all or any part of bonds or other obJ.igations of the City 
of Portland issued, sold or incurred for the purpose of acquir­
ing fund s to construct, purchase or ~cqui~e the said properties 
under the charge and con tro 1 of the Cormnis s ion of Pub 1 ic Docks 
of the City of PorLland 

Respectfully, 

.. 
//J~-)l/_/~j , .. s 1l>J:J. /",-

Donala G. br~ke, Presid~nt 
The Port of Portland Comrnis s ion 

-5-
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AFFIDAVIT OF MAILING NOTICE 

STATE OF OREGON ) 
) SS 

County of Hultnor.rnh ) 

I, E.W. Bauer, do hereby certify that I am the duly appointed , " 
qualified and actin g Assistant Secretary of The Port of Portland, a niunicipal 
corporation , and that the foregoin g is a full, true and correct copy of the 
NoUce for a S~1eci?.l Meeting of the Board of Commissioners of The Port of 
Portland, ••hi ch notice was on September 15, 1970 ,- mailed to each of the 
following named commissioners at the address set opposite his name by 
depositing said Notice in the United States mails with postage prepaid: 

Borden F. Beck, Jr., Black, Helterline, Beck & Rappleyea, 12th 
Floor, Bank of California Tower, Portland, Oregon 

John S. Brandis, 8614 N. Crawford, Portland, Oregon 97203 
Lee E. Caldwell, 3661 S. E. 34th Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97206 
Donald G. Drake, 4850 S. W. Scholls Ferry Road, Portland, Oregon 97225 
Jack L. Meier, 621 S. W. 5th Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97204 
Edward C. Sammons, Jr., P. O. Box 2804, Portland, Ore gon 
Howard B. Somers, 421 S. W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, Ore gon 97204 
Robert B. Wilson, P. O. Bbx 4412, Portland, Oregon 97208 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 28th day of September, 1970 • 

SUBMITTED BY: 

Assistant Secretary 

-6-
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Notary Public 0'.or Oregon 
My Commission expires: 
November 15, 1971 

APPROVED BY 

President 

.Date 



September 17, 1970 

POSITION PAPER 
DOCK COMMISSION - PORT crn.tMISSION CONSOLIDATION 

1. The City Council will adopt and submit to the voters of 
the City of Portland the City Charter Amendment which is attached, 
when the Mayor and the Governor have in hand the undated resignations 
of all the Commission of Public Docks Commissioners and all of the 
Port of Portland Commissioners. 

2. The Governor and the Mayor, prior to the November 3 
General Election, will announce the names of the members of a new 
Port of Portland Commission, assuming a favorable vote on the City 
Charter Amendment and the Port of Portland Proposition. The 
Governor will name nine Commissioners, four of them selected 
by the Governor, four of them selected by the Mayor, and the ninth 
member jointly selected by the Governor and the Mayor. The Governor 
will formally appoint these Commissioners to the Port of Portland 
Commission when (a) all resignations have been accepted and (b) the 
City Council has authorized the consolidation. The appointments of 
the four Commissioners selected by the Mayor shall be for four-year 
terms. 

3. The new Port of Portland Commission shall formulate 
and submit to the 1971 session of the Oregon State legislature appropriate 
legislation affecting the consolidated agency. The status quo covering 
representation on the ne\v Port of Portland Commission shall continue 
until, or unless, the Legislature adopts modifying legislation. 

c tlL<__ 
7 --= Gov€;tnor ToiVMcCall 
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OFFICE OF CITY AUDITOR 

CITY OF PORTLAND 

OREGON 

JAMES L. HAMILL 
CITY AUDITOR 

CEF\':JTPI.C,ll':['E. o~:;· 'I'fm AlJDIJ'OH OP 'I'HE CJTY OF' rorrrLANn .• LISTING f\ 
CHA.R'1'6:rl Al1'lENi:JJ'!'.fN'.f FJ'.'.F'ERRED 1I\J THE vcm~RS BY THE CI'.I'Y COUI·~CIL~ 
'l'O ES VOTED UPON NI.' ~-.BE SPECIAL MU:UCIP!l.L EIECTIU~ C11L-:-,:·:i:; FOll 
THA'i' l'UJ{i?OSE, 'JO BE BELD s:mULTNJEOUSL v!I'J'H 'J.'HE GEN1;;;::_;!J" ~·':Gl<:".~-· 

CIPP.L EtEC'fiON IN '11HE CI'f'i 0:-" FOR'rL/IJ\lD, COUNI'DC:S Ol<' MUDI'DG'Jf,Jl, 
CLACFir·'.!f\.J AND \f/\Sl:ICNGTON, lN 'I'.f:IB ::'1l111TE OF OF;EGCJN , NOVr:l.,'i8E:tl. 3 ~ 
1970. 

I> James L .· Harnil1 ~ Aud:Ltor of the CHy of Po:etlancl, Oregon, do HBJG:::;::.y CF.ff.I'J.JY 

that at the Spec.1.al Mun:lcipal Elcctj on to be held in the City of' Port.lm1d ·' Cm.urde :::~ 

of' l"'iu1tnorn.:..:i.h~ Clack8.rnas &r:d Hash.5.ng.ton> State of C!r.'egon, on th2 J1~d day 0 ;· r'J·::1vr:-m.t::e1'~ 

191'0 J t.}1C:J.t the i'ollovrlng is th8 Ballot Title for a Charter Amc:'YYJ.1r;r:ent refc:,~:.'o?.5 ;.:o 
l.~be •1uter2: by the C:lty Coi.mcil to be voted upon at said Spee:i.al Mu.'licir.1:-;,l i~~~.cct:Lon; 

61 

DOCK COMMISSION, PORr OP PORI'Lf-\.ND CONSOLIDKrION 

Consolidation of Portland Dock C1xrrrniss5.on and Port of' Portland 
c.-i.utnurized when City Council, after public llearjr1g , f:i_nds th:=1t 

c.onso15.dat.ion is j_n best interests of City. P:i 1 ovl0i.ons for­
pl'ocedures and results of consolidation. 

JN WrrNE'")S i·JHE:REOP > I hc:reunto set my han:1 and affix the ~;ea1. of the CJ.t;/ 
Port land , thj_s 28t;h day of Septe.'11ber, 1970. 




