
January 9, 1986 

RECORDING Engineering Services 

ORDER CANCELLING SEWER ASSESSMENT IN WEST HILLS SERVICE DISTRICT #2 

,_ cc.z PLEASE SIGN & RETURN THIS RECEIPT TO COMMISSIONERS OFFICE 





mULTnOmRH OREGOn 

DIVISION OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
2115 S.E. MORRISON DENNIS BUCHANAN 

COUNTY EXECUTIVE PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 
(503) 248-3047 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

Tuesday, January 7, 1986 

9:30 602 

Mu1tnomah County Courthouse 

AGENDA 

Public Heari s. 

C 13-85 An Ordinance amending the Zoning Code by adding small-scale van 
conversion as a Use Under Prescribed Conditions in the SC, St 
Conversion Zone (MCC 11.15.4310). 

zc 12-85 

First Reading. 

Review the decision of the Planning Commission of November 11, 
1985 denying a change in zone from THR, Transit High Densi 
Residential District to TLR-5, Transit Low Density Residential 
District for property located at 119 S.E. 15lst Avenue. 

Scope of Review is On The Record. 

This Notice of Review was filed by the applicant. 

Oral argument is set for ten minutes per side. 

Rn EOURI.. OPPORTUniTY EmPLOYER 



mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE 
ROOM 1500 THE PORTLAND BUILDING 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 
(503) 248-3308 

December 31, 1985 

TO: 

FROM: 

Board of County Commissioners 
Clerk of the Board 

Sherri Holman, 
Office of the County Executive 

DENNIS BUCHANAN 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR PLACEMENT OF ITEMS ON THE BOARD'S FORMAL AGENDA 
FOR THURSDAY, JANUARY 9, 198.6 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

1. Order cancelling a sewer assessment on a parcel of land that has been 
annexed by the City of Portland. 

2. County Engineer's report recommending abandonment of project on 
SE Ankeny. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE SERVICES 

3. Bud Mod #25, adding one full time Deputy Sheriff to the Juvenile Court 
staff to provide security services. 

OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

4. Amendment to Ordinance No. 477 extending the final report date for the 
Task Force on Potentially Dangerous and Chronically Mentally Ill Persons. 

cc: County Counsel 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



·-

mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
ROOM 605, COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
1021 S.W. FOURTH AVENUE 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 

PAULINE ANDERSON • District 1 e 248-5220 
GRETCHEN KAFOURY • District 2 • 248-5219 

CAROLINE MILLER • District 3 • 248-5217 
EARL BLUMENAUER • District 4 • 248-5218 

GORDON SHADBURNE • District 5 • 248-5213 

AGENDA OF 

MEETINGS OF THE MULTNOMAH COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

FOR THE vlEEK OF 

JANUARY 6 - 10, 1986 

Tuesday, January 7, 1986 - 9:30 A.M. - Planning Items • 
Tuesday, January 7, 1986 - 1:30 P.M. - Informal Meeting • 
Thursday, January 9, 1986 -9:30A.M. - Formal. • •.•• 

Tuesday, January 7, 1986 - 9:30 A.M. 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

Public Hearings: 

• Page 1 
• Page 2 
• Page 3 

C-13-85 First Reading - An Ordinance amending the Zoning Code by 
Adding small-scale van conversion as a Use Under Prescribed 
Conditions in the SC, Strip Conversion Zone (MCC 11.15.4310) 

ZC 12-85 Review the Decision of the Planning Commission of November 
11, 1985, denying a change in zone from THR, Transit High 
Density Residential District to TLR-5, Transit Low Density 
Residential District for property located at 119 SE 151st 
Avenue - Scope of Review is On the Record, Argumentation 
not to exceed 10 minutes per side, Notice of Review filed 
by applicant 

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES 

R-1 Request of the County Executive for ratification of a 
revenue contract between FEMA's Local Board (United Way of 
Columbia-Willamette) and the County whereby the County will 
receive $102,714 to continue to provide emergency Shelter 
Services for the period January 1, 1986 through September 
30, 1986 (Continued from January 2) 

R-2 Budget Modification DHS #36 reflecting increased revenues 
in the amount of $102,714 from FEMA Emergency Shelter 
Services to Social Services, Professional Services, for 
emergency shelter servides in conjunction with Community 
Development Block Grant Funds (Continued from January 2) 

Announcement of Liaison Representative Assignments to Departments, 
Boards and Commissions 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

.. ------ .. ·---~--~- ~ ~ ... 

-2-

Tuesday, January 7, 1986 - 1:30 P.M. 

Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

INFORMAL 

Informal Review of Bids and Requests for Proposals: 
a) Annual Audit for 85/86 Fiscal Year 

Briefing on impacts of 1985 Federal Legislative and 
Administrative Actions on State and Local Government - Mr. 
Van Brocklin TIME CERTAIN AT 1:30 P.M. 

Monthly Briefing by Sara Long on relevant library issues -
TIME CERTAIN AT 2:15 P.M. 

Briefing on Internal Audit Report #3-85 on Aging Services 
Division - Anne Kelly Feeney 

Formal Agenda of January 9 



-3-

Thursday, January 9, 1986 - 9:30A.M. 

Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

Formal Agenda 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

SHERIFF'S OFFICE 

C-1 Liquor License applications submitted by Sheriff's Office 
with recommendation that same be approved for the Quick 
Shop Minit Mart 122, 17424 SE Stark (Package Store/Change 
of Ownership) 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

0 R-2 

:J.VICE 

Recommendation of the County Engineer that the improvement 
of SE ANKENY STREET from SE 99th Avenue to SE 102nd Avenue, 
Petition 11070, be abandoned 

DISTRICTS 

(Sitting as the Governing Body of the West Hills Service 
District No. 2) · 

R-3 Order in the Matter of Cancelling Assessment on a Certain 
Parcel of Real Property 

(Recess as the governing body of the West Hills Service 
No. 2 and reconvene as the Board of County Commissioners) 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE SERVICES 

R-4 Budget Modification DJS 125 making an appropriation 
transfer in the amount of $22,070 from General Fund 
Contingency to Juvenile Court, adding one full time Deputy 
Sheriff to the Juvenile Court staff to provide security 
services 

ORDINANCES 

R-6'5 _First Reading - An Ordinance amending Ordinance No. 477 
relating to the Task Force on Potentially Dangerous and 

1 Chronically Mentally Ill Persons . 

Second Reading - An Ordinance relating to expense 
reimbursement of Multnomah County elected officials 



-4-

COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

Resolution Concerning replacing a portion of lost Federal 
Revenue Sharing with an increase in the General Fund 
Contingency for 1986-7 by $2 million 

solution in the matter of providing adequate local jail 
(Continued from December 12) 

Resolution in the matter of cooperatively funding alcohol, 
detox and mental health facilities with the City of 
Portland (Contined from December 12) 

0053C.8-ll 



mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
ROOM 605, COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
1021 S.W FOURTH AVENUE 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97204 

AGENDA OF 

PAULINE ANDERSON • District 1 • 248-5220 
GRETCHEN KAFOURY • District 2 • 248-5219 

CAROLINE MILLER • District 3 • 248-5217 
EARL BLUMENAUER • District 4 e 248-5218 

GORDON SHADBURNE • District 5 • 248-5213 

MEETINGS OF THE MULTNOMAH COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

FOR THE WEEK OF 

JANUARY 6 - 10, 1986 

Tuesday, January 7, 1986 - 9:30 A.M. - Planning Items . 
Tuesday, January 7, 1986 - 1:30 P.M. - Informal Meeting • 
Thursday, January 9, 1986 - 9:30 A.M. - Formal. 

• Page 1 
• Page 2 
• Page 3 

Tuesday, January 7, 1986 - 9:30 A.M. 
Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

Public Hearings: 

C-13-85 First Reading - An Ordinance amending the Zoning Code by 
Adding small-scale van conversion as a Use Under Prescribed 
Conditions in the SC, Strip Conversion Zone (MCC 11.15.4310) 

ZC 12-85 Review the Decision of the Planning Commission of November 
11, 1985, denying a change in zone from THR, Transit High 
Density Residential District to TLR-5, Transit Low Density 
Residential District for prope~ty located at 119 SE 15lst 
Avenue - Scope of Review is On the Record, Argumentation 
not to exceed 10 minutes per side, Notice of Review filed 
by applicant 

DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERVICES 

R-1 J 

R-2 / 

Request of the County Executive for ratification of a 
revenue contract between FEMA's Local Board (United Way of 
Columbia-Willamette) and the County whereby the County will 
receive $102,714 to continue to provide emergency Shelter 
Services for the period January 1, 1986 through September 
30, 1986 (Continued from January 2) 

Budget Modification DHS #36 reflecting increased revenues 
in the amount of $102,714 from FEMA Emergency Shelter 
Services to Social Services, Professional Services, for 
emergency shelter servi~es in conjunction with Community 
Development Block Grant Funds (Continued from January 2) 

Announcement of Liaison Representative Assignments to Departments, 
Boards and Commissions 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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Tuesday, January 7, 1986 - 1:30 P.M. 

Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

INFORMAL 

1./ Informal Review of Bids and Requests for Proposals: 
a) Annual Audit for 85/86 Fiscal Year 

2. Briefing on impacts of 1985 Federal Legislative and 
Administrative Actions on State and Local Government - Mr. 
Van Brocklin TIME CERTAIN AT 1:30 P.M. 

3. Monthly Briefing by Sara Long on relevant library issues -
TIME CERTAIN AT 2:15 P.M. 

4. Briefing on Internal Audit Report #3-85 on Aging Services 
Division - Anne Kelly Feeney 

5. Formal Agenda of January 9 



-3-

Thursday, January 9, 1986 - 9:30 A.M. 

Multnomah County Courthouse, Room 602 

Formal Agenda 

CONSENT CALENDAR 

SHERIFF'S OFFICE 

Liquor License applications submitted by Sheriff's Office 
with recommendation that same be approved for the Quick 
Shop Minit Mart #22, 17424 SE Stark (Package Store/Change 
of Ownership) 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 

R-2 Recommendation of the County Engineer that the improvement 
of SE ANKENY STREET from SE 99th Avenue to SE 102nd Avenue, 
Petition #1070, be abandoned 

SERVICE DISTRICTS 

(Sitting as the Governing Body of the West Hills Service 
Distri t No. 2) 

R-3 Order in the Matter of Cancelling Assessment on a Certain 
Parcel of Real Property 

(Recess as the governing body of the West Hills Service 
District No. 2 and reconvene as the Board of County Commissioners) 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE SERVICES 

R-4 j Budget Modification DJS #25 making an appropriation 
transfer in the amount of $22,070 from General Fund 
Contingency to Juvenile Court, adding one full time Deputy 
Sheriff to the Juvenile Court staff to provide security 
services 

ORDINANCES 

R-5 / First Reading - An Ordinance amending Ordinance No. 477 
relating to the Task Force on Potentially Dangerous and 
Chronically Mentally Ill Persons 

R-6 Second Reading - An Ordinance relating to expense 
reimbursement of Multnomah County elected officials 



-4-

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

R-7 j 

R-8 

R-9 

Resolution Concerning replacing a portion of lost Federal 
Revenue Sharing with an increase in the General Fund 
Contingency for 1986-7 by $2 million 

Resolution in the matter of providing adequate local jail 
space (Continued from December 12) 

Resolution in the matter of cooperatively funding alcohol, 
detox and mental health facilities with the City of 
Portland (Contined from December 12) 

0053C.8-ll 



DATF1111 SUBMITTED ------- (For Clerk's Use) 
Meeting Date 1 /c; hf 
Agenda No. C- J _....::::::._..::. ___ _ 

REQUEST FOR PLACEMENT ON THE AGENDA 

Subject: LIQUOR LICENSE APPLICATION 

Informal Only*----,--......,----­
(Date) 

Formal Only ___ l_-...;..9_-":':86::---:---=-----
(Date) -

DEPARTMENT _____ S_he_r_i_f_f_'_s_O_f_f_i_c_e ___________ DIVISION~---------------------

CONTACT __ S~g_t_._S_c_o_t_t_Gr_a_t_t_o_n ___________ TELEPHONE ____ 2_5_5-_3_6_0_0 _____________ ___ 

*NAME(s) OF PERSON MAKING PRESENTATION TO BOARD Sally And_e_r_s_o_n _____________ __ 

BRIEF SUMMARY Should include other alternatives explored, if applicable, and clear state­
ment of rationale for the action requested. 

Application for a Package Store/Change of Ownership license for Quick Shop 
t1init Mart #22, 17424 SE Stark; applicants Donald D. & Mary J. Sparr, wi~h 
recommendation for approval. ~~ 

(IF ADDITIONAL SPACE IS NEEDED, PLEASE USE REVERSE 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

0 INFORMATION ONLY 0 PRELIMINARY APPROVAL 0 POLICY DIRECTION 

INDICATE THE ESTIMATED TIME NEEDED ON AGENDA CONSENT AGENDA 

IMPACT: 

PERSONNEL 

D FISCAL/BUDGETARY 

[] General Fund 

Other -----------
SIGNATURES: 

DEPARTMENT HEAD, ELECTED OFFICIAL, or COUNTY 

4:.~ 

APPROVAL 

BUDGET / PERSONNEL -----------------...:,___-------------

COUNTY COUNSEL (Ordinances, Resolutions, Agreements, Contracts) ___________ _ 

OTHER~~=-~~~~=-~~~~-----~~~~----------------------­(Purchasing, Facilities Management, etc.) 

( NOTE: If requesting unanimous consent, state situation requiring emergency action on back. 

1984 



Multnomah County 
SherifFs 

12240 N.E. GLISAN ST., PORTLAND, OREGON 97230 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

FROM: FRED B. P 
Sheriff 

DATE: December 24, 

SUBJECT: LIQUOR LICENSE/QUICK SHOP MINIT MART 

FRED B. PEARCE 
SHERIFF 

(503) 255-3600 

Attached is an application for a Package Store/Change of Ownership license at 
17424 SE Stark, Quick Shop Minit Mart, #22. 

The applicants Donald D. Sparr and Mary J. Sparr have no criminal record. 

I recommend that this license be granted. 

SG/nh/0002G 



STATE OF OREGON Return To: 

AP·PLICATION OREGON LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSION 

GENERAL INFORMATION 
This application form costs $5.00. A non-refundable processing fee is assessed when you submit this completed form to the Commission 
(except for Druggist and Health Care Facility Licenses). The filing of this application does not commit the Commission to the granting of 
the license for which you are applying nor does it permit you to operate the business named below. 

No. 13614 
(THIS SPACE IS FOR OLCC OFFICE USE) (THIS SPACE IS FOR CITY OR COUNTY USE) 

IV\ Application is being made for: 

. l 0 DISPENSER, CLASS A r:. 0 DISPENSER, CLASS B 
0 Add Partner 
0 ditional Privilege 

hange Location 

NOTICE TO CITIES AND COUNTIES: Do not consider this applica­
tion unless it has been stamped and signed at the left by an OLCC 
representative. 

../) 0 DISPENSER, CLASS C 
f'6 fa PACKAGE STORE 
....J.. 0 RESTAURANT 
1-Fo RETAIL MALT BEVERAGE 
'- ;::::; SEASONAL DISPENSER 
~ [5 WHOLESALE MALT 
~ BEVERAGE & WINE 
~ 0 WINERY 
~OTHER: ____ _ 

ange Ownership 
0 Change of Privilege 
0 Greater Privilege 
0 Lesser Privilege 
0 New Outlet 
0 Other 

THE CITY COUNCIL, COUNTY COMMISSION, OR COUNTY 

COURT OF 
Multnomah 

(Name .of City or County) 

RECOMMENDS THAT THIS LICENSE BE: GRANTED 

BY 
(Signature) 

TITLE Presiding Officer 

\ 

CAUTION: If your operation of this business depend on your receiving a liquor license, OLCC cautions you not to purchase, remodel, or 
start construction until your license is granted. 

1. Name of Corporation, Partnership, or Individual Applicants: 

1) DoN eLo D Soz a a f?. 2) J1J !tRy 
3) ---------------------------------4) 

5) ----------------------------------------6) ~~~~~~~~~~~~-----------­
(EACH PERSON LISTED ABOVE MUST FILE AN INDIVIDUAL HISTORY AND A FINANCIAL STATEMENT) 

2. Present Trade Name _.:!Q,_. '\-.• ~0...!..1 ·~C::....t!-1--{ _...:::S~H...:.....J.C.L) fF---~.!h..:..!...!IJ.!!.lv::....lu'r'---· 4-/}~1t....,/1u... LR..~r,___L#z::_~~::::......!..ld!>..-------

3. New Trade Name Sft tYI ( as # ~ Yearfiled /9 r-s 
/ 17-"f:Z.d/0. with Corporation Commissioner 

4. Premises address :.__-:S::::...:_' ..:::.F.:_. -..:S~rl.!.....£.!~....:..· !..!..r:...~.... --------L~.=L~'.L.!..LL.t..l..--'..::..!..l'-!>--.I..:-J.L.,.:.::Jl;=---Cj!...-£..1..:::::d:::..:3~·3 
(Number, Street F3'f1l!J~e) . (City) (State) (Zip) 

5. Business mailing address e;B ~ c SiltR )( ~ i CJ rc 97,;(J 3 
(P.O. Box, Number, Street, Aural Route) (City) (State) (Zip) 

6. Was premises previously licensed by OLCC? Yes~ No__ Year-L./~9L¥"!!...:::::5~---

7. lfyes,towhom: ilLLOV J- PhSctLi n ,To h fv.~ O"i---' Type of license:_{:_~---------
8. Will you have a manager: Yes __ Nok Name ---------------------------------(Manager must fill out Individual History) 

9. Will anyone else not signing this application share in the ownership or receive a percentage of profits or bonus from the 
business? Yes __ No~ 

10. What is the local governing body where your premises is located? j?ltJLT A/() /J1 JJ A 

D 
(Name of City or County) 

11. OLCC representative making investigation may contact: _ OrvJt 1... 0 D S f It I? f1 

Cov;~Ty 
I 

Qu\C){ Sh.llf h1/~lt fh'tJ-'J #33 Jlr;fJ".f:- 6'3o-7(;Ji.{ (Name) 

C;:.:LJ.. Jl" tv ~-v»- o , t;srnctta It o rt c:.l?-=-'"~sl_;_"--=~..::..,s..L, ---101:6..::..3~o~· :>.~a.:....a~r----,--,----------
<Address> (Tel. No. - home, business, message) 

CAUTION: The Administrator of the Oregon Liquor Control Commission must be notified if you are contacted by anybody offering to 
influence the Commission on your behalf. 

. 

Applicant(s) Signature 
(In case of corporation, duly 

authorized officer thereof) 

Original-
Local Government 

Form 84545-480 (8-82) 

4) __________________________________________________________ ___ 

5) __________________________________________ __ 

6) __________________________________________ __ 



mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
ROOM 605, COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
1021 S.W. FOURTH AVENUE 
PORTLAND. OREGON 97204 

Paul Yarborough, Director 
Dept. of Environmental Services 
2115 SE Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97214 

Dear Mr. Yarborough: 

January 9, 1986 

BE IT REMEMBERED, that at a meeting of the Board of County 
Commissioners held January 9 1986, the following action was 
taken: 

Recommendation of the County Engineer 
that the improvement of SE ANKENY STREET 
from SE 99th Avenue to SE 102nd Avenue, 
Petition #1070, be abandoned. R 2 

At this time, it appearing the westerly portion of this 
proposed project has been annexed to the City of Portland, 
and that a new petition for street improvement has been presented 
to the county representing owners of property abutting the 
portion of said street remaining within Multnomah County jurisdic­
tion; 

Upon motion of Commissioner Shadburne , duly seconded 
by Commissioner Miller , it is unanimously 

ORDERED, that the improvement be abandoned as provided 
by law. 

js 

Yours very truly, 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

By __ ~~~--~~--~----------­
Clerk of Board 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



(For Clerk's Use 
Meeting Dat 
Agenda No.~~~--------

REQUEST FOR PLACEMENT ON THE AGENDA 
SUBJECT: Order Abandoning Petition #1070/SE Ankeny St. 

0 Informal only ........ --r---·-----
(aate) 

[JgXFormal only I Jg /fh 
(aat/e1' 

Department Environmental Svcs. ivision Engineering Svcs. 

Contact Larr Nicholas/D.Howard Ext. 3634 or 3599 
(If in o a • n me o person 
making presentation) 

Brief Summary (should include other alternatives explored, if applic­
able, ana cl~ar statement of rationale for the action requested): 
Report of the County Engineer finding it unfeasible to construct 
SE Ankeny Street from SE 99th Avenue to SE 102nd Avenue/Petition 
#1070. Therefore County Engineer recommends that said improvement 
project be abandoned in accordance with the provisions of Oregon 
Revised Statutes. 

(IF ADDITIONAL SPACE IS NEEDED, PLEASE USE REVERSE SIDE) 
ACTION REQUESTED: 
[] Information only 
[] Policy direction 

IMPACT: 
0 Personnel 

[] Fiscal/Budaetary 
General Fund 

Other 

SIGNATURES: 

[] Preliminary approval 
[i2a Approval 

Department.Head or County Commissioner 
Office of County Management 
Office of County Counsel ~·-·~~~~~~~~~~~----__..._._..._.....__. ____________ __ 

(Ordinances, resolutions, aireemehts, contricts) 
Departaent of Administrative Services 

(Leases, surplus property, space, purcEising, etc.) 
Department of Intersovernmental Relations 

(lteltl with iJf&pt.;t on other jurisdictions 



ENGINEERING SERVICES 
2115 S.E. MORRISON STREET 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 
(503) 248-3591 

December 10, 1985 

Board of County Commissioners 
606 Courthouse 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

RE: County Engineeer's Report 
SE Ankeny Street from SE 99th Avenue 
to SE l02nd Avenue/Petition #1070 

Dear Commissioners: 

DENNIS BUCHANAN 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

We have investigated this project and find it unfeasible to construct 
as intended by the Resolution of your Board, dated December 27, 1984. 

Since the time the Resolution was adopted by the Board of County 
Commissioners, the westerly one-half of the proposed street and 
affected property has been annexed to the city of Portland and a 
new petition for street improvement has been presented on behalf 
of the affected property owners remaining in the unincorporated 
area. 

Therefore, we recommend that this improvement project be abandoned 
in accordance with the provisions of Oregon Revised Statutes. 

Very truly yours, 

"'" LA 
~nty 
f 

/RTH/js 

l 
~ncl.: 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 
AS THE GOVERNING BODY OF 

WEST HILLS SERVICE DISTRICT NO. 2 

In the Matter of Cancelling Assessment 
on a Certain Parcel of Real Property 

) 
) ORDER 

The above entitled matter is before the Board of County Commissioners, acting 
as the governing body of West Hills Service District No. 2 to consider the cancel­
lation of assessment for service facilities on a parcel of real property in the 
West Hills Service District No. 2 (formerly Sylvan Heights Service District No. 
4), more particularly described as Parcel No. 94, Section 6, TlS, RlE, Tax Lot 
#258; and " 

It appearing that said parcel of real property is not presently directly bene­
fitted by West Hills Service District No. 2 facilities in that it fails to meet 
the zoning requirements for a single family residence; and 

It further appearing that said parcel of real property is no longer within 
said county service district, having now been annexed into the City of Portland, 
which has its own financing ordinance; and the Board being now fully advised in 
the premises, it is therefore 

ORDERED, that the unpaid portion of the assessment on the above described 
parcel of real property be cancelled and that the assessment lien recorded in Book 
791, Page 1063, County Records, is hereby cancelled and that a copy of this Order 
be duly recorded in the microfilm records of Multnomah County, Oregon. 

January 9, 1986 

(SEAL) 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

JOHN B. LEAHY, COUNTY COUNSEL 
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

By lz~ ;?/~ 
Deputy 

WEST HILLS SERVICE DISTRICT NO. 2 
BY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

By6oJ~\~~ 
Presiding Officer --- \ 



January 9, 1986 

(Sitting as the Govern 
District No. 2) 

Body of t 

In the Matter of Cancelling Assessment on a 
Certain Parcel of Real Proper R-3 

West Hills Service 

) 
) ORDER 

on motion of Commissioner Miller, duly seconded by Com­
missioner Shadburne, it is unanimously passed per recommended 
Order. (PO) 



January 9, 1986 

Zoning Engineering Services 

ORDER CANCELLING SEWER ASSESSHENT IN WEST HILLS SERVICE DISTRICT #2 

,_cx:.2 PLEASE SIGN & RETURN THIS RECEIPT TO COMMISSIONERS OFFICE 





(For Clerk's 
Meeting Date 

'"~-==--;;.._--Agenda No . .....;_;;;...._;, .......... ___ _ 

REQUEST POl PLACEMENT ON THE AGENDA 
SUBJECT: West Hills Service District #2 

0 Informal only ....,.-.r~~------
(aate) 

(]] Formal only (aa~/)1/l& 
Department En¥i ron. Seryj ces 
Contact Richard T. Howard 

(If informal, nlme o£ person 
making presentation) 

Division Engj neerjng Seryj ces 
Telephone 3599 -------------------------

Brief Summarr (should include other alternatives explored, if appl 
able, and cl~ar statement of rationale for the action requested): 

This is an order cancelling a sewer assessment for a parcel of land which is 
unbuildable because of zoning regulations and removing the lien. This property 
has now been annexed by the City of Portland which has requested this action. 

(IF ADDITIONAL SPACE IS NEEDED, PLEASE USE REVERSE SIDE) 
ACTION REQUESTED: 
[] Information only 
[] Policy direction 

IMPACT: 
ITJ Personnel None 

DO Piscal/Budaetary None 
General Fund 

Other -------
SIGNATURES: 

[] Preliminary approval 
[])Approval 

Departm.ent.Head or County Commissioner 

Office of County Management ----------------------------------------­
Office of County Counsel 

(Ordinances, resolutions, 
Department of Administrative Services 

(Leases, surplus property, space, purchasing, etc.) 
Department of InteTJovernmental Relations 

(IteaJ with i•pa~t on other jurisdiction~s~-----------------------



mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES 
2115 S.E. MORRISON 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97214 
(503) 248-5000 

December 16, 1985 

Board of County Commissioners 
606 Courthouse 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

RE: West Hills Service District No. 2 

Dear Commissioners: 

DENNIS BUCHANAN 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

Because of zoning restrictions, a certain parcel of land in the above-referenced 
service district was deemed to be unbuildable and for that reason the sewer assess­
ment was deferred indefinitely. 

Since the parcel of land has now been annexed to the City of Portland and owner­
ship of the sewer system has been assumed by the city, we recommend that West Hills 
Service District's outstanding assessment against this property be cancelled, en­
abling the city to impose such sewer charges which may be appropriate in the future. 

PAUL YARBOROUGH 
Director ' 
Dept. of Environmental Services 

RTH/js 

Encl.: Board Order 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNitY EMPLOYER 



BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR 

MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 
AS THE GOVERNING BODY OF 

WEST HILLS SERVICE DISTRICT NO. 2 

In the Matter of Cancelling Assessment 
on a Certain Parcel of Real Property 

) 
) ORDER 

The above entitled matter is before the Board of County Commissioners, acting 
as the governing body of West Hills Service District No. 2 to consider the cancel­
lation of assessment for service facilities on a parcel of real property in the 
West Hills Service District No. 2 (formerly Sylvan Heights Service District No. 
4), more particularly described as Parcel No. 94, Section 6, T1S, R1E, Tax Lot 
#258; and · 

It appearing that said parcel of real property is not presently directly bene­
fitted by West Hills Service District No. 2 facilities in that it fails to meet 
the zoning requirements for a single family residence; and 

It further appearing that said parcel of real property is no longer within 
said county service district, having now been annexed into the City of Portland, 
which has its own financing ordinance; and the Board being now fully advised in 
the premises, it is therefore 

ORDERED, that the unpaid portion of the assessment on the above described 
parcel of real property be cancelled and that the assessment lien recorded in Book 
791, Page 1063, County Records, is hereby cancelled and that a copy of this Order 
be duly recorded in the microfilm records of Multnomah County, Oregon. 

January 9, 1986 

(SEAL) 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

JOHN B. LEAHY, COUNTY COUNSEL 
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

By ~t-J4 t?Z~ 
Deputy 

WEST HILLS SERVICE DISTRICT NO. 2 
BY BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

ByG:oJcL\~~ 
Presiding Officer --- \ 









1 . REQUEST FOR PLACEMENT ON THE AGENDA FOR ___ ,_ .. _q_ .. _8_5-;-;;:--;--.------
<Date) 

DEPARTMENT Justice Services DIVISION Juvenile Court 
·;-~~~~~~--------------CONTACT Harold Ogburn TELEPHONE 248-3460 

*NAME< s> OF PERSON MAKING PRESENTATION TO BOARD --=::..:::..:.~=----------

SUGGESTED 
AGENDA TITLE <to assist 1n preparing a description for the printed agenda> 

. DESCRIPTION OF MODIFICATION <Explain the changes this Bud Mod makes. What budget does it 
increase? What do the changes accomplish? Where does the money come from? What budget is 
reduced? Attach additional information if you need more space.) 

[X] PERSONNEL CHANGES ARE SHOWN IN DETAIL ON THE ATTACHED SHEET 

Add one full time Deputy Sheriff to the Juvenile Court staff to provide 
security services. 

3. REVENUE IMPACT <Explain revenues being changed and the reason for the change> 

4. CONTINGENCY STATUS <to be completed by Finance/Budget) 
~ F~contingency before this modification <as oft~/ 1:L/8S > 

ecify Fund) <Date> 
After this modification 

Date 

0543B/7-85 

Date 

Date 



EXPENDITURE 
TRANSACTION EB [ ] GH [ ] TRANSACTION DATE. _____ _ 

Organi- Reporting Document 
Number Action Fund Agency zation Activity Category Object 

TRANSACTION RB [ ] GH [ ] TRANSACTION DATE _____ _ 

Document 
Number 

05438/7-85 

Organi- ReportingRevenue 
Action Fund Agency zation Activity Category Source 

ACCOUNTING PERIOD ----

Current Revised 
Amount Amount 

ACCOUNTING PERIOD ----

Current 
Amount 

Revised 
Amount 

BUDGET FY __ 
Change 
Increase Sub-
(Oecrease) Total Description 

BUDGET FY __ 

Change 
Increase Sub-
(Decrease) Total Description 



' 

l 

PtRSONNEL DETAIL rOR BUD MOD NO. 

5. ANNUALIZED PERSONNEL CHANGES (Compute on a full year basis even though this 
action affects only a part of the fiscal year.) 

FTE 
Increase 

<Decrease> 

05218/6-85 

A n n u a 1 i z e d 
BASE PAY FRINGE TOTAL 

POSITION TITLE Increase Increase Increase 
<Decrease) <Decrease <Decrease 

Deputy Sheriff 31,090 13,050 44,140 

TOTAL CHANGE <ANNUALIZED) 31,090 13,050 44,140 

6. CURRENT YEAR PERSONNEL DOllAR CHANGES <calculate costs or savings 
w111 take place within this fiscal year; these should expla1n 
actual dollar amounts being changed by this Bud Mod.) 









DATE SUEHI'ITED 12/26/85 (Fer .clerk's Use) 1,. 1 1_ 
Meet1r.g Date / (;t-Lg' P 
Agenda No. l(;.z I 
1~--~6 - r: -~­

REQUEST tPr~i~CfiEcT:Jte'l~ ~<t~ID~x~ense re im~ctbL 
S b . t of Mult. co. off~c~als ·-·-· 

u Jec =---·-----------------------
Infcrrral Only*------~--~-------­

(Date) 
Fcr:rr.al Only 1 / 2186 

---------(~D~a~t-e~)-------------

DEPART!·fENT BCC DIVISION Blumel'\aue·r 
--~~--------------------------

CONTAcr Jim Wilcox TELEPHONE 2 -!_~.:-:·3 3 O O 

~l-lE ( s) OF PER..C:UN MAKING PRESENTATION 'IO EOARD ·---------------------------------------
BRIEF su~~-~ Should include other alternatives explored, if applicable, and clear state- -
ment of rationale for the action requested. . 

·"- · . · · · · d ff · · als of Mulfhomah County and employees 
:t'O:td~nance requ~r~n~ all el~~~~edoCo~~~y officials to comply with the MU:ltnomah 
·.~·under the ~ul?erv~s~on of e - 1 ted bffficials' auto expense' . travel 
·.~ C~u~itY adm~nb~s;~:;~~~sp~~~~~~~·~&1~~n:o:~ expense r4mibursements policy 

expense re~m u . __ . . . _ 
-- - (..0 • 

;::~ CD 
""'- FC)"1 

I 

(IF ADDITIONAL SPACE IS NEEDED, 

- ACTION REQUESTED: 

I 1. IllFORL·ll\TICN o~~LY PRELIHINARY JI..PPBOVA.L 

.:INDICA.TE THE ESTIHATED Tll"IE NEEDED CN AGENDA 
-----------------------------

.:ll1PACT: 

· 0. PERSONNEL 

D FISCAL~Ur.:G~ARY. 

0 General Fund 

0 Other--------

SIGNATIJHES: 
.. 

DEJ?ARI'!·:ENT H£ll.D, ELECTED OFFICIAL, or COUNTY 

- . . ~ 

CDMHISSICNER: filA)._ ~~ 
BUJ.:GET I PER.SCNI~EL I 

--------------------------------------~-------------------------------
CCUNTY O:UtlSEL {Ordinances, Resoluticns, Agreements, Ccntracts) 

-------------------------

·.· NOI'E: 
If requesting unanUr.cus ccnsent, state situaticn requiring ~~ersencj~acticn en ~ck~ 



mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 
DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 
PORTLAND BUilDING DENNIS BUCHANAN 

COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 
BUOGET & MANAGEMENT 
ANALYSIS .1120 S.W. FIFTH. 14TH FLOOR 

PORTLAND. OR 97204-1976 COUNTY COUNSEl 
EMPLOYEE RELATIONS 
FINANCE DIVISION 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Dennis Buchanan, County Executive 
cc: Pauline Anderson, County Commissioner 

-Earl Blumenauer, County Commissioner 
Gretchen Kafoury, County Commissioner 
Caroline Miller, County Commissioner 
Gordon Shadburne, County Commissioner 
Anne Kelly Feeney, County Auditor 
Fred Pearce, County Sheriff 
Michael Schrunk, District Attorney 

(503) 248-3303 

(503) 248-3883 
(503)248-3138 
(503)248-5015 
(503) 248-3067 

Deke Olmsted, Director, Department of Justice Services 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Paul Yarborough, Director, Department of Environmental Services 
Betsy Skloot, Director, Department of Human Services 
Duane Kline, Finance Director 
Kathy Busse, Management AssiStant 
Hank Miggins, Deputy ~ou :~/~uditor 

Jim W.i 1 cox, Director : 
Department of General s;;x d~s 
October 25, 1985 / . 

Administrative Procleures. 

In July I requested comments from elected officials, and Department Directors 
on draft Administrative Procedures dealing with travel, automobile and miscella­
neous expenses. I have received and responded to those comments in the attached 
revised procedures. 

It is now my recommendation that you formally adopt the attached procedures 
on November 8, 1985, thus requiring compliance by all of your employees. I 
further recommend that you forward the adopted procedures to the Board of 
County Commissioners so they might consider extending the procedures by ordinance 
to other County officials as recommended in Internal Audit Report #2-85 11 Elected 
Officials Reimbursable Expenses". 

JW:ga 
Att. 



BEFORE THE BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 

FOR THE COUNTY OF MULTNOMAH 

ORDINANCE NO. 

An Ordinance relating to expense reimbursement of Multnomah 
County elected officials. 

Multnomah county ordains as follows: 

SECTION I. ADOPTION OF PROCEDURES 

All elected officials of Multnomah county, and employees under 
the supervision of elected County officials, shall comply with 
the Multnomah County administrative procedures on elected 
officials' automobile expense, travel expense reimbursements 
and miscellaneous expense reimbursements policy. 

i 
SECTION II. Ordinance No. 291 is repealed. 

ADOPTED this day of , 1985, being the date of 
its second reading before the Board of County Commissioners of 
Multnomah County. 

AUTHENTICATED this 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
_-~. I 

2384C/jdm 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

By =-~~~-----------------------Earl Blumenauer 
Presiding Officer 

day of -----------' 1985. 

OUNSEL 
OREGON 

By ----~~~~-------------------Dennis Buchanan 
county Executive 



Procedure # 2001 

Page # of 4 

SUBJECT: 

PURPOSE: 

ORGANIZATION 
RESPONSIBLE: 

REVISION NUMBER 
AND DATE: 

ORGANIZATIONS 
AFFECTED: 

LEGAL CITATION: 

PROCEDURE NARRATIVE: 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE 

Elected Officials Automobile Expense 

To provide for local travel for Elected Officials 
for use of privately owned vehicles 

DGS- Director's Office 

1 - June 1985 

All 

Multnomah County code 2.40.020- 2.40.040 
Multnomah County Charter 4.30 
ORS 4. 81 . 125 

Section I. Choices. 

County elected officials are authorized to be permanently assigned a 
County owned or leased vehicle, or at their individual option, may choose 
instead to be reimbursed per mile for the use of their personal 
automobiles for public purposes. This election shall be made in writing 
to the Director of General Services. 

Section II. County Owned Vehicles. 

Elected Officials may be permanently assigned a County owned or leased 
vehicle. An Elected Official who uses a County owned or leased vehicle 
for personal purposes, such vehicle as defined by IRS regulations is 
subject to this procedure and must reimburse the County for the value of 
the usage. 

The amount of personal value shall be determined by applying the Internal 
Revenue Service Regulations' table of "Annual Lease Values Table". These 
values include the cost of maintenance and insurance costs but do not 
include gasoline costs, which will be valued at 5 l/2¢ per mile. The 
Director of Fleet Management Services shall apply the table of Annual 
Lease Values to each Elected Official's assigned vehicle and notify the 
respective parties. 
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One quarter (1/4) of the full annual lease value amount will be considered 
as income to the Elected Official or the total amount documental on 
County Form Acct #15. A summary of Form 15 or equivalent shall be 
submitted to the Director of Fleet Management Services, who shall compute 
the cost of personal automobile usage, including gasoline allowance, and 
certify the same to the Director of Genera 1 Services. The Director of 
General Services shall then collect the value of the personal usage on a 
quarterly basis as a reimbursement to the County. 

The Internal Revenue Service will issue revised regulations by October 1, 
1985 to be effective January 1 , 1986, that will further regu 1 ate the tax 
treatment of municipal vehicles and set new record keeping requirements. 
The requirements contained therein will be incorporated into a revised 
Administrative Procedure at that time. 

Section III. Privately Owned Vehicles. 
t 

Alternatively, Elected Officials who choose fo use a personally owned 
vehicle for County purposes may receive a payment of 20 l/2¢ per mile 
which shall be complete compensation for all such costs so incurred. 
Mileage and related information shall be documented on County Form Acctg 
#15 submitted with Payment voucher Form F-21 to the Finance Division for 
payment. <Samples attached). 

Section IV. Insurance. 

An Elected Official's private use of a County owned or leased vehicle is 
not insured by Multnomah County. These officials must purchase their own 
insurance coverage at their own expense. This coverage must include 
liability, in the minimum amounts of $100/300,000, collision, personal 
insurance protection, comprehensive, uninsured motorist and that includes 
Multnomah County as an additional name insured. Each Elected Official 
wi 11 provide a certificate of said insurance coverage to the Director of 
General Services. 

Section V. Markings. 

All County owned vehicles assigned to Elected Official shall contain a 
distinctive license plate symbol indicating County ownership pursuant to 
ORS 481.125. Exception may be made only for vehicles used in undercover 
law enforcement duties and County leased vehicles. 

00830 
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Form Acct;:. I 'i 

WEEKLY PERSONAL AUTOMOBILE MILEAGE REPORT 

Report of ____________ _ 
-------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------

For Week Ending_·----------------------------------------------Oept. ----------------------------------------
Make this report in duplicate; itemize in detail; owner must sign, the department must approve and forv1atd ongtnal 
copy weekly to the Finance Oepattment, Accounting Oivtsion. Duplicate wtll be retatned by tile ongtna!ing depatt­
ment. 

Compute llaily ~li leage PLACES VISITED 
from Speedometer Readings (Must be L LSt~d in Detatl) 

>. Ending 
"' -.::> Reg1nn ing = ::I 

V> Days Total 

,._, Ending 
"' "0 

Beginning c: 

"' :E Days Total 

>. Ending 
"' ;:;; Beginning 
"' :::l 

Daxs Total 1-

,.... 
"' Ending ;:;; 
"' Beginning c: 
"0 

"' flays Total 3: 

>. Endtng "' ;:;; 
1\epnn.!:_fl_g 

:::l 
.r;: 

llavs Total 1-

;;;' Ending_ 

~ Be~n i !'.f .. ------..... 
~lav;; Total 

:;:- Ending 

~ \_le:.f...'.'.''~' n..: 
Days Total 

-
Week d .I II 

Dated _______________ _ )Q 

I IIU\E!lY CEHTIFY that l have used my rt"sonal automo!.i le 111 trave l111~ the m1les indicated, on the 
days shown and 1n Vt!"lttng the ~·laces as tlbove li.sted; all exclusivt·ly 1n the transaction of the 
dutlwrtz.ed bustness uf Multnumah Couuty and that l have not heretofore been rt·tmLurseJ for an)· part 
thereof 

Dept. App10val ·------------- -·-------- --------- ______ Sq;n<"d 
Otrner 



&. mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

~ ACCOUNTS PAYABLE PAYMENT VOUCHER PAGE __ QF __ 
... 

I I VOUCHER I I lm m d d y I yl ACCOUNTING 
lm 

m Y Y BUDGET I y I 
TRANSACTION I ,, AGENCY VOUCHER DATE 

CODE P, v I I NUMBER I I I II I I I l l I 
PERIOD 

I l 
FY 

ACTION 

I 
TYPE OF VOUCHER SCHEDULED m m d d y yl OFFSET 

I I I 
FIXED 

0 Original Entry (E) Ooutslde Vendor PAYMENT LIABILITY ASSET 0FIXED ASSET (F) 
0 Adjustment (M} DATE J I I I I ACCOUNT I IND 

VENDOR CODE INTRA-GOVERNMENTAL VOUCHER 

VENDOR NAME SELLER'S ACCOUNT DISTRIBUTION Offset Receivables Account I 1 I I 

Revenue Sub Reporting 
Fund Agency Organization Activity Source Rev Category 

ADDRESS Src 

I I I I I I I I I I I 

LINE DOCUMENT REFERENCE I VENDOR I FUND !AGENCY! ORGAN-IACT!VITYI OBJECT I SUB I~ REV ,, SUB J, REPT 'I BS I DISC 
NO. CODE! NUMBER I LINE I INVOICE NO. IZATION OBJ SOURCE REV CATEG ACCT TYPE 

AMOUNT 

I I I I I I I 
DESC Rl PTI ON 

I I I I I I I 
DESCRIPTION 

I I I I I I I 
DESCRIPTION 

I I I I I I I 
DESCRIPTION 

I I I I I I I 
DESCRIPTION 

l l l l l I I 
DESCRIPTION 

I I I I I I I 
DESCRIPTION 

I I I I I I I 
DESCRIPTION 

COMMENTS: 

------------------------·-···~--~-----

FIN·21 7/85 

I I I I I I I 
I I I I I j I 

I I I I I I I 

I I I I I I I 

I I I I I I I 

I I I I I I I 

I I I I I I I 

I I I I I I I 

TOTAL 

PAYMENT CERTIFICATION 
I, the undersigned do hereby certify that the materials have been furnished, the services rendered or the labor performed as described 
herein or contracted lor, and that the claim is just, due and unpaid obligation against Multnomah County and that I am authorized to 
authenticate and certify to said claim. 

SIGNATURE DATE 

PERSON PREPARING VOUCHER TELEPHONE 

y 

' ! 
"'0 I 
CU! 

l.O • 
CD! 

J.!::>' 
I 

Ot ...., ( 



SUBJECT: 

PURPOSE: 

ORGANIZATION 
RESPONSIBLE: 

REVISION NUMBER 
AND DATE: 

ORGANIZATIONS 
AFFECTED: 

LEGAL CITATION: 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE 

Travel Expense Reimbursements 

Procedure # 2306 

Page # 1 of 10 

To define the procedure for requesting authoriza­
tion for travel expense reimbursement. 

Directors Office, Department of General Services. 
Finance Division, Accounting Section. 

8- September, 1985 

All organizations requesting travel authorization and 
reimbursement for employees. 

Contents 

I. Travel Expenses - In General 
II. Advance Payment Request Procedure 

III. Travel Expense Allowance 
IV. Exceptions 

V. Preparation of Travel Request Form 

I. Travel Expenses -General 

Each Elected Official and Department Head is hereby charged with the 
res pons i bi 1 i ty of determining the necessity for, and the method of trave 1 
for their ~mployees - provided that funds are available within the 
appropriate budget. Once such necessity has been determined, 
reimbursement shall be governed by these rules. 



Procedure # 2306 

Page # 2 of 10 

Any individual engaged in travel for the benefit of the County has 
responsibility to keep accurate, complete cost records and to submit 
requests for prepayment and reimbursement in accordance with this 
procedure. This procedure applies to all travel and training including 
local seminars, conferences. and educational programs. 

Local Travel 

Authorization for local travel is required from the appropriate Department 
Head or Elected Official. Local Travel includes trips traveled within a 
55-mile radius of the Courthouse with a duration of less than 24 hours. 
Local travel rules use the same accounting guidelines as established for 
out-of-town travel, except that meals, per diem and lodging costs are not 
paid, unless included in the cost of registration. 

Out-of-Town Travel 

This is defined as any trip with either a destination over 55 miles from 
the Courthouse or a duration in excess of 24 hours. Persons who are 
authorized out-of-town travel are allowed per diem and lodging 
reimbursements as described in Section III. Any person who pays all of 
his/her own expenses may be reimbursed upon the completion of the travel 
by submitting Form #F-21, sample attached. 

Any person requesting approval for advance travel funds must submit a 
"Travel Request, Authorization and Accounting' Form to the appropriate 
Elected Official or Manager at least two weeks before the anticipated date 
of Travel. <See Section II.) The employee's Department Director or 
his/her designee wi 11 approve and forward the signed form a long with 
copies #1 through #6 to the Accounting Section. Elected officials will 
approve requests for themselves and their direct staff. 

II. Advance Payment Request Procedure 

A. Procedure 

If advance payment for expenses is requested, copies #1 through #6 of 
the "Trave 1 Request, Authori za ti on and Accounting" form are submitted 
to the Accounting Section. <See Section VI.) 

Accounting wi 11 process the form and return copies #4-#5-#6 to the 
trave 1 er with the warrant in the amount of the advance. The amount 
so drawn will be considered an indebtedness to the County by the 
recipient. 

If the amount of expected expenses does not exceed $25.00, the 
trave 1 er is requested to meet the expenses and, upon return, request 
reimbursement. 



B. Accounting For Advance Payments 
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Within thirty (30) days after completion of the travel, an 
accounting for the advance must be provided to the Accounting 
Section for appropriate budgetary charges. This requires all 
expense documentation with completed and signed copies #4 and #5 of 
the form which accompanied the advance warrant. Copy #6 may be 
retained by the traveler. 

C. 30 Day Limit 

If no accounting has been received within the thirty day period, 
the individual will be notified of his or her delinquency. On the 
next pay period the amount of the advance may be deducted from the 
paycheck of the person to whom the advance is charged un 1 es s the 
individual has fulfilled the appropriate accounting and 
reimbursement requirements. 

D. Over/Under Estimate 

If actual expenses are less than the amount of advance, the 
difference must be returned to the County Treasury. 

If expenses exceed the amount of the advance, reimbursement will be 
made to the traveler ftom information supplied when copies #4 and 
#5 of 11 Trave 1 Request, Authori za ti on and Accounting" are returned 
to the Accounting Section with actual costs and documentation. 

If an advance is not made, reimbursement can be obtained by 
completing a Payment Voucher <Form Fin. #21). 

If there are increases in the number of days to be reimbursed for 
lodging or per diem from the amount originally approved, the change 
must be approved by the Department Director, Elected Official or 
his/her designee regardless of the amount. 

III. Travel Expense allowances 

A. Transportation 

Transportation may be authorized as follows: 

(1) When a County car is utilized for out-of-town travel, no 
reimbursement greater than the actual expenses incurred for 
the operation of the vehicle will be authorized. Receipts 
will be required for all reimbursements. 

(2) Private Car: When out-of-town travel is authorized, the use of 
the individual's private car may be authorized. 

Reimbursement will be made at the rate of twenty and one half 
cents (20 1/2¢) per mile. 
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If instances where several individuals are to attend the same 
function and the transportation is to be by private automobile, 
the ride should be shared and mileage should be requested for 
only one vehicle. This will provide energy conservation and 
reduce County travel expenditures. If mi 1 eage is requested for 
more than one vehicle, the request must be approved separately 
by the Department Director or Elected Official. 

In cases where County travel is combined with a vacation trip 
and the mode of transportation chosen is a private vehicle, 
reimbursement wi 11 be at the lower rate of commercial 
transportation or mileage. No reimbursement for per diem or 
hotel/motel will be made for the additional travel time charged 
to vacation. 

NOTE: Mileage will be determined by the Finance Division 
from the Table of Official Mileage from Portland, 
Oregon, to the destination and return. 

(3) Rail: The County will approve overnight rail accommodations for 
out-of-state trips based on Amtrak's minimum distance 
requirement. 

(4) Air: The county will not reimburse for first class accommoda­
tions. Those desiring first class accommodations on the 
airlines may so specify by personally paying the difference 
between air coach tourist class and the type of accommodations 
so selected. 

(5) Ground Transportation and Destination: Taxicab trips and 

(6) 

transportation to and from terminals necessary to conduct the 
rna tters relating to approved out-of-town travel wi 11 be 
reimbursed only upon receipts submitted. 

Reimbursement for a rental car will be allowed only if authorized 
by a Department Director, an Elected Official, or his/her 
disignee. Reimbursement will be made on actual cost only. 
Receipt must accompany the final accounting. 

Local Ground Travel: 
transportation between 
will be reimbursed only 
or official. 

Reimbursement for airport parking and 
traveler's office and Portland Airport 
if authorized by the appropriate manager 



B. Commercial Transportation 
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When out-of-town expense reimbursement has been requested and 
authorized, the trave 1 er or personne 1 within the affected department 
will procure the required reservations for the transportation. 

Arrangements for commercia 1 transportation may be made either 
directly or through a travel agency selected from the list of 
Multnomah County qualified travel agencies. A list is maintained by 
the Purchasing Office. Commercial transportation should not be paid 
through advance money. The travel agency should bill the County. 

C. Per Diem 

When out-of-town trave 1 extends beyond 24 hours, an a 11 owance for 
meals and incidental expenses is authorized. The amount of per diem 
requested shall be indicated on the 11 Trav~l Request, Authorization 
and Accounting" form under the recommendation of the Department 
Director, his/her designee, or Elected Official. 

This allowance is made for the purpose of reimbursement for meals. 
Other expenditures will be reimbursed with submission of receipts. 

A reimbursemen~ :.of one-half days per diem, $10.00 or $12.50 
respectively, is allowed for travel days to and from destination. If 
travel is authorized to an unusually high cost of living area, such 
as those described by Federal or State standards, the Elected 
Official or Department Head may authorize an increased per diem 
amount based on the facts in the circumstances. 

In cases where the registration fee provides for meals, a reduction 
in the per diem allowance should be made. The reduction should be, 
for breakfast, $3.50; lunch, $5.50 and dinner, $11.00. The primary 
responsibi llty for adjustments of this nature rests with the 
department or elected official, however, the Finance Qivision will 
review and adjust these when appropriate. 

D. Lodgings 

When out-of-town travel requires absence overnight, reimbursement 
will be made for the actual cost of lodging not to exceed the single 
occupancy rate established by the hotel. Receipts are required for 
reimbursement. 

When requesting advance payment for hotel, or motel the amount 
requested must be the rate quoted when the reservation is made . 
Only this rate plus any local tax will be allowed on the final 
accounting. 



E. Non-ERA State Travel 
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The Board of County Commissioners has adopted a Board Order 
prohibiting travel to states that have not ratified the Equal Rights 

Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. Effective July 1, 1985, this 
restriction is suspended pending further Board clarification, as it 
is unclear how a state might now ratify the amendment. 

F. Registration Fees 

Registration fees for meetings or conferences attended by those 
representing Multnomah County are a reimbursable expense. If a 
request is made for registration fee only, which are payable to a 
firm or organization, the traveler may fill out and submit a Payment 
Voucher <Form Fin. #21). The completed form must include the 
signature of the person authorized to approve payment for travel, and 
the current date. 

G. Te 1 ephone 

Business related long distance phone calls made at the destination 
are a reimbursable expense only if cost documentation is available, 
such as being included on the hotel receipt. All local calls are 
included in the per diem allowance and not reimbursable. 

IV. Exceptions 

A. Exceptions to travel expense reimbursement may be granted in unusual 
circumstances by the appropriate elected official on a case by case 
basis. 

V. PREPARATION OF 11 TRAVEL REQUEST AUTHORIZATION AND ACCOUNTING" FORM 

When a travel advance is requested complete Items A through N and 
submit a 11 6 copies to Accounting. Accounting wi 11 return copies 
#4-5-6 to the traveler with a warrant in the amount of the advance. 

When requesting reimbursement for a completed trip for which no 
advance was provided, complete Items A through N, attach a completed 
Payment Voucher <Form Fin. #21) and submit to accounting for payment. 

A. Name of Traveler 

Write the name of the person who wi 11 be making the trip. If an 
advance is to be issued to other than the traveler, please note. 

B. Department/Office 

The name of the Department or Office requesting the travel. 



C. Date 

Date this form is prepared. 

D. Authority is Requested for Official Travel to 

Name of city and state of destination. 

E. Inclusive Dates 

Procedure # 2306 
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Indicate dates of actual training or seminar. Do not include travel 
time. 

F. Purpose of Travel and Comments 

State the activity the trave 1 er wi 11 be attending. The Board Order 
relating to out-of-town travel requests th~t the Department Director, 
Elected Official or his/her designee make ndte in this section of the 
form "as to the benefits to be attained by Mu ltnomah County for the 
expenditure of these funds 11

• 

G. Amount 

The amount of travel advance the traveler will be rece1v1ng (if there 
is one), which is set up on an ''Account Receivable" in the traveler's 
name. <Same as Total Anticipated Costs - see "L" below) 

H. Signature of Traveler 

I. Date 

Write the date the travel request is approved by the Department 
Director, or Elected Official. 

J. Appropriation Account Code 

Write the account codes indicating to which fund, agency, and 
organization, etc. to which the total cost will be charged. 

K. Travel By 

Indicate method of transportation by checking the appropriate mode. 

L. Anticipated Costs 

Indicate the estimated breakdown of costs that will be incurred. 
<Total anticipated costs to "G 11 above.) 



WHEN TRAVEL HAS BEEN COMPLETED 

M. Recommended Approval by Section/Division Manager 

Procedure # 2306 

Page # 8 of 10 

This Hem provides for additional and optional internal departmental 
control of the travel approval process. 

N. Signature 

Signature of the Department Director, Elected Official or his/her 
designee: This approves the travel request and is required. 

Within 30 days after the trip, trave 1 er must camp 1 ete Items 0 through T on 
copies #4-5-6 of this form. However, if additional payment requested <ItemS) 
is in excess of $50.00, the Department Director must authorize by signing 
Item V <see instructions be~ow>. 

Traveler will then forward completed copies #4 & #5 (with receipts attached) 
to Accounting and may retain copy #6 for their file. 

1. If advance exceeds actua 1 expenses remit the difference <Item R) with 
copies #4 and #5 when sent to Accounting. 

2. If actual expenses exceed the advance, Accounting will issue a warrant for 
the difference <Item S) to the traveler. 

0. Actual Trip Expenses <Costs) 

This is to be flll ed in after the actual trip expenses are known. 
Documentation must be attached. 

P. Total Trip Expenses 

Total of actual trip expenses. 

Q. Amount Advanced 

Enter amount of advance <Same as G). 

R. Refund to Treasury 

If amount of advance exceeds the amount of actual expenses, enter 
amount which must be returned to the County Treasury. Accounting 
will enter number of Treasury Receipt. 

S. Additional Payment Requested 

If expenses exceed amount of advance, enter balance due to traveler. 



T. Signature of Traveler 

Procedure # 2306 

Page # 9 of 10 

Traveler will sign the completed form verifying the actual trip 
expenses. 

U. Section/Division Manager 

This item for departmental use only, not required for final 
disposition of travel advance and additional costs. 

V. Signature 

Department Director, Elected Official designee approval required if 
additional payment is over $50.00. 

W. Below Heavy Black Line 

This section is for Accounting Section use o~ly. 

00750/DK/ld 
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SUBJECT: 

PURPOSE: 

ORGANIZATION 
RESPONSIBLE: 

REVISION NUMBER 
AND DATE: 

ORGANIZATIONS 
AFFECTED: 

LEGAL CITATION: 

PROCEDURE NARRATIVE: 

I. General 

Procedure # 

Page # of 3 

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE 

Miscellaneous Expense Reimbursements Policy 

To define the allowances for County miscellaneous 
expense reimbursements. 

Directors Office, Department of General Services, 
Finance Division, Accounting Section. 

1 -July 3, 1985 

All organizations requesting miscellaneous expense 
reimbursements. 

MCC 3.10.190 & 3.10.200 

Each Elected Official and Department Head is hereby charged with the 
responsibility of determining the necessity for purchasing 
miscellaneous goods and services for their operation- provided that 
funds are available within the appropriate budget. Once such 
necessity has been determined, reimbursement shall be governed by 
these rules. 

II. Miscellaneous Expenses 

A. Allowable 

1. The purchase of mea 1 s and nona 1 coho 1 i c beverages, inc 1 udi ng 
gratuities, when those expenses are in connection with: 

o official citizen councils, 
o advisory group meetings, or 
o facility tour groups. 



Procedure # 2311 
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The purpose of these meetings must be related to the business of 
the program for which the payment is requested. 

2. Coffee, punch and expenditures for 1i ght refreshments for 
meetings with members of the outside business or public sector 
community which relate to official County business. Coffee and 
11 ght refreshment expenditures are a 1 so authorized for offici a 1 
informal Board meetings and County employee meetings, including 
formal classroom training sessions. 

3. Dues for civic organizations when acting as a representative of 
a County office and approved by the appropriate elected official. 

4. Parking expenses for volunteers, private business 
representatives, or non-Multnomah County public sector 
representatives is authorized if the amount is budgeted and 
approved by the program manager. 

B. Conditionally Allowable 

Certain expenses are allowable with written approval of the Elected 
Official incurring or authorizing the expenditures within that 
Elected Official's appropriation. 

1. Food and gratuity for modestly-priced "appreciation 11 lunches or 
banquets honoring volunteers. An itemized billing stating 
number of guests served, cost per meal. and gratuity must 
accompany a 11 requests for payment. The itemized bi 11 i ng 
statement must also state the names of the guests served and the 
volunteer organization with which they were affiliated. 

2. Coffee. punch and expenditures for 1 i ght refreshments for 
official functions, including employee retirement receptions, or 
training 11 Sessions". 

3. Food, nonalcoholic beverages, and gratuity for official business 
meal guests of elected County officials or representatives of 
Elected Officials designated in writing by each official. The 
approved cost sha 11 inc 1 ude the County emp 1 oyee' s meal. For 
this category, an annual list of persons authorized to incur 
such expenditures signed by an Elected Official would suffice. 
Otherwise case-by-case signatures of Elected Officials will be 
required. All expense claims must include the names of the 
guest entertained, their official positions. 

4. Plants and maintenance services for those plants in general 
public access and public use areas. 

Written approval is required by this section and shall be submitted 
to the Finance Division at the time request for payment is made. 
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C. Not Allowable 

Under no conditions, unless otherwise noted, shall the expenditure of 
County funds be authorized for the purchase of items/services 
considered to be of a personal nature. These include: 

1. Alcoholic beverages in any form for any occasion. 
2. Interoffice meals/entertainment. 
3. Home entertainment. 
4. Flowers and gifts. 
5. Meals in town, except as noted in Item B-(1) above. 
6. Office social functions, including birthday and holiday 

observances. 
7. Coffee or light refreshments for employees, except as noted in 

Item A-(2) above. 
8. Coffee pots, cups and related accessories, except as noted in 

Item A-b above. 
9. Parking fines and traffic citations. 

10. Christmas and other holiday gifts and decorations. 
11. Personal photocopying. 
12. Personal long-distance telephone calls. 
13. Parking for employees except as noted in procedure #2306, Travel 

Expense Reimbursement. 
14. Dues for personal memberships in professional organizations or 

in civic organizations except as noted in A(3) above. 

III. Exceptions 

00800 

A. Exceptions may be granted by the Board of County Commissioners 
on a case by case basis as circumstances allow. 













Charts used by Purchasing Director Don Eichman 

1. 

A. 
Section 00430-1-End 
Sub-Contractor List 

Doors ) 
Finish Hardware ) Assiduous 
Painting ) 
Wallcovering ) 

B 
Section 00 0-1-End 
MBE/FBE Utilization Form 

Demolition $81,954.00-Assiduous 
& Carpentry 

Carpet (Installation) Triple One 
Floorwork $5,315 -Triple One 
Paint & Millwork $21,945 -

DMK Contractors 

Response to Nov. 15 Letter (Prinz letter dated Nov. 20) 

ASSIDUOUS 
Demo & Cleanup 
Carpet Installed 
Doors, Frames & Hardware 

2. 

Certified by City 
Pilot Service 
Traffic Regulating 
Painting 
Cleaning 
Labor 

Only demolition allowed 

- $16,848.00 
- $20,425.00 
- $38,184.00 

$75,457.00 

Assiduous 

Proposed by Bid 
Demolition) 
Carpentry ) $81,954.00 

- $16,848.00 

Total MBC Participation Reduced t 6% 



3. 

At time of Bid Opening 

MBE Certification 10 days prior to Opening 

MBE Utlization form completed 

MBE's Identified for Use 
• Su~ontract work to be performed 
• Dollar amount of sub-contract work 

-- IF MBE Goals not met, then best effort indicated 



I 

Transcript of portion of appeal 
January 9, 1986 

Joe Prinz to Board of Commissioners -

ANDERSON: The list that Don showed us. 

KAFOURY: Whom do you want to ask? 

ANDERSON: I want to ask • 

KAFOURY: Why don't both of you come forward. 

ANDERSON: I want to ask Joe and I also want to ask Don about that list tha 
you have 

PRINZ: I have a copy of it. 

ANDERSON: • of the City certified contractors, and what they were 
certified to perform in the way of services. Is that not . 

PRINZ: I have a copy of it, would you like to see it. 

ANDERSON: No, I want to know whether or not you t t list at the time 

PRINZ: Oh, Yes, I had this list. 

ANDERSON: But it does say, it tells you who is certified and for what kind 
of jobs. 

PRINZ: It tells me, who is certified as a minority. 

ANDERSON: Yes. 

PRINZ: It tells me, the City makes no claims on the top of each section. 
The only indication this would . The on original question I had 
whether Assiduous would or would not fit in is, there are four categories. 
It says we have separated the MBE's into four major classifications, and 
lists general, specialty contractors, professionals, service vendors and 
product vendors. It doesn't say anything about, it doesn't say how to use 
that information. It says we are giving you that list, in asking, in 
talking with the city, where that list came from, they said probably our 
clerical staff. Assiduous didn't go down to the City and say I am not a 
general contractor. He is Assiduous Construction. He says I do a bunch of 
things. I provide labor, I do a bunch of other things. He got put into 
category Four. He didn't ask to be put in category four at all. So this i 
the list. Because there are four categories, I thought well, I wo er if I 
can use Assiduous, and looking at this information, there is nothing that 
say's I can't. 

ANDERSON: Don read to us the kinds of things that Assiduous was qualified 
to do. 

ght. There is, they are . . well. 



ANDERSON: Did you have that list? 

PRINZ: In the application that Assiduous turned into the City, someone, in 
the application is asked what do you do. And Assiduous wrote, I do pilotin 
service, I do a number of other things, I do labor. He didn't say I am a 
laborer. He said I do bor. And he said I do a whole lot of things. 
Basically, he is a man out looking for work. That is . 

ANDERSON: Well, someone who does finish hardware has to have some skills i 
that area. It isn't just labor. 

PRINZ: What we were asking him to do for doors, was, to bring a door in an 
set it, and put the hardware, the door knob on it, and the door closer, and 
a kick plate with four screws on the bottom. That isn't, there isn't, we 
call it miscellaneous carpentry. Someone else could call it labor. 

ANDERSON: So it really isn't a finish type . 

PRINZ: No it isn't putting finish things on a wall or. 

MILLER: I have some questions. 

KAFOURY: Don, did you want to . 

EICHMAN: Yes, Don Eichman, Purchasing. To answer you, yes we did provide 
this to the contractor, and yes it does show on page 31 of the directory, 
not under construction, Assiduous didn't apply under construction, but 
applied under services category, the fourth categories that Mr. Prinz 
identified. Again, as pilot service, traffic regulating, painting, 
cleaning, and labor, that was provided to the prime contractors, as was it 
to all of the prime contractors, not just Mr. Prinz. I also would like to 
defer to Sue Kloberwitz of the City of Portland that could speak direct t 
this issue of how the City does operate. 

SHADBURNE: Madam Chairman. 

KAFOURY: • question, or do you prefer . 

MILLER: Could you provide me the language from our own Blue Book that was 
referred to by Counsel. I don't know whether you can, Don. 

SHADBURNE: Madam Chair. 

KAFOURY: Just a minute. 

MILLER: 
you. 

Could you just leave it with me and I'll return it to you. 

KAFOURY: Do people want the response from the City to finish up your 
question, Pauline, Would that be appropriate. 

Thank 

ANDERSON: Yeah, I think it fairly appropriate. I guess whether labor woul 
include the kinds of things that you were expecting Assiduous to do. Is 
that not the question here. Because you knew t Assiduous was qualified 
to do, now did you asked then Assiduous . 



PRINZ: Assiduous is listed there on a number of things, including labor. 
Assiduous, I also know, and I know that he can do other things, we have 
dealt with him in the past, he also has workmen's compensation, 
documentation which I think you have, showing carpenters. He has the 
ability to go out and hire a carpet layer. I don't know what the city will 
tell you, how they do that they do. I do know that Assiduous didn't ask 
for, to be put under as a service vendor. t was a clerical thing, 
evidently, as I am told, that happened in their office. He didn't ask to b 
put under as a service vendor. He does many things. We have some 
documentation, like I said, showing that he carries carpenters, he has the 
ability to hire a carpet layer. We had a, he and Lopez, a certified MBE, 
wanted to work together, because of some floor prep on flooring. It could 
have been run through Lopez as easy as Assiduous, but Assiduous helped us, 
originally helped us find Lopez. they were going to work together on 
this. I don't know what the City would tell us, but the City never told me 
before hand. That, I think is where the problem undoubtedly began. 

ANDERSON: Thank you. 

MILLER: I have a question, Mr. Prinz. 

SHADBURNE: Madam Chair, I wanted to ask . 

MILLER: Go ahead. 

SHADBURNE: And that is a question for Don. What I am confused, what I am 
hearing from Joe, right, is that there was no specific criteria that they 
had to use, that these were listed, general thou ts and ideas, but they 
didn't have to abide by that. Could you repeat again, I think you mentione 
once before, but I want to hear it again on whether or not he had to as a 
general contractor, go by on those qualifications in that green paper. 

EICHMAN: Yes Commissioner. Essentially we have a couple of components tha 
go into that. One is, we tell the primes that the city of Portland 
certification process is honored by the County. That is informational, and 
we require that certification. In that process, they are certified in 
certain subcontract areas. We inform the prime through this book, what 
those particular areas of expertise are. We do have a disclaimer, that I 
mentioned earlier, that is printed on there, we don't talk about how good 
the quality of work is, what level of technical expertise they have, in 
those particular areas, but we do identify them for them. If they elect to 
do work beyond that, which is proper, if Assiduous can do all of this, then 
Assiduous applies to the City of Portland, and I can't speak of their 
internal process, but he can become a general prime, and he can have a whol 
shopping list of areas, but that is prior to bid opening. 

SHADBURNE: What did we give, as a contractor, what did the County give to 
say that you have to, the only work that the people can do is what is 
certified. Where is that. 

MILLER: It is in here. It is very clear. 



EICHMAN: Oh, okay, there is that particular area in the book, in the 
directory, there are other criteria that the City can speak to. There are, 
I don't know, several pages in the application that they provide to the 
City, there is criteria that they use, a whole set of administrative rules. 

in, as a bureaucrat, only it is the city bureaucrcy, that goes into 
certification, the County does not, list every element that is used in 
making a city certification, and there are a number of them. 

SHADBURNE: So what we are say 
document, not a city document 

EICHMAN: Right. 

, in the document that, it is a County 

SHADBURNE: That we are requiring the contractor to use those, the only 
areas they can use the people in are the certified areas. 

EICHMAN: Determined by the City of Portland. They would have to, then if 
there were any questions on that certification process, it would be 
incumbant upon the prime • 

SHADBURNE: That was part of the bid description. 

EICHMAN: Yes, it is in the bid. 

MILLER: Just . 

KAFOURY: Commissioner Miller. 

MILLER: Yes, the document that was provided, really clarifies, while it 
does say "Multnomah County honors", and I think that word is rather, you 
know if we require it, we should say we require it, not that we honor it, 
however, the second sentence says "Therefore the Contractor must include a 
copy of the City's letter of certification for each MBE/FBE firm with any 
bid requiring that MBE/FBE". So the word 'must' there, the title which is 
underlined, says "we honor", but it then goes on to say, "you must have a 
letter of certification from the City". 

SHADBURNE: But does that . 

MILLER: Did Mr. Prinz have that letter. Did he submit that letter of 
certification on Assiduous at the time of the bid. 

EICHMAN: Commissioner, I would have to review the bid document itself. 
That may have been included for Assiduous, I am not sure. 

MILLER: Well, I think that is pivotable. If you have a letter from the 
City certifying him, then he has met the requirement. If you don't, then h 
hasn't. It is real simple. Isn't that letter a matter of record or isn't 
it. It also, fairly generous, in that it gives the contractor 10 days prio 
to bid opening to certify, so that within 10 days of having submitted your 
bid, in that interim, you have the opportunity to get Assiduous certified, 
if Assiduous was not certified. So, it seems, first we have to ascertain 
the factual matter, did they comply with the letter. If they did, we've go 
a problem. If they didn't, we don't have a problem. The other question, i 
the question of verbal information that was supplied by a member of staff 



according to the letter of December 12, from Mr. Alexander. Mr. Prinz is 
apparently reply to some comments made by Carl Mosely. I am referring 
to Page 4. parently Mr. Mosely wrote a memorandum to you, Don, 
objecting to Mr. Prinz' bid. One of them was, "therefore Assiduous had no 
arrangement at the time", and that phrase is underlined, "at the time, 
that qualified it for carpentry work". Okay. "and depending on who you 
believe, Assiduous may not have made any arrangement with Ed LaPrinz at 
the time, to be qualified, Ed Lopez, who is Ed Lopez. 

PRINZ: Ed Lopez is a certified MBE who is directly certified as a carpet 
layer who is going to lay the carpet, and the 

MILLER: Carpentry here means, laying carpets, and not hammering. 

PRINZ: No there is two different areas. Carpet laying and carpentry. 

MILLER: Well this says carpentry. Carpentry was in question. 

PRINZ: Ed Lopez is a carpet layer, and Assiduous was going to deal with 
him. 

MILLER: Okay. In any event, then I skip down, and I look at your 
response and it says, "you say, during my discussion with Mr. Moseley, who 
is our County staff, he mentioned the county did not like the work done by 
Triple One Construction. I told him, I hoped Assiduous could do the work, 
if the County would go along with it. He told me once the contract was 
signed, I could change all my minorities if I maintained the 20% goal and 
got his approval." There are two things here that have me just absolutely 
confused. One, are we objecting to Assiduous or are we objecting to 
Triple One. 

KAFOURY: Why don't you let him answer. 

MILLER: Let me give you the two parts. That is number one. Number two, 
did Carl Moseley say that because if Carl Moseley said that, then he 
certainly misled the client. 

EICHMAN: Carl Moseley's memo to me is in terms of internal communications 
and is not something that relates to the award decision. I want that 
clear. The other part . 

MILLER: That is not clear. What do you mean by dismissing that. This is 
now used in a public document, as evidence upon which we are to make a 
judgment. And it lists Carl Moseley's comment. 

EICHMAN: I know, but Carl Moseley's comments, for the decision making 
that I made, the question of whether Assiduous was, or Triple One did good 
work, or bad work, was not part of the decision. That is what I want you 
to understand. It is the certification. It wasn't the ity of the 
work. That is the first part of your question. 

MILLER: Okay, but as a result .. Okay, thank you. Then as a result, is 
Triple One certified by the City to do this kind of work. 

EICHMAN: I believe they are certified, yes. 



MILLER: As an in pursuit of that debate between Carl and Mr. Prinz, 
apparently Mr. Prinz is saying here, before this bo , that is sitting as 
a quasi-judicial body, and so I presume he is saying it on the record, and 
saying it truly, that Mr. Moseley told him he could change his minorities, 
as long as he maintained the 20% goal. I want to know, Mr. Prinz, is that 
a fact that you wish to testify to. 

PRINZ: That is absoletly a truthful fact. I think that at the end of 
that, there is a statement which says, with approval by the County, or by 
Mr. Moseley. 

MILLER: Yes . 

PRINZ: Yes, that is an absoletely true statement. 

MILLER: If you did that and got his approval, I take it his approval was, 
he wanted to approve the quality of the work. But apparently his comments 
seems to suggest that he led you to believe that you could change the 
minority worker at any time, after the contract was opened. That is what 
I am trying to establish. 

PRINZ: As long as we maintain the goal, and had approval for the change 
by Carl Moseley, yes, that is a truthful statement. I don't believe that 
is part of our argument, but yes, if it is useful piece of knowledge, that 
is absolutely a true statement. 

EICHMAN: I believe I can clarify that. We are at a point prior to award 
that we are making this decision today. Now, what Carl is referring to, 
and is in our specification, as Administrative Rules, is Post Award. Our 
decision on what information we have from all the primes, not just Mr. 
Prinz, what they submitted, for me as the Purchasing Director, to make a 
decision on award. That is where the conflict is. Carl's comments comes 
post award. Say we award to Mr. Prinz, and something happens to one of 
those subcontractors, then he would request the Purchasing Director, to 
substitute another minority firm, so that is a big difference, and that is 
pre-award, and that is what we are talking about here. 

KAFOURY: Am I correct, it is different that changing the contractor to 
remedy deficencies in the application. 

EICHMAN. Yes. I couldn't say it better. 

KAFOURY: Is that correct. 

KASTING: I just what to state for the benefit of people who might be 
wondering what Commissioner Miller was reading from, she was looking at 
Sections 60.070, Sub 7 of the County's PCRB rules, and that is the same 
rule that Don is referring to. It makes people nervous if something is 
cited, and not referenced. 



At this time, the Board of Commissioners recessed, and the 

Public Contract Review Board convened. 

Commissioner Miller moved, duly seconded by Commissioner 

Shadburne, and on a roll call vote, it is unanimously carried to 

consider the following by unanimous consent: 

In the matter of an appeal of Bid Award by Joe ) 

Prinz, Inc., (Bid No. B61-100-0649- Clinics and) 

Offices Remodel, Phase I Gill Building) R-10) 

Peter Kasting, Assistant County Counsel, advised the Board 

that the hearing needed to be held as the bids were only good 

through January 14. 

Commissioner Kafoury reviewed the process to be followed 

during the hearing. 

Don Eichman, Purchasing Director, explained that the basis 

of the appeal is essentially a rejection of apparent low bidder, 

Prinz Construction, for the J.K. Gill Building remodel construction, 

and it required a MBE participation of 20%. He reviewed the items 

his office looks for in terms of minority participation, and if it 

meets the 20% goal. If it doesn't meet the 20% minority 



participation goal, they also look at "Best Effort" in locating 

minority businesses. Mr. Eichman then reviewed the Prinz 

Construction bid and how it scored in this MBE participation area. 

He reminded the Board that that occurred at Bid Opening. He t n 

reviewed the adjusted figures for Prinz following a request for 

clarification of their bid (letter dated November 20 from Mr. 

Prinz). An altering of the bid is not allowed, but they can seek 

clarification on a bid. The reason for the clarification is to be 

equitable in the analysis and determination of award of a bid. He 

had at this point a discrepancy in the bid that allowed Prinz to 

make the 20%, and meeting the MBE goals. There were discrepancies 

between the original bid and what the clarification letter 

indicated. He explained what the discrepancy was between the two 

documents. There was a difference of $81,000 and use of certain MBE 

contractors, to $75,000, and different MBE contractors. The other 

issue on which they based rejection relates to certification of 

Assiduous by the City of Portland as an MBE, and what is involved in 

the certification, and what work are they qualified to do. He 

explained that the City of Portland has from the outset of this 

program, certified minority firms and female owned firms for the 

County. That is the ordinance and administrative rules. That is 

included in the bid specifications. There are two elements in that 

process. First, the company is a bonafide minority business owned 

and operated, 51%, and does the firm performs a commercially useful 

function. It was on the latter issue that he had concerns. 



The "commercially useful function" is to assure that minority firms 

are not subject to front organizations in any fashion. He reviewed 

the concerns that an organization not become a broker for other 

types of services, that they truly are qualified to do the work, and 

that they do not sub-contract the work to other firms in areas they 

do not perform work. He expressed his concerns that he had with 

Assiduous, and that he had sought specific information on Assiduous 

from the City. The information provided by the City Contract 

Compliance Office was the basis for rejection of Assiduous of 

allowing it to perform work in areas only where it was qualified to 

perform in - demolition and cleanup. They were not qualified in 

areas carpet installation, doors, frames or hardware. He explained 

that the contractor should have known what areas of work Assiduous 

was certified in before including him in other areas. He explained 

what the County does to inform the prime contractors of the 

certified MBE contractors and is handed out with each bid book. He 

explained that on Page 31 of the MBE directory, Assiduous is listed 

as being qualified for pilot service, traffic regulat , painting, 

cleaning and labor in t Services Section. There is also a 

disclaimer on the Booklet, relating to the "availability, technical 

expertise, quality of workmanship, or bonding insurance limits .• " 

This is the essence of the minority business program to allow 

minority firms to operate in the areas without having to go through 

a front to get the business. That was the basis for reduction to 

6%. He then reviewed the best efforts requirement which the 

Division allows on bids when a general contractor can show they have 



attempted to find minority firms but are unable to do so. In this 

case, Prinz provided documentation that they solicited from 12 

firms, and 10 submitted written bids to them. In reviewing that, 

they found that it was not a lack of best effort, Prinz elected to 

use Assiduous in lieu of other minority firms they had available to 

them. On that basis, they rejected the Best Efforts appeal. 



Commissioner Miller then asked questions regarding the 

materials presented. 

Mr. Eichman indicated that Assiduous was listed as a 

sub-contractor who would then go out and find other sub-contractors 

to do other work, which is the work of a prime contractor. If a 

firm is not certified to do general, they are not considered to be a 

general contractor, to go out and get other work. 

Commissioner Miller asked if Mr. Prinz knew that by having 

Assiduous subcontract, that it might be interpreted by the County as 

being not a commercially useful function. Triple One was listed 

originally as a minority firm. She asked to what extent is the 

County bound by the standards, and it was also her understanding the 

since the Bid was first submitted, Assiduous has sense qualified 

with the City. 

Mr. Eichman said he was not aware of that. That would not 

however be an element in this. The County is incumbant to follow 

the City's certification. The city form is several pages long and 

lists the criteria that they use to certify a firm. The County only 

honors that process. It does not identify or say they are right or 

wrong, or question their certification. He said this is the first 

case since 1981 that has come up, and there has been no reason to 

regret that arrangement. 

Commissioner Miller said she thought the County would use 



the City list as a screening for getting its own contractors, but 

she did not feel that the County would be bound by the City's list. 

Mr. Eichman said that is in the Administrative Rules for 

the County and the Bid Specifications that the County does honor the 

City's list. 

Commissioner Miller read the following: "It shall be the 

policy of Multnomah County to consider and use the certification 

list of the City of Portland". The County decided to do that as 

protection for the County, and to limit the amount of research the 

County would have to do. For clarification, in her recollection, 

the County will consider the City list, but she is not sure the 

County is obligated to it. She is not sure this was intended to 

adopt fully all of the City's standards, practices and 

requirements. 

Commissioner Shadburne asked if the City certifies people 

outside the City of Portland. 



Mr. Eichman said they certifies anyone who applies to them 

to do work within the City/and County. He explained that the 

County's bid specifications, Page 00800-3 reads "Multnomah County 

honors the City of Portland's MBE Certification , and it 

goes on to paragraph (A) "Certification as MBE/FBE firm s 11 be 

required prior to the bid opening for project where MBE/FBE 

participation is required. In order for the minority/female 

business to particpate on that project, in order to provide 

sufficient time to complete the certification process, applications 

for MBE certication should be received and post-marked to the City 

of Portland's Contract and Compliance Office at least 10 days prior 

to the bid opening date for the project on which they wish to 

participoate." The County has taken that policy and put it into the 

Public Contract Review Board rules, that this is required prior to 

bid open The County has not done certification. Where the 

Division has attempted to do so, they were found by the County 

Auditor to out of compliance. The Division certified some 

handicapped firms as socially and economically disadvantaged, and it 

was found to have done that. 

Commissioner Miller said a solution was arrived out outside 

the City guidelines. The County does not hold itself absolutely 

rigid to the City standards. While the language in the bid specs, 

as a bureaucrat, have been interpreted the intent, it may have been 

interpreted more tightly then the Board intended. 

Mr. Eichman said that may be the case. He believes that 



language was taken directly from the Public Contract Review Board 

Rules, Division 60, that the Board passed, and he will check that 

out. 

Commissioner Miller said the County was going to piggy back 

with the City because it would be a convenience, but the County 

would not be held exclusively to that. 

to tightly, maybe, maybe not. 

She feels it is being read 

tightly. 

Mr. Eichman said in practice they have read it very 

They have done no certification outside of the City. 

Commissioner Miller said the next question is really from 

Stoel, Rives letter in which they cite the question of whether the 

bid is responsive, as to whether it is before or after. This was on 

page 3 of their December 12, 1985 letter, stating: "the Controller 

General has ruled that a low bidders compliance with MBE 

requirements on a federally financed project is a matter of 

responsibility rather than responsiveness, and that document 

concerning such matters may be submitted after the bid." She asked 

if the County is bound solely to practices of the City where Stoel 

Rives is referring to the Comptroller-General standards and rules, 

and to what extent does the County honor their procedures. 



level. 

Mr. Eichman said the funding source would dictate to one 

This is General Fund construction, so it doesn't fall under 

the Federal. The other part is that the County states in the bid 

specs at the time of bid opening, and the other vendors, when the 

County goes to award, follow those same rules. The County does not 

allow a change after bid opening under those conditions. If 

something comes up after the award, for example, one of the 

sub-contractors goes out of business or some other reason cannot 

honor, there is a process by which the contractor would come to the 

Purchasing Director and ask to change the minority, they would allow 

that. In evaluating who they would award to, they have administered 

this, as a "bureaucrat" very strictly. 

Commissioner Miller asked if he disagrees with the 

distinction between responsive and responsible bid as outlined in 

the Stoel-Rives letter of December 12, the paragraph above that, 

which says "A responsive bid implies the ability to perform the 

contract and goes to the capacity of the bidder, rather than to his 

willingness to perform on the County's terms." If she understands 

this, a responsible bidder is one who is capable to doing the work, 

and a responsive bidder is one who has made an effort to comply with 

the regulations, and may only hit the 6%, rather than the 20%. 

Mr. Eichman said he accepts the definition, but they viewed 

it from the responsive perspective. Prior to award, they had to see 

what was there - did they make their percentages. It was on that 



basis that the bid was rejected, not the fact that this vendor could 

in fact find other vendors after the bid award, or substitute, or 

have the capacity to do it. Even for Assiduous to do the work, they 

didn't evaluate on that basis. 

Commissioner Miller asked in rejecting the bid, did 

Purchasing use the word responsible or responsive. 

Mr. Eichman said they used responsive. 

At this time, a break was taken. 



Richard Alexander, Stoel, Rives, Boley, attorneys 

representing Joe Prinz Construction Company, appellant. During the 

recess a packet was distributed. He has not seen what Mr. Eichman 

presented to the Board prior to the meeting, but he assumes that 

there are some duplication. He has tried to give a chronological 

statement of what has taken place. He thanked Mr. Eichman for the 

courtesy he has shown in this process. Obviously, they disagree 

with what he has done, and think he has a fundamental misconception 

of the issues related to the protest, but he has been courtous and 

responsive. As the material indicates, and he hopes the Board will 

take time to review it prior to making a decision, he understands 

this is the first time since the rules were adopted that there has 

been a protest under the procedures, and it is important that it be 

handled properly and thoughtfully. If in fact there are some 

ambiquities that need to be addressed, he hopes that this type of 

thing can be avoided. One of the issues is the integrity of the 

bidding process. It is important not only for the parties here but 

for bidders who are to be handled later. They believe, based on 

these rules, and standard statutes and regulations relating to 

public contracting that Prinz being to low bidder, should be awarded 

the contract for three reasons. Mr. Prinz is here and he would like 

to address the Board. At the outset, before he addresses the three 

reasons they think Prinz should be awarded the contract, he wanted 

to clarify what in his mind, the issues are, and what they are not. 

When Mr. Eichman got started, he had his A letter, B letter and C 

clarification, and when he got through with that, after several 



questions and answers, he went on to what he described the reasons 

for the rejection. The reasons for the rejection, they have always 

understood, and as Mr. Eichman said this morning, it had nothing to 

do with the request for the clarification of the differentiation 

that prompted that. Mr. Prinz will tell the Board that one of the 

reasons between the two forms is there is a sub-contractor's list 

that says right on it, it is an indication of who is going to be 

used, and if they intend to change it, then let the County know. 

That is filled out some time prior to the actual bid is filled out. 

In a public contract, when a contractor solicits bids from 

sub-contractors and suppliers, t bids are coming in on a frequent 

basis, right up until bid time litterally. It is not until the bid 

is submitted where the other form is filled out, the minority 

business form, because they do not know who is going to be the low 

bidder and what the prices are. That is why there was 

differentiation between the two forms. Mr. Eichman does have the 

right, as he indicated, and obligation to ask for a clarification. 

There are two determinations that Mr. Eichman made that need to be 

stressed. The first, he determined after requesting a 

clarification, that Assiduous was not certified, at least as he 

reviewed the certification procedure, and based on that 

determination, he said that Joe Prinz Construction Company was not 

responsive. It is his belief, responsive under public contracting 

law is a term of art. It is very different from the term of 

responsibility. They argued with Mr. Eichman about that, a 

frankly, they believe that Mr. Prinz bid was responsive, but 



nevertheless there was a conclusion at the outset that the bid was 



not responsive. They then went to the next step, and the 

specifications and the Purchasing Director acknowledged, that even 

if you are not responsive, if that is the term to use if you don't 

meet the MBE/FBE requirements, you can nevertheless and should award 

the contract if best effort is used to reach that goal. They had a 

hearing about two weeks ago before the Purchasing Director and some 

of his staff, and they submitted inforamtion which is in the packet 

that is before the Board, which showed what Mr. Prinz did prior to 

bid tim in order to meet the MBE/DBE/WBE goals. They are convinced 

that in that information, and hearing, they established that Mr. 

Prinz used best efforts to satis the MBE requirements. The second 

determination that Mr. Eichman made was that after looking at this, 

in the process of looking for MBE's, you found some out there, that 

were certified, and you choose not to use them, you used Assiduous 

who he determined was not certified, and Mr. Eichman concluded, and 

if you look at his letter of December 27, he believes it is very 

clear, because Mr. Prinz used what he described as a non certified 

MBE, and there were certified MBE's out there, that it necessarily 

followed that best efforts were not used, and he thinks again, that 

is a misconception of the term "best efforts" is. It was those two 

decisions that they want to talk about. Regarding the first 

decision, that Assiduous Construction Company is not certified as an 

MBE. They think that Prinz' bid did satisfy the MBE requirements. 

If you look at the County's specificiations, what it says, which was 

referred to earlier, it is consistent with the reading of this 

information. What it says that "the furnishing of this information 



is neither a recommendation nor representation for ther 

qualification or availability of the firms used". It does say that 

the County will look to the City's requirements, but there is no 

language in this document that says that is the only requirements 

they will look to. He believes the Board has to put itself in the 

position of a bidder when he looks at this, and determines what he 

should do or shouldn't do. One of the cases he gave the Board in 

the packet of information, is helpful on that point. It is on about 

the third page from the end. He didn't quote the whole case, but 

this is another Comptroller General Case, and to answer an earlier 

question, the Comptroller General is the Federal body which handles 

issues like this on Federal Procurement and Federal Contract 

issues. Obviously this County Commission does not look to the 

Comptroller General and say they say that it must be the law. But 

the State of Oregon, the City and the County does not get into 

issues like this very often, and it has been his experience dealing 

with public agencies in Oregon, that Federal Procurement Law 

decisions like the Comptroller General, have great weight in making 

decision, because they have experience with the issues, they deal 

with these same kinds of issues, and presumably, they make reasoned 

determinations on some of these issues, and in this case, the 

Comptroller General said in a case, not identically like this, but 

somewhat like this, in terms of whether the MBE requirements have 

been specifically been set out, they said "in the absence of a 

definite statement in this regard, bidders were deprived of an 

intelligent basis on which to determine the qualifications of the 



proposed sub-contractors, and were subject to having their bids 

rejected as being non-responsive on the basis of unannounced 

criteria". I am submitting today, that the interpretation that is 



being placed on these documents by the Purchasing Director, is an 

unannounced criteria, and as a result of that the court went on to 

say "therefore it is our view that THOMAS's," and Thomas in this 

case is Mr. Prinz in our case, "was improperly rejected. And as a 

result of that, we believe if you would look at these documents and 

take it into consideration with respect to the policy of the County, 

that you will conclude that if in fact there is an attempt that only 

City of Portland MBE certified bidders are to be used, it should be 

more clearly expressed, and if it is not, it is not fair after bid 

time to impose that obligation on Mr. Prinz who submitted his bid in 

good faith. There is no dispute on Mr. Prinz' good faith in that 

regard. Secondly, with respect to whether the bid is responsive or 

not, the County documents again, say, even if they assume they are 

stuck with the City of Portland's requirements 



STOEL, RIVES, BOLEY, FRASER & WYSE 

VIA MESSENGER 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 

900 S W FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE 2300 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97204-1268 

TELEPHONE (503) 224-3380 

TELECOP!ER (503} 220-2480 

CABLE LAWPORT 

TELEX 703455 

WRITER'S DIRECT DIAL NUMBER 

(503) 294-9387 

January 8, 1986 

Commissioner Pauline Anderson 
Commissioner Kretchen Kafoury 
Commissioner Caroline Miller 

v'commissioner Earl Blumenauer 
Commissioner Gordon Shadburne 
Board of County Commissioners 
Room 605, County Courthouse 
1021 SW Fourth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97204 

Dear Commissioners: 

Re: B61-100-0649 
Clinics & Offices Remodel - Phase I 

In the event you do not have copies, we are enclosing 
copies of applicable correspondence with respect to the issue 
concerning an award to Joseph Prinz Construction Company. 

REA:mmf 
Enclosures 

cc (wjencls.): 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA OFFICE 

!730 M STREET, N W, SUITE 900 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036-450S 

(202) 955-4555 

Richard E. Alexander 

Mr. Don Eichman 
Mr. John Leahy 

"_WAS .t!JJ:iQI 0 N _C 0 U NTY _Q_F" F"! C E 

ONE LINCOLN CENTER, SUITE 400 
10300 SW GREENBURG ROAD 
TIGARD, OREGON 97223-5407 

(503) 220-1441 

80S BROADWAY, 
VANCOUVER, WASHINGTON 98660-3213 

(206) 699-5900 



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

• 

MINORITY/FEMALE BUSINESS ENTERPRISE UTILIZATION FORM (MBE/FBE) 

Name of County Project c ,! ~ 6J \( ,?:J a· c{J;~ c_,es. .· ~~~Q/ 
\ 

Project or Bid Number D £, I ·- ( OD - (<) Gl{ 'J 
Name of Contractor ~&.' 1\)z_ (? 7 Yfo-r·ll{ iuvJ . 

The above named Contractor intends to fulfill its commitm~·nt to expend(~ D % of its contract for 1 
Minority Business Enterprise and/or ~ % of its contract for Female Business Enterprise in the·: 
following manner: ; 

Names and Addresses 
of MBE/FBE Firms 

Contractor Anticipates 
Utilizing 

Nature of 
Participation 

Dollar Value 
of Participation 

Check One: 

MBE FBE 

k9 - I /_ 

,-, 
- I w /_ DM K Cevv+cYKdov~ 

? . 0, fu?:t "3 () 4-Z -~ Pc:-·d I 
- -I_ I I_ I 

,-, ,-, 
Total 

Amount of Total Contract 

Minority Ef!terprise % of Total Contract 

Female Enterprise % of Total Contract 

This form to be completed, signed and submitted at the time of the bid opening. 

(Please refer to Section 00800 of the Project Manual for Supplementary Conditions.) 

00810- 1 -End MBE/FBE 

,-,. ... ( 

,-- ' 



SECTION 004 30 SUBCONTRACTOR LIST 

1.1 INSTRUCTIONS: 

1.2 

A. 

B. 

Bidder shall list only one subcontractor for each of the categories of Work 
listed below. If item is not proposed to be subcontracted, bidder shaH insert 
"self" opposite that item. 

Bidder proposes and agrees to use the following subcontractors in the per­
formance of the work. Any proposed change of subcontractors after Bid 
Award must be submitted in writing to Mu!tnomah County for approval. -

TYPE OF WORK PROPOSED SUBCONTRACTOR 

A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

J. 

K. 

Custom Casework L'ZJ111V701VS nt~lt( 

Doors (Installation) A cos~ J WJ u. ~ ~ s-fvu..c-\·l~vJ 
f\ S"f> 1 c.l. u.-ou.s C!-oY\ ~ ·h' \)_L-h ~ Finish Hardware (Installation) 

Glazing P' ft -M<..-.....Jc:O. 6/ttss 
Drywall H-A-rl~lt-J ~ U.r~WAl) 

. L -ON'!:.-­Carpet (Installation)-, rc? L 

Painting A S<s \ c\ v-cu..S CL'w~t. 

GS: cJv....cv.. '::> C:. .. -.~J,;f-
Wall Covering ~ ' 

Plumbing --:p -t fJ I tY5 U..l p. '?\~fJ 

HVAC Work ""f>~ .v t~'·..:St.-llr-1: t>l"'-Wl,'B 

Electrical It~ t '2:- 'C lc..~ "' 

00430 - 1 - End 

Co.NS1-~ 



jit@r.~n:. muLTnomRH counTY oREGon 
DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 
PURCHASING DIVISION 
2505 S.E. 11TH AVENUE 
PORTLAND. OREGON 97202 
(503) 248·5111 

.Toseph Prinz 
181'7 N.W. 27th 
Port lo..ml, OR 97210 

RE: BGl-10\~0649 

a .I}."'CS & OFFICES REMJDEL - PHASE I 

Dear Mr. Prinz: 

DENNIS BUCHANAN 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

I regret to inform you that your bid for the above referenced project has been 
determined to be non-responsive due to failure to meet the 20% MBE utilization 
rc..--1uiranent. 

Muli:.ncnah r.o-unty uses the City of Portland's certification list. MBEs certified 
by the City of Portland must rreet the tests for a minority business and the 
t.:sts to deternline whether the firm "perfo:rrns substantial and carrrercially 
useful i:mc·~ions" (City Ordinance 157320; May 8, 1985; Item 3). 'Ibe finn is 
then ~e!'tHied for those specific functions. 

VBE goals are met by utilizing MBEs certified to perform a particular service/ 
product. If a su'b<'.)')ntractor has not been certified to provide a &-pecific 
n~n·~t/service at the time of bid openint;, use of that firm to provide th~.t 
product/service is not COJJ,Oted t~a]. ---- -----·--w .. 
Specifically, with regard to Assiduous Construction, the firm VJaS certified 
in .:iuly 1985 to perfonn pilot service, traffic regulating, painting, cleaning / 
ar..d labor. At the ti.me of bid opening, Assiduous Construction VJaS not certified 
as a general contractor or certified to do finish carpentry and carpeting 
As a result, only $16,848 for darolition would be counted to the MBE goal 
which brings your total MBE participation to $21,683:00 or 6%. 

~,..,-­---------
-------

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 

\ 



~rr. Joseph Prinz 
December 9, 1985 
Page2 

Thank you for your interest in participating in the County's bid process. If 
you elect to appeal this decision, please contact me in v.riting by Decanber 
20, 1985. 

Sincerely, 

~i~ 
Purchasing Division 

cc: Duane Kline 
Car 1 Moseley 
A. ~1. Hazen 

DF/AHfcsj 



STOEL, RIVES, BOLEY, FRASER & WYSE 
ATTORNEY$ AT !..AW 

900 5 W F'tF'TH AVENUE, SUITE 2300 

PORTL.AND, OREGON 97204-1268 

VIA MESSENGER 

TELEPMONE 15031 22•·3380 

TELECOPtER 1!503• 220·2480 

CA8L..E L..t.WPORT 

TELEX 703A55 

WRITER'S OtRECT DIAL. NUMBER 

(503) 294-9387 

December 11, 1985 

Mr. Don Eichman, Director 
Department of General Services 
Purchasing Division 
2505 SE 11th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97202 

Dear Mr. Eichman: 

Re: B61-100-0649 
Clinics & Offices Remodel - Phase I 

This will confirm our telephone conversation 
yesterday in which I advised you that we represent Joe Prinz 
Construction Co. in connection with the above matter. 

As you know, Mr. Prinz believes the contract should 
be awarded to his company. We will be forwarding you 
information in support of his claim shortly. 

In the meantime, this will confirm that Multnomah 
County is continuing to review this matter and will not award 
the contract until such time it has reviewed the information 
submitted by Mr. Prinz. 

Finally, to the extent that an appeal is required to 
your letter of December 9, 1985, you may consider this the 
appeal. By so appealing, Prinz does not waive and expressly 
reserves all of his rights. 

,P!STQICT 9,.. C0LUM8~" 

1730 ""' STREET, N W, SUIT£ 900 
WASHtNGTO ... DC. 20036•A505 

12021955-.4555 

WA$jo.j1NGTON COUNT'!' Qr#"ICE 

ONE LINCOLN C£ .. T£R, SUIT£ A00 
10300 S W GREENBURG ROAD 
TIGARD, OREGON 9'1223·S407 

15031 ZZO·IAAI 

SOUTI-IWCST WASWINOTON OF"f"!CE 

805 13ROADWAY, SUITE 725 
VANCOUVER, WASHINGTON 98660•3213 

12061 6519-5900 



r STOEL.RIVES.BOLEY,FRASER& •· YSE 

Mr. Don Eichman 
December 11, 1985 
Page 2 

As we discussed on the telephone, we fully expect 
that this matter will be promptly and satisfactorily resolved. 

Very truly you~,{) \ ('lor-- r· ) 
< y__ - -- \_~ / 

"' Richard E. Alexander 

REA:mmf 



.. 
STOEL, RIVES, BOLEY, FRASER & WYSE. 

ATTORNEYS AT t..,..a.W 

900 S W F1F'TH AvENUE, SuiTE 2300 
POF<TL.AND, OREGON 97204-1268 

TE.t.EPi-IONE 1503,2:24-3380 

TELECOPIER 1!103< 220-2 .. 60 

CA8LE 1-AWPORT 

T£i...EX 703A55 

WRITI!Ft'S OIRECT OIAL. NUMBER 

(503) 294-9387 

December 12, 1985 

Mr. Don Eichman, Director 
Multnomah County 
Department of General Services 
Purchasing Division 
2505 SE 11th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97202 

Dear Mr. Eichman: 

Re: B61-100-0649 
Clinics & Offices Remodel - Phase I 

Pursuant to our letter of December 11, 1985, Joe 
Prinz Construction Company ("Prinz") believes it is entitled to 
the award of the above contract for several reasons. 

At the outset, however, it is important to review the 
background of this matter. Section 00050 specifies that 
bidders are to obtain certain MBE and FBE participation. 
Reference is made to Section 00430 and Section 00800 with 
respect to MBE and FBE participation. Section 00430 references 
the subcontractor list and provides, among other things, that 
"any proposed change of subcontractors after bid award must be 
submitted in writing to Multnomah County for approval." 
Section 0080 contains supplementary conditions including, at 
part 1.2(e), provisions relating to MBE and FBE utilization. 
Subsection (4) references the City of Portland's MBE/FBE 
certification, and Subsection (5) requires bidders to either 
equal or exceed the percentage goal or indicate that best 
efforts were used to obtain such goal. 

Prinz submitted a bid on November 14, 1985. Prinz' 
bid of $380,000 is the lowest bid. It is Prinz' position that 
his is the lowest responsive and responsible bid and, as such, 

QjS"tllii,C~ 0"" COLUIM81~ 

1'730 1M s-F;!E£;, N 'IN, SL:'"tE. 900 
WAS>-.;"-:G"t0"'-1, D C.20036-41S05 

•202• 955-4555 

WAS1-4!NGTON COUNT'"Y OF'f'l"lC!: 

ONE ~INCOLN CENTER. SUITE 400 
10300 S W GREENBURG ROAO 
TIGARO, OREGON 97223-5407 

15031 ZZ0-14AI 

sou-rHWEST WAS1-4!NOTON O""ICE 

605 BROAOWAY, SUITE 725 
VANCOUVEI=il, WAS..,.INGTON 98660-3213 

1206• 699-5900 



Mr. Don Eichman, Director 
December 12, 1985 
Page 2 

should be awarded the contract for three reasons. First, Prinz 
believes his bid fully satisfied all requirements of the 
request for bids. Second, to the extent that, for some reason, 
the information on MBE/FBE's does not satisfy such 
requirements, Prinz did utilize best efforts and is therefore 
entitled to an award of the contract. Finally, issues relating 
to MBE/FBE participation relate to responsibility, rather than 
responsiveness. As such, any goals can be satisfied after the 
time of award and Prinz can satisfy such goals. 

Prinz Satisfied all Requirements of the Instruction to Bidders 
With Respect to MBE/FBE. 

Prinz duly completed the MBE/FBE utilization form. 
In so doing, he noted he would use Assiduous Construction for 
demolition and carpentry. 

The County stated it was concerned as to whether this 
would qualify since Assiduous is only certified as a service 
vendor by the City of Portland. 

However, Section 12E(4) through Section 0080 only 
states that Multnomah County will honor the City of Portland 
MBE/FBE certification. It does not state that, in the event a 
duly-formed MBE is to be used, that it will not be honored. As 
such, Assiduous should be utilized. We are submitting with 
this letter a copy of an information page for Assiduous showing 
insurance for painting and carpentry. Moreover, even assuming 
the City of Portland certification is conclusive, Assiduous is 
certified to perform pilot service, traffic regulation, 
painting, cleaning and labor. Assiduous was to perform, as 
stated, demolition and carpentry. There is no specific 
certification for such subjects and they do constitute labor 
for which Assiduous is certified. Finally, the utilization of 
Assiduous and others by Prinz certainly satisfies the intent of 
the MBE/FBE requirements and should be allowed. 

Prinz Utilized Best Efforts to Meet the Goals. 

As stated, paragraph 1.2E(5) specifically allows any 
bidder to an award of the contract even if the goals are not 
satisfied as long as the bidder utilized best efforts to meet 
such goals. As Prinz advised in his prior correspondence 
including, without limitation, his letters of November 20 and 
November 27, 1985, he did use best efforts. Moreover, we 



Mr. Don Eichman, Director 
December 12, 1985 
Page 3 

understand the County is independently reviewing this issue and 
Prinz will, upon request, be submitting additional information 
on his efforts. Among other things, however, he took a number 
of quotes, made concessions such as not requiring a bond, and 
provided financial assistance to the MBEs he intended to use. 

Prinz is Entitled to Provide Information After Award With 
Respect to What Subcontractors and Suppliers He Intends to Use 
to Satisfy the Requirements. 

Finally, in any event, Prinz, being the low bidder, 
is entitled to provide the County with any new information he 
has with respect to what subcontractors and suppliers he 
intends to use to satisfy the requirements. 

At the outset, a distinction must be drawn between a 
responsive bid and a responsible bid. The latter implies the 
ability to perform the contract, and goes to the capacity of 
the bidder rather than to his willingness to perform on the 
County's terms. In general, it may be said that a bid is not 
responsive to the invitation and may not be considered for 
award when it contains a deficiency pertaining to any material 
factor. A material factor is a circumstance which affects the 
price, quality or quantity of the articles or services to be 
furnished. See McBride and Touhey, 1B Government Contracts, 
§ 10.70 (1981). 

The Comptroller General has ruled that a low bidder's 
compliance with MBE requirements on a federally-financed 
project is a matter of responsibility rather than 
responsiveness and that documentation concerning such matters 
may be submitted after bid opening. He has further ruled that 
a low bidder should be allowed to substitute a new minority 
subcontractor in his bid in order to meet an MBE participation 
requirement. Comptroller General's Decision No. B-199145, 28 
CCH, Contract Cases Federal, , 80,959 (November 28, 1980), 
aff'd Comptroller General's Decision No. B-199145.2, 28 CCH, 
Contract Cases Federal, , 81,728 (July 17, 1981). See also 
Comptroller General's Decision Nos. B-192696, B-194037, B-
194103, CCH Contract Cases Federal, , 83,129 (February 27, 
1979) (prime contractor could change its intended 
subcontractor's bid after bid opening; the requirement for 
listing subcontractors was a requirement for the contractor to 
show, after bid opening, that at least the minimum required 
percentage of subcontracts would be performed by minority-owned 
firms; the information was required to determine bidder 
responsibility and was not related to bid responsiveness. 



Mr. Don Eichman, Director 
December 12, 1985 
Page 4 

As such, Prinz can properly provide information now 
on MBE, and he is in a position to satisfy whatever 
requirements need to be satisfied. 

Conclusion. 

Multnomah County is, of course, a public agency 
within the meaning ORS 279.011(5). Moreover, ORS 279.029 
requires all public agencies to award construction contracts to 
the lowest responsive and responsible bidder. As outlined 
herein, and as indicated in the prior correspondence, Prinz 
firmly believes that he is entitled to the award of the 
contract. We are aware of the County's concerns and have 
attempted to address them from a legal standpoint in this 
letter. Moreover, we understand that the County has certain 
concerns with respect to precisely the intent of Prinz' bid and 
in what respect and for what reasons subcontractor and supplier 
relationships may have been subject to change since bid 
opening. I am enclosing a copy of a letter from Prinz 
outlining the bases for the bids in an effort to answer any 
such questions. 

Moreover, we understand the County will be forwarding 
a letter to Mr. Prinz requesting certain information with 
respect to his efforts to meet the minority requirements. We 
will, of course, respond to it promptly. 

Despite the information contained herein, we 
recognize that, in a matter like this, certain questions can 
arise and misunderstandings develop. As a result, once you 
have received all of the information from Prinz and reviewed 
it, we suggest that we have a meeting to review it in detail 
and answer any questions you might have. 

REA:mmf 
Enclosure 

cc: Mr. Joe Prinz 

Very truly yours, 

Richard E. Alexander 



WORK'.:RS COMPENSATION AND EMPLOYERS LIABILITY INSURANCE. POLICY WC000001 --
INFORMATION PAGE 

Liberty Northw~rance ·corporitio'ii"-
1. The Insure . . Jirrrny DuQuot 

Policy No. WC'A-1NC-001S54-015-33/-N01 
K_ Individual 
_ Partnership 
_ Corporation 
_Other 

DBA: Assiduous Construction 

Other workplaces not shown above: 

2. The policy period is from l 0/28/85 to 10/1/86 at the Insured's mailing address. 

3. A. Workers Compensation Insurance: Part One of the policy applies to the Workers Compensation Law of the 
states listed here: Oregon . 

B. Employers Liability Insurance: Part Two of the policy applies to work in each state listed In item 3.A. 
The limits of our liability under Part Two are: Bodily Injury by Accident$ 100,000 each accident 

Bodily Injury by Disease $ 500,000 policy limit 
Bodily Injury by Disease $ 100,000 each employee 

C. Other States Insurance: Part Three of the policy applies to the states, If any, listed here: 
All states except Ohio, North Dakota, Washington, Nevada, West Virginia, Wyoming. 

4. The premium for this policy will be determined by our Manuals of Rules, Classifications, Rates and Rating 
Plans. All information required below is subject to verification and change by audit. 

Reporting Frequency: Monthly !:X Quarterly 0 Semi Annually 0 

Classification of Operations 

.. 

Painting NOC 
Carpentry NOC 

Experience Rat ii]g . .Medifl~~fon ------------·· 

Deposit t'remium $ 250.00 

Minimum Premium $ 

5. Endorsements: 
we 36 03 01 we 36 03 04 

') 
-

11/6/85ss 

Code Premium Basis Rate Per 
No. Total Estimated $100 of 

Annual Remuneration 
Remuneration 

. 
J474 20,000 10.06 
5403 if any 10.07 

f 

t-: . 

Total Estimated Annual Premium $ 

Expense Constant $ 

Annually 0 

Estimated 
Annual 

Premium 

2,012 
---
2,012 

X 1.00 

2,012 



JOSEPH PRINZ 
181 7 NORTH\VEST 27TH • PORTLAND. OREGON 97210 • (503) 243·2306 

December 12, 1985 

Mr. Richard E. Alexander 
Stoel, Rives, Boley, Fraser & Wyse 
Attorneys at Law 
900 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 2300 
Portland, Oregon 97204-1268 

Dear Dick: 

You asked me to respond to the comments of the 
memorandum from Carl Moseley to Don Eichman dated November 29, 
1985. All of the Moseley comments in his memorandum are listed 
below by number with my response, if any. 

1. At bid opening, Joseph Prinz of Prinz Corporation was 
low bidder. He listed Assiduous Construction as his MBE firm 
for demolition; installation of doors, frames and finish 
hardware; painting; and wall covering for a total of $81,954. 
He also listed Triple-One Construction Company as his MBE firm 
for flooring work at $5,315. 

Moseley has listed correctly information contained in 
the bid documents. 

2. Purchasing sent a letter to Joseph Prinz stating 
Assiduous Construction was not listed in the Portland MBE 
directory as having the experience to do the carpentry work. 
Purchasing asked for a statement of Assiduous' qualifications 
and for a cost breakdown among the various classes of work. 

No response. 

3. Prinz responded with a letter stating Assiduous would 
be directly responsible for demolition and cleanup. For 
carpeting, Assiduous would hire Ed Lopez, owner of Ed Lopez 
Carpets and Drapes. For doors, frames and finish hardware, 
Assiduous would hire Triple-One Construction. Both Ed Lopez 
and Triple-One are certified MBE firms. Prinz listed Assiduous 
as performing work worth $75,457. (Note: The bid price in the 
letter changed from $81,954 to $75,457 for Assiduous, and 
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Assiduous was no longer listed as doing painting or wall 
covering--work worth $20,140 according to Assiduous' quote.) 

I responded to their request with a letter stating 
Assiduous would hire any help it needed that it didn't already 
have, or subcontract some of the work to other minorities. We 
were trying to be flexible and were willing to work with the 
County in any way it preferred. In-between the day of the bid 
and when I wrote my response, my office had time to start the 
process of going through the sub-bids we received on the day of 
the bid for the purpose of refining those bids, looking for 
areas of double coverage and areas of no coverage. (This is a 
process that will continue until we are able to write good, 
sound subcontracts covering all areas once.) Some further 
negotiating may even continue throughout the job as the 
subcontractors work together and find they can help one another 
(by sharing scaffolding, parking places, etc.) 

Because of this process the prices dealing with some 
of the subcontractors, minorities included, changed. This is 
how the process works for all contractors. There just is not 
time on bid day to completely organize a job. 

4. Even though the cost breakdown showed costs for door, 
frames and hardware that were 60 percent higher than other 
bidders and floor covering pricesd that were 30 percent lower, 
Purchasing elected to award the bid to Prinz Corporation. 

There is nothing unusual for bidders' cost to be 
different from one line item to another. A flooring bid may 
vary by including removal of the existing floor and floor 
preparation in demo, thus reducing the cost of the flooring 
price or, including those items in with flooring increasing the 
flooring price. 

I cannot answer why there is a difference in cost in 
doors, frames and hardware and the installation of all of these 
products. There are too many variables involved. For example, 
are the bidders buying prefinished doors, raw doors, and are 
they buying their hardware direct or through installers? Did 
they include everything asked for? 

Everv General Contractor will organize their 
businesses and bidding procedure and work assignments 
differently. If we didn't our bids would probably all be the 
same. 
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5. Soon thereafter, Purchasing was told by Triple-One 
Construction that it had not given Assiduous a bid price for 
carpentry until after the bid opening. In addition, Andy Lekas 
of Cloyd Watt Construction told me Ed Lopez called him and 
clearly stated Ed did not give Assiduous a price for carpeting 
until after the bid opening. I understand Ed Lopez has now 
told you he did indeed give them a price beforehand. 

There is no need for Assiduous to get a price from 
anyone before the bid opening. We helped Assiduous organize 
his bid. It was his intention to do the work with his own 
forces and additional help he would hire. Assiduous is the 
minority contractor. He is not obligated by the intent of the 
MBE to help others develop their bids. It would be simply a 
negotiated subcontract arrangement which is standard. (Page 5, 
City of Portland, Ordinance #157320 amending and clarifying MBE 
guidelines.) 

6. Purchasing reversed its decision and rejected my bid, 
giving me until December 4 to respond. 

No comment, except we are entitled to the award. 

7. Prinz delivered a letter dated November 27, stating 
Assiduous would hire employees to do the carpentry work, and 
not use Triple-One. 

After what I thought to be clarification from the 
City regarding Assiduous' ability to do the work if it chose 
to, I informed Eichman it was Assiduous' intent to do so. I 
also told him we were willing to approach minority 
participation in any way that fulfills the County's 
requirements. 

Paragraphs after #7. 

Don, these turn of events are highly irregular. In 
the first place, any changes made after the bid opening and 
before the contract is signed are immaterial. Any contractor 
would be delighted to change his or her bid after bid opening 
if that would assure the contractor the job. We cannot 
consider any information except the conditions that existed at 
the time of the bid opening. 

Secondly, the fact that numbers--and subcontractors-­
keep changing with every letter from Prinz leads me to believe 
prices are still being negotiated and deals being made. The 
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intent of the MBE program and of the forms that require the 
listing of MBE firms at the time of bid opening is that 
decisions made at bid time are left unchanged. 

If Triple-One did not give Assiduous a number prior 
to opening, where did Assiduous get the price for the bid? Why 
is Prinz Corporation low bidder is his MBE price for doors, 
frames, and hardware is $15,000 higher than two other bidders? 
Why did Assiduous' price change from $81,954 at bid time to 
$75,457 six days later--especially since Prinz changed his mind 
and pulled painting worth $20,140 out of the original scope of 
work worth $81,954? 

Quite apart from all these good questions, let's 
consider one more fact--at the time of bid opening, Assiduous 
Construction had not agreed to hire Tripe-One to do the work, 
since Triple-one had not prepared a price. Therefore, 
Assiduous had no arrangement at the time that qualified it for 
carpentry work. Depending upon whom you believe, Assiduous may 
not have had an arrangement with Ed Lopez at that time that 
qualified them for carpeting. Regardless of later negotiations 
and arrangements, Assiduous was unqualified at bid opening. 

Again, I recommend Purchasing reject the Prinz 
Corporation bid based upon significant irregularities in the 
MBE participation and the lack of a qualified MBE firm. 

During one of my early discussions with Mr. Moseley 
he mentioned the County did not like the work of Triple-One 
Construction. I told him I hoped Assiduous could do the work 
if the County would go along with it. He told me once the 
contract was signed I could change all my minorities if I 
maintained the 20 percent goal and got his approval. 

Clearly there is confusion after a day of taking bids 
and putting a bid together. This is the nature of the job. 
There is simply not the time before the bid is turned in to 
organize all the costs and work assignments and cost 
overlapping and assignments overlapping. That is done when the 
letter of intent is received or the contract is signed. The 
costs and responsibilities of all the people involved in a job 
will change before and during the process to organize a job and 
to a lesser degree for the duration of the job. 

Assiduous was listed on the subcontractor's list as a 
painter because until just before the bid he was the best price 
for painting I had. I, in the final crunch to get the bid out, 
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overlooked replacing his name on that list. He was not listed 
on the minority list as the painter because I didn't overlook 
taking him off that list. 

In Mr. Moseley's last paragraph, he stated that 
Assiduous was not qualified for carpentry work. We have listed 
Assiduous for carpentry work in our MBE utilization form. We 
used carpentry work to describe what is actually a lot of 
miscellaneous items. In fact, there is very little, if any, 
true carpentry work in the job. 

JP:mmf 



mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 
PURCHASING DIVISION 
2505 S.E. 11TH AVENUE 
PORTLAND. OREGON 97202 
(503) 248-5111 

December 16, 1985 

Joseph Prinz 
1817 N.W. 27th 
Portland, OR 97210 

RE: 861-100-0649 
CLINICS & OFFICES REMODEL - PHASE I 

Dear Mr. Prinz: 

DENNIS BUCHANAN 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

Per my letter of December 9, 1985, your firm did not meet the mandatory bid 
re4uirement for minority business enterprise utilization. Your total level of 
MBE participation was reduced to 6% due to the fact that one of your subcontrac­
tors, Assiduous Construction, was not certified by the City of Portland to per­
form the following specific functions - finish carpentry, installing carpets, 
acting as a general contractor. 

Our Administrative Rules, Divison 60, allow for a review by the Purchasing 
Director to determine if a "best effort" has been made by a firm that has not 
met the mandatory requirements. Per our conversation, please review Section 
00800, pages 2 through 4 prior to our meeting on Thrusday, December 19, 1985, at 
8:30 a.m. The criteria listed in Section 6.b., page 00800-4-End, are also used 
to determine if a "best effort" was made. Therefore, please prepare your docu­
mentation in accordance with that section. 

The bid will not be awarded until after the Purchasing Director has determitled 
if your firm has met the 11 best effort" requirements. 

Sincerely, 

Don Eichman, Director 
Purchasing Section 

DE/AH/cls 

Enclosures 

CERTIFIED MAIL NO. P315 600 585 - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



JOSEPH PRINZ 
1817 NORTH\VEST 27TH e PORTLAND. OREGON 97210 • (503) 243·2306 

December 18, 1985 

VIA MESSENGER 

Mr. Don Eichman, Director 
Multnomah County 
Department of General Services 
Purchasing Division 
2505 SE 11th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97202 

Dear Mr. Eichman: 

Re: B61-100-0649 
Clinics & Offices Remodel - Phase I 

You have asked for information concerning our efforts 
to satisfy the MBE goals. As you know, our position is that we 
have previously satisfied them. To the extent, however, that 
we have not satisfied them, the circumstances which brought 
about the reduction in MBE participation were the result of 
Multnomah County's decision to reject Assiduous Construction as 
being certified to do finish carpentry and carpeting. As a 
result, only $16,848 was counted towards the MBE goal. 

We have, as a result, again made efforts to meet the 
MBE goals. In that regard, I am enclosing a copy of a letter 
dated December 13, 1985, we forwarded CSS and Associates, 
requesting assistance. We have had numerous telephone 
conversations with others, met with Cruz twice (gave plans and 
specifications and offered financial assistance) and met with 
Brisbane Doors and Trim once (provided drawings). 

The action planned to bring MBE back to the goals 
will be accomplished by having Assiduous Construction certified 
to perform the work originally listed or submit the following 
for approval by the County. 

1. Contract with McCoy Plumbing for Division 15 work for 
$50,994, satisfying WBE participation; 

2. Contract directly with Ed Lopez (MBE) for carpet and 
resilient flooring for $22,085; 
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3. Contract with Assiduous Construction for demolition 
and clean-up (MBE) for $16,848; 

4. Contract with Jose Cruz (MBE) for carpentry for 
$39,360; and 

5. Maintain, if necessary DMK (WBE) proposal for 
$21,945. 

I am attaching copies of the quotations from McCoy, Lopez, 
Assiduous and Cruz. We understand DMK has already been 
approved. We are also attaching a copy of McCoy's Notice of 
Certification. 

Using the above list we would obtain the following 
percentages: 

WBE 
MBE 

19 % 
20.5% 

Moreover, to show that adequate good faith was, at the outset, 
made in obtaining MBE goals, my office, beginning October 11, 
1985, contacted 22.5 percent of the certified MBEs in the 
Portland area listed as General and Specialty Contractors in 
the City of Portland directory. To put this percentage into 
perspective, the City of Portland would need to contact 103 of 
the Contractors listed in the Portland Yellow Pages to look for 
a General Contractor for the Gill Building. 

The methods we used to solicit MBEs were primarily by 
telephone. We did not receive interest from many MBEs, so as 
we continued our efforts, we asked Mr. DuQuat with Assiduous 
Construction to help locate minority people he knew. We knew 
Mr. DuQuat from previous dealings, and found him to be helpful. 
This was on October 11, 1985. 

With Mr. DuQuat's help and our own efforts, we were 
able to contact: Triple-One Construction, Ed Lopez Carpets, 
Premsingh and Associates, Inc., American General Contractors, B 
& R Construction, Blessing Electric, Livingston Gary 
Construction, Loyal's Painting, McCoy Plumbing, Right Now 
Carpet Installation, Allied Paint, Construction Interior Supply 
Source, and DMK Contractors, Inc. 

We received bids from the following: Assiduous 
Construction, Triple-One Construction, Ed Lopez Carpets, 

1 
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Premsingh and Associates, Inc., Blessing Electric, Merit 
Coating, Floor Factors, Alco Electric, McCoy Plumbing, Pen-Nor, 
Inc., Construction Interior Supply Source, and DMK Contractors, 
Inc. 

We tried contacting about a dozen MBE's who did not 
respond to our calls. Among them were Seivier and Sons, 
Garriss Construction, and Conmx, Inc. 

Having dealt with Assiduous Construction (MBE) on 
other projects, we called them on October 15, 1985, to discuss 
the Gill Building Project. We walked through the project twice 
with Mr. DuQuat to help with his bid. We purchased and 
supplied drawings and specifications for his use. We also 
agreed to waive his bonding requirements, and to provide 
intermediate draws for wage payments and to help in all ways 
possible such as plan take-off, specifications and addendum 
notification. We assisted him in finding suppliers for any of 
his needs in his portion of the work. We met with him in our 
office four times before final bid date and twice since then to 
discuss the project. We met with Ed Lopez Carpets, Triple-One 
Construction and Premsingh and Associates, Inc. in our office. 
Ed Lopez Carpets, Triple-One Construction and Assiduous 
Construction were promised the same assistance financially and 
otherwise throughout the project. 

We have discussed this project both before and after 
the final bid with McCoy Plumbing and are prepared to use them. 
Premsingh and Associates, Inc., who we assisted with square 
footage take-off and pricing, reduced its original bid by 50 
percent, but it was still more than twice the average bid 
received. We worked with Construction Interior Supply Source 
concerning quantity take-off and alternatives, but its final 
bid was 50 percent over the bid used in our proposal. We have 
scheduled a meeting with them to discuss this and future 
projects. We helped DMK Contractors with estimating. We were 
told by all of the above that they were either certified MBE or 
FBE. 

We maintained a set of drawings in our office which 
we reviewed with various minority contractors to assist in the 
preparation of their bids. In the process of reviewing the 
drawings, we assisted several of them with take-offs, among 
other things. In that regard, I am enclosing copies of 
Exhibits A and B which we prepared to review with a number of 
bidders including Assiduous and Cruz, to assist them in their 
bids. I am also enclosing a copy of Exhibit c which was also 

' 
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prepared and discussed with Construction Interior Supply Source 
to assist it in the preparation of its bid with respect to 
clarifying the alternates. I am also enclosing a copy of 
Exhibit D which was prepared and reviewed with a number of 
bidders, including Assiduous. These are only some of the 
documents we prepared in this regard as a number of the 
documents were destroyed once the bid was finalized. 

As you can see from the information we have produced, 
we firmly believe that our initial bid satisfied all 
requirements of the County's proposal. To the extent, however, 
that it did not satisfy such requirements, we believe we 
certainly satisfied the only requirement necessary for an award 
of the contract to us and that is that we did use best efforts 
to obtain the goal. The information we have supplied you in 
this letter, together with our prior correspondence, certainly 
establishes that we used such efforts. More importantly, we 
have reviewed our bid and what we did to meet the MBE goals 
with what we can determine from the other bidders, and we 
believe that we equaled, if not exceeded, the efforts of the 
other bidders in this regard. Moreover, as an example, I am 
enclosing a copy of our quote sheet from Pen-Noir for the 
mechanical. You will note it is in the amount of $49,726. I 
am also enclosing copies of the MBE/FBE utilization form of 
three other bidders and you will note that the referenced 
amount for Pen-Noir for the mechanical is $56,003, $55,787 and 
$57,926 for apparently the same work. As such, we believe that 
we did satisfy the requirement to use best efforts. Finally, 
in any event, as we advised in our letter of December 12, 1985, 
we are fully capable of satisfying the requirements at this 
time irrespective of whether we were able to satisfy such 
requirements at the outset. As such, we are entitled to the 
award. 

Of course, we do not agree that any liquidated 
damages should be assessed in the event we are awarded the 
contract. 

We are providing this information for you to review 
in anticipation of our meeting scheduled for 3:30 p.m. on 
December 19, 1985. If we have not all ready done so, we hope 
at that time we can fully respond to any remaining questions 
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you have, the contract may be awarded to us and we may commence 
work. 

Very truly yours, 

Joseph Prinz 

JP:mmf 

Enclosures 



JOSEPH PRINZ 
1817 NORTH\VEST 27TH • PORTLAND. OREGON 97210 • (503) 243·2306 

December 13, 1985 

CSS & Associates 
-41 5 Board of Trade Building 
310SW4thAve. 
Portland,OR 97204 

Dear Sir, 

RE: Letter of November, 15, 1985 

We would appreciate any help you can give us in meeting our MBE 
requirements on the Gill Building Remodel We are specifically looking for 
sub-contract businesses in the following areas: 

Cabinets--Custom Casework. 
Door and Door Hardware Installation 
Carpet and Vinyl Flooring 

•• 



L 

McC~!,"~~~o~~ING ~!!fi 
NEW CONSTRUCTION .. ". . -:. 

REPAIRING-REMODELING ft- ...... """·'"'"'""'''" 
2617 N.E. Union Avenue • 288-5403 • Portland. OR 97212 

"YOUR SATISFACTION-OUR SUCCESS" 

Date ____ -L~=-~-L~~~--~~~--------------------------~ 

Phone ____ ~~~~~~-~~-~~·~3 ____________________ ~ 

4/T;;;/ 

/ 

~~--· -

PLUMBING PROPOSAL and CONTRACT 
owner __ ~~~~b~L~t~N~~~~~A~l+~~e~·~~~k_N __ t~a~--~<J~K~~~4~,~·~~~-----

Address ___ z __ 5_o_s ____ s_._c-_.~/_/ __ c~ __ ~/?~v~c-~-----------------

Contractor ___ ~~(~~~e,~---:J?~·~r __ •_w __ ~----------------------------

Address __ ~l~~~l_1 ____ ~~~--~--· __ 2_? __ £_~ _______________ ___ 

Job Address _'1.:......;;;;.2...::0'----=5=-, _w_. __ 5...:..f.....:.ll.t...;R;.:__Jc..;.___:5-=.t.....:.·-----

Job No. ________ _ 

Sheet __ _._/_ of ~~--

Phone '2-'Y,f · ~~~ / 

Phone 2 '/ ..J • 2. ~ " (., 

City _P_C;l_,...._, L_4_~,t_._ __ 

City fd r flA~.·I, 

------------·-

/' 
/ 

TERMS: - ; J... :,"":r/., <,L.~ .... .J t....-. A-L--- HrM_,{; tiJ<~-....... -
We w111 .nstall the above l1sted top quality matertliSIJ1 accordance w1th the best mechan•cal techn•ques. 
lnstallauun w1ll be guaranteed agamst defects '" workmanship & matenals for a period of 1 year. An express 
mechan.c·s le.n 1S acknowledged on above JOb to secure the above terms. 

NOTE PROVISIONS 
I (we) prom1se to pay the l1sted mater~als and labor on thiS work order and note of the usual accepted standard rates 

and priCes m full ten days after your statement IS receiVed. Interest •~ to be charged at the highest legal rate allowable by 
law Ill the state where th1s note was executed, and rnterest will only be charged alter matuflly 

If. however. th1s account rs not pa1d as agreed accordmg to the amount of your statement received. and if surt be 
brought upon thrs note of 1f by reason of default 1n payment. the same or any part thereof be collected by an attorney.! 
(we) agree to pay a reasonable allorney·s fee. Ill additiOn to all collectiOn costs as provided by law, and also a reasonable 
auorney· s fee, or rf su1te be brought to collect any of pru1c1pal or Interest on th1s note the undersigned promrses to pay in 
addruon court costs prov1ded by law and also a reasonable attorney's fee. 

II defaull be made 1n any payment of prrncrpal or Interest. the legal holder of thrs note may declare the entrre 
prmcrpal and all accrued Interest at once due and payable. 

for value recerved, each and every party who Signs or endorses th1s note or becomes liable. either now or 
herealter. for the payment of tillS note severally wa1ves presentment. demand, protest, and nouce of non·payment 
twreof. and bmds h1mself hereon as the pru1c1pal and not as a surety and agrees to remalfl bound hereon 
notw1thswn<trng any ex tens ron that may be made to any party liable on th•s note. At the op11on of the holder hereof. the 
venure of sold su1t may be the county of res1dence of the holder. 

Bid _______ _ 

Accepted-------------------Date--------



ED LOPEZ CARPETS & DRAPES 
8530 S.W. BIRCH ST. 
PORTLAND, ORE. 97223 
(503) 244-7465 

12-17-85 

Prinz Construction Co. 
1 C1 7 N. :J. 27th. 
Portland, Orep;on 97210 

:!:lea!' John, 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit a quotation for 
the Gill Building remodel. r>':y quote for carpet and 
resilient floor, materials and installation, is C22,025.00. 

Cnce again thank you for your consideration and if I can 
be of further service please feel free to call. 

Sir.cerely, 

Ed Lopez 

EL/pnl 



------------· ----------

(For a Better Life) 

2031 N. WATTS No.5 
PORTLAND. OR 97217 

Joe Prinz: General Contractor 

Attention: Jorm Klukkert 

--
Demo & Clean cost: 

et mstalled: 
Resilient Floor, 

:installed: 
I:X:>ors , frarn::s and 

finish hdwr 
installed 

Paint 

$4,835.00 

$38,184.00 
$20,140.00 

..... > 

SUBCDNTRAcr PROPOSAL 
REQUEST FOR QUOrATION 

PlACE: J.K Gill Blg. 
426 S. W. Stark 
Portland, Oregon 

289·7025 

.. 

PROJECT: Clinics & Offices Ra:rodel 

Yours Respectively, 

"We Care" 



CRUZ and ASSOCIATES 7037 S.W. BURLINGAME AVE. 
PORTLAND. OREGON 97219 
(503) 246-8155 

Joe Prinz 
1817 N.W. 27th 
Portland, Oregon, 97210 

R.E. Multnomath County Project No. GB 8501 
Clinics and Office Remodel -- Phase I 

Mr. Prinz; 12-18-85 

Cruz and Associates will provide the labor and material 
for the above mention project for the following work; 

All work 

Furnish and install doors,frames and doors 
hardwares. 
Install bath assesories(Material by others) 
Install wall rails 
Furnish and install Headers 
Furnish and install 2x4 blocking at door frames 
Raise two platforms 

Your 

t specification and plans. 
do the above work for a lump 



J.E. Bud Clarl<, Mayor 
Mark Gardiner, Director 

Sue Klobertanz, Manager 
1220 S.W. Fifth Avenue 

Portland, Oregon 97204 .. JJ 

FEMALE BUSINESS ENTERPRISE PROGRAM 

NOTICE OF CERTIFICATION 

MCCOY PLUMBING 

You are hereby notified of certification as a 

FEMALE BUSINESS ENTERPRISE 

as specified by Chapter 3.100 of the Code of the City of 
Portland, Oregon. 

Unless found in violation of Chapter 3.100 of the City Code, 
certification shall be continuous, PROVIDING you meet there­
quirements for annual and/or other periodic data. 

NOTICE TO CONTRACTING OFFICES 

(503) 2484696 .-

This notification does not constitute evidence of certification, 
and will not be accepted as such by any contracting office of the 
City of Portland. Current certification status may be determined 
by reference to the current Female Business Enterprise list, or 
by cormunication with the Contract and Grants Compliance Division. 

Dated: October 1, 1985 
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.. 
MINORITY/FEMALE BUSINESS ENTERPRISE UTILIZATION FORM (MSE/FSE) 

1. Name of County Project 

2. Project or Bid Number 

3. Name of Contractor /)~ r. (/?A"~ /{)t4f.M._5, 
- J I 

4. The above named Contractor intends to fulfill its commitment to expend 2 0 %of its contract for 
Minority Business Enterprise and/or ._r- % of its contract for Female Business Enterprise in the 
fo!Jowing manner: .... _. 

Check One: 

MBE FBE 

1-' - I /_ 

lXJ ,-I 

- I !XI I_ 

Names and Addresses 
of MBE/FBE Firms 

Contractor Anticipates 
Utilizing 

bt6~11 r i d 71e'~ 

e:r.s 
P£NN--I(~L 

e.e.. Aud E. 

Nature of 
Participation 

rltXJ L t C'(tY.I O_'fS 

m u-~"' fit( 1 (. 11 ~._. 

Dollar Value 
of Participation 

J-.J~-.530 
#i!, tt 

• 

Total .f_t{,J, ,{ '\ (,'). {I(! 
' .p.· ~ y f "";•J,•/ J'./ Amount of Total Contract /' , t:' I' 7 & l, 

.. , 
; ' 

{ 

Minority 
~~5·~.:; .. :.-~· 

Enterprise % of Total Contract :l- (J ::.t~o• Jf:'k:'1fee.4~ ~ 

~ 11 _...,- ~ ! 
. w - /~;?I J 

Enterprise % of Total Contract ~ .-s..- •·1Aoe.-'' ; 

~fumi~ture l 
Female 

Date: 1'1 -a-,/'/' 
This forrn to be completed, signed and submitted at the time of the bid opening. 

(Please refer to Section 00!00 of the Project Manual for Supplementary Conditions.) 

00810- 1 -End MBEIFBE 

--



~..,} . ....... 

' . 
• 

• 

1. 

2. 

3. 

--

MINORITY /FEMALE BUSINESS ENTERPRISE UTIUZA TION FORM (MBE/FBE) 

Name of County Project C/I.Jtt {Offt{b ~~- /!Jtf5t::I 
Project or Bid Number ~~SOL 

Name of Contractor CJ; 7v(//(? j;1i7J 4u (T 
I 

4. The above named Contractor intends to fulfill its commitment to expend %il_% of its contract ' 
Minority Business Enterprise and/or !3 .. % of its contract for Female Business Enterprise in:. 
following m~~er: /)tJTlJ fhr:;; BM1c.. '/;tD ~ ~~ .0 O£z,...Pe!IARS. I r MBf:/FBe\i'-

/.5 ~~~ ~c-; Ol'/. (.)0 "'"'Ct:Y .K 
~~ ~· Names and A dresses .;:..;. 

of MBE/FBE Firms 
Contractor Anticipates Nature of Dollar Value 

Utilizing Participation of ParticipatiCX) 
' 

Check One: ,(;.'!;,- 7"81 ~ 
MBE FBE ~~!!-
~I ,-, fkl_ No12... /Y'EU-/, ~ M,. ~~ 

2' z A ft. II.! ~r~ort:fH t'T fi_MVTJ/ltJ t7Yr3 • 

Jgf I I 1::l;e-r-eJY hr. }V/1?4-; ~~ ~VeYI (.)9 37 ~0 qJ_ 
, tJ, x t;o1, ~TlrryO ttY6 , ,-, /ZI Me??L1 ((?1>77 vt;S ;3;~n~q [1, 11S o:J_ 

I 

CJilfl. Se 0:/' l'l:; ~cr. aU-e//fYlM ~ 

B t.:cSS I /..J o/- I:Zam-t~ f! 510 
t:f7J ,-, /Z( -

'i"'ZCJ JJ l:.?v.iSe::.l r P,.....,-v,y 12 OY'B 
·-· ,-, ,-, 

To~;t:ttlYJ-
f2{jtNltf w 1rn PJ/tf"/JoiJ[;;o 17:/ &sic.. Amount of Total Contract t/1 G' 0 l :3 ~ 

{loy.zdJ 7F two A<$~ Minority Enterprise % of Total Contract Z'l, 5" fo 

~ r f /V)O ft€<:t.-ptc:;}::J Female Enterprise % of Tota C ntract Z?' L/% 

Date: /}- JL./- 8 5" 

This form to be completed, signed and submitted at the time of the bid opening. 

(Please refer to Section 00!00 of the Project Manual for Supplementary Conditions. ) 

00!10- 1 -End MBE/FBE 



.. 
' MINORITY/FEMALE BUSINESS ENTERPRISE UTILIZATION FORM (MBE/FBE) 

1 • Name of County Project 

2. 

3. 

4. ' The above named Contractor intends fulfill iu commitment to expend U 96 of its c 
Minority Business Enterprise and/orf'_£_ 96 of its contract for Female '!Uil'ness Enterprise 
following manner: 

Names and Addresses 
of MBE/FBE Firms 

Contractor Anticipates 
Utilizing 

Nature of 
Participation 

Check One: 

MBE FBE 

l"Qf /=I 

0 /=I 

~1-:B /=I 

'-' tEJ 

li:( 1:0 

~~ 

LL~~ 

Ck~~~~ 
~&L ~ !1 &#-1 ~ 

Total 

Amount of Total Contract 

Minority Enterprise 96 of Total Contract 

Female 

This form to be completed, signed and submitted at the time of 

(Please refer to Section 00100 of the Project Manual for Supplementary Conditions.) 

00110- 1 -End MBE/FBE 
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~ mULTnDmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 
PURCHASING DIVISION DENNIS BUCHANAN 
2505 S.E. 11TH AVENUE COUNTY EXECUTIVE 
PORTLAND. OREGON 97202 
(503) 248·5111 

December 27, 1985 

Joseph Prinz 
1817 N.W. 27th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97210 

RE: 861-100-0649 
Clinics & Offices Remodel - Phase I 

Dear Mr. Prinz: 

Based upon a review of your firm•s 11 best efforts .. to meet the MBE participation 
goal for the above referenced bid I have found that the MBE goal was not met due 
to your decision to use Assiduous Construction rather than MBE firms who were 
certified by the City of Portland to perform specific sub-contractor functions. 
In other words, your 11 best efforts .. presentation on December 19, 1985, and the 
related documentation revealed that you had solicited and obtained quotes from 
certified MBE firms, yet you elected to use Assiduous Construction to perform 
specific functions for which they were not certified by the City of Portland. 
Therefore, your bid must be considered non-responsive. 

Please be advised that if your firm wishes to appeal the award decision you must 
submit a written appeal request to the Purchasing Director, 2505 S.E. 11th Ave, 
Portland, OR 97202, no later than January 3, 1985. In the appeal request please 
state the basis of the appeal. 

If an appeal is received the Purchasing Section will forward the appeal request 
to the Clerk of the Board of County Commissioners, and you will be contacted by 
the Clerk of the Board regarding time and place of a hearing. 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 



Joseph Prinz 
December 27, 1985 
Page 2 

----------~----------

On behalf of Multnomah County, I wish to thank you for the time and effort 
involved in this project. 

Sincerely, 

~SSJ~---
Don Eichman 
Purchasing Director 

DE/j k 

cc: Duane Kline 
John Leahy 
Rhea Kessler 
Amha Hazen 
Bid File 

CERTIFIED MAIL NO. P315 600 711 - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 



(503) 294-9387 

December 31, 1985 

VIA MESSENGER 
and 

VIA CERTIFIED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. Don Eichman, Purchasing Director 
Multnomah County Director of Purchasing 
Multnomah County, Oregon 
Department of General Services 
Purchasing Division 
2505 SE 11th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97202 

Dear Mr. Eichman: 

Re: B61-100-0649 
Clinics & Offices Remodel - Phase I 

As you know, we are the attorneys for Joseph Prinz 
and have a copy of your letter dated December 27, 1985. 

Prinz disagrees with the decision as contained in 
your letter and hereby appeals the decision. 

As you have been advised previously, Prinz believes 
it is entitled to the award of the contract for the following 
reasons: 

1. It was the lowest responsive responsible bidder 
submitting a bid; 

2. To the extent that you determine his bid did not meet 
the required MBE or other minority participation goals, he used 
best efforts to meet such goals; and 



Mr. Don Eichman 
December 31, 1985 
Page 2 

3. Again, to the extent it is determined his bid did not 
meet required MBE or other minority participation goals and, 
even assuming you determine he failed to utilize best efforts, 
the issue is not one of responsiveness, it relates only to 
responsibility, and Prinz has submitted information since the 
opening of bids that clearly satisfies such goals. 

In support of this appeal, we rely upon our letters 
of December 11, 1985, and December 12, 1985, and Mr. Prinz's 
letters of December 12, 1985, and December 18, 1985, copies of 
which are enclosed, together with all references in and 
enclosures and attachments to such letters, the information 
submitted at the meeting on December 19, 1985, and all other 
information submitted by Prinz and other bidders in connection 
with this project. 

Finally, we would like to emphasize two points which 
we previously discussed with you. 

First, there was nothing in the City of Portland 
certification material submitted to bidders that the 
contractors certified by the City were certified only for 
limited purposes and not certified generally. Indeed, Section 
00800, Supplementary Conditions of the Specifications, page 3, 
paragraph 4(c), specifically states that no representation is 
made to the qualifications of such certified minority 
contractors. Moreover, as outlined in our letter of November 
27, 1985, a representative of the City of Portland on at least 
one occasion (although we have received conflicting reports 
since then) confirmed that the City classification did not 
constitute a ban from other work classifications. As a result, 
it was proper to use Assiduous. 

Second, we do not agree that simply using Assiduous 
as a subcontractor amounts to a lack of best efforts. Clearly, 
Prinz demonstrated he used best efforts to achieve minority 
participation. At worst, the decision to use Assiduous was a 
mistake based upon Prinz's understanding that it was proper to 
use Assiduous. Any such mistake cannot be used as a reason for 
determining that Prinz did not use best efforts. Otherwise, 
there would be no reason for determining whether a bidder, such 
as Prinz that had failed to satisfy minority participation 
goals, used best efforts. In short, the scope of review should 
simply be whether Prinz used best efforts to satisfy the 
minority participation goals. If so, as we believe he clearly 
demonstrated he did, the project should be awarded to him. 



I ~ 
f n 

.:::1 
o:f 
..J 

c 
,...: 
..J 

a 

Mr. Don Eichman 
December 31, 1985 
Page 3 

We look forward to a hearing on our appeal wish to 
confirm that no award will be made until the appeal is 
resolved. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

REA:mmf 
Enclosures 

cc (wjencl.): Mr. John Leahy 
Mr. Joseph Prinz 
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ADDITIONAL AUTHORITIES 

"In the instant case, although bidders 
were required to list their proposed minority 
subcontractors in the eight set-aside categories, 
the solicitation contained no information, 
guuidelines, or criteria as to what constituted a 
minority firm or what, if any, steps a bidder was 
required to take to establish the minority status 
of a proposed firm. In the absence of a definite 
statement in this regard, bidders were deprived of 
an intelligent basis upon which to determine the 
qualifcations of proposed subcontractors, and were 
subject to having their bids rejected as 
nonresponsive on the basis of unannounced 
criteria. Therefore, it is our view that Thomas' 
bid was improperly rejected. 48 Comp. Gen. 326 
(1968)." In the Matter of Thomas Construction 
Company, Inc., et al., B-183497, Comptroller 
General of the United States, 55 Comp. Gen. 139 
(August 11, 1985). 

"Best efforts" means active exploitation 
in good faith. Western Geophysical Co. v. Bolt 
Associates, 584 F2d 1164, 1171 (2d Cir 1978). It 
therefore does not require that a person be 
correct, only that he actively pursue the matter 
in good faith. 



63rd OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY -1985 Regular Session 

A-Engrossed 

House Bill 2577 
Ordered b: the House June 20 

Including House Amendments dated Ma) 2.2 and June 20 

Sponsored b) COMMITTEE ON STATE AND FEDERAL AFFAIRS (at the request of Jack Kalinoski. Auociated General 
Contractors) 

SUMMARY 

The follo~~ing summary is not prepared by the sponsors of the measure and is not a pan of the body thereof subject to 
consideration b: the Legislative Assembl). It is an editor's brief statement of the essential features of the measure. 

Establishes rules for good faith effort by bidder on public contract to secure minority or women business 
enterprise subcontractor and requires public contracting agencies to rely on certification of minority business 
enterprise by Department ofTransportation, operative January 1, 1986. Provides Department ofTransportation 
exclusive authority to certify minority and women enterprises on and after June l, 1987. 

A BILL FOR AN ACT 

2 Relating to public contracts. 

3 Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon: 

4 SECTION 1. Section 2 of this Act is added to and made a part ofORS 279.011 to 279.061. 

S SECTION 2. (I) Whenever a public contracting agency requires a bidder to subcontract some part of the 

6 contract or obtain materials to be used in performing the contract to a business enterprise that is a minority or 

7 women business enterprise, the agency shall award the contract.. if one is awarded, to the lowest qualified bidder 

8 who has met the minority business enterprise or women business enterprise goal established by the public 

9 contracting agency or who has made a good faith effort prior to the time bids are opened to comply with the 

10 subcontracting or material supplied requirement. 

II (2) Performing all of the following actions by a bidder constitute a rebuttable presumption that the bidder 

1.2 has made a good faith effort to satisfy the subcontracting requirement described in subsection ( 1) of this section: 

13 (a) The bidder attended any presolicitation or prebid meetings that were scheduled by the contracting agency 

14 to inform minority and women business enterprises of contracting and subcontracting or material suppl: 

15 opportunities available on the project; 

16 (b) The bidder identified and selected specific economically feasible units of the project to be performed by 

17 minority and women business enterprises in order to increase the likelihood of participation by such enterprises: 

18 (c) The bidder advertised in general circulation, trade association. minority and trade oriented. women-

19 focus publications, ifany. concerning the subcontracting or material supply opportunities; 

20 (d) The bidder provided written notice to a reasonable number of specific minority and women business 

21 enterprises. identified from a list of certified minority and women business enterprises provided or maintained 

22 by the Department of Transportation, soliciting bids for the selected subcontracting or material supply work. in 

23 sufficient time to allow the enterprises to participate effectively: 

24 (e) The bidder followed up initial solicitations of interest by contacting the enterprises to determine with 

25 a:n.ainty whether the enterprises were interested: 329 

26 (f) The bidder p~ovided interes~ed minority and women b~iness enterprises with adequate information 

27 about the plans, specifications and requirements for the selected subcontracting or material supply work: 
NOTE: Matter in bold fac1' in an amended section is new: matter [ira/Jc and bracknl!d'j IS existin& Ia"' to be omitted. 

~ £ & I 2 212 Ell 1 4 22 2£&1 u:w 422UZJ I t L L 



A·Eng. HB 2577 

(g) The bidder negotiated in good faith with the enterprises, and did not without justifiable reason reject as 

2 unsatisfactory bids prepared by any minority and women business enterprises; 

3 (h) Where applicable, the bidder advised and made effons to assist interested minority and women business 

4 enterprises in obtaining bonding. lines of credit or insurance required by the contracting agency or contractor; 

s and 

6 (i) The bidder's effons to obtain minority and women business enterprise panicipation were reasonably 

7 expected to produce a level ofpanicipation sufficient to meet the goals or requirement ofthe public contracting 

8 agency. 

9 (3) If a bidder has not met the minority business enterprise or women business enterprise goal established by 

10 the public contracting agency, the agency shall evaluate the good faith effon of the bidder consistent with 

II subsection (2) of this section. It shall be a rebuttable presumption that a bidder has made a aood faith effon to 

ll comply with the requirement for subcontracting or material supply described in subsection (I) of this section if 

13 the bidder has acted consistently with the actions described in subsection (2) of this section. It shall be a 

14 rebuttable presumption that the bidder did not make a good faith effon if the bidder has not acted consistently 

15 with the actions described in subsection (2) of this section. 

16 (4) Any minority and women business enterprise cenified as such by the Depanment ofTransportation shall 

17 be considered cenified as a minority and women business enterprise by any public contracting agency. 

18 (5) In consultation with the Depanment of General Services, the Depanment ofTransportation by rule shall 

19 adopt a standard form and a procedure designed to provide complete documentation that a business enterprise is 

.20 cenified as a minority business or women business enterprise. The Depanment of Transportation shall make 

21 available upon request a list of cenified minority business and women business enterprises. The department by 

21 rule shall establish a fee not to exceed $75 to cover administrative expenses for cenifying a business enterprise as 

23 a minority business or women business enterprise which fee shall be charged to the bidder upon bidder 

24 prequalification or to the requester upon provision of the cenified list. Fees shall be credited to the 

25 Transportation Administration Account . 

.26 (6) Any business enterprise that is refused cenification as a minority or women business enterprise may 

.27 request a contested case hearing as provided in ORS 183.310 to 183.550. 

l8 (7) For purposes of this section and for purposes ofcenification of minority or women business enterprises 

.29 by any public contracting agency in this state: 

30 (a) .. Minority or women business enterprise" means a business concern which is at least S 1 percent owned by 

31 one or more minorities or women. as the case may be, or in the case of a corporation, at least S I percent of the 

32 stock of which is owned by one or more minorities or women, and whose management and daily business 

33 operations are controlled by one or more of the minority or women stockholders. 

34 {b) .. Minority individual" is a person who is a citizen or lawful permanent resident of the United States, who 

3S is a: 

36 (A) Black American or person having origins in any of the Black racial groups of Africa. 

37 (B) Hispanic American or person of Mexican. Pueno Rican, Cuban, Central or South American or other 

38 Spanish culture or origin. regardless of race. 

39 (C) Native American or person who is an American Indian, Eskimo, Aleut or Native Hawaiian. 

40 (D) Asian-Pacific American or person whose origin is from Japan, China, Taiwan, Korea. Vietnam, Laos. 

41 Cambodia. the Philipp!nes. Samoa, Guam. the United States Trust Territories of the Pacific or the Nonhern 

42 Marianas. 330 



A-Eng. HB 2577 

(E) Asian-Indian American or person whose origin is from India, Pakistan or Bangladesh. 

2 SECTION 3. On and after June 1, 1987, the Department or Transportation shall be the sole agency 

3 authorized to certify enterprises as minority or women business enterprises eligible to perfonn on public 

4 contracts in this state. 

S SECTION 4. Section 2 of this Act becomes operative January 1, 1986. 

331 



SECTION 004 JO SUBCONTRACTOR UST 

l.l INSTRUCTIONS: 

t.2 

A. Bidder shaH list only one subcontractor !or each of the categories of Work 
luted ~low. It item is not proposed to ~ subcontracted, bidder shaH insert 
"self" opposite that item. 

B. Bidder proposes and agrees. to use the following subcontractors in the per­
formance of the work. Any proposed change of subcontractors after Bid 
Award must~ submitted in writing to Multnomah County for approval. 

TYPE OF WORK PROPOSED SUBCONTRACTOR 

A. 'Custom Casework lii11Morv5 tH/ ({ 
' 

B. Doors (Installation A ~S' J l).{) u. ~ (..:.:n"" 
; '~ 

A~\ll;JV......i 

c. Finish Hardware (Installation) C_.Oll\ c;. -\;-¥ ~_,v:.3; ,: 

0, Glazing 

E. Drywall t-\'A-rl'1"" ~ U.r~WAl) 

F. Carpet (Installat·i n)l ri?LL ··ON~-

G, Painting Pt ;c\LNJu..S C.L-w~-t. 

H. Wall Covering f'\ 

I. Plumbing ~-e!V<t):5~.ti..P. ?\~~ 

K. Electrical 

00430 - 1 - End 

) 



Mll'K)RfTY ENTER PRISE UTl FORM (M 

me of 

of 

4. The above named 

One: 

Bus mess 
manner: 

BE FBE 

Names and Addresses 
of 

-----------·------·-

Amount 

Female Enterpr 

This form to be and submitted at the 

(Please refer to Section 00800 of the Manual tor 

00&1 

Nature of 

Total 

Total Contract 

Total Contract 

Total Contract 

Conditions.) 



JESS M. GlAESER 
JANET LEE HOFFMAN 
lAWRENCE MATASAR 

HOFFMAN, MATASAR S GLAESER 
AITORNEYS AT LAW 

SUITE 330 
!020 S.W TAYLOR STREET 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97205 

TELEPHONE (503) 222-9830 

January 8, 1986 

Hand Delivered 

Jan McGarvin, Clerk 
Multnomah County Board of Commissioners 
1021 s.w. Fourth, Room 606 
Portland, OR 97204 

RE: Hearing re: Bid No. B61-100-0649, 
Clinics and Offices Remodel - Phase 1 

Dear Members of the Board: 

This letter will serve to inform you that the under­
signed law firm has been retained to represent the interest of 
Rollins & Greene Builders. Rollins & Greene Builders is one of 
the general contractors who submitted a bid on the above-noted 
project. It is also our understanding that Rollins & Greene 
Builders is the second lowest bidder, and, in the event that the 
Prinz bid is rejected, Rollins & Greene would be awarded the 
contract. Rollins & Greene Builders, ther ore, obviously has an 
interest in the Board's resolution of the appeal from the 
Purchasing Division's rejection of the Prinz bid. 

Rollins & Greene Builders fully supports the deci on of 
the Purchasing Division in rejecting the bid of Joseph Prinz as 
being non-responsive. The Prinz bid violates not only the letter 
of the County's affirmative action regulations, but also the 
spirit and policy upon which the regulations are based. 

The Project Manual for this particular project requires 
a minimum of 20 percent of the total bid amount for Minority 
Business Enterprise participation, and a minimum of 5 percent of 
the total bid amount for Female Business Enterprise participation. 
(Section 00800, Part 1.2(E) (2) .) The Project Manual further 
provides that the contractor ~ include a copy of the City of 
Portland's letter of certification for each MBE/FBE firm with any 
bid requiring MBE or FBE utilization. 

11 Certification as an MBE/FBE firm shall be 
required prior to bid opening for projects 
where MBE/FBE participation is required, in 
order for the Minority/Female Business to 
participate on the project." (Emphasis 
added.) (Section 00800, Part 1.2 (e) (4) (a).) 
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The bid submitted by Prinz proposed the use of Assiduous 
Construction as an MBE for purposes of demolition; installation of 
doors, frames and finish hardware; painting; and wall covering, 
for a total of $81,954. As of July, 1985, Assiduous Construction 
was certifi by the City of Portland to perform pilot service, 
traffic regulating, painting, cleaning and labor. (See letter of 
December 6, 1985 from sue Klobertanz, Manager of the Grants 
and Contract Compliance Division of the City of Portland to Don 
Eichman.) Assiduous Construction was therefore not certified to 
perform the carpeting work or the carpentry work relating to 
doors, frames, and finish hardware. When the dollar figures for 
each of those portions of the project were subtracted from the 
Assiduous Construction bid, it became clear that the Prinz bid 
did not meet the MBE requirements. After submission of the bids, 
Prinz indicated that Assiduous Construction would utilize the 
services of other MBE subcontractors for purposes of fulfilling 
MBE requirements. It should be noted Assiduous is not certified by 
the City of Portland as a general contractor. 

The Project Manual as well as the PCRB Administrative 
Rules provide that the prime contractor "shall be requir to 
indicate MBE/FBE utilization equal to or greater than the project 
goal; or, indicated best efforts to attain the goal to be 
considered a responsive bidder." (Section 00800, Part 1.2(E} (5); 
PCRB Administrative Rule 60.070(5) .) 

It is patently obvious that the Prinz bid did not meet 
the requirement of MBE/FBE utilization equal to or greater than 
the project goal. Thus, the only issue is whether or not Prinz 
construction utilized its best efforts to attain the MBE/FBE 
utilization goal. 

Upon receipt of the bid on November 14, 1985, Multnomah 
County notified Prinz Construction that Assiduous Construction was 
not listed in the City of Portland MBE directory as having exper­
ience to do carpentry work. The Purchasing Divi on asked for 
a statement of Assiduous Construction's qualifications and for a 
cost breakdown as well as a copy of the City of Portland's certi­
fication for Assiduous Construction. Prinz responded by attempting 
to show that other MBE subcontractors would be utilized by 
Assiduous, either as independent contractors or as employees. 
Thereafter, the Purchasing Division rejected Prinz's bid and gave 
him until December 4 to respond. After additional correspondence 
between Prinz's attorney and the Purchasing Division, additional 
time was granted to Prinz to demonstrate compliance with the 
regulations, culminating in a meeting with the Purchasing Division 
in an effort to allow Prinz to demonstrate his best efforts to 
attain the MBE utilization goals. On December 27, 1985, the 
Purchasing Division rejected Prinz's bid as non-responsive. In 
total, Prinz Construction was given a period of almost six weeks 
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to demonstrate to the Purchasing Division its compliance with the 
MBE utilization goals, or its best efforts to attain those goals. 
No other prime contractor was granted any additional time or 
opportunity to submit information regarding their bids or provide 
after-the-fact changes in their bids. Prinz Construction was 
given more than ample time to demonstrate its best efforts in 
attempting to attain the MBE utilization goals. 

The factors to be considered in determining whether a 
contractor has made an adequate, good-faith effort are set forth 
in the Program Manual at Section 00800, Part 1.2(E) (6} (b), as well 
as in PCRB Administrative Rule 60.070(7) (b). Prinz's attempts 
to demonstrate good-faith compliance fall far short of the mark, 
and the Purchasing Division's decision to reject Prinz's bid 
should be upheld. Prinz's good-faith/best efforts showing 
consisted of arguing that Assiduous Construction met all the require­
ments of a certified MBE, and providing information regarding 
other MBE's contacted prior to bid opening. 

After one gets through the smoke screen presented by 
Prinz and his counsel, it is clear that Prinz had every 
opportunity to utilize MBE's certified by the City of Portland 
prior to bid opening. He simply chose to utilize Assiduous 
Construction, a firm not certified by the City of Portland. Prinz 
took the same risk as any other contractor in selecting his MBE 
subcontractors for purposes of this particular project. In addi­
tion, Prinz cannot be deemed to have utilized best efforts when it 
is obvious that he failed to contact the Contract Complaince 
Office prior to bid opening to insure that the MBE/FBE's he was 
proposing to utilize were certified. The Project Manual clearly 
encourages the prime contractor to make such a check. The Project 
Manual also provides adequate time for MBE certification prior to 
bid opening. Prinz had been dealing with Assiduous Construction 
for almost a month prior to bid opening and could easily have 
obtained certification for Assiduous prior to bid opening. 
Prinz's failure to assure Assiduous' certification with the City 
of Portland clearly demonstrates the absence of best efforts in 
obtaining the MBE utilization goals. 

Finally, Prinz' bid violates the spirit and policy 
behind the County's affirmative action goals with respect to 
public contracts. The Project Manual and the PCRB Administrative 
Rules require all bidders to identify MBE and FBE subcontractors 
to be utilized, the work to performed, and the dollar amount of the 
subcontracted work. Further, the same provisions provide that 
subcontractors listed in the bid shall not be replaced without 
prior written approval of the County's Purchasing Director, and so 
doing shall be grounds for a contract award to be refused by the 
County. These regulations are designed to insure that MBE and FBE 
subcontractors are firmed-up prior to bid opening. The regula-
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tions are designed to protect the MBE and FBE subcontractors from 
frantic negotiations and the extreme economic leverage that prime 
contractors have over the subcontractors. To now award Prinz the 
contract would be to set the County regulations with respect to 
MBE/FBE utilization on its ear. To do so will be a signal to all 
prime contractors that they can submit any MBE to satisfy project 
goals, and then after bid opening continue the negotiation process 
in attempting to locate MBE and FBE subcontractors to satisfy the 
goals. This clearly is not the intention behind the regulations. 
The minimum protection granted the MBE's and FBE's by the County's 
regulations would be reduced to meaninglessness if Prinz's bid is 
now accepted. As suggested by Carl Moseley's memorandum to Don 
Eichman dated November 29, 1985, Prinz was still negotiating 
prices and deals after bid opening. This practice is clearly 
disallowed under County regulations and is diametrically opposed 
to the policies granting protection to MBE's and FBE's. 

Without commenting on the extremely irregular conduct of 
Prinz Construction after bid opening, it is obvious that Prinz met 
neither the MBE/FBE utilization goals nor was it able to indicate 
best efforts in attaining those goals. 

On behalf of Rollins & Greene Builders, we strongly urge 
the Board to uphold the Purchasing Division's decision rejecting 
the Prinz Construction bid as non-responsive. 

JMG:eab 
cc: James Greene 
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SUPPLEMENTAL AGENDA THURSDAY, JANUARY 9, 1986 

Request Unanimous Consent to consider the Following Matter: 

R-10 In the matter of an appeal of Bid Award by Joe Prinz, Inc. 
(Bid No. B61-l00~064g ~ Clinics and Offices Remodel, Phase I 
Gill Building) 

CFrice award only good through January 14, and action needed 
to be taken prior to that date) 



mULTnOmRH t:OLJn'"rY OREGOn 

UE:PI\RTMEt>~ T OF GENER.l\L Sf: i'V!C'. S 
PURCI1ASiNG 0 1\IISION 
2505 S.E. 1 11 H AVENUE 
PORTLAND, OREGON 87202 
(503) 248-511 : 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: ne rvin, Clerk Board 

F n E ic rector Purchasing ion Ot/ A-tf 

nuaty 3, 

Appeal by Prinz, Inc./Bid No. 861-100-0649 

DENi~'S BUCi1/o,NAN 
COUNTY E:C:CUriVE 

find ~ttached the information packet containing the letter of appeal from 
rinz, l ., an(! the rtment's response. 

The rtment has been ad11'i sed of the appeal and will be present at the Board 
q. 

DE/AH/ 
Ati:achment :> 

AN LOUAl OPPOiHUNil !MF'LOY!:h 

-'C') 



!Jr\Tt: SIJHMITTElJ (For Clerk's Use) 
Meeting Date 
Agenda No. 

REQUEST FOR PLACEMENT ON THE AGENDA 

Subject: Appeal B61-100-0649 Clinics & Office Remodel 

Formal Only January 9 1986 
(Date) 

DEPARTMENT General SErvices 
~~==~---------------

DIVISION Finance-Purchasing Section 

CONTACT Don Eichman TELEPHONE 248-5111 ---

*NAME(s) OF PERSON MAKING PRESENTATION TO BOARD 

BRIEF SUMMARY Should include other alternatives explored, if applicable, and clear state-
ment rationale for the action requested. 

Appeal of Bid Award by Joe Prinz, Inc. B61-100-0649-Clinics & Office 
R€irx::>del-Phase I, Gill Building. Requestin.£>: m.aniTIDus consent for placement 
on agenda since the bid prices are p:ood throup-h January 11:-, 1986. 

(IF ADDITIONAL SPACE IS NEEDED, PLEASE USE REVERSE SIDE) 

ACTION REQUESTED: 

[J INFORMATION ONLY [J PRELIMINARY APPROVAL [] POLICY DIRECTION [] APPROVAL 

INDICATE THE ESTIMATED TIME NEEDED ON AGENDA 30 minutes 
--------------------------

IMPACT: 

PERSONNEL 

[J FISCAL/BUDGETARY 

[] General Fund 

Other ---------

SIGNATURES: 

DEPARTMENT HEAD, ELECTED OFFICIAL, o 

ment, etc. 

NOTE: If requesting unanimous consent, state situation requiring emergency action on back. 



STOEL, IZJVES, BOLE''( FRi\SEK & WYSE 
ATTORNEYS AT LA.W 

900 3 W FIFTH AVENUE, SU!TE 2300 

D, 0RE~?ON 97204-1268 

d:ER 

December 31, 1985 

. 
Mr. bon Eichman 1 Purchi:HHng D1rector 
Multnom~h county D of Purchasing 
Multnomah County, Oregon 
Department of Gene:r·a 1 Sen:'V 
F·wr.chatsi.ng Division 
2505 SE 11th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97202 

Dear Mr. Eichman: 

Re: B61-100-C649 
-···--Clinipfii_~ .. -_Offiqes. _ _B~model - Phase I 

As you know 1 we are the attorneys for Joseph Prinz 
and have a copy of your letter dated December 27, 1985. 

Prinz disagrees with the decision as contained in 
your letter and hereby appeals the decision. 

As you have been advised previously, Prinz believes 
it is entitled to the award of the contract for the following 
reasons: 

1. It was the lowest responsive responsible bidder 
submitting a bid; 

2. To the extent that you determine his bid did not meet. 
the required MBE or other minority participation goals, he used 
best efforts to meet such goals; and 

[)!STR!S:T Qr CQl,_l,l_!'-'l!;liA QFF"!CE 

!730 M STREET, N W, SU!TE 800 
WASHINGTON, DC. 20036-4505 

(CO?\ 9!:'"J5-45~~r-;. 

WAJ?H!N~HON CQLJNT_Y Qf::"f_IC:E 

E LINCOLN CENTER, SUITE 400 
10300 SW GREENBURG ROAD 

ORtGON 97223-5407 

~2YT~_w_s~. ~:~3-~lf::l__Q"!g_~ _o_Ff::tc~e. 
805 BROADWAY, SUITE 725 

VANCOUVET?, WASHINGTON 9B660 -3?13 
699-5900 
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3. Again., to t~'1e extf:mt it is dc-:!termined his bid did no':. 
meet required MBE or ot.br~r minority participation goals and, 
even assuming you de.terro.ine he failed to utilize best efforts, 
the issue is not one of responsiveness, it relates only to 
responsibility, and Prinz h.:is submitted information since the· 
opening of bids that clearly satisfies such goals. 

In support of this appeal, we rely upon our letters 
of December 11, 1985, and December 12, 1985, and Mr. Prinz 1 s 
letters of December. 12, 1985, and December 18, 1985, copies of 
which are enclosed, together with all references in and 
en·~losures and attachments to such letters, the information 
submitted at. the meeting on December 19, 1985 and all other 
information subrni tted by Prinz and other bidders in connect . .i or: 
with this project. 

Finally, we would like to emphasize two points wh ~h 
\'Je previously discussed with you. 

First, 't.here \vas nothing in the City of Portland 
certification material submitted to bidders that the 
contractors certifi.ed t.he Cit:.y were certified only for 
limited purposes and not certified generally. Indeed, Section 
oosoof Supplementary Conditions of the Specifications, page 3, 
paragraph 4(c), specifically states that no representation is 
made to the qualifications of such certified minority 
contractors. Moreover, as outlined in our letter of November 
27, 1985, a representative of the City of Portland on at least 
one occasion (although we have received conflicting reports 
since then) confirmed that the city classification did not 
constitute a ban from other work classifications. As a result, 
it was proper to use Assiduous. 

Second, we do not agree that simply using Assiduous 
as a subcontractor amounts to a lack of best efforts. Clearly, 
Prinz demonstrated he used best efforts to achieve minority 
participation. At worst, the decision to use Assiduous was a 
mistake based upon Prinz's understanding that it was proper to 
use Assiduous. Any such mistake cannot be used as a reason for 
determining that Prinz did not use best efforts. Otherwise, 
there would be no reason for determining whether a bidder, such 
as Prinz that had failed to satisfy minority participation 
goals, used best efforts. In short, the scope of review should 
simply be whether Prinz used best efforts to satisfy the 
minority participation goals. If so, as we believe he clearly 
demonstrated he did, the project should be awarded to him. 
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Wli.~ look forward to a hearing on cur appeal wish to 
confirm that no award will be made until the appeal is 
resolved. 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

REA:mmf 
Enclosures 

cc (~'/encl.): 
• Mr, ,John Leahy 

Mr. .:.ros€,ph Prinz 

Very truly yours, 

Richard E. Alexander 
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ATTORNEY$ AT ~AW 

900 S W F'lF"oH AVENUE. SutTE .2300 
PORi'I..ANr), OREGON 97204-1268 

~ .£1..£(t)!><!0Nt: 15031 ZZA~ !:+flO 

T!n.tCOPt£R t503t l:l0-2.tl.&O 

(503) 294-9387 

December 11. 198!:i 

~c. Don ~ichman, Director 
'Ttiiil.nt" of: Gem~ral Setvicf)S 

Purcha.s ing Division 
2::",;)5 SE ll.t.h Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97202 

Desar l'1:r. Eichman: 

Re: 861-100-0649 
Clinics~fices Remodel_-=-Phase .l 

This will confirm our telephone conversation 
yesterday in which I advised you that we represent Joe Prinz 
Construction Co. in connection with the above matter. 

As you know, Mr. Prinz believes the contract should 
be ar,.ianied to his company. We will be forwarding you 
information in support of his claim shortly. 

In the meantime, this will 'confirm that Multnomah 
County is continuing to review this matter and will not award 
the contract until such time it has reviewed the information 
submitted by Mr. Prinz. 

Finally, to the extent that an appeal is required t.o 
your letter of December 9, 1985, you may consider this the 
appeal. By so appealing, Prinz does not wa.ive and expressly 
reserves all of his rights. 

PI ~~T -~.~ .;_!_.Q.!_j;.Q..h.~.~~ f$ l ~-Q.! !':_! ~_t 
1730 ~ STREEl, N w, Su11'E QOO 
WASHiNGTON. 0 C2:0036·A505 

955~4S5e, 

~~~~!NGT_~UNYY 0"'""C~ 

ONE LINCOLN CENTER, SUITE .400 
10300 5 W QR£EN8UR'G ROAD 
T!GARD, OREGON 97223-5.407 

150:31 220- 1.-1A 1 

605 f!!ROAOWA't, 
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As we discussed on the telephone, we fully expect 
that this matter will be promptly and satisfactorily resolved. 

Very tr.:uly you~, () (, ~/()r- ,'r ) 
\: " I \, ~ \.\ / 

'<: ".,. -> -~· ,_ ~J'"'( 
Richard E. Alexander 

REA: nunf 



STOEL, RIVES, BOLEY, FRASER & WYSE, 
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T£L[.P~ONE t503l ZZA~33eO 

Tf:!...ECOPlER !5031 zzo~z•eo 

CA!h.E I.,.AW~ORT 

TElEX 703ASS 

(503) 294-9387 

December 12, 1985 

Mr. Don Eichman, Director 
Multnomah County 
Departm~nt of General Services 
Purchasing Division 
2505 SE.llth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97202 

Dear Mr. Eichman: 

Re: BGl-100-0649 
Clinics & Offices Remodel - Phase I 

Pursuant to our letter of December 11, 1985, Joe 
Prinz Construction Company ("Prinz") believes it is entitled to 
the award of the above contract for several reasons. 

At the outset, however, it is important to review the 
background of this matter. Section 00050 specifies that 
bidders are to obtain certain MBE and FBE participation. 
Reference is made to Section 00430 and Section 00800 with 
respect to MBE and FBE participation. Section 00430 references 
the subcontractor list and provides, 'among other things, that 
"any proposed change of subcontractors after bid award must be 
submitted in writing to Multnomah County for approval." 
Section 0080 contains supplementary conditions including, at 
part 1.2(e), provisions relating to MBE and FBE utilization. 
Subsection (4) references the City of Portland's MBE/FBE 
certification, and Subsection (5) requires bidders to either 
equal or exceed the percentage goal or indicate that best 
efforts were used to obtain such goal. 

Prinz submitted a bid on November 14, 1985. Prinz' 
bid of $380,000 is the lowest bid. It is Prinz' position that 
his is the lowest responsive and responsible bid and, as such, 
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should be awarded the contract for three reasons. First, Prinz 
believes his bid fully satisfied all requirements of the 
request for bids. Second, to the extent that, for some reason, 
the information on MBE/FBE's does not satisfy such 
requirements, Prinz did utilize best efforts and is therefore 
entitled to an award of the contract. Finally, issues relating 
to MBE/FBE participation relate to responsibility, rather than 
responsiveness. As such, any goals can be satisfied after the 
time of award and Prinz can satisfy such goals. 

prinz Satisfied all Requirements of the Instruction to Bidders 
With Respect to MBE/FBE. 

Prinz duly completed the MBE/FBE utilization form. 
In so doing, he noted he would use Assiduous Construction for 
demolition and carpentrv. • • 

The County stated it was concerned as to whether this 
would qualify since Assiduous is only certified as a service 
vendor by the City of Portland. 

However, Section 12E(4) through Section 0080 only 
states that Multnomah County will honor the City of Portland 
MBE/FBE certification. It does not state that, in the event a 
duly-formed MBE is to be used, that it will not be honored. As 
such, Assiduous should be utilized. We are submitting with 
this letter a copy of an information page for Assiduous showing 
insurance for painting and carpentry. Moreover, even assuming 
the City of Portland certification is conclusive, Assiduous is 
certified to perform pilot service, traffic regulation, 
painting, cleaning and labor. Assiduous was to perform, as 
stated, demolition and carpentry. There is no specific 
certification for such subjects and they do constitute labor 
for which Assiduous is certified. Finally, the utilization of 
Assiduous and others by Prinz certainly satisfies the intent of 
the MBE/FBE requirements and should be allowed. 

Prinz Utilized Best Efforts to Meet the Goals. 

As stated, paragraph 1.2E(5) specifically allows any 
bidder to an award of the contract even if the goals are not 
satisfied as long as the bidder utilized best efforts to meet 
such goals. As Prinz advised in his prior correspondence 
including, without limitation, his letters of November 20 and 
November 27, 1985, he did use best efforts. Moreover, we 
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understand the County is independently reviewing this issue and 
Prinz will, upon request, be submitting additional information 
on his efforts. Among other things, however, he took a number 
of quotes, made concessions such as not requiring a bond, and 
provided financial assistance to the MBEs he intended to use. 

Prinz is Entitled to Provide Information After Award With 
Respect to What Subcontractors and Suppliers He Intends to Use 
to Satisfy the Requirements. 

Finally, in any event, Prinz, being the low bidder, 
is entitled to provide the County with any new information he 
has with respect to what subcontractors and suppliers he 
intends to use to satisfy the requirements. 

At the outset, a distinction must be drawn between a 
responsive bid and a responsible bid. The latter implies the 
ability to perform the contract, and goes to the capacity of 
the bidder rather than to his willingness to perform on the 
County's terms. In general, it may be said that a bid is not 
responsive to the invitation and may not be considered for 
award when it contains a deficiency pertaining to any material 
factor. A material factor is a circumstance which affects the 
price, quality or quantity of the articles or services to be 
furnished. See McBride and Touhey, 1B Government Contracts, 
§ 10.70 (1981). 

The Comptroller General has ruled that a low bidder's 
compliance with MBE requirements on a federally-financed 
project is a matter of responsibility rather than 
responsiveness and that documentation concerning such matters 
may be submitted after bid opening. He has further ruled that 
a low bidder should be allowed to substitute a new minority 
subcontractor in his bid in order to,meet an MBE participation 
requirement. Comptroller General's Decision No. B-199145, 28 
CCH, Contract Cases Federal, , 80,959 (November 28, 1980), 
aff'd Comptroller General's Decision No. B-199145.2, 28 CCH, 
Contract Cases Federal, , 81,728 (July 17, 1981). See also 
Comptroller General's Decision Nos. B-192696, B-194037, B-
194103, CCH Contract Cases Federal, , 83,129 (February 27, 
1979) (prime contractor could change its intended 
subcontractor's bid after bid opening; the requirement for 
listing subcontractors was a requirement for the contractor to 
show, after bid opening, that at least the minimum required 
percentage of subcontracts would be performed by minority-owned 
firms; the information was required to determine bidder 
responsibility and was not related to bid responsiveness. 



Mr. Don Eichman, Director 
December 12, 1985 
Page 4 

As such, Prinz can properly provide information now 
on MBE, and he is in a position to satisfy whatever 
requirements need to be satisfied. 

Conclusion. 

Multnomah County is, of course, a public agency 
within the meaning ORS 279.011(5). Moreover, ORS 279.029 
requires all public agencies to award construction contracts to 
the lowest responsive and responsible bidder. As outlined 
herein, and as indicated in the prior correspondence, Prinz 
firmly believes that he is entitled to the award of the 
contract. We are aware of the County's concerns and have 
attemp~d to address them from a legal standpoint in this 
letter. Moreover, we understand that the County has certain 
concerns with respect to precisely the intent of Prinz' bid and 
in what respect and for what reasons subcontractor and supplier 
relationships may have been subject to change since bid 
opening. I am enclosing a copy of a letter from Prinz 
outlining the bases for the bids in an effort to answer any 
such questions. 

Moreover, we understand the County will be forwarding 
a letter to Mr. Prinz requesting certain information with 
respect to his efforts to meet the minority requirements. We 
will, of course, respond to it promptly. 

Despite the information contained herein, we 
recognize that, in a matter like this, certain questions can 
arise and misunderstandings develop. As a result, once you 
have received all of the information from Prinz and reviewed 
it, we suggest that we have a meeting to review it in detail 
and answer any questions you might have. 

REA:mmf 
Enclosure 

cc: Mr. Joe Prinz 

Very truly yours, 

Richard E. Alexander 



INFORMATION PAGE 

Uberty Northw~rance ·corporilfon--........__ 
1. The Insure . . Jimny DuQuot 

Policy No. \JCA-JNC-001854-015-33/·NOl 
~ Individual 
_ Partnership 
_ Corporation 
_Other 

DBA: Assiduous Construction 

Other workplaces not shown above: 

2. The policy period is from _ __,_ll.L0'-/2...,B ..... Lw8.._5..__ ___ to __ .,~..;l 0.....,/,_1"-J/'-'8 .... 6..__ ___ at the Insured's mailing address. 

3. A. Workers Compensation Insurance: Part One of the policy applies to the Workers Compensation Law of the 
states listed here: Oregon . 

B. Employers Liability Insurance: Part Two of the policy applies to work In each state listed in item 3.A. 
The limits of our liability under Part Two are: Bodily Injury by Accident$ 100,000 each accident 

Bodily Injury by Disease $ 500,000 policy limit 
Bodily Injury by Disease $ 100 (X)() each employee 

' C. Other States Insurance: Part Three of the policy applies to the states, If any, listed here: 
All states ex'cept Ohio, North Dakota, Washington, Nevada, West Virginia, Wyoming . 

• 
4. Tile premium for this policy will be determined by our Manuals of Rules, Classifications, Rates and Rating 

Plans. All information required below Is subject to verification and change by audit. 

Reporting Frequency: Monthly rn Quarterly 0 Semi Annually 0 Annually 0 

Classification of Operations 

... 

Painting NOC 
Carpentry NOC 

Experience Rat~.Qg . .Modi.Ii~tion 
--~-----------

beposit r'remium $ 250.00 
Minimum Premium $ 

5. Endorsements: 
we 36 03 01 we 36 03 04 

") 
-

11/6/SSss 

Code Premium Basis Rate Per Estimated 
No. Total Estimated $100 of Annual 

Annual Remuneration Premium 
Remuneration 

. 

J474 20,000 10.06 2,012 
5403 if any 10.07 ---

2,012 
X 1.00 

' 

~ 

I<: . 

Total Estimated Annual Premium $ 2,012 
Expense Constant $ 

Countersigned By \ ~ ~ T? 
~,.;:;~="1 



JOSEPH PRINZ 
1817 !\iOHTH\VEST 27TH e PORTLAND. OREGON 97210 • (503) 243·2306 

December 12, 1985 

Mr. Richard E. Alexander 
Stoel, Rives, Boley, Fraser & Wyse 
Attorneys at Law 
900 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 2300 
Portland, Oregon 97204-1268 

Dear Dick: • 
• You asked me to respond to the comments of the 

memorandum from Carl Moseley to Don Eichman dated November 29, 
1985. All of the Moseley comments in his memorandum are listed 
below by number with my response, if any. 

1. At bid opening, Joseph Prinz of Prinz Corporation was 
low bidder. He listed Assiduous Construction as his MBE firm 
for demolition; installation of doors, frames and finish 
hardware; painting; and wall covering for a total of $81,954. 
He also listed Triple-One Construction Company as his MBE firm 
for flooring work at $5,315. 

Moseley has listed correctly information contained in 
the bid documents. 

2. Purchasing sent a letter to Joseph Prinz stating 
Assiduous Construction was not listed in the Portland MBE 
directory as having the experience tp do the carpentry work. 
Purchasing asked for a statement of Assiduous' qualifications 
and for a cost breakdown among the various classes of work. 

No response. 

3. Prinz responded with a letter stating Assiduous would 
be directly responsible for demolition and cleanup. For 
carpeting, Assiduous would hire Ed Lopez, owner of Ed Lopez 
Carpets and Drapes. For doors, frames and finish hardware, 
Assiduous would hire Triple-One Construction. Both Ed Lopez 
and Triple-One are certified MBE firms. Prinz listed Assiduous 
as performing work worth $75,457. (Note: The bid price in the 
letter changed from $81,954 to $75,457 for Assiduous, and 
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Assiduous was no longer listed as doing painting or wall 
covering--work worth $20,140 according to Assiduous' quote.) 

I responded to their request with a letter stating 
Assiduous would hire any help it needed that it didn't already 
have, or subcontract some of the work to other minorities. We 
~ere trying to be flexible and were willing to work with the 
County in any way it preferred. In-between the day of the bid 
and when I wrote my response, my office had time to start the 
pro~ess o~ going through the sub-bids we received on the day o( 
the ~iq_ for the purpose of refining those bids, looking for 
areas of double coverage and areas of no coverage. (This is a 
process that will continue until we are able to write good, 
sound subcontracts covering all areas once.) Some further 
neJiotiating_may even continue throughout the job as the 
subcbntractors work together and find they can help one another 
ihY_~haring scaffold~ parkiQg places, etc.) 

"" 
Because of this process the prices dealing with some 

of the subcontractors, minorities included, changed. This is 
how the proces? works for all contractors. There just is not 
time on bid day to completely organize a job. 

4. Even though the cost breakdown showed costs for door, 
frames and hardware that were 60 percent higher than other 
bidders and floor covering pricesd that were 30 percent lower, 
Purchasing elected to award the bid to Prinz Corporation. 

There is nothing unusual for bidders' cost to be 
different from one line item to another. A flooring bid may 
vary by including removal of the existing floor and floor 
preparation in demo, thus reducing the cost of the flooring 
price or, including those items in with flooring increasing the 
flooring price. 

I cannot answer why there is a difference in cost in 
doors, frames and hardware and the installation of all of these 
products. There are too many variables involved. For example, 
are the bidders buying prefinished doors, raw doors, and are 
they buying their hardware direct or through installers? Did 
they include everything asked for? 

Every General Contractor will organize their 
businesses and bidding procedure and work assignments 
differently. If we didn't our bids would probably all be the 
§..ill.llg. 



Mr. Richard E. Alexander 
December 12, 1985 
Page 3 

· 5. Soon thereafter, Purchasing was told by Triple-One 
Construction that it had not given Assiduous a bid price for 
carpentry until after the bid opening. In addition, Andy Lekas 
of Cloyd Watt Construction told me Ed Lopez called him and 
clearly stated Ed did not give Assiduous a price for carpeting 
until after the bid opening. I understand Ed Lopez has now 
told you he did indeed give them a price beforehand. 

There is no need for Assiduous to get a price from 
anyone before the bid opening. We helped Assiduous organize 
his bid. It was his intention to do the work with his own 
forces and additional help he would hire. Assiduous is the 
minority contractor. He is not obligated by the intent of the 
MBE to help others develop their bids. It would be simply a 
negotiated subcontract arrangement which is standard. (Page 5, 
City;of•Portland, Ordinance #157320 amending and clarifying MBE 
guideliges.) 

6. Purchasing reversed its decision and rejected my bid, 
giving me until December 4 to respond. 

No comment, except we are entitled to the award. 

7. Prinz delivered a letter dated November 27, stating 
Assiduous would hire employees to do the carpentry work, and 
not use Triple-One. 

After what I thought to be clarification from the 
City regarding Assiduous' ability to do the work if it chose 
to, I informed Eichman it was Assiduous' intent to do so. I 
also told him we were willing to approach minority 
oarticipation in any way that fulfills the County's 
requirements. 

Paragraphs after #7. 

Don, these turn of events are highly irregular. In 
the first place, any changes made after the bid opening and 
before the contract is signed are immaterial. Any contractor 
would be delighted to change his or her bid after bid opening 
if that would assure the contractor the job. We cannot 
consider any information except the conditions that existed at 
the time of the bid opening. 

Secondly, the fact that numbers--and subcontractors-­
keep changing with every letter from Prinz leads me to believe 
prices are still being negotiated and deals being made. The 
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intent of the MBE program and of the forms that require the 
listing of MBE firms at the time of bid opening is that 
decisions made at bid time are left unchanged. 

If Triple-One did not give Assiduous a number prior 
to opening, where did Assiduous get the price for the bid? Why 
is Prinz Corporation low bidder is his MBE price for doors, 
frames, and hardware is $15,000 higher than two other bidders? 
Why did Assiduous' price change from $81,954 at bid time to 
$75,457 six days later--especially since Prinz changed his mind 
and pulled painting worth $20,140 out of the original scope of 
work worth $81,954? 

Quite apart from all these good questions, let's 
consider one more fact--at the time cf bid opening, Assiduous 
Constru~tion had not agreed to hire Tripe-One to do the work, 
since Triple-One had not prepared a price. Therefore, 
Assiduous had no arrangement at the time that qualified it for 
carpentry work. Depending upon whom you believe, Assiduous may 
not have had an arrangem~nt with Ed Lopez at that time that 
qualified them for carpeting. Regardless of later negotiations 
and arrangements, Assiduous was unqualified at bid opening. 

Again, 1 recommend Purchasing reject the Prinz 
Corporation bid based upon significant irregularities in the 
MBE participation and the lack of a qualified MBE firm. 

During one of my early discussions with Mr. Moseley 
he mentioned the County did not like the work of Triple-One 
Construction. I told him I hoped Assiduous could do the work 
if the County would go along with it. He told me once the 
contract was signed I could change all my minorities if I 
maintained the 20 percent goal and got his approval. 

Clearly there is confusion 'after a day of taking bids 
and putting a bid together. This is the nature of the job. 
There is simply not the time before the bid is turned in to 
organize all the costs and work assignments and cost 
overlapping and assignments overlapping. That is done when the 
letter of intent is received or the contract is signed. The 
costs and responsibilities of all the people involved in a_iQQ 
will change before and during the process to organize a job and 
to a lesser degree for the duration of the job. 

Assiduous was listed on the subcontractor's list as a 
painter because until just before the bid he was the best price 
for painting I had. I, in the final crunch to get the bid out, 
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overlooked replacing his name on that list. He was not listed 
on the minority list as the painter because I didn't overlook 
taking him off that list. 

In Mr. Moseley's last paragraph, he stated that 
Assiduous was no~ualified for carpentry work. We have listed 
Assiduous for carpentry work in our MBE utilization form. We 
used carpentry work to describe what is actually a lot o{ 
miscellaneous items. In fact, there is very little, if an~ 
true carpentry work in the job. 

JP:mmf~ 



JOSEPH PRINZ 
1817 I"ORTH\\'EST 27TH • PORTLAND. OREGON 97210 • (503) 243·2306 

December 18, 1985 

VIA MESSENGER 

Mr. Don Eichman, Director 
Multnomah County 
Department of General Services 
Purchasing Division 
2505 SE 11th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97202 

Dear Mr .. Eichman: 

• Re: 861-100-0649 
Clinics & Offices Remodel - fhase I 

You have asked for information concerning our efforts 
to satisfy the MBE goals. As you know, our position is that we 
have previously satisfied them. To the extent, however, that 
we have not satisfied them, the circumstances which bLought 
about the reduction in MBE participation were the result of 
Multnomah County's decision to reject Assiduous Construction as 
being certified to do finish carpentry and carpeting. As a 
result, only $16,848 was counted towards the MBE goal. 

We have, as a result, again made efforts to meet the 
MBE goals. In that regard, I am enclosing a copy of a letter 
dated December 13, 1985, we forwarded CSS and Associates, 
requesting assistance. We have had numerous telephone 
conversations with others, met with Cruz twice {gave plans and 
specifications and offered financial assistance) and met with 
Brisbane Doors and Trim once (provided drawings). 

The action planned to bring MBE back to the goals 
will be accomplished by having Assiduous Construction certified 
to perform the work originally listed ~ submit the following 
for approval by the County. 

1. Contract with McCoy Plumbing for Division 15 work for 
$50,994, satisfying WBE participation; 

2. Contract directly with Ed Lopez (MBE) for carpet and 
resilient flooring for $22,085; 
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3. Contract with Assiduous Construction for demolition 
and clean-up (MBE) for $16,848; 

4. Contract with Jose Cruz (MBE) for carpentry for 
$39,360; and 

5. Maintain, if necessary DMK (WBE) proposal for 
$21,945. 

I am attaching copies of the quotations from McCoy, Lopez, 
Assiduous and cruz. We understand DMK has already been 
approved. We are also attaching a copy of McCoy's Notice of 
Certification. 

~ Using the above list we would obtain the following 
percentages: 

WBE 
MBE 

19 % 
20.5% 

Moreover, to show that adequate good faith was, at the outset, 
made in obtaining MBE goals, my office, beginning October 11, 
1985, contacted 22.5 percent of the certified MBEs in the 
Portland area listed as General and Specialty Contractors in 
the City of Portland directory. To put this percentage into 
perspective, the City of Portland would need to contact 103 of 
the Contractors listed in the Portland Yellow Pages to look for 
a General Contractor for the Gill Building. 

The methods we used to solicit MBEs were primarily by 
telephone. We did not receive interest from many MBEs, so as 
we continued our efforts, we asked Mr. DuQuat with Assiduous 
Construction to help locate minority people he knew. We knew 
Mr. DuQuat from previous dealings, and found him to be helpful. 
This was on October 11, 1985. 

With Mr. DuQuat's help and our own efforts, we were 
able to contact: Triple-One Construction, Ed Lopez Carpets, 
Premsingh and Associates, Inc., American General Contractors, B 
& R Construction, Blessing Electric, Livingston Gary 
Construction, Loyal's Painting, McCoy Plumbing, Right Now 
carpet Installation, Allied Paint, Construction Interior Supply 
Source, and DMK Contractors, Inc. 

We received bids from the following: Assiduous 
Construction, Triple-one Construction, Ed Lopez Carpets, 
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Premsingh and Associates, Inc., Blessing Electric, Merit 
Coating, Floor Factors, Alco Electric, McCoy Plumbing, Pen-Nor, 
Inc., Construction Interior Supply Source, and DMK Contractors, 
Inc. 

We tried contacting about a dozen MBE's who did not 
respond to our calls. Among them were Seivier and Sons, 
Garriss Construction, and Conmx, Inc. 

Having dealt with Assiduous Construction (MBE) on 
other projects, we called them on October 15, 1985, to discuss 
the Gill Building Project. We walked through the project twice 
with Mr. DuQuat to help with his bid. We purchased and 
supplied drawings and specifications for his use. We also 
agreed to waive his bonding requirements, and to provide 
intefrneqiate draws for wage payments and to help in all ways 
possible such as plan take-off, specifications and addendum 
notification. We assisted him in finding suppliers for any of 
his needs in his portion of the work. We met with him in our 
office four times before final bid date and twice since then to 
discuss the project. We met with Ed Lopez Carpets, Triple-one 
Construction and Premsingh and Associates, Inc. in our office. 
Ed Lopez Carpets, Triple-One Construction and Assiduous 
Construction were promised the same assistance financially and 
otherwise throughout the project. 

We have discussed this project both before and after 
the final bid with McCoy Plumbing and are prepared to use them. 
Premsingh and Associates, Inc., who we assisted with square 
footage take-off and pricing, reduced its original bid by 50 
percent, but it was still more than twice the average bid 
received. We worked with Construction Interior Supply Source 
concerning quantity take-off and alternatives, but its final 
bid was 50 percent over the bid used in our proposal. We have 
scheduled a meeting with them to discuss this and future 
projects. We helped DMK Contractors with estimating. We were 
told by all of the above that they were either certified MBE or 
FBE. 

We maintained a set of drawings in our office which 
we reviewed with various minority contractors to assist in the 
preparation of their bids. In the process of reviewing the 
drawings, we assisted several of them with take-offs, among 
other things. In that regard, I am enclosing copies of 
Exhibits A and B which we prepared to review with a number of 
bidders including Assiduous and Cruz, to assist them in their 
bids. I am also enclosing a copy of Exhibit C which was also 
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prepared and discussed with Construction Interior Supply Source 
to assist it in the preparation of its bid with respect to 
clarifying the alternates. I am also enclosing a copy of 
Exhibit D which was prepared and reviewed with a number of 
bidders, including Assiduous. These are only some of the 
documents we prepared in this regard as a number of the 
documents were destroyed once the bid was finalized. 

As you can see from the information we have produced, 
we firmly believe that our initial bid satisfied all 
requirements of the County's proposal. To the extent, however, 
that it did not satisfy such requirements, we believe we 
certainly satisfied the only requirement necessary for an award 
of the contract to us and that is that we did use best efforts 
to obtain the goal. The information we have supplied you in 
this~letter, together with our prior correspondence, certainly 
establishes that we used such efforts. More importantly, we .. . . have rev1ewed our b1d and what we d1d to meet the MBE goals 
with what we can determine from the other bidders, and we 
believe that we equaled, if not exceeded, the efforts of the 
other bidders in this regard. Moreover, as an example, I am 
enclosing a copy of our quote sheet from Pen-Nair for the 
mechanical. You will note it is in the amount of $49,726. I 
am also enclosing copies of the MBE/FBE utilization form of 
three other bidders and you will note that the referenced 
amount for Pen-Nair for the mechanical is $56,003, $55,787 and 
$57,926 for apparently the same work. As such, we believe that 
we did satisfy the requirement to use best efforts. Finally, 
in any event, as we advised in our letter of December 12, 1985, 
we are fully capable of satisfying the requirements at this 
time irrespective of whether we were able to satisfy such 
requirements at the outset. As such, we are entitled to the 
award. 

Of course, we do not agree 'that any liquidated 
damages should be assessed in the event we are awarded the 
contract. 

We are providing this information for you to review 
in anticipation of our meeting scheduled for 3:30 p.m. on 
December 19, 1985. If we have not all ready done so, we hope 
at that time we can fully respond to any remaining questions 
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you have, the contract may be awarded to us and ·we may commence 
work. 

Very truly yours, 

Joseph Prinz 

J'P:mmf 

Enclosures 
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JOSEPH PRINZ 
1817 NORTH\VEST 27TH e PORTLAND. OREGON 972\0 e (503) 243·2306 

December 13, 1985 

CSS & Associates 
.of 15 Board of Trade Building 
310SW1thAve. 
Portland,OR 97204 

Dear Sir, 

RE: Letter of November, 15,1985 

We would appreciate any help you can give us in meeting our MBE 
• requirements on the Gill Building RemodeL We are spedficaUy i<X1king for 

sub-contract businesses in the following areas: 

Cabinets--Custom Casework. 
Door and Door Hardware Installation 
Carpet and Vinyl Flooring 

" 



L 

McC~!'"~.~~~!,IING ~!li 
NEW CONSTRUCTION ~ ..... . 

REPAIRING-REMODELING ,_.. • .,~ .~ .......... ,.,. 

2617 N.E. Union Avenue • 288-5403 • Portland, OR 97212 

"YOUR SATISFACTION-OUR SUCCESS" 

Date 

Estimator b /J \1 \ t) 

Phone ----'"2.."--"S"'-'S'==----'-~----=3:::;.._ __ _ 

diT"I 

d'!/~ d'· 

PLUMBING PROPOSAL and CONTRAO Job No.----------

Sh~t--~l_of~/ __ _ 

Owner __ ~~~~b~L~t~~~u~-~~~A~H~_e:•_w~-~N~t~a~~()~K~~~4~'·--~-----

Address __ ~2~S_o_s _____ ~ __ ._c-_-~/~l __ £._~~/?~v~c. ________________ _ 

Contractor ___ ~~'~'~e,=----=1?~~'--'-w ___ , ________________________ __ 

Address __ ~t~f~·~I~1~ __ LfV~.~~--·~2~?--~_4 __________________ ___ Crty~P....;_~ __ ~_I_L_4_~_JL, __ _ 

Job Address _'-1........:::;;2....:0_· -=.S-'-. _w_. _5--'-t__.fi....;.R.=--1(,____:5-'-1...:... ----- Crty fd t" jiA_,,." 

/ -·-------

TERMS; r "--:::rf.f (;k.-4'•<.-' t._..... ,.._,.,___ H,-.,J; tSJ<--- ,._ -
We woll onstall the above hsted top quality materfalSin accordance woth the best mechanocal lechnoque· 
ln~tallaloun woll be guaranteed agaonst delects on workmanship & materoals lor a penod of 1 year. An expres 
mechanoc's leon os acknowledged on above Job to secure the above terms. 

NOTE PROVISIONS 
I (wetpromose to pay the hstedmateroalsandlaboron llllsworkorder andnoteof the usualacceptedstandardralt 

and t>roces on lull ten days alter your statement os recetved Interest IS to be charged at the hiQhest legal rate allowable t 
law on the state where thiS note was executed. and onterest woll only be charged alter maturity 

11. how.,ver. thos account os not pard as agreed accordong to the amount of your statement receoved. and of suo! t 
bwuyi1t upon thos note of of by reason of default on payment, the same or any parr thereof becoflected by an anurnt!y 
(we) agree 10 pay a r easonabte ailorney 's lee. on adduoon 10 all colleclton costs as provoded by law. and also a reasunab 
allomey's fee, or ol suote be brought to collect any ol prone opal or Interest on thiS note the underSIQnedprorntsesto pay r 
addotoon court costs provided by law and also a reasonable altOfney's fee. 

If default be made 1n any payment ol proncopal or onterest. the legal holder olthos note may declare the en111 
proncopal and all accrued tnt.,rest at once due and payable 

for value receoved. each and every pany who s1gns or endorses thiS note or becomes l1able. eother now ' 
hereafter. lor the payment of ttus note severally waoves presentment. demand. protest. and notoce of non·paynH:~ 
hert:ol. and bonds homself hereon as the proncopal and not as a surety and ayr.,.,s to remaon bound hcrec 
notwothstanchng any extensoun that may be made to any party liable on lhts note At the oplton of the hOlder hert:UI. 11· 
venure of sold suol may be the county of resodence of the hOlder. 

Bid--------



ED LOPEZ CARPETS & DRAPES 
8530 S.W. BIRCH ST. 
POR TLAT\ D, ORE. 97223 
(503) 244-7465 

Prinz Construction Co. 

1 c 1? !'; •• J. 27th. 

Fortland, C'rep:on 97210 

a'!' .John, • 

Than]\ you for the opportu:r;.i.ty to submit a quotation. for 
the Gi11 Building remodel. r:y quote for carpet and 
resilient floor, materials and installation, is :;22,025.00. 

Cnce again thank you for your cons). ration and if I can 
be of further service please feel free to call. 

Sincerely, 

Ed Lopez 

EL/pnl 



(For a Better Life) 

2031 N. WATTS No.5 
PORTlAND, OR 97217 

Joe Prinz: General Contracto:r 

Attention: John Klukkert 

SUBOJNI'RACf PROPOSAL 
Rf-QUEST FOR QUCJTATION 

PLACE: J. K Gill Blg. 
426 S. W. Stark 
Portland, Oregon 

289·7025 

.. 

PRO.JECf: Clinics &. Offices Re:rodel 

/~r:::Clean~ost: 
Larl)et Lnstalleo: 
Resilient Floor, 

installed: 
D:::>ors , frarres and 

finish hdwr 
installed 

Paint 

$4,835.00 

$38,184.00 
$20, v:~o. oo 

Yours Respectively, 

"We Care" 



CRUZ and ASSOCIATES 7037 S.W. BURLINGAME AVE. 
PORTLAND. OREGON 97219 
(503) 246·8155 

Joe Pr:i.nz 
1817 N.w. 27th 
Portland, Oregon, 97210 

R.E. Multnomath County Project No. GB 8501 
Clinics and Office Remodel -- Phase I 

Mr. Prinz.; 
12-18-·85 

Cruz and Associates will provide the labor and material 
for the above mention project for the following work; 

Furnish and install doors,frames and doors 
hardwares. 
Install bath assesories(Material by others) 
Install wall rails 
Furnish and install Headers 
Furnish and install 2x4 blocking at door frames 
Raise two platforms 

Your 

t specification and plans. 
do the above work for a lump 



FEMALE BUSINESS ENTERPRISE PROGRAM 

.... * ... * 

NOTIC OF CERTIFICATION 

MCCOY PLUMBING 

You are nereby notif1ed of certification as a 

rEMALE BUSINESS ENTERPRISE 

as specified by Chapter 3.i00 of the Code of the City of 
Portland, Oregon. 

Unless found in violation of Chapter 3.100 of the City Code, 
certification shan be continuous, PROVIDING you meet the re­
'luirements for annua'l and/or other periodic data. 

* * • * * * 

NOTICE TO CONTRACTING OFFI ES 

Tfps notification does not constitute evidence of certification, 
and will not be accepted as such by any ~ontracting office of the 
City of Portland. Current certification status may be determined 
by reference to the current Female Business Enterprise list, or 
by corrTnunication witt> the Contract and Grants Compliance qivision. 

Signed: Dated. October 1, 1985 

..• 
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... 
MINORITY/FEMALE BUSINESS ENTERPRiSE UnUZATION FORM (M8E/F8E) 

!. 
tt I ,..., 

Name of County ProJeCt Jd.<:-c:(f/_· ___ 'Y'"'---..-'-".S=----·----------

2. Project or Bid Numbe:r &tt ·-L~ -· ~i 'If 
J. Name of Contractor J~~j r. (RA'P-&

7 
/(;t4!_~_> __________ _ 

I 

4. The above named Contractor intends to fulfill its commitment to expend 2 0 %of its contract for 
Minority Business E.merprL~ and/or ::::t::._% of its contract for Female Busmess Enterprise in the 
following manner: , 

Check One: 

MBE FBE 

1-1 - I I_ 

lXI I-I 

- I lXI I_ 

- -I I I __ I 

I - I ,-, 

Names and Addresses 
of MBE/FBE. Firms 

Contractor Anticipates 
Utilizing 

.;,.,~~~ !is~~-
eJ::s 
P£NN:-I(oL. 

8.t, Aud [, 

Nature of 
Participation 

::i.:JJ!J5: a'' : 
rico~- tC'f(.{J!J%L 
(!}&;.rif11Y If!. A"'-

---·----

Dollar Value 
of Participation 

Total f.tt,J, .. { <.. (."· {/(1 
I 

.P. ~ y 1 ~ . . 1,' 1// t Amount of Total Contract r ' r. t· 7 D, · 

·rt 

' 

\ 

-~.;rs·~.; ·.~~· 
Minority Enterprise % of Total Contract : t fl-! ... lf:'V=:7fe«4~ : 

.A /1•"-~wA ?/ 1 ! 

Female Enterprise % of Total Contract :!i:L'J liM< ··~,w./'~ _. ; 

~fumi$ture ! 
Date: /1 -/r ·/!"' 

This for rn to be completed, signed and submitted at the time of the bid opening. 

(Please refer to Section 00!00 of the Project Manual for Supplementary Conditions.) 

0081 0 - 1 - End MBE/FBE 



. ' 

L 

2. 

J. 

MINORITY /FEMALE 6l1SINE.SS ENTERPRISE UTILlZA TION FORM ( MBE/FBE) 

Name of County Project 

Project or B·id Number ~"'-l"'-~---+~.c.-....r....w..t+-a""--------------

Name of Contractor 
t 

The above named Contractor intends fulfill iu commitment to expend :LtJ <J6 of iu contr 
Minority Business Enterprise a.nd/or.;-_;r::_ 96 of iu contract for Female ~ess Enterprise m 
following mannen 

Ni.me1 and Addresses 
of MBE/FBE Firms 

Contractor Anticipate$ 
Utilizing 

Nature of 
Particip.a don 

-Oollar Val 
o~ Participa . , 

Check One: 

MBE 

I.JLJ' 

IZ/ 

.ii~.~-·--
·---.. --.....·"""'---.----
~~-

~~ 

~~~~~ 
~~t:Jn:: ~a ~~ 11n.n 

Total 

Amount of Total Contract 

Minority Enterprise 96 of Total Contract 

FemaJe Enterprise <J6 of 

This form to be completed, sisned and submitted at the time of 

(Please refer to Section 00300 of the Project Manual for Xlpplementary Conditions.) 

00810- 1 -End MBE/FBE 

i 

I 
J 
t 
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mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

MORANDUl'~ 

non ;:::icLman 

Cou ty Counsel 

198 5 

ding el projec 

,'i yo· h.now v Glaeser represents the bidders 

"'COUNSf' 
JOI·N !:\. LEAH': 

'-HIEF ASSISTANT 
RHE/4 W. KESS • .E~: 

;;SSISTANT5 

Ro1 ins 
Mr. Gla 
intOC'l€ 

award a 
oft L cto:·. 

and Green on th e-referenced project. Since 

2555C jdm 

js about to 1eave town for a vacation, I have 
at any n ices regarding the formal contract 

r appeal prod~dures would be directed to his 
rently, h s clients are also out of town for 

Mr. Glaeser's address is: 

su te 330 
1020 s.w. Taylor 
Portland, oregon 97205 

AN r.OUAL OPPOHTUNITY EMPLOYf:f-1 

e 



J () S 1:: PI I P H.l N Z 
I HI 7 ,'\'OHTII \\'EST 27'1 II • P< >I{TL·\l'\.' D. OIH:-GO:'\' 972 10 e (:')(U) 243·2 :)OG 

fJeceo1ber 20, 1985 

Mr. Don Eichman. Director 
Department of General Services 
Purchasing Division 
2505 SE I. 1 th Avenue 
Portland.OR 97202 

Dear Mr. Eichman. 

Pursuant to our m.eeting Yt~sterday, we are enclosing our notes of bids from 
the f,')Howing MBE's on this pCOJeCL 

Coqf.racr.or·s Interior :3up 
B!e~smS.:.Electric 

Triple-One Construct1.on 
Ed Lopez 
Assidious Const.ruction 

Contractor's Inter.ior SuppJy 
Pen Nor 
Alco Electrtc 
Premsingh 
Merit Coating 

Toilet Accessone.s 
Electrical 
Vinyl 
Carpets 
Demo 

Carpet 
Resilient Flooring 
Misc. 
Flooring 
Mechanical 
Electrical 
A t'COU stica.l Ceiling 
Paint 

We are also enclosing cop1es of written confirmations of the bids from: 
Contractor's Interior Supply 

All of these bids were submitted prior to bid time. 

The bids of Ed Lopez (Carpet), Triple-One Construction (Flooring), and 
Triple-One Construction (Door Installation), were included in Assidious' bid. 

This information shows two things. First, irrespective of whether 
Assidious· work is counted, the work that was being done by their certified 
sub sub-contractors should be included and. if so, the MBE goals are 
satisfied. Second, it shows together with the information previously 
submitted, that we did. in fact. use best efforts to meet the goals 



2 

As we advised ]'OU, we contacted a substantiat number of other MBE 
bttiders, and these are the bidders thai responded. 

If you have any further questinns please 

Sincerely, 

. 
cc: Dick j\.lexander 
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October 29, 1985 

Joe Prinz Co. 

/ 
/ 

18J 7 NW 27th 
PorUanp, OR 9/'200 

'" 
G{~n,t (",;r.erl: .. 

RE: (;ill Building 
Clinic and Office Remodel 

Attatched is my cor:fi nnation fo·.r the project referenced above on those 
sec~ions quoted during cuupe~itivR bidding. I hope you found it advan­
tageous to use our pricing in preparing your bid. 

We have worked on other projects in the Gill Building and thus feel that 
we have a distinct advantag2 in sucessfully perfor·ming work on this project. 
If ycu ar,:; aw·arded the contract , we would like very much to work with you. 
We are certified as a Mino::ity, Female Business Enterprise and are willing 
to negotiate, if our prices are not. "low", in order for you to fulfill these 
req ui remen ts. 

Sincerely, 
1\ .. ~'' 

I" ,, " 
(_ r ~ • j ~" ·-=---/ ! , \ ' V--A·f 

Gloria, McMurtry 
/ 

/ 
/ 

/ 
/ 



f'flOf'OS'"l SUEl~fni~O TO 

Joe Prinz Cu~ 
STREFf 

tl r o p ns cl I 

CONSTRUCTORS INTERIOR SUPPLY SOURCE 
P.O. Box 602 

Ponland, Oregon 97207 
(503) 225-9019 

PHONE 

JOB NAME 

1817 NW 27th 
f·-··---------· 

CITY. ST.t.n:. AND ZIP COOE 

_____ _. _ _Gi 11 Bui 1 dil.ll!-.Qilic.e.. .. mlli.fiin.ic_...Re·J.LLUJ..l.t:O.L--~1 
..!OB LOCATION 

Portland OR 97200 
"-:c~::-c.::=cc=: 

4 

Sec on .,9680 r !)650·· Carpet and Resilient Flooring 

Furni.sh;d and installed, per plans and specificattons 
no .;~.xcept:i..ons o:r exclusions. 

$37,'100.00 

Section 10800 - Toliet Accessories 

Furnished F.O.B. Job. 

(i} Addendum received. 

Si. ,370.00 

Alternate #1 Deduct $38.00 
Alternate 112 Deduct $38.00 

;Bit Jlropoar hereby to furnish material and labor - complete in accordance with above specifiCations, for the sum ot: 

See sections above 
Payment to be made as follows: 

14.1 - .. guww*- lo be - -""""'· 14.1 - lo be ~ in • _........ miiiY10I< 

a.oa:>rdonQ 10 - p<IICII<:lft. tv.y - ()( dew~ bon !rom - op«<f\oobono """""""" • ..,. 
roo. ..... be-- orly _,.,- .,.,.,.., --~., -· ~ .,._--
ht -.-. 14.1110' -•• 11» ~ _,., -· ...,.,._ at de4tly1l beyond our (XJnllrOI. ()o.oww 

lo ,_.., .... ---~ r...nono. 

J\crrphmcr nf l!Jrnpnsal- The above prices, spedfiC8tioos and 
conditions are aatisfactOIY and are hereby accepted. You are authoriz.ed 
to do the WQI1( as~· Paymen1 will be rn.ad6 a11 outlined ai:XJVe. 

Dale c:A Acooptanoe: -------·----~--

• dollars ($ ·--

Authorized 
Sigr'll!ture -~~----i_;,.t-::..!....:___::__ ____ :::::r:.----

Note: This I fr'll!Y be 
withdrawn by us If no1 aa:::epted within 

Sigr'lllture 

Sinrut'"" 
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seven items - or six 

t lntroduct·ion, 
what 

rt~na n • I ' 1 l make 
ional items he 

that 

t i n 
I! 1 from 

pr1me contractor sha11 he requi rl'!d 
to or grc~ater t; ect 'H' 

1 

• Prinz. I '11 ask you to - or 
submitted here in writi 

• uh , Mr·. 
to state, but t}e 
i t ems i n 7 • b • 

inz, 
re 

ust 

rs. 
at i ve Rules 

d award. 

• Alexcwder - rf~S 

co res 

I want to 
but 

the outset, Mr. Eichman, want to thank you and 
res nse you gave to our o protest. experience in e t 
many times, contracting ficers or purchasing ik rse1f if t 
li they've made a i ion, tl1ey go ahead award to sec low drier 
or the third low bidder, whic r the case thout rt~ally taki t 
time to consider the ition someone in Mr. iti n. And in t 
event. e someone in Mr. ition ts accurate in 
terms should awa it's very difficu"lt to 
undo if an award has made to ot 

<1 r. t t you acted ly anrl d not 
with an ew and as I me the f rst tirne 
wittl you, a indicates, we thi that several 
reasons, Prinz this contract. 

And, on that point, I 
stated that the purpose 

hat your letter and in r ning remarks, you 
U1i proceedin9 was to review the hest efforts ancl I 



understand that's v:hat. we're in the process of doing and of course, we t1ave done 
ev·'rytlliny we can to shcH>J you t11at we satisfied tile br~st effort standards. Hut 
tr:,1t's not to ';ay thdt v.;e don't think that Prinz satisfied at the outset the 
requirements rlnrl in our letters, we have set forth our position in thdt r·egr1rd 
a~;c! 'rH? Mpe that you'll take a look at that. And on t11at point, just ver'y 
qt:;ckly- ! 1-1an't go over what we've said before- if thE' docu1nents for U1e Cit_v 
certification anrl the instructions to the birlders are looked at on t11eir fac;~, 

t are subJect to inter·pretacior. that while the Lounty looks to tt1e City cer·­
tification roles to decide who is certified, tt1at that is not the only place 
thilt the County will look to to see if so1neone is certifiecl and if you have a 
hi1der tfl:'it is other•-1ise qualified as a nlinority or a won1ens ~usiness oryaniz'i­
r.ion, tlw documents thems.:lves ilre subject to ttw intprp1·er.ation that t:ha 1•10ll1d 

he satisfactory. Now that's our first position. 

PCdndly, while th•~ hidde and iri pi1rtictJlar·, 1duouc, is 'f_~rtifid t1y t 
' f certai;l 1LC:Ii1S hut not demolition and , the vwr·t< t:hd he vri!l 
e doi r Pr n; tJnder hes!' contract docUinent s.~nti<11ly 1 bor· ntl tw i 

;ercitied ttnder U•at sectwn for labor, soW(-: think eve d wc'r·e requir.::d t:o 
l tot! c·l r'equ rena? ts, tf1at for the use f duou 'tt·le vtork spec f·it~d 
in trtis contr·act, we did satisfy tt1e work. But. if for some reason the County 
continues to t:hinl< that we did not satisfy those r·t~quH·ements, we ti1ink that 
Prinz's nt:~verttlele'.; ntit ed to the award for two ;1ddi~innal r·easons. 

The first is the good faith efforts that you addressed earlier. And we think 
\\'ith Prinz's letter of December the 18th, together with the enclosures, his 
letter of December 12, ther with those enclosu , -1nd the other' documen·-­
tatillf: he submitted to you, that Prinz really has satis fed hoth the intent and 
the l i ter·a 1 reoui rement s of that best effort s tan\la r·ds, •Jh, ::~s, as i •nposecl by 
tile C n orar,y governmental agency. If you look at ~·mat Prinz has done in 
ter:ilS ot r~ally r1onestly trying to use leg-itirnate rninority businesses, l don't 
think that you can come to any conclusion other than what he rlid was best 
effon.s. We a11 know there's a lot of MBE's out there that may not be legiti­
mate. WE:' all know there's a lot of prime contractors out there that try eli f­
ferent ways to yet nround the requirements. Prinz didn't do t11at. I think that 
if you look ilt the people he used anrl the efforts he macle, he srttisfiecl a good 
falth standard if you look at it on an absolute basis, and just look at what he 
did anrl think to yourself, whether he used hest efforts or not. And I think 
you'll come to the conclusion he d1d. Ancl if you 1ook at it on a relative 
scale, hest efforts in relationship to the other bidders, I think he shows 11p 
very well in that regarrl, too. Take a look nt what he rlirl in respect and in 
comparison to the other bidders. And I think H you do that, you'll find tt1at 
he did very well in that regard and mayhe equaled or exceederl what the other 
bidders did. So we think he does satisfy the literal requirements of best 
efforts and he really- and I hope you looked at this letter of December 18- he 
r'eally and probably more importantly, satisfied the intent of the MBE require­
m<"nts. Ancl that's what's important. 
The finol point is, ilS his etter of December the l8U1 points out, that we view 
Ml3E- and 1 think it's consistent with what publications view it- as an 



t 

t1R.. PR --· ---·--

t 
l at r· 

disa nt on 
someone like 

rement are or not­
come io like Prioz has 

se, 
t t. 

ri ty 
rement, 

least 
ink reason, a I 
e ca are t law in that 

ent it led to uh. to t 

of t e in s. 
, that, uh, there 

Uh, we tni nk that 
, and uh. I think t 
, IJil, ·.vi th res t 
erences to plans and 

awi s and can 
i wi tr1 respect to those 1r s to 

rs on this attach that information to our 
the size awin , we want you to consi r t 

wei I as the i t ion in my two renced 1 etters l h 
and the other umentdtion, uh. That's all I have. 

e sure t t understan(1 what we've said, answer 
the event to, 

AROUNlJ -
dWi ny 

l s th etter - th t ? 

• i j s . 

• PR NZ. 

Is part this 

lvll{ • £ I 
----'~ --·--·---

Ri t. 

MR. PIU NZ: 



Ar2 yo~ familiar with- have yuu 

Mf\ • E I UlMAN: 

1~R , PR T NZ: 

1 tnink it's pretty self-explanatory_______ , l thlnk that there are a number 
of, of, uh, MBE's that we atten1p ed to con 'lc-:-r that v<r' have not listed hecause 
when they showerJ no interest either by not r't?turni C:'lll or by telling us 
there vias na interest, they \>lere urr, uh, we Vf: no r·ecord, no fi!rther record 
thern. We were (TRA!LS OFF) and jot their names dm·m. 

Ut1, the 11h, our appr-o::lch ¥1 th tt11nk dS <)IH iP tPr· p()int :lui. •,vitn trw 's 

were ;l:J~ uh, thp diJpr· h wr~' 1>Jol< n r i ::~c; rr!Mlf pe,;pie to g ve us i)id:~ 

c:IS pos le·. A.nd, uh, nr1, vou f101'1, viC ldt'r·e nnkHl~J for •nany bid , we \<lfC:r't: 

1ooking fo~ quali fieri PI'O<;le t.'hat .,,er·e alll to ·lr' iJ'; 1 hid, o:npet.itive d, 
so we c.ould thus end up witn the jotL tJh, and for thP reason we do is in our· 
best intf:>rest and we di<.1 look for (GARBLED- UNCLEAR. PAPERS BCING SHUFFLED. 
SENTENCE MJ\Y HE INCORHEC1) Sornr~ of those people wc:•·e unahle to - were , r1h, 
t,he, the, project is confusing as much as the .:1lterr1at~s. The alternates, uh, 
affected lots of areas. And, 11h, that confuserl many of the, many of the, utl, 
tfHc: bidders, MBE bidders, and non MSE bidders. And, uh, because the uh, because 
of the, the high percentage n~quirerl, we spent ,'J lot of time with the t~HE bid­
ders. Uh, in otherwords, there were fewer of thern to go after with a high per­
centage of the joo goi to thern and WF!, we, ended up spending a lot of t irl'e 

th them. 

Here is a drawing. Uften we __________ our drdwintJS ,lnd specifications and pro--
bably your office has a hett r recnrd of that than I do. Uh, we probably bougt1t 
lS sets, I guess, tlh, -:1nd we copiL•c1 sect10ns o sets. We called, uh, uh, 
someone in that, that was having a proh1e~n figuring out what was going on. 
generally with tt1e alternates but ><~itt1 the job scope, with all of the job scope. 
We do this for a number of Mt3E's. And, ut1, tnis is typical. Generally we gave 
that drawing we rlrew it on their drawings, .'lnd uave that drawing to them and so, 
nnd with that information. This is the set that we, tt1at we worked on with a 
number of people and we kept in-house. This is not all of the notes to all of 
the people. This is an exa1nple. And this, this, and, and so, so what we did is 
after Purchasing drawings anrl specs have in their office,(???)ull, people would 
work on tllem and bring them in, we'-d show -them;- uh, often, uh, in our first 
meeting with ttlern and tJh, sometirnes when they left and came hack, what it is we 
were talking about, what we were looking for and uh, in this example, I think 
rough carpentry, there is very little rough carpentry but what there is is 
building, r"'lSlnq two platforms 6 inches. That's, (TRAILS OFF) 
Wood blocking at, ilt some doors nnd windows in metal sturls. The green marks 
indicate ah, the uh, alterniltes and uh, alternatP. 1 I he1ievP., which would deal 
with the solution (TRUCK WENT HY, VOICE rRAILED UFf) And, this is a, ah, 
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(PAPERS LOUDLY SHUFFLING, DROWNING OUT HIS VOICE) l tt1ink, as, so we've worked 
careful-ly. We also, ! think, in this pac!<aqe ot information wnich you received 
yesterday, our rough take-off list which we supplied to people. The uh, it 
takes .a lot, i'l lot of work to dig sotne of this information out. And we didn't 
want to scare any of the M13E. people we were looking for bids from away because 
of lack of information. So 1,;e dug that information out and we handed them that 
i n formation . 

MR.. ALE XI\NDE R.: 

,Just so it's clear, ·.-~hat you're saying is 
codlr~g on the dtawings, since some of tiles 
sophisticated in terms of doin~ take-offs, 
them w1th the take-offs in bidding. 

t·lR. R r.NZ: 
------ -·---t"---·- • .. 
Yes. what•r was saying ••.• 

" 

re'>pect to some of tnis color­
\s arE~ Sina11er an.j 1naybe less 

did Uri:::. k.i nd of thing to he p 

Yeah, it's not someH~ing tnat you would gen,.:riJ.ily ~w. uh 

MR. PRINZ: 

No, no, generally we would not do this on a project. We would hand nut the 
drawings. Generally there is enough ilCtivity where we get sound -oids from, 
uh, •• Generally, we wouldn't want to do this on a project becnuse that person 
would do this on the project whereas a person with less experience 
and we've, done, you know, did others nnd uh, we wouldn't tare·-ou·r-Trine-:· 
Ther·e's enough of those people 011t there giving us bi s, we don't need to. We 
needed, we needed participation with MBE's. There's a iimited number of those 
people, uh, out there, and a limited number of people who are interested in this 
job. This was il. tough job to take off. Yes, we did that because, and generally 
they are, they are smaller businesses. Uh, tile, uh, I think the average. So 
the take-off information in this package of goods, the uh, letter from yester­
day, the , he took that off origin 1ly in its rough form for, to help. 
uh, solicit bids on installation and later on the actually 
building these frames. We, the uh, one of the minorTty-contractors -that whom 
we, would like to use hecause she was a woman owned business and an MBE, uh, had 
a problem understanding what was part of the alternates and what wasn't with 
regards to supplying specialty items and ul1, I have that take off. Again most 
often, this, and why I have these two take-offs is we, we wanted a count of 
these ourselves. We kept it. This take-off was given to her relative to the 
alternates, uh, over the telephone, so we ended with it, ,generally went out the 
door with it. So, it, we, we get a lot of this work. We did not only what you 
see here, although what you see here is a reasonable example, but we did a lot 
of this work, and uh, we nlso, I think as this letter points out, uh, offered to 
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uh, for.ego any bonding from the sut)contractors on their work, uh, which, \vhich 
is uh, which puts us a little, we feel that it puts u(; a little out on a limb in 
our supervision but we were willing to do that. tt1ink thar. 3 

bigger sacrifice we were ng to make and made 1·1ith many of the ~1BE people 
that showed u<:. serious interest. uh, some of those people 

--··--··-:-r.------· · a ·· - - -, :no and that d1dr1 t, hecaL.se wh ... n the -::1:, '··'-'"~ 
tha"t cons1deraT1onwas--rlnancTal. pain and sirnp1y. 'f!e said, if you Ci!n't afforj 
to get enough manpower to the jo~ for whatever reason this job is stretching 
your ability to handle with your bank, we were willing to pay you weekly. In 
otherWO!'dS, vJe're willing to keep your pay so you can pay your fle1p every 
vu~ek and you can repay us out of your draws-or-:-we'll figure that on 

--··: .. --..,···· 
Basically, we were, that is the biggest sacrifice. At that point we 
our protection by not bonding them and at that point, we were payinq 
labor, for their help. That•s a big sacrifice and why that is it*s not c;r;1y 
cash out of our pockets -money - it alsG, uh, wr,• dlso lose, uh, 1-'0l.; k 
pretty ~ell. lost all of our ability to collect t 1noney aga n if tnat n 
decides·to -sour. And we were wi·l ·ing to do tllat. We were >-ril1inq to ·vork * • . ~ 

c lo·;ely and .. 1 think 1nake som•?. real sacrifices, has icc_1ly do things that ·.ve 
nar'i!y wouldnt', wouldr't, uh, consider doing, to get tl1is, to ge:t this p,H'­
ticipation and to solicit, uh, mat:e this a good looking job for a number of· 
people that showed real intere·.>t. I don't, uh, I can, I can ex~1ound, T s, 
and tell you more of what we did H you have any questions, I think you have a 
good example in front of you and in the letter. 

MR • EICHMAN: 

Very •JOOd. OK. Any further points at this junction? 

MR. ALEXANDER: 

Wel i, the only • I just have two other things. The first is as I sa·! at tne 
outset, we really think that we at least tried to give you everything t t we 
had bl'!fore we got here. If there's any questions you have or you th1nk there's 
any holes in the information we've given you, we would like to know about it and 
we' 11 do what we can to give that to you. You can either ask us now, or if 
something canes to you while you're considering this later, that's ok. 

The second thing is yesterday, Mr. Prinz asked me whether there was anything 
else we could do in our letters. And he said, he said, should we send them a 
letter telling them that what we said was true, or should we notarize the let­
ters, and I told hirn that that wasn't required, and that if you have any 
questions about that, you'd obviously raise it. Obviously, if you'd fee1 more 
comfortable if those letters are notarized, or something like that, we'd be per­
fectly happy to do that. 

fvR. E 1 CHMAN: 
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MR. EICHMAN: 

ExJctly. And i've 9one over this letter. 

i1< • ALEX 1.\NDE K: 

OK. I just want to m.~ke ure you understood that. 

MR • E I CHMAN: 

HBnk. you. The lf•tter 1ists a number of fir·ms that ~>vere co•1tacted ancl 
tlwn fo~ lows it up at the bottom of page 2 that bicls were actually r·pceived fron• 
ttl.:> follo·.-~ing. And I don':. see in your documt:ntation :~ny written hids frorn 
those ~1 rm';. 

MR. 

I "' . t lOS .Wtl tten, i~r·. Pr nz, or telephone? 

fv!k.. PH I NZ: 

No, U'1ey vJere all hy p11one. That is typically, t;p cal !y. We pruv j:e·d you '"ritt1 
at least four or five bids. Those hids were reL1tive to anS\\Ienng the next 
question which or pardon me, a que:.tion earlier than good faith effort and tiHt 
was how do you correct the problem. And we suggPst that you cnrr·ect U1e p1~oolem 
by, l guess, for one, ca ling putting hardware or a door lahnr, as oppos to 
calling it carpentry. I think if 1 called it labor originally, -v1e prohably 
wouldn't be r.aving ttlis discussion, but uh, in otherwords, Assidious [sic] 
Construction certified by uh, uh, calling what he's do1ng, uh, uive it a more 
:1ccurate name, uh, which we used carpentry. And if tha doesn't work, the 
County will not ~10 along with that, we're sug ting another solution. Here's 
anoU1er way to solve the problem, and we provided you with 1-1ritten proposals 
wrtich we've gotten recently from, I think, four sub-contractors to show you our 
intent and that we were serious in solving this prohlem through the second way. 
In otherworrls, if the first way wasn't successfui, here's another way we can 
solve this problem and we've gone to some effott to figure out that other arer1 
anrl we're serious anrl those are the proposals you see. 

MR • E l CHMAN: 

I unrlerstanrl your seriousness and the effort that you've marle today in prepilring 
for this review. My vocus in terms of what I consider is the former and not the 
latter. By that, I rnean, we c-an look at Assidious [sic] and open that door to 
review to see if the City in fact did certify in those suhcontract tlreas that 
you've included in Assidious' [sic] bid. The latter part, the efforts you've 
1nade sinCf~ the post hid opening, I can't look at. The rlecision to a1varrl, 
despite the tremendous job you may have done post award in preparing to 9ive the 
County a, what they wanted, quote-unquote, we have to look at only w11at occurred 
prior to hid opening. And that's, that's where 
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I'm. ALE..XMDEK: 

We, we understand what 'resaying and we'll talk ahout vlhat you want to talk 
about now, but before ·we leave here today, l'll talk about that. • ·if what 
you want to lock at, you know, you mentioned tv.:o, two ways, Mr. Prinz, even 
un<jer our theory, th?.re!s a thir-d way to ·;o!ve the prcJblem and that is to sh0w 
what efforts were made prior to award to do that. And what you want to know is 
whether there's any morE: documentation other than what we have given you here 
on pages 2, 3 and 4. 

fvR • EICHMAN: 

Right. For examp.le, Triple One is cited here ilS havnlg given a bid, but is 
there rlocumentation to shov1 that .fOii hafl a bid 1n hand or over the phone from 
T ple One prior to bit1 openin9? 

• 
MR. ~AND.i;R: --- --- ··--·-~··---;;--

Not in t " paoage. 

MR. EICHMAN: 

No. That's what I'm sayi~1g. So I would need to do, I either need to do that 
from obtaining from you if it's in your records, or I wili write to Triple One, 
uh, 

MR. ALEXANDER: 

We could get that quicker. And Ulen, you know, if you're not sdtisfied with 
what we give you, then you can, you know, ~ake your own So you want 
copies of all ---------

MR. EICHMAN: 

Any bids 

MR. ALEXANDER: 

prior to award. And d lot of times, these come over the telephone. What we'l"l 
do is just make a note that X cal led and this is his bid. And you want copies 
of those. 

MR • EICHMAN: 

Whatever is available. 

MR. ALEXANDER: 
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All ti \lht. What you want '? 

MR • F I CHMAN: 

At that point, that's llo/hat we're lookin() at. 
options available to you. 

MR. ALEXANUEI{: 

Pardon me? 

st, did y.)u have uh, other 

Did you have - 11: ctherwurds, did you ~")ave cU~t:r b ds ~~t you elected, you 
you hi1.d, because the 

out ilnd solicit bids under 
know, you selected A irli [c;ic] amon(J othe~· h; 

key to~J)e<;t t>ffort wou rl h~" that you did, ir1 fact 
the cri;te:-; a tha '"e t1ave ven to you n that 
selected ~1iou r ]. 
MR. PRINZ: 

We spent a lot of tim1• and effort v;ith other 
in high for one reason or another. 

MR • EICHMAN: 

.~(_ rp r·ence 60.070. You 

le ~hose hids ultimately came 

Now, Mr. Eichman, we'll, we'll get you, uh, to0 late t 
v1e'll have it to you first thing tomorrow morrnnq, 
mentation with respect to subcontractor bids. 

get it to you today, but 
i es 0f any pre-bid docu-

MR. PRINZ: 

(GAKBLED) 

MR. ALEXANOEK: 

All right. Now, I hope that you appreciate that when a prime contractor bids a 
job and solicits MHE's, an awful lot is done over the telephone. It just 
necessarily is and you're not going to find any contractor that I'm aware of 
that sits down and writes letters, for example, to all the MBE's , 
and then follows up with another letter saying I haven't heard from you. You 
know, they make telephone calls and sometimes they're responded to and sometimes 
they're not. So, to the extent that he's got the bids, that will be documen­
tation. But I hope to the extent that you want documentation, that you consider 
this letter documentation, because in this letter, Mr. Prinz is saying on a 
piece of paper what he did. And it may have heen rlone orally, but it was still 
done. 
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MR. EICHMAN: 

I understilnd that. Whatevei' docliinentation you :,,av<:> to ':>UbStflntiate >vhat is in 
the letter assists me in 1nu my deter:n1nat.ion. fhat's the point I want to 
make. The key here again if there are sr~veri!l opt1ons, Assidious [sic] being 
one option, combination of other vendors you el ted t:o use, Assidious [sic]. 
In making that choice, whatever assum!]tions you made, ! ha·ve to review if those 
assumptions were correct in terms of the nty. That ir;, was 1\ssiJious [sic] 
qualified in those particular subcontract areas. Had you elected to use other 
vendors, it would have been a dif rent case. my review is your selection of 
Assid ous [sic] did it meet tl1e participation qoals. second level, I've 
a1reaoy made a decision on the first, it didn't according to tile City's cer­
tification requirements. Did you then havlcc other options avd lable to you in 
your hest effort and from vvhat you've \~ri tten here, you did hr~ve other options 

vailable. <JOt other Jids .1nd you el•' tc~ci fJt t use them, put your hie! 
together using Assidious i l thei' Ula c;,>. ,J;nhi n of vendors. 

' . 
' ~· 

!'1R. AL(XAOOEK: ----· ~--·--·-·''" -.......----

Well, obviously, the r·:;ason he did t11at wa he Assiduous satisf1ed the 
goa 1 " 

MR. EICHMAN: 

lhat's what I'm trying to draw out here. 
want to hear it from 

MR. ALEXANOER: 

l<;n't that true? 

t1R • PH I NZ: 

t 's n "tss•.unption l'm mak n:j and 

irluous wa an MHE firm. 

reading either one ol these. And looking at 
Assidious'[sic]. ah. Asslrlious'[sic) certification '"'itr1 U1e ity, I can't, and I 
couldn't then, anrl I looked, and l couldn't tlw see, and lookiny, see how 
Assidious [sic] didn't hid, and looking at the green hook from the City, the 
City was saying very much, we're not makinSJ d juduement on t11ese people, we're 
not, we're not, we're not qualified in telJ·ing you tlley are a m·inority business 
and that was stated, 1 think, four times then. I couldn't help but think that 
Assidious [sic] was a certified minority business to rlo, you know, and qualified 
for those contracts(?). Had he not, had I not tt10ught so, had your literature 
said something about the City only qualifying these people in areas, I would 
have spent as much time and effort with other MBE's as, I mean. I would have 
kept on looking and found somebody else and spent a lot of time with them. 

MH. ALEXANOEf{: 
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There's another point here that I ·~lint to make sure that you understand at least 
our posn10n. You knovi, obviously, Mr. Prinz went out and talked to a lot of 
MBt:'s. l think you'll concluriE' that. And obviously he concluded by using 
Assiduous a1nong others 1nd one of the reasons he used Assiduous was because 
there were M3E and he thought that they were MBE for that specific work that he 
was using thern for. According to your letter, that was wrong. But good faith 
effort, or best effort, ooesn't require that the bidder be right. All it 
requires is t1e used goon faith dnd best effort to satisfy the goals. And 
obviously the way it stands now, Prinz made a mistake in decid1ng to use 
Assidious, Assiduous, ilS opposed to some combination of other contractors, 
whether or not they were available. But I think just because he decided to use 
Assiduous, and that turned out to be wrong, doesn 1 t mean that he didn't use good 
faith efforts. l mean, 'IJhat you ve got to do i:; look at the effort he made and 
what he went through and det ne whether all things considP.red, he made best 
ef rts to sat:isfy the gcnls. question isn't whether he did satisfy them, 
it's wttetllt:r tr' i ed to. •'~~hPther· r1e just kind of hung back and took the 
first &irt .-that ca•ne in, knowi the tJUY wasn't r1BE but tt1inking that would 
satisfy th~m. l •1on't think he di that, hy an,;; :~tretch of the ·ima~Jination • 
. 1\nd I didn't knmv, rnaybe that lit le ech wasn't necessary. bu I thought I 
heud you saying tnat if he made a mi take, ther·e's no way he could satisfy the 
best effort criteria, and I don't think there's any relationship between being 
;ight and satisfying best ef rts, because if J'flu're ri9rn·., there's no need to 
get to the best efforts test. You only get to ttle best efforts when it turns 
out you've been wrong or don't satisfy them. 

MR. PRINZ: 

For documentation, what we would he supplying you is our, our sheet of b1d , 
where we take individual bids rlo1vn. In otherwords, a piece of paper for each 
bid, "''ith a roan's name, phone number, or the person's name and phone number and 
the business--·--·-···--' and what he's bidding. 

MR. EICHMAN: 

Anything that you believe that would assist me. 

MR. PRINZ: 

Those were taken - no, we didn't take al 1 the MBE's in that way - some of them 
came in the offices and we were working closely with them. They came in the 
office, most of them called on the phone. And those do not represent anywhere 
close to all of them or even half of the people we, \~e contacted, and, and, in 
some cases don't even represent all of the people who work --------- Some 
of those people decided not to bid. 

MR • EICHMAN: 

All right. You gave rne a figure in your correspondence here, pointed it out 
very well that that represents (papers shuffling} l think 22. 
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Yeah. 22 or 2J. 22.~. 

MR.. E.l CHMAN: 

So. that's ohviously a lar"qe nurnbt~r. A':jain, whatever you have to ·indicate. To 
back that up, other' U1an the stat::>rnent. 

MR. ?RINZ: 

To bac~ up 22 ? 

I"'R • E 1 CHM/U-1: 

As cl :;; you can Ci)i11'' to r:tldf. in oeing reasonat;le in ter,ns of what your 
rec:: l s a•nd ,.;ha you've n'corded that's in your office. 

"' .. 
!"'R. PIUNZ: 

OK. the people we contacted. The people 
we attempted to deal ,,~itrl. 

M<. EICHMAN: 

Any further cornmPnts or- infor·mation you'd liKe to provide. 

Mk. ALE XANlJE R.: 

I can't think ot anything. ~nything, Mr. Prinz? 

MR. PRINZ: 

No. No. I've always t ght this was clear cut. 

MR • EICHMAN: 

Be no further information be provided, the meeting is now closed. You will 
receive within 10 days of today a response from me unless I otherwise change 
that date in writing back to you. 

MR. AL.EXANUER: 

All right. This doesn't need to be on the record, but the other thing, we think 
this could be ----------------- TAPE ENDS. 
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mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

Oi::PJI.fHMENT OF GENUlAI 
f'UtcCHASING DiVISION 

S E i lTH AVENUE 
f'OfHU\ND. Of1EGON q(2();' 
!'Jc:.J) 248·51' 1 

ce.mber 20, 19 5 

hn n 
pr\ 

\J 

'1 Or 9701:) 

RE: B6l-lGO-Ob49 
Clin1cs and Offices Remodel 

Dear Sirs: 

Phase I 

DENNIS BUCiiANA"l 
COU~HY EXECUTIVE 

An award has not been made on the above referenced bid 
due to review of the apparent low bidder's bid. Since 
it has been over thirty days from the bid opening, please 
respond in writing no later than December 30, 1985 if 
you intend to maintain those prices for an additional 
thirty days. 

Yours truly, 

~. 
DON EICHMAN 
Purchasing Director 

DE: jm 

CERTIFIED MAIL: P 071 043 337 



mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

DEPAFnMENT OF GeNERAL SERVICES 
PURCHASING DIVISION 
2505 S E i lTH AVENUE 
PORTLAND. OREGON 97202 
(503) 248-5111 

December 20, 1985 

Michae Watt Inc. 
P.O. Box 02374 

,.d 0 9'''?0 PortJ.an '• r 1 •. 

RE: 861-100-·0649 
ciinjcs and Offices Remodel - Pha 

Dear 

1 

DENNiS BUCHf,NAN 
COUNTY E.X.ECUTIVE 

An award has not been made on the above referenced bid 
due to review of the apparent low bidder's bid. Since 
it has been over thirty days from the bid opening, please 
respond in writing no later than December 30, 1985 if 
you intend to mainta n those prices for an additiona 
thirty days. 

Yours truly, 

DON EICHMAN 
Purchasing Director 

DE: jm 

CERTIFIED MAIL P071 043 336 



mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

:PARTMENT OF GENEHAL SE8V!CES 
JRCHASING DIVISION 
)05 S.E. 1 tTH AVENUE 
ORTLAND. OREGON 97202 
)01) 248·5111 

December 20, 1985 

Rollins & Greene Builders 
2111 N.E. Holman 
Portland, Or 97211 

• RE: B61-lqO-Q649 
Clinics and Offices Remodel - Phase I 

• Dear S.i.rs: 

DENNiS BUCHANAN 
COUNTY EXECUT!VE 

An award has not been made on the abOV!?. refeu:"'nced bid 
due to review of the apparent low bidder's bid. Since 
it has been over thirty days from the bid opening, please 
respond in writing no later than December 30, 1985 if 
you intend to maintain those prices for an additional 
thirty days. 

Yours truly, 

~~- ~ ,..---.. ;:::> 
"-----\....::'~ 'v'Y"'<.-..--

DON EICHMAN 
Purchaisng Director 

DE: jm 

P 071 043 335 CERTIFIED MAIL 



mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 
PURCHASING DIVISION 
2505 S.E. 1 tTH AVENUE 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97202 
(503) 248-5111 

December 20, 1985 

Prinz Corp. 
1817 N.W. 27th Ave 
Pontland, Or 97210 

• ,, ... 
RE:' M1-100-P649 

~linics and Offices Remodel - Phase I 

Dear Sirs: 

DENNIS BUCHANAN 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

An award has not been madeon the above referenced bid 
due to review of the apparent low bidder's bid. Since 
it ha~ been over thirty days from the bid opening, please 
respond in writing no later than December 30, 1985 if 
you intend to maintain those prices for an additional 
thirty days. 

DON EICHMAN 
Purchasing Director 

DE: jm 

CERTIFIED MAIL P 071 043 334 

1\N IUlll\1 ()l'l'()llllJNIIY I Ml'll•'>lil 



mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 
PUPCHASING DIVISION 
2505 S.E. 11TH AVENUE 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97202 
(503) 248·5111 

December 20, 1985 

Cloyd Watt Construction Co. 
804 N. Killingsworth Court 
Po~t1and, Oregon 97217 

,. 

RE: 861-100-0649 
Clinics and Offices Remodel - Phase I 

Dear Sirs: 

DENNIS BUCHANAN 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

An award has not been made on the above referenced bid 
due to review of the apparent low bidder's bid. Since 
it has been over thirty days from the bid opening, please 
respond in writing no later than December 30, 1985 if 
you intend to maintain those prices for an additional 
thirty days. 

Yours truly, 

~----~_L~ 
DON EICHMAN 
Purchasing Director 

DE: jm 

CERTIFIED MAIL P071 043 333 

b,tJ l(I!Jfd (\1 1 1'1)1~1tlf'Jll\ J t-.~J)II\YIIi 



mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 
PURCHASING DIVISION 
2505 S.E. 11TH AVENUE 
PORTLAND. OREGON 97202 
(503) 248·5111 

December 16, 1985 

Joseph Prinz 
1817 N.W. 27th 
Portland, OR 97210 

RE: B61-100-0649 
CLINICS & OFFICES REMODEL - PHASE 

Dear Mr. Pr;..nz: 

DENNIS BUCHANAN 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

Per my letter of December 9, 1985, your t·irm did not meet the mandatory bid 
requirement for minority business enterprise utilization. Your total level of 
MBE participation was reduced to 6% due to the fact that one of your subcontrac­
tors, Assiduous Construction, was not certified by the City of Portland to per­
form the following specific functions - finish carpentry, installing carpets, 
acting as a general contractor. 

Our Administrative Ru.les, Divison 60, allow for a review by the Purchasing 
Director to determine if a "best effort" has been made by a firm that has not 
met the mandatory requirements. Per our conversation, please review Sect ion 
00800, pages 2 through 4 prior to our meeting on Thrusday, December 19, 1985, at 
8:30 a.m. The criteria listed in Section 6.b., page 00800-4-End, are also used 
to determine if a "best effort" was made. Therefore, please prepare your docu­
mentation in accordance with that section. 

The bid will not be awarded until after the Pljrchasing Director has determined 
if your firm has met the 11 best effort" requirements. 

Sincerely, 

Don Eichman, Director 
Purchasing Section 

DE/AH/cls 

Enclosures 

CERTIFIED MAIL NO. P315 600 585 - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

1\N I (JIIAl OI'I'OHllJNI! 'I I Ml'l <)YI H 



mULTnOmRH COUnTY OREGOn 

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 
PURCHASING DIVISION 
2505 S.E. 11TH AVENUE 
PORTLAND. OREGON 97202 
(503) 248·5111 

lketxrer 9, 1985 

Joseph Prinz 
1817 N.W. 27th 
PortlaQd, OR 97210 

' RE: 861-~0649 
CJ ,!NICS & OFFICES REMDEL - PHASE I 

Dear Mr. Prinz: 

DENNIS BUCHANAN 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

I regret to infonn you that your bid for the above referenced project has been 
detennined to be non-responsive due to failure to meet the 2dX> MBE utilization 
requirement. 

Multn<:X'M.h County uses the City of Portland's certification list. MBEs certified 
by the City of Portland rrust meet the tests for a minority business and the 
tests to detennine whether the firm "perforns substantial and carmercially 
useful functions" (City Ordinance 157320; May 8, 1985; !tan 3). The finn is 
then certified for those specific functions. 

MBE goals are met by utilizing mEs certified to perfonn a particular service/ 
product. If a subcontractor has not been certified to provide a specific 
product/service at the time of bid opening, use of that finn to provide that 
product/service is not CXIWlted toward the MBE goal. 

Specifically, with regard to Assiduous Construction, the finn was certified 
in July 1985 to perform pilot service, traffic regulating, painting, cleaning 
and labor. At the time of bid opening, Assiduous Construction .was not certified 
as a general contractor or certified to do finish carpentry and carpeting. 
As a result, only $16,848 for demli tion would be counted to the MBE goal 
which brings your total MBE participation to $21,683. 00 or 6%. 



Mr. Joseph Prinz 
Decanber 9, 1985 
Page2 

Thank you for your interest in participating in the County's bid process. If 
you elect to appeal this decision, please contact me in writing by Decanber 
20, 1985. 

Sincerely, 

~i~ 
~xrchasing Division 

• 
cc: Iitan~ Kline 

Car 1 J.bseley 
A.M. Hazen 

DE/AH.fcsj 



J()SEPH PHINZ 
I H 1 7 NORTi i\Vl:.ST 27TH • POHTLAND. OHEGON 972 I 0 • (503) 243·230() 

December 12, 1985 

Mr. Richard E. Alexander 
Steel, Rives, Boley, Fraser & Wyse 
Attorneys at Law 
900 SW Fifth Avenue, Suite 2300 
Portland, Oregon 97204-1268 

Dear Dick: 

• You asked me to respond to the comments of the 
memorandum from Carl Moseley to Don Eichman dated November 29, 
1985. All of the Moseley comments in his memorandum are listed 
below by number with my response, if any. 

1. At bid opening, Joseph Prinz of Prinz Corporation was 
low bidder. He listed Assiduous Construction as his MBE firm 
for demolition; installation of doors, frames and finish 
hardware; painting; and wall covering for a total of $81,954. 
He also listed Triple-One Construction Company as his MBE firm 
for flooring work at $5,315. 

Moseley has listed correctly information contained in 
the bid documents. 

2. Purchasing sent a letter to Joseph Prinz stating 
Assiduous Construction was not listed in the Portland MBE 
directory as having the experience to do the carpentry work. 
Purchasing asked for a statement of Assiduous' qualifications 
and for a cost breakdown among the various classes of work. 

No response. 

3. Prinz responded with a letter stating Assiduous would 
be directly responsible for demolition and cleanup. For 
carpeting, Assiduous would hire Ed Lopez, owner of Ed Lopez 
Carpets and Drapes. For doors, frames and finish hardware, 
Assiduous would hire Triple-One Construction. Both Ed Lopez 
and Triple-One are certified MBE firms. Prinz listed Assiduous 
as performing work worth $75,457. (Note: The bid price in the 
letter changed from $81,954 to $75,457 for Assiduous, and 



Mr. Richard E. Alexander 
December 12, 1985 
Page 2 

Assiduous was no longer listed as doing painting or wall 
covering--work worth $20,140 according to Assiduous' quote.) 

I responded to their request with a letter stating 
Assiduous would hire any help it needed that it didn't already 
have, or subcontract some of the work to other minorities. We 
were trying to be flexible and were willing to work with the 
County in any way it preferred. In-between the day of the bid 
and when I wrote my response, my office had time to start the 
process of going through the sub-bids we received on the day of 
the bid for the purpose of refining those bids, looking for 
areas of double coverage and areas of no coverage. (This is a 
process that will continue until we are able to write good, 
sound subcontracts covering all areas once.) Some further 
nego~ia~ing may even continue throughout the job as the 
subcdntractors work together and find they can help one another 
(by shat"ing sea ffolding, parking places'· et<;_J_ 

Because of this process the prices dealing with some 
of the subcontractors, minorities included, changed. This is 
how the process works for all contractors. There just is not 
time on bid day to completely organize a job. 

4. Even though the cost breakdown showed costs for door, 
frames and hardware that were 60 percent higher than other 
bidders and floor covering pricesd that were 30 percent lower, 
Purchasing elected to award the bid to Prinz Corporation. 

There is nothing unusual for bidders' cost to be 
different from one line item to another. A flooring bid may 
vary by including removal of the existing floor and floor 
preparation in demo, thus reducing the cost of the flooring 
price or, including those items in with flooring increasing the 
flooring price. 

I cannot answer whv there is a difference in cost in 
doors, frames and hardware and the installation of all of these 
products. There are too many variables involved. For example, 
are the bidders buying prefinished doors, raw doors, and are 
they buying their hardware direct or through installers? Did 
they include everything asked for? 

Every General Contractor will oraanize their 
businesses and bidding procedure and work assionments 
differently. If we didn't our bids would probably all be the 
same. 



Mr. Richard E. Alexander 
December 12, 1985 
Page 3 

5. Soon thereafter, Purchasing was told by Triple-One 
Construction that it had not given Assiduous a bid price for 
carpentry until after the bid opening. In addition, Andy Lekas 
of Cloyd Watt Construction told me Ed Lopez called him and 
clearly stated Ed did not give Assiduous a price for carpeting 
until after the bid opening. I understand Ed Lopez has now 
told you he did indeed give them a price beforehand. 

There is no need for Assiduous to get a price from 
anyone before the bid opening. We helped Assiduous organize 
his bid. It was his intention to do the work with his pwn 
forces and additional help he would hire. Assiduous is the 
minority contractor. He is not obligated by the intent_of the 
MBE to help others develop their bids. It would be simply a 
negt!>tit}ted subcontract arrangement which is standard. ( Page_2__. 
City of Portland, Ordinance #157320 amending and clarifying_MBE 
guidel!nes.) 

6. Purchasing reversed its decision and rejected my bid, 
giving me until December 4 to respond. 

No comment, except we are entitled to the award. 

7. Prinz delivered a letter dated November 27, stating 
Assiduous would hire employees to do the carpentry work, and 
not use Triple-One. 

After what I thought to be clarification from the 
City regarding Assiduous' ability to do the work if it chose 
to, I informed Eichman it was Assiduous' intent to do so. I 
also told him we were willing to approach minority 
participation in any way that fulfills the County's 
requirements. 

Paragraphs after #7. 

Don, these turn of events are highly irregular. In 
the first place, any changes made after the bid opening and 
before the contract is signed are immaterial. Any contractor 
would be delighted to change his or her bid after bid opening 
if that would assure the contractor the job. We cannot 
consider any information except the conditions that existed at 
the time of the bid opening. 

Secondly, the fact that numbers--and subcontractors-­
keep changing with every letter from Prinz leads me to believe 
prices are still being negotiated and deals being made. The 



Mr. Richard E. Alexander 
December 12, 1985 
Page 4 

intent of the MBE program and of the forms that require the 
listing of MBE firms at the time of bid opening is that 
decisions made at bid time are left unchanged. 

If Triple-One did not give Assiduous a number prior 
to opening, where did Assiduous get the price for the bid? Why 
is Prinz Corporation low bidder is his MBE price for doors, 
frames, and hardware is $15,000 higher than two other bidders? 
Why did Assiduous' price change from $81,954 at bid time to 
$75,457 six days later--especially since Prinz changed his mind 
and pulled painting worth $20,140 out of the original scope of 
work worth $81,954? 

Quite apart from all these good questions, let's 
con~id~ one more fact--at the time of bid opening, Assiduous 
Construction had not agreed to hire Tripe-One to do the work, 
since ~riple-One had not prepared a price. Therefore, 
Assiduous had no arrangement at the time that qualified it for 
carpentry work. Depending upon whom you believe, Assiduous may 
not have had an arrangement with Ed Lopez at that time that 
qualified them for carpeting. Regardless of later negotiations 
and arrangements, Assiduous was unqualified at bid opening. 

Again, I recommend Purchasing reject the Prinz 
Corporation bid based upon significant irregularities in the 
MBE participation and the lack of a qualified MBE firm. 

During one of my early discussions with Mr. Moseley 
he mentioned the County did not like the work of Triple-One 
Construction. I told him I hoped Assiduous could do the work 
if the County would go along with it. He told me once the 
contract was signed I could change all my minorities if I 
maintained the 20 percent goal and got his approval. 

Clearly there is confusion after a day of taking bids 
and putting a bid together. This is the nature of the job. 
There is simply not the time before the bid is turned in to 
organize all the costs and work assignments and cost 
overlapping and assignments overlapping. That is done when the 
letter of intent is received or the contract is signed. The 
costs and responsibilities of all the people involved in a job 
will change before and during the process to organize a job and 
to a lesser degree for the duration of the job. 

Assiduous was listed on the subcontractor's list as a 
painter because until just before the bid he was the best price 
for painting I had. I, in the final crunch to get the bid out, 



Mr. Richard E. Alexander 
December 12, 1985 
Page 5 

overlooked replacing his name on that list. He was not listed 
on the minority list as the painter because I didn't overlook 
taking him off that list. 

In Mr. Moseley's last paragraph, he stated that 
Assiduous was not qualified for carpentry work. We have listed 
Assiduous for carpentry work in our MBE utilization form. We 
used carpentry work to describe what is actually a lot of 
miscellaneous items. In fact, there is very little. if any, 
true carpentry work in the job. 

JP:mmf 



STOEL, RJVES, BOLEY, fK/\SER & \lv'YSE 

900 S W F•rT'"' AvEt,uE. SuiTE 2300 

PORTLAND, OREGON 97204-1268 

(503) 294-9387 

December 12, 1985 

Mr. Don Eichman, Director 
l"lc l tnomdh County 
Dcpa r:,t.me,1t of General Services 
Purchas i•ng Divis ion 
2505 SE 11th Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97202 

Dear Mr. Eichman: 

Re: 861-100-0649 
Clinics & Offices Remodel - Phase I 

Pursuant to our letter of December 11, 1985, Joe 
Prinz Construction Company ("Prinz") believes it is entitled to 
the award of the above contract for several reasons. 

At the outset, however, it is important to review the 
background of this matter. Section 00050 specifies that 
bidders are to obtain certain MBE and FBE participation. 
Reference is made to Section 00430 and Section 00800 with 
respect to MBE and FBE participation. ' Section 00430 references 
the subcontractor list and provides, among other things, that 
"any proposed change of subcontractors after bid award must be 
submitted in writing to Multnomah County for approval." 
Section 0080 contains supplementary conditions including, at 
part 1.2(e), provisions relating to MBE and FBE utilization. 
Subsection (4) references the City of Portland's MBE/FBE 
certification, and Subsection (5) requires bidders to either 
equal or exceed the percentage goal or indicate that best 
efforts were used to obtain such goal. 

Prinz submitted a bid on November 14, 1985. Prinz' 
bid of $380,000 is the lowest bid. It is Prinz' position that 
his is the lowest responsive and responsible bid and, as such, 
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fvlr. Don Eichman, Director­
December 12, 1985 
Page 2 

should be a~v;arded th contract for three reasons. First, Prinz 
believes his bid fully satisfied all req~irements of the 
request for bids. Second, to the extent that, for some reason, 
the information on i'1BE/ FBE' s does not sat is t y :;uch 
requirements, Prinz did 11tilize best efforts and is therefore 
entitled to an award of the contract. Finally, issues relating 
to MBE/FBE participation relate to responsibility, rather than 
responsiveness. As such, any goals can be satisfied after the 
time of award and Prinz can satisfy such goals. 

Prinz Satisfied a 11 Requir~m.~_l}t_~_Qf thg"_lnstruct..L9LL to _Biddei:_§ 
With Respect to MBf~£~E. 

Prinz duly completed the MBE/FBE utilization form" 
In so dding, he noted he would use Assiduous Construction for 
demol i t.:i.oon and carpentry. 

The County stated it was concerned as to whether this 
would qualify since Assiduous is only certified as a service 
vendor by the City of Portland. 

However, Section 12E(4} through Section 0080 only 
states that Multnomah County will honor the City of Portland 
MBE/FBE certification. It does not state that, in the event a 
duly-formed MBE is to be used, that it will not be honored. As 
such, Assiduous should be utilized. We are submitting with 
this letter a copy of an information page for Assiduous showing 
insurance for painting and carpentry. Moreover, even assuming 
the City of Portland certification is conclusive, Assiduous 1s 
certified to perform pilot service, traffic regulation, 
painting, cleaning and labor. Assiduous was to perform, as 
stated, demolition and carpentry. There is no specific 
certification for such subjects and they do constitute labor 
for which Assiduous is certified. Finally, the utilization of 
Assiduous and others by Prinz certainly satisfies the intent of 
the MBE/FBE requirements and should be allowed. 

Prinz Utilized Best Efforts to Meet the Goals. 

As stated, paragraph 1.2E(5) specifically allows any 
bidder to an award of the contract even if the goals are not 
satisfied as long as the bidder utilized best efforts to meet 
such goals. As Prinz advised in his prior correspondence 
including, without limitation, his letters of November 20 and 
November 27, 1985, he did use best efforts. Moreover, we 



Mr. Don Eichman, Director 
December 12, 1985 
Page 3 

und~rstand the County is independently reviewing this issue and 
Prinz will, upon request, be submitting additional information 
on his efforts. Among other things, however, he took a number 
of quotes, made concessions such as not requiring a bond, and 
provided financial assistance to the MBEs he intended to use. 

Prinz is Entitled to Provide Information After:_ _ _b"i_ard_:_:_~,_,_ 
R~spect to What Subcontractors ang __ _sum21_i~s _ _lLQ__j_ 
to Satisf~e Requirements. 

Finally, in any event, Prinz, being the low bidder, 
is entitled to provide the County with any new Information he 
has with respect to what subcontractors and suppliers he 
inteQds to use to satisfy the requ1rements. 

~ At the outset, a distinction must be drawn between a 
respons1ve bid and a responsible bid. The latter implies the 
ability to perform the contract, and goes to the capacity of 
the bidder rather than to his willingness to perform on the 
County's terms. In general, it may be said that a bid is not 
responsive to the invitation and may not be considered for 
award when it contains a deficiency pertaining to any material 
factor. A material factor is a circumstance which affects the 
price, quality or quantity of the articles or services to be 
furnished. See McBride and Touhey, 18 
§ 10.70 (1981). 

The Comptroller General has ruled that a low bidder's · 
compliance with MBE requirements on a federally-financed 
project is a matter of responsibility rather than 
responsiveness and that documentation concerning such matters 
may be submitted after bid opening. He has further ruled that 
a low bidder should be allowed to substitute a new minority 
subcontractor in his bid in order to meet an MBE participation 
requirement. Comptroller General's Decision No. B-199145, 28 
CCH, Contract Cases Federal, , 80,959 (November 28, 1980), 
aff'd Comptroller General's Decision No. B-199145.2, 28 CCH, 
Contract Cases Federal, ~ 81,728 (July 17, 1981). See also 
Comptroller General's Decision Nos. B-192696, B-194037, B-
194103, CCH Contract Cases Federal, ~ 83,129 (February 27, 
1979) (prime contractor could change its intended 
subcontractor's bid after bid opening; the requirement for 
listing subcontractors was a requirement for the contractor to 
show, after bid opening, that at least the minimum required 
percentage of subcontracts would be performed by minority~owned 
firms; the information was required to determine bidder 
responsibility and was not related to bid responsiveness. 



Mr. Don Eichman, Director 
December 12, 1985 
Page 4 

As such, Prinz can properly provide information now 
on MBE, and he is in a position to satisfy whatever 
requirements need to be satisfied. 

Conclusion. 

Multnomah County is, of course, a public agency 
within the meaning ORS 279.011(5). Moreover, ORS 279.029 
requires all public agencies to award construction contracts to 
the lowest responsive and responsible bidder. As outlined 
herein, and as indicated in the prior correspondence, Prinz 
firmly believes that he is entitled to the award of the 
contract. We are aware of the County's concerns and have 
attempted to address them from a legal standpoint in th 
letter. ·Moreover, we understand that the County has certain 
concerns with respect to precisely the intent of Prinz' hid and 
in what respect and for what reasons subcontractor and supplier 
relationships may have been subject to change since bid 
opening. I am enclosing a copy of a letter from Prinz 
outlining the bases for the bids in an effort to answer any 
such questions. 

Moreover, we understand the County will be forwarding 
a letter to Mr. Prinz requesting certain information with 
respect to his efforts to meet the minority requirements. We 
will, of course, respond to it promptly. 

Despite the information contained herein, we 
recognize that, in a matter like this, certain questions can 
arise and misunderstandings develop. As a result, once you 
have received all of the information from Prinz and reviewed 
it, we suggest that we have a meeting•to r~view it in detail 
and answer any questions you might have. 

REA:mmf 
Enclosure 

cc: Mr. Joe Prinz 

Richard E. Alexander 
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INFORMATiON PAGE 

Northwes!.JI~rsnce ·coipo"raHon-----.__ Policy 

/ ----lnsurel: Jirrrny DuQJot ---"""-

No. Wet..~_lNC>:OO l135L.~ :--015-J31...,NOl­

~- Individual 

DBA: Assiduous Construction J 
ling add · 2031 N. Watts #5 .-·""_../ 

----rort:-±~~-

her workplaces not shown above: 

__ Partnership 
_ Corporation 
_Other 

1e policy period is from 1 0/28/SS ________ to. ___ _1Qj_lj8£l __ M ____ at the Insured's mailing address . 

. Wori<ers Compensation Insurance: Part One of the policy applies to the Workers Compensation Law of the 
states listed here: Oregon 

'· Employers Liability Insurance: Part Two of the policy applies to work in each state listed in item 3.A. 
The limits of our liability under Part Two are: Bodily Injury by AccidentS 1 OO,fX)() each accident 

Bodily Injury by Disease $_ .500,000 . policy limit 
Bodily Injury by Disease $ __ lOO,(X)Q each employee 

8. Other State~ Insurance. P'::.lrt Three of the policy applies to the states, If any, listed here: 
All states except Ohio, North Dakota, Washington, Nevada, West Virginia, Wyoming. 

The premium for thi~ policy will be determined by our Manuals of Rules, Classifications, Rates and Rating 
Pla:1s. All informatlon required below Is subject to verification and change by audit. 

Reporting Frequency: Monthly rn Quarterly 0 

Classification of Operations 

Painting NOC 
Carpentry NOC 

Experience Rati[lg J4odifl~tion 
-~-------·· 

I 

Code 
No. 

J474 
540.3 

Semi Annually Cl 

Premium Basis Rate Per r------· 
Total Estimated $100 of 

Annual Remuneration 

20,000 
if any 

10.06 
10.07 

Deposit t'remium $ 250.00 
Minimum Premium $ 

Total Estimated Annual Premium $ 

5. Endorsements: 
we 36 OJ 01 we 36 03 04 

Annually 0 

Estimated ··-l 
Annual 

Premium 

2,012 

~--2'012·-, 
X 1.00 

2,012 
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December 11, 1985 

Mr. Don Eichman, Director 
Department of General Services 
Purchasing Division 
2505 SE llth Avenue 
Portland, Oregon 97202 

Dear Mr. Eichman: 

Re: 861-100-0649 
_______ Clinics & Offices Remodel_- Phase I 

This will confirm our telephone conversation 
yesterday in which I advised you that we represent Joe Prinz 
Construction co. in connection with the above matter. 

As you know, Mr. Prinz believes the contract should 
be awarded to his company. We will be •forwarding you 
information in support of his claim shortly. 

In the meantime, this will confirm that Multnomah 
County is continuing to review this matter and will not award 
the contract until such time it has reviewed the information 
submitted by Mr. Prinz. 

Finally, to the extent that an appeal is required to 
your letter of December 9, 1985, you may consider this the 
appeal. By so appealing, Prinz does not waive and expressly 
reserves all of his rights. 

Qt$TR1C'f Qr ~Or_..VMt':'HA (,.)f"f"lCf; 

111,11""' C:,T'f<FFT N.,.. SlJ!Tf <,400 

:o"'A.~t·Hf<IGTQN c;_QyNT'Y Qr!'l.<;£ 

ONE. LINCOLN CENTER, SUITE A00 

_!_.Q~.'!:_ ... _~ ~_.!.~~~-~.!~(Lf 9.!' _9!.~ I<;~ 

60"5 BRO~OWA~·-=-~~~£. ... ~2""'5"' .,~,.., 



Mr. Don Eichman 
December 11, 1985 
Page 2 

As we discussed on the telephone, we fully expect 
that this matter will be promptly and satisfactorily resolved. 

REA:mmf 

Very truly 
I if(......._\ ' 
\' 1/ l 
'<: , X--\ .. j 
Richard E. 

you~() 

~h! 
Alexander 



'-llY OF 

PORTLAND, OREGON 
OFFlCE OF ASCAL ADMINISlRA TJON 

GRANTS AND CONTRACTS COMPUANCE DMSION 

December 6, 1985 

Don Eichman, Director 
Department of General Services 
Purchasing Division 
2505 S E 11th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97202 

Dear Mr. Eichman: 

J.E. Bud Clarl<. Mayor 

Sue KJobertanz, Manager 
1220 S.W. Fifth Avenue 

Portland, Oregon 97204 
(503) 248-4696 

I am responding to your questions concerning the Minority Business Enterprise 
(MBE).certification process and specifically the status of Assiduous Construction. 

First; le~ me say that your understanding of the certification process as 
outlined in your letter of December 4, 1985, is correct. At the time of a 
certification request, a firm is asked to state the nature of its business. 
The request is then reviewed to see if the business, as stated by the applicant, 
meets both the tests for a minority business, and the tests for a firm which 

"performs substantial and commercially useful functions" (City Ordinance 157320; 
May 8, 1985; Item 3). The firm is then certified for those specific functions. 
Should a firm expend or change the nature of its business, it may ask for 
additional review at that time. 

Second, it is from the existing certification list, including firm functions~ 
that the Purchasing Agent determines if MBE goals are met at the time of bid 
opening. If the firm has not been certified to provide a specific product/ 
service at the time of bid opening, use of that firm to provide that product/ 
service is not counted toward the MBE goal. 

Specifically, with regard to Assiduous Construction, the firm was certified in 
July 1985 to perform pilot service, traffic regulating, painting, cleaning and 
labor. The firm was in its first year of business and reported no jobs as 
of that time and no employees. The firm has not notified this office of any 
changes since that time. 

I hope that this information is useful to you. Please fee1 free to call me 
if you have additional questions. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Sue Klobertanz, Manager 
Grants & Contracts Compliance 

cc: Harold Vaughn 



mULTnomRH COUnTY OREGOn 

DEPARTMENT Of' GENEFlAL SERVICES 
PURCHASING DIVISION 
2505 S.E 11TH AVENUE 
PORTLAND. OREGON 972G2 
(503) 248·5111 

December 4, 1985 

Sue Kloberantz 
Manager• • 
Office df Fiscal Adm1nistration 
Grants and tontracts Compliance Division 
1220 SW Fifth Aveune 
Portland, OR 97204 

Dear Ms. Kloberantz: 

DENNIS BUCHANAN 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

It is my understanding of your certification proces·s that a firm is certified as 
a provider of specific products and/or services. Thus, a minority sub­
contractor would have to be certified as providing the products/services for 
which he/she is listed as a sub-contractor. Further, if a minority/female sub­
contactor is not certified in a specific area prior to bid opening it has been 
the City's practice to consider the bid non-responsive in terms of meeting 
minority/female participation requirements. 

Please advise me if l am correct in my understanding of the City of Portland's 
certification process and send me any related information pertaining to this 
topic. Due to an immediate decision I must make regarding a construction bid 
would appreciate a written response from you at' your earliest possible con­
venience. 

Sincerely, 

.b..o'"' WVvV--~ 
Don Eichman, Director 
Purchasing Division 

DE/AH/csj 

cc: Duane Kline 
Rhea Kessler 



mULTnomRH COUnTY OREGOn 

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 
DIVISION OF FACILITIES AND 
PROPERTY MANAGEMENT 

DENNIS BUCHANAN 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

2505 S.E. 1 tTH AVENUE 
PORTLAND, OREGON 97202 
(503) 248-3322 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Don Eichman, Director 
Purchasing Section 

FROM: Carl Moseley (;1/f..-
Construction Manager· 

DATE: November 29. 1985 

RE: • GILL BUILDING REMODELING BID 

I am concerned about the apparent low bid submitted by Prinz Corporation for the 
Clinics and Offices Remodel, Phase I, at the Gill Building. I feel strongly 
that, at the time of the bid opening, the subcontractor Assiduous Construct ion 
was not qualified to perfonn the classes of work for which it was listed in the 
bid book. I also find significant inconsistencies in supporting documentation 
submitted by Prinz Corporation. Based upon the information given below, l 
recommend Purchasing reject the Prinz Corporation bid. 

Let me list the sequence of events that led to my decision: 

1. At bid opening, Joseph Prinz of Prinz Corporation was low bidder. He 
listed Assiduous Construction as his MBE firm for demolition; installa­
tion of doors, frames and finish hardware; painting; and wall covering 
for a total of $81,954.00. He als.o listed Triple-One Construction 
Company as his MBE firm for flooring work at $5,315.00. 

2. Purchasing sent a letter to Joseph Prinz stating Assiduous Construction 
was not listed in the Portland MBE directory as having the experience 
to do the carpentry work. Purchasing asked for a statement of 
Assiduous' qualifications and for a cost breakdown among the various 
classes of work. 

3. Prinz responded with a letter- stating Assiduous would be directly 
responsible for demolition and cleanup. For carpeting, Assiduous would 



Memorandum I Don Eichman 
November 29, 1985 
Page 2 

hire Ed Lopez, owner of Ed Lopez Carpets and Drapes. For doors, frames 
and finish hardware, Ass·iduous would hire Triple-One Construction. 
Both Ed Lopez and Triple-One are certified MBE firms. Prinz listed 
Ass1duous as performing work worth $7~,457.00. (Note: The bid price 
in the letter changed from $81,954.00 to $75,457.00 for Assiduous, and 
Assiduous was no longer listed as doing painting or wall covering--work 
worth $20,140.00 according to Assiduous 1 quote.) 

4. Even though the cost breakdown showed costs for doors, frames and hard­
ware that were 60% higher than other bidders and floor covering prices 
that were 30% lower, Purchasing elected to award the bid to Prinz 
Corporation. 

') •• Soon thereafter, Purchasing was told by Triple-One Construction that 
'thf!y had not given Assiduous a bid price for carpentry untn after the 

biS. opening. In addition, Anrly Lekas of Cloyd Watt Constructior:-told 
me Ed Lopez c.alled him and clearly stated Ed did not give Assiduous a 
price for carpeting until after the bid opening. I understand Ed Lopez 
has now told you he did, indeed, give them a price beforehand. 

6. Purchasing reversed its decision and rejected Prinz's bid, giving hirn 
until December 4 to respond. 

7. Prinz delivered a letter November 27 stating Assiduous would hire 
emrloyees to do the carpentry work, and not use Triple-One. 

Don, these turns of events are highly irregular. In the first place, any 
changes made after the bid open·ing and before the contract is signed are ·imma­
terial. Any contractor would be delighted to change his or her bid after bid 
opening if that wou 1 d assure the contractor the job. We cannot consider any 
information except the conditions that existed at the time of the bid opening. 

Secondly, the fact that numbers--and subcontractors--keep changing with every 
letter from Prinz leads me to believe prices are still being negotiated and 
deals being made. The intent of the MBE program and of the forms that require 
the listing of MBE firms at the time of bid opening is that decisions made at 
bid time are left unchanged. 

If Triple-One did not give Assiduous a number prior to bid opening, where did 
Assiduous get the price for the bid? Why is Prinz Corporation low bidder if his 
MBE price for doors, frames and hardware is $15,000 higher than two other bid­
ders? Why did Assiduous' price change from $81,954.00 at bid time to $75,457.00 
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six days later--especially since Prinz changed his mind and pulled painting 
worth $20,140.00 out of the original scope of work worth $81,954.00? 

Uuite apart from all these good questions, let 1 s consider one more fact--at the 
time of bid opening, Assiduous Construction had not agreed to hire Triple-One to 
do the work, since Triple-One had not prepared a price. Therefore, Assiduous 
had no arrangement at that time that qualified it for carpentry work. Depending 
upon whom you believe,ASsiduous may not have had an arrangement with Ed Lopez 
at that time that qualified them for carpeting. Regardless of later nego­
ITations and arrangements, Assiduous was unqualified at bid opening. 

Again, I recommend Purchasing reject the Prinz Corporaiton bid based upon signi­
ficant irregularities ·in the MBE participation and the lack of a qualified MBE 
f'" , 1 rm. 

CPM/cls 

cc: Wayne George 
Amha Hazen 
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Don Etchman 
Purchasing Oivtston 
Multnomah County 
2~)05 SE II th Ave 
Portland. OR 97 20 2 

RE B61-1 00-0649 

I would like to update you on some changes we would like to make 
concernmg our plans for mtnonty particrpattan 

• 

We have been in contact with Herman Brame at Janet Wright's office of the 
City of Portland. and have found the MBE classrfications do not consititute a 
ban from any other work dassiftcatwn, and the classification information is 
neither a recommendatiOn nor a representation of qualifications. 

This being the case. Mr. DuQuat of Assidious Construction would like to hire 
employees of his own for all phases of work outlined in my letter of 
11120/85 Mr OuQuat will still be employing Mr Lopez for carpet 
installation 

For carpentry. Mr. DuQuat has and wtll employ Mr. Lenard. a finish 
carpenter with many years of expenence with Copenhagen Construction 
and Mr DuQuat's firm. Asstdious Construction. 

Mr. OuQuat has no intention of brokering any of his contract work and for 
th1s reason he would like to employ the above mentioned people as his 
employees working directly for Asstdious Construction. I believe Mr. 
DuQuat can demonstrate to your satisfaction he and his people are qualified 
when it is time to do so. Mr DuQuat has demonstrated his abilities to me 
and I am your gaurantee a quality JOb will be done. 

Mr. OuQuat and I are both flexible and willing to approach the minority 
participation tn any way that fulfills the County's requirements. 

For my part. 1 have taken affirmative action steps and am working in good 
faith and have met the affirmative action goals on this job. To do so my 
firm is not requiring a hood from our minority participants and we are also 
hclpin~ them financtalty to meet their payrolls between construction 
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At least a week prior to the bid we contacted a number of MBE's to solicit 
bids (Premsingh & Associates inc., McCoy Plumbing, Construction Interiors, 
Blessing Electric and others). We also called numerous other MBE's that 
showed no interest in this job. We worked closely with Assidious 
Construction, since mid October, helping him in any way we could, 
including buying him his own set of spec's and drawings and walking him 
through the job site, and helping him prepare his bid. We also helped 
Triple One Associates and Premsingh Associates Inc. with drawings, spec's 
and take-offs to develope their bids. Mr. Lopez also worked with Mr. 
DuQuat in preparing his bid well before the bids were submitted . 

• 
l hav.e followed the letter and intent of MBE participation with qualified 
and certified people. If I can be more help or I'm not understanding 
something please let me know. 

', ~) . 

eph ri~ 



JOSEPH PRINZ 
1817 NORTHWEST 27TH • PORTLAND. OREGON 97210 • (503) 243·2306 

11/20/85 

Don Eichman 
Purchasing Division 
Multnomah County 
2.50.5 SE 11th Ave. 
Portland, OR 97202 

RE: B6l-1 00-0649, Oinic and Office Remodel--Phase 1 

Please see inclosed bra.kedown of work and values. 

It is our intent to use Assidious Construction for all items he has quoted 
with the exception of Resilient Flooring and Paint. 

• 
' I don't know what you're looking for in regards to a qualification statement 

so if the following information is not adequate, please Jet me know. 

To qualify for demo & cleanup jimmy DuQuat of Assidious Construction has 
13 years of experience in demolition. 

For carpeting Assidious Construction will employ Ed Lopez, 8530 SW Birch 
Street, Portland, OR. Mr. Lopez has 18 years experience and offers jim 
Bernard of Bernard and Kenny Construction as a reference. If you would 
like to look at Mr. Lopez's recent work, let me direct you to the Waldo 
Block Renovation above the Elephant's Castle in SW Portland. Mr Lopez is 
aJso listed as a Certified Minority, October-November 1985. 

Resilient Flooring--Assidious Construction bid not accepted. 

For Carpentry Assidious Construction wiU employ Triple One Construction 
Company, 111 NE Killingsworth, Portland, OR. I do not know if Assidious 
Construction wiJJ be employing Triple One on a contract basis or by the 
hour. Triple One Construction Co. has two foremen with 18 years 
experience: Calvin Presley and Doug Bryant. For a reference of their work 
they offer Dave Piekenbrock, Portland State Physical Planning and Ray 
Kuykendall of the Housing Authority of Portland. Triple One Construction 
is also listed as a Certified Minority, October-November 1985. 
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Paint-·-Assidious Construction bid not accepted. 

Assidious Construction total price on the above work is $75,457.00. We are 
also employing Triple One Construction for Resilient Flooring. Total price 
$5,315.00 bringing our total minority participation to $80,772.00 or 21.26% 
of the total bid price we have submitted. 

Sincerely, 

/jpti!t 
( Jo,ph~i~ 

, ___ ,...,.. f 



Assiduous construction 
2031 N. WATTS No.5 

PORTLAND, OR 97217 

(For a Better Life) 

289·7025 
---------------------------------------------------------------

Joe Prinz: 

Attention: 

General Contractor 

John Kluk.l.zert 

Demo & Cleanup, cost: 
Carpet installed: 
Resilient Floor, 

installed: 
D:::>ors, frames and 

finish hdwr 
installed 

Paint 

$16,848.00 
$20,425.00 

$4,835.00 

$38,184.00 
$20,140.00 

SUBffiNl'RACT PROPOSAL 
REQUEST FOR QUDrATION 

PlACE: J. K Gill Blg. 
426 S. W. Stark 
Portland, Oregon 

PROJECf: Clinics & Offices R.errodel 

Yours Respectively, 

"We Care" 



mULTnomRH COUnTY OREGOn 

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 
PURCHASING DIVISION 
2505 S.E. 11TH AVENUE 
PORTLAND. OREGON 97202 
(503) 248-5111 

DENNIS BUCHANAN 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

===========···--====================== 

November 15, 1985 

' Prinz CoFporation 
1817 NW 27th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97210 

RE: B61-100-0649, Clinics & Offices Remodel - Phase I 

You stated in your response to the above referenced bid 
your plans to use Assiduous Construction for demolition 
and carpentry work. Assiduous Construction is listed 
in the Portland MBE directory as providing pilot service, 
traffic regulation, painting, cleaning and labor. I am 
requesting that you provide us a copy of Assiduous 
Construction's quote with a breakdown of work and the 
values as well as a qualification statement for Assiduous 
Construction. Please respond in writing no later than 
November 22, 1985. 

Sincerely, 

Don Eichman, Director 
Purchasing Division 

DE/AH/csj 

Certified Mail No. P 315 600 785 return requested 
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PROJECTNUMBER __ G=B~8=5=0~1 ________ __ 

PROJECTClinics and Offices Remodel -- Phase I 

LOCATION G i . ..:...ll;;__;::;.;Bu=...;.i...;..l d:;:..;i..;.;.ng'"'--------

. KIND OF WORK Construction/Remodel 

SUBMITTEDBY Facilities and Property Management Division 

BID NUMBER __ B61-l 00-064_9 __ _ 

BID ADVERTISEMENT DATES Octobf'r 31. \9H5 

BID OPENING DATE. November 14, 1985 

PROJECT MANUAL FOR CONSTRUCTION 

ITIULTnornRH 
counTY 

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 

FACILITIES AND PROPERTY MANAGEMENT DIVISION 

2505 S.E. 11TH AVENUE 

PORTLAND, OREGON '97202 

(503) 248-3322 

-.-? • 11 a 
BIDDER'S NAME /-~ tg_,~ {l) Lc l.~ 
ADDRESS /gl1 AJ.W · 27~ 

:&:rt( . s.r q7 z. ,-o 
TELEPHONE NUMBER Zl=f J - 2 "j' 0 ~ 



SECTION 00300 BID FORM 

1. The undersigned Bidder proposes and agrees if this Bid is accepted, to enter into an 
Agreement with Multnomah County in the form included in the Contract Docu­
ments to complete all Work as specified or indicated in the Contract Documents 
for the Contract Price, within the Contract Time indicated in this Bid, and in 
accordance with the Contract Documents. 

2. Bidder accepts all ot the terms and conditions of the Instructions to Bidders, in­
cluding without limitation those dealing with the disposition of Bid Securlly, 
Bidder will sign the Agreement and submit the Performance Bond and other docu­
ments required by the Contract Documents within five (.5} days after receiving 
Multnomah County's Notice of Award. 

J,, In submitting this Bid, Bidder represents as more fully set forth in the Agreement·, 
that: 

(a) Bidder has examined copies of aH the Bidding Documents and of the fol-
lowing addenda: , 

Date~~ ()Q <iC. 
Date~ g 1 Q?; 
Date 

------------------Date __________ __ 

Number_L..._ ___ _ 

Number_..;;.~.:-, ----

Number ________ _ 

Number ______ .. _ 

(receipt of all of which is hereby acknowledged) and also copies of th~ 
Advertisement of Invitation to Bid and the Instructions to Bidders. 

(b) Bidder has examined the site and locality where the Work is to be 
performed, the legal requirements (federal, state and local laws, ordinances, 
rules and regulations) and the conditions affecting cost, progress or 
performance of the Work and has made such independent investigations as 
Bidder deems necessary. 

(c) This Bid is genuine and not made in the interest of or on behalf of any un­
disclosed person, firm or corporation; Bidder has not directly or indirectly 
induced or solicited any other Bidder to submit a false or sham Bid; Bidder 
has not solicited or induced any person, firm or a corporation to refrain from 
bidding; and Bidder has not sought by collusion to obtain for himself any 
advantage over any other Bidder or over Multnomah County. 

(d)· The undersigned certifies conformance with provisions of ORS 279.3.50 
(prevailing wages), Executive Order 11246, and with applicable federal acts, 
and state regulations concerning affirmative action toward equal 
employment opportunities, pursuant to Section 00820, Equa! Employment 
Opportunity Provisions. 

00300 - 1 



BIDDER wUl complete the Work for the foUowing price(s): 

BASIC ~10: 

; ) ku..l:k.....i.w-£ €:1 'tfi.< jr' 7/.-!iN, ~ 
' 

AL TERNA1'ESI 

1.8Jvc f ~ i/uM0211r/cbJ//a6 II ' $ \ \o e>(') <;,L __ 
\ 

P~~~, J h.itY: '1 "F~r Tl.\ou>flv'-'J (,~ 4, ~c;c) "6.~ 
2~ ~ Jlritlr-,~ ~i-;r-· s~J;~o/. 

• --cf:df..u~. "4F 

o. /HJ. :iicti.w<?W/ ~)If. hrJtU~Aei. ~ + fos"L/ q _ 
(tJYhriU~MM 

TOT Au 

$ ___ , ___ , 

Thi!!O Work must be completed within ...;;1.;;.20---._ calendar days from the time the Notice to 

Proceed is given by the Owner. 

BIDDER accepts the provisions of the Agreement as to liquidated damages in the event of 

failure to complete the Work on time. 

00300 - 2 



Accompanyin& this proposal is ~~ 's ~ in the , tJ'2t (11Bier1s BOnd," "Cash," or Certified Check") 
amount of ~- Dotlars ( ), 

I 

which amount is not less than ten (1 0) percent of the total amount of the bid. 

11le names of the president, treasurer and manager of the bidding corporation, or 

the names and residences of all persons and parties interested in this proposal as partners 

or principals are as follows: 

ADDRESS ~ 
~L 1 IJ.U,J, 2:7: ___ /3d{ 

- Sftl;V'6( __ _ 

-----------·---

Signature of Bidder: 

The name of the surety by which the surety bond covering the contract, if awarded, 

will be furnished, and the name and address of the surety's local agent are as follows: 

NameofSurety UfJ;-\-W ~S b'lliz.l_i-l.f61.14\f:~&. 
Name of Agent _Mr-.. NB-9; ?: lP 'Ti\i &crw:itf'.C ~ · ___ _ 

Address fb3 0 s,~w '~1_kc_ _ __B:dj"' (Ch: Cf1?<J({ 
00300 - 3 - End 



SUBCONTRACTOR LIST 

1.1 INSTRUCTIONS: 

A. Bidder shall llst only one :subcontractor for each o! the categories of Work 
listed below. If item is not proposed to be subcontracted, bidder shaH insert 
"self" opposite that item. 

B. Bidder proposes and agrees. to use the foUowing subcontractofs in the pet~ 
formance of the work. Any proposed change of subcontractors aiter Bia 
Award must be submitted in writing to Multnomah County for approva.l" -

1.1 TYPE OF WORK PROPOSED SUBCONTR)\CTOR. 

A. Custom Casework • 
B, · oo2rs (Installation) /l'SS~~Ju.olA~ ~s·+v""U..Cr-\'•·/.JY..i 
C. Finish Hardware (Installation:: A~"S ~c.lv.-ou~. (1..0)'\~+~--v..c:--\h:)·\.) 

o. Glazing P' r\~J 61~rss 
D 11 l-\-A-r-l1w ~ Ur~WAl) E. rywa 

F. Carpet (Installation)"! ri;:>l...t-- ON~ (7~·6 

G~ Painting A &~ l d CJ-.Ou..1:, C.L-'w!'.l t. 
s;:s Jv...ov. ~ <:! 0"~+-H. Wall Covering ~ ' 

I. Plumbing "':p~,v,tJSt.d.~ ?\~~ 

J. HVAC Work "'f>z_wvr!VS~Li4.: -e'l""'""'-'8 
K. Electrical ft~ t ~ 'C l~-

00430 - 1 - End 

.I 



( 

MINORITY /FEMALE BUSINESS ENTI!RPRISE UTJLIZA TION FORM ( MBE/FBE} 

1. 

?.. 

3. 
I -

4. The above named Contractor intends to ju!fill its commitment to expend~ 0 96 oi its contract' 
Minority Business Enterprise and/or .fi__ 96 of its contract for Female Business Enterprise in 
following manner: 

$ 

' . 
Check One: 

• 
MBE FBE 

J!!5J /=/ 

'-' ~ 
1_1 '-' 
/=I Ct 

Names and Addresses 
of MBE/FBE Firms 

Contractor Anticipates 
Utilizing 

Nature of 
Participation 

..,, 
Dollar Value 

o,t Participatio 

ASS,J!<!<ZU-'> ~-s..fu--ud<<><J 01':'9 t _ ~ 8/
1 
'16"""~· 

Qb3l fy. ~frJrt& '¥s- '"Fbtt,l. ~fttt~~ ~~ 
:z:&(i> 1$ -O.Uz 'r!u.tb.' 6Jj - e ,.a'~it-@ s-a/ ,s:~ 

?..<?. &x '/II i3SN0W ~ ~- ~ l}::t 4-S"~ 
DM K- Ccwf-cr!<AN-S ~)ck M:'U:UJmt:.,_ . , , r/; 

1?· o. fuH 7> c;<fZ~ fut I 

Total ~!/([J/j.J4 
Amount of Total Contract .'lf€ CJOC.. 

Minority Eqterprise 96 of Total Contract r$3 7 ;~--;.....' __ _ 

Female Enterprise 96 of Total Contract ~...-

This form to be completed, signed and submitted at the time of the bid opening. 

{Please refer to Section 00800 of the Project Manual for Supplementary Conditions.) 

00810- 1 - End MBE/FBE 



f 

' 

From ~~ '* , 

PURCHASING & SU 

2505 S. E. 11th A 

PORTLAND, 0 

BID NUMBER .dt/-&'12 -()~ f' 'J 

OPENING DATE 1/-/Y.... R'J ;?.~­
SUBJECT OR 

PROJECT NUMBER ~& J(Lt!/ 



( 

PR~ECTNUMBER~G~B~8~50~1~--------

PR~ECTClinics and Offices Remodel -- Phase I 

LOCATION Gill Building 

KIND OF WORK Construction/Remodel 

SUBMITTEDBY Facilities and Property Management Division 

BID NUMBER __ B6_1-1 00-064_9 ____ _ 

BID ADVERTISEMENT DATES Octobe_:: 31, 198~ 

BID OPENING DATE November 14, 1985 

PROJECT MANUAL FOR CONSTRUCTION 

lnULTnOinRH 
counTY 

DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES 

FACILITIES AND PROPERTY MANAGEMENT DIVISION 

2505 S.E. 11TH AVENUE 

PORTLAND, OREGON 9'7202 

(503) 248-3322 

r 

BIDDER'SNAME /2t!l.~ .~ MIL.M/t:../ #t!Ut&M-

ADDRESS 2/tt /1s. f ~ 
/tfltlhA1UlJt2L 

TELEPHONE NUMBER 2f!ftf/c 



SECTION 00300 BID FORM 

1. The undersigned Bidder proposes and agrees if this Bid is accepted, to enter into an 
Agreement with Multnomah County in the form included in the Contract Docu­
ments to complete aU Work as specified or indicated in the Contract Documents 
for the Contract Price, within the Contract Time indicated in this Bid, and in 
accordance with the Contract Documents. 

2. Bidder accepts aH of the terms and conditions of the Instructions to Bidders, in­
duding without limitation those dealing with the disposition of Bid Security. 
Bidder wi11 sign the Agreement and submit the Performance Bond and other docu­
ments required by the Contract Documents within five (.5) days after receiving 
Mu!tnomah County's Notice of A ward. 

3. In submitting this Bid, Bidder represents as more fully set forth in the Agreement, 
that: 

• 
: (a) • Bidder has examined copies of all the Bidding Documents and of the fol­

• towing addenda: 

Date (Jtr J..3 {.ib..- Number tP 
Date AJaJ g: tiff Number cP 
Date Number 

Date Number -----------------
(receipt of aU of which is hereby acknowledged) and also copies of the 
Advertisement of Invitation to Bid and the Instructions to Bidders. 

(b) Bidder has examined the site and locality where the Work is to be 
performed, the legal requirements (federal, state and local laws, ordinances, 
rules and regulations) and the conditions affecting cost, progress or 
performance of the Work and has made such independent investigations as 
Bidder deems necessary. 

(c) This Bid is genuine and not made in the interest of or on behalf of any un­
disclosed person, firm or corporation; Bidder has not directly or indirectly 
induced or solicited any other Bidder to submit a false or sham Bid; Bidder 
has not solicited or induced any person, firm or a corporation to refrain from 
bidding; and Bidder has not sought by collusion to obtain for himself any 
advantage over any other Bidder or over Multnomah County. 

(d)· The undersigned certifies conformance with provisions of ORS 279.350 
(prevailing wages), Executive Order 11246, and with applicable federal acts, 
and state regulations concerning affirmative action toward equal 
employment opportunities, pursuant to Section 00820, Equal Employment 
Opportunity Provisions. 

00300 - 1 



BIDDER wiJl complete the Work for the following price{s): 

BASIC BIDS 

J&u ~o-<Pv. ,( lA ~f . ~vU· ~~rd.-:!. 
~ ./~..~."' ~rr,,.-ro..d.-)' ... r~ 

ALTERN A TESs 

1.tf.uiL-<-d .,_ j W/v 1/AJ. -<./.L ct--r~ 
qLJ:y""'-- (/)'(.(_ <1./rl.£1( )w//4'{) 

$<-t/-'() J'/. ()Q/ 
;V..tU.~c.C 

$L.-t/S, Jf/cf.,{J()/' 

( vUk-A- u6) 

This Work must be completed within 120 

Proceed is given by the Owner. 

calendar days from the time the Notice to 

BIDDER accepts the provisions of the Agreement as to liquidated damages in the event of 

failure to complete the Work on time. 

00300 - 2 



I 

f' 

Accompanying this proposal is ~~j;/' ..I ~1~ in the 
ct (11Bi der's Bond," "Cash," or Certified Check") 

amount of /~ IO Dotlars ( ), 

which amount is not less than ten ( 1 0) percent of the total amount of the bid • 

. The party submitting this proposal, and entering into the contract in case the award 

is made to him, is: l't1A ;AfH}IVIO~ entitled~ 
("an individual," "a par~nership," "a corporation") 

/?tJt#-r?S c ~ dutHJ~ 
Name ' 

~Ill d· [. .#~ 
Ma~ Address 

f1k1:rKI IX?: f? U I 
.I 

Telephone Number 

State of Incorporation 

• The 111ames of the president, treasurer and manager of the bidding corporation, or 

• the names and residences of aU persons and parties interested in this proposal as partners 

or principals are as follows: 

NAME ADDRESS 

.:r~ c. tif?tc&vfJ tn- U« A4 t flt?&t:t41?---·--

--------·--------

Signature of Bidden 

~___,..-
' _/~ Title 

------~-~ ---·---------
The name of the surety by which the surety bond covering the contract, if awarded, 

will be furnished, and the name and address of the surety's local agent are·as follows: 

Name of Surety ~-~-----·------
Name of Agent .::t/teA {L ~LJe:.""'~COIILtoz..c;..-------------­
Address ,flMd .> =:{_~-- &f _ __&._ S {/J ~~r:;;;_..-

00300- 3- End~ ... M-



1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

MINORITY/FEMALE BUSINESS ENTERPRISE UTILIZATION FORM (MBE/FBE) 

Name of County Project :/r /<_ o:f// 'I,Z 'S t! 
I 

Project or Bid Number 1}11 - /(1() - ~I: <t' f 
Name of Contractor ~ r. (/M~ /(!~4fM,> 

I 

The above named Contractor intends to fulfill its commitment to expend 2 0 % of its contract for 
Minority Busines.s Enterprise and/or ..._,-- % of its contract for Female Business Enterprise in the 
following manner: 

Names and Addresses 
of MBE/FBE Firms 

Contractor Anticipates 
Utilizing 

Nature of 
Participation 

Dollar Value 
of Participation 

Check One: 

-1-st:; .J30 
ssP 'e-

MBE FBE 

:J! I~ I 
• 

lKJ 1=1 

,-, IXJ 

,-, ,-I 

1-1 I I 

• .MU!!I. I . = Iii~---
• e.:r:s 

ILHN--I(()L 

A.t. ANd t, 

Minority 

Female 

fii)')L tC!(eLtn.:~ 

ff't et..H ft t( I I! f1 '--

Total f.l!_~ce{ <:c{5 G:>. I.JO 
i 

Amount Of Total Contract .P .. J J 2. 21,1_ tt 
I ~.j" &-,.; ', ~5 1 

Enterprise % of Total Contract k (11., d:"q 1!!£4V' ~ 

~ /V-~1 I 
• D I ~ . /1-1. ~~ ~ 

Enterpnse % of Total Contract Ji::11 tH< •·- M--" ' ; 

lwfu~ture I 
Date: 11 -a -,r/ 1 

This form to be completed, signed and submitted at the time of the bid opening. 

(Please refer to Section 00800 of the Project Manual for Supplementary Conditions.) 

00810- 1 - End MBE/FBE 



I 
I 
I 
J 

1.1 

SECTION 00430 SUBCONTRACTOR LIST 

INSTRUCTIONS: 

A. Bidder shall list only one subcontractor for each of the categories of Work 
listed below. If i.tem is not proposed to be subcontracted, bidder :lhaU insert 
"self" opposite that item. 

B. Bidder proposes and agrees to use the foHowing subcontractors in the per­
formance of the work. Any proposed change of subcontractors after Bid 
Award must be submitted in writing to Multnomah County for approva!. • 

l.2 TYPE OF WORK PROPOSED SUBCONTRACTOR 

• A. C4stom Casework H/(LAM ~ 
• 

B. Doors (Installation) fl.:'&. 
c. Finish Hardware {Installation) /( fl ~ 

D. Glazing .:f'IEWIU...-

E. Orywa 11 NMU>H..· (!fJ. 

F. Carpet (Installation) p~ ~~> 

G. Painting tv~ 

H. Wall Covering ~ 

• Plumbing nit 6¥ .1. • 

J. HVAC Work ~ 

K. Electrical .11--6 : ~. 

00430 - 1 - End 





DATE SUBMITrED __ l 2_-_3_1 -_s_s -- (For Clerk's Use) 
Meeting Date I -9'-t'x;S 
Agenda No. ---"'&...:..-'· ..,..cJ;....._ __ _ 

REQUEST FOR PLACEMENT ON '!HE AGENDA 

Subject : __ I_n_c_r_e_a_s_i _n_g_I_9_s_" 6_. -_8 _7_G_e_n e r a 1 Fund 
ContingencY by $2 milli 

l-9-SA 
Informal Only*------=~......----­

(Date) 
Formal Only 

--------~(D~a~t-e~)------------

DEPARI'MENT N on-Department a 1 DIVISION B . C . C . ( And e r s on ) 

CONTACI' · B i l 1 F a r v e r TELEPHONE 3 7 4 O --------------------------------
*NAME ( s) OF PERSON MAKING PRESENTATION 'IO OOARD __ P_a_u_l_i_n_e_A_n_d_e_r_s_o_n __________ _ 

BRIEF SUMMARY Should include other alternatives explored, if applicable, and clear state­
ment of rationale for the action requested. 

Resolution concerning replacing a portion of lost Federal 
revenue-sharing with an increase in the General Fund Contingency 
for 1986-87 by $2 million. 

(IF ADDITIONAL SPACE IS NEEDED, PLEASE USE REVERSE SIDE) 

~Cl'ION REX,dUESTED: 

··'·o: INFORt1ATION CNLY 0 PRELIMINARY APPiiOVAL POLICY DIRECI'ION 

JJ:NDICATE THE ESTil<"ATED TIHE NEEDED ClJ AGENDA 

:::tMPACI': 

0. PERSONNEL 

;o FISCAL/BUI::GETARY 

0 General Fund 

0 Other ---------

15 minutes. 

-------------------------

APPROVAL 

SIGNATURES: . I 
DEPARI'MENT HEAD, ELECI'ED OFFICIAL, or COUNTY COMMISSIONER:~""-·_·~----·--------
BUIX;ET I PERSONNEL I 

--------------------------~-----------------------------
COUNTY CDUNSEL (Ordinances, Resolutions, Agreements, Contracts) ------------------------
OTHER 

--~~~~~--~~~~--~------~--~~----------------------------------(Purchasing, Facilities ~~nagerrent, etc.) 

NOI'E: If requesting unanimous consent, state situation requiring emergency action an back. 

(8/84) 



ncerni e lacing a p rtion 
of lost F eral evenue S ring 

n increase in t G ne a 
nti ency for 1986-87 
il i n. 

I I ERS 

I 

lt County s uc i s General F 
i million since 1980; a 

E iration of F eral General Revenue ari 
re ires co nty to face a furt r $4 illio re tion in 
revenue in 1986-7; 

' t 
essential services; a 

nty rovides a wide variety of 

E it l'll'ill more difficult to re•luce se 
s rvic s if all uctions are postpo until 1987-8 fiscal 

r. 

E HE IT t t the 
design a b 
$2 million 

will reserve in neral 
current anticipated amount 

fiscal ar. 
1987-8 

t t will 

is increase in conti enc 
get to f set t amount of 

necessa duri t t fiscal ar. 

it furt r resolved t 
tinge come from cuts in all 
ets all elect officials. 

reflect this increase in conti 
officials ld consider 

ace i resolution. 

t this increase in 
d artments a from 

In p ari ir 
, artrnents a 

principles t 

Executive 
ti e 

1986-7 
lied to 

n our 

' 1986 

cer 



BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY 

Concerning replacing a portion 
of lost Federal Revenue Sharing 
with an increase in the 
General Fund Contingency for 1986-7 
by $2 million 

) 
)RESOLUTION 
) 

~ 
WHEREAS, Mult~omah County has reduced its General Fund 

spending by $20.7 million since 1980; and 

WHEREAS, expiration of Federal General Revenue Sharing 
requires the county to face a further $4 million reduction in · 
revenue in 1986-7; and 

WHEREAS, the County provides a wide variety of 
essential services; and 

WHEREAS, it will be more difficult to reduce these 
services if all reductions are postponed until 1987-8 fiscal 
year. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the County Executive 
design a budget which \.Vi 11 reserve in Genera 1 Fund Contingency 
$2 million over the current anticipated amount for the 1986-7 
fiscal year. This increase in contirigency will be applied to 
the 1987-8 budget to offset the amount of hudget reductions 
that will be necessary during that fiscal year. 

Be it further resolved that this increase in 
contingency come from cuts in all departments and from the 
budgets of all elected officials. In preparing their budgets 
to reflect this increase in contingency, departments and 
elected officials should consider the principles adopted in our 
accompanying resolution. 

ADOPTED 
------------------' 1985 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

By 
E~a~r~l~B~lrl-1m_e_n~a\~l~e~r-,~P~r~e-s~i~d'1~.n--g~Officer 





,, 

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

In the matter of providing 
adequate local jail space RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, Multnomah County is now the only provider of jail space and 

WHEREAS, Portland city officials are demanding more jail space and 

WBEREAS, the Oregon State Legislature has mandated a 48 hour jail penalty 
for a drunk driving conviction and 

WHEREAS, Multnomah County is therefore forced to provide approximately 
10,000 jail bed days for these convictions and 

WHEREAS, the state retains 56% of the revenues from the sale of alcoholic 
beverages and passes through to local jurisdictions 50% of that money 
for treatment programs for alcoholism, drug dependency and mental health 
services, 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Multnomah County will direct its 
representatives in the Oregon Legislature to work toward returning the 
remaining 50%,of the 56% of the monies which the state collects from 
the sale of alcoholic beverages,for the purpose of providing adequate 
jail space within the community for those sentenced for alcohol related 
crimes and 

FURTHER BE IT RESOLVED that the Board will request from the E-Board 
some immediate assistance in providing jail space to meet the needs 
brought about by the mandatory jail sentencing of drunk drivers and the 
current crisis in crime in the Portland-Multnomah County community. 

Dated this day of 

(SEAL) 

1 1985. 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS FCI<. 
MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

By 

Presiding Officer 



''\ ~ 

J:l..a.TE SOcMI'ITED Dec. 5, 1985 (For Clerk's Use) 
Meeting Date I 2~ 1: '2/ !i!J 
Agenda No. &~al. 

REQUEST FOR PLACEMENT ON THE AGENDA 

Subject: Resolution asking for equitable funding 
to provide jail space for alcohol-related 

Infot'II1.3.l Only*----;::~--.---- sentencesFot'III.3.1 Only Dec. 12, 1985 
(Date) {Date} 

DEPARI'MENT DIVISION Shadburne 
·----~~----------------------

OONTACT:___...oR.:...lo..:. c .... h~a ... r.._d-.-L:.:..e~v....~y ___________ TELEPHONE 2 4 8-5 213 

*NAME(s) OF PERSON WU<ING PRESENTATION 'IO EOARD-----------~------

BRIEF SUMMARY Should include other alternatives explored, if applicable, and clear state­
ment of rationale for the action requested. 

·Requests assistance in provding _adequate jail space for those convicted 
of alcohol-related crimes. f 

(IF ADDITIONAL SPACE IS NEEDED, PLEASE USE REVERSE SIDE) 

}),tACTION RmUESTED: 

:0. INFORMATION CNLY 0 PRELIMINARY APProVAL o· POLICY DIRECTION 

:!NDICATE THE ESTIPATED TH1E NEEDED CN AGENDA 

:~ACT: 

D. PERSONNEL 

·o FISCAL/BUI:X3ETARY 

0 General Fund 

0 Other-------· 

SIGNATURES: 

-------------------------

§x APPROVAL 

U1 
"'-·· 

BUDGET / PERSONNEL--------------~~~------------
COUNTY a:xmsEL (Ordinances, Resolutions, Agreements, Contracts) ----------------------
o:rnER 

---;:::--~-:---

(Purchasing, Facilities Hanagernent, etc.) 

NC1I'E: If requesting unanimous consent, state situation requiring emergency action on back. 

(8/84) . 



In the matter of 

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
FOR MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

local jail space RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, Multnomah is now the only provider of jail space and 

WHEREAS, Portland ci officials are more jail space and 

WHEREAS, the Oregon State slature has mandated a 48 hour jail ty 
for a drunk dr conviction and 

WHEREAS, Multnomah County is therefore forced to provide 
10,000 jail bed days for these convictions and 

WHEREAS, the state retains 56% of the revenues from the sale of alcoholic 
beverages and passes through to local jurisdictions 50% of that money 
for treatment programs for alcoholism, dependency and mental health 
services, 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Multnomah County will direct its 
representatives in the Oregon Legislature to work toward the 
remaining 50%,of the 56% of the monies which the state collects from 
the sale of alcoholic beverages,for the purpose of providing adequate 
jail space within the commun those sentenced for alcohol related 
crimes and 

FURTHER BE IT RESOLVED that the Board will request from the E-Board 
some immediate assistance in prov jail space to meet the needs 
brought about the rna jail sentenc of drunk drivers and the 
current crisis in crime in the Portland-Multnomah communi 

Dated this of 

(SEAL) 

1 1985. 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS FOR 
MULTNOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

By 

Officer 





BEFORE THE BOARD OF Ca.JNTY CCMMISSIONERS 

OF MULTNCMAH COUNTY I ORffiON 

IN THE MATI'ER OF COOPEFATIVELY FUNDING 
ALCOHOL, DEIOX AND r.lENTAL HEALTH 
FACILITIES WITH THE CITY OF PORTLAND 

RESOWTION 

WHEREAS, the fo:rmula for distributing funds fran the sale of alcoholic 

reverages provides cities with 34 percent of the total dollars after 

expenses; and 

WHEREAS, the formula provides only 10 percent of the funds directly to 

counties; and 

WHEREAS, Multnanah County provides all lof the funding for alcohol treat­

ID2:rlt1 detoxification and mental health within the County to all of its 

citizens; and 

WHEREAS 1 the City of Portland has requested assistance in dealing with 

major problems relating to its indigenous alcoholic and mental health 

community located for the most part in the inter northwest section of 

the City; and 

WHEREAS 1 the City of Portland has requested an enlargement of the 

"person down" program; and 

WHEREAS, Mul tnanah County desires to deliver the rest services available 

to those residents as well as to all others in need of alcohol treatment 

and mental health services; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Multnanah County will enlarge its 

programs to assist in providing the wiest variety of services required 

to meet the needs of this special population provided that the City of 

Portland fund these additional services from its' lion's share receipts 

of state liquor revenues; and 

BE IT F'URI'HER RESOLVED, that Multnanah County will work with state 

legislators to redistribute the funds from the sale of alcoholic beverages 

to provide for a fairer system of revenue distribution based upon the 

increased need for treatment services by the County for those with alcohol 

related problems. 



Dated this----- day of _______ ,, 1985. 

(SEAL) BOARD OF COONI'Y C(]-.t.fiSSIONERS FOR 

MULTNCMAH COUNTY I O.RffiON 

By --~~--~~-----------Presiding Officer 



OAT£ SUBMITTED Dec. 5, 1905 
(For Clerk's Use) 
Meeting Date / ~0 '1.... ( ¥ .S. .~ 
Agenda No. --'-k..._-'.;;...-.::~;;;..,~...:---

REQUEST FOR PLACEMENT ON '!HE AGENDA 

Subject: Resolution on Fair Funding for 
Alcohol Related Programs 

Informal Only*----r:::--:--.---­
(Date) 

Formal Only Dec. 12, 1985 
(Date) 

DEPARI'r-1ENT BCC DIVISION Shadburne 

CONTACT Richard Levy TELEPHONE 248-5213 

*NAME(s) OF PERSON MAKING PRESENTATION 'ro :ooARD----------~------

BRIEF SUMMARY Should include other alternatives explored, if applicable, and clear state- . 
ment of rationale for the action requested. 

Resolution outlining the desire for creating a fairer ~unding formula 
for Multnomah County to enlarge its alcohol, detox and mental health 
programs to meet the needs ~f the community. 

(IF ADDITIONAL SPACE IS NEEDED, PLEASE USE REVERSE SIDE) 

.. ,a\criON RE)',dUESTED: 

D. TIJFORMATION OOLY 0 PRELIMINARY APPIDVAL o· POLICY DIREcriON 

:INDICATE THE ESTI!"ATED TIME NEEDED CN AGENDA 

:;IMPAcr: 

D. PERSONNEL 

:o FISCAL/BUI:GETARY 

0 General Fund 

0 Other------~ 
SIGNATURES: 

----------------------------

APPROVAL 

BUI.X.;ET I PERSONNEL I 
--------------------------------~------------------------------

COUNTY CDUNSEL (Ordinances, Resolutions, Agreements, Contracts) ------------------------
C1I'HER 

---,(P~u-r-ch~a-s~ing---,~F~a-c~i'l~i~t~ie-s~~~1an __ a_g_erne __ n~t~,--e~t-c-.~)-------------~--------------------

NOI'E: If requesting unanimous consent, state situation requiring emergency action on back. 

(8/84) 



BEFORE THE BOARD OF CCXJNTY CCMMISSIONERS 

OF MUL'INOMAH COUNTY, OREGON 

IN THE MA'ITER OF COOPERATIVELY FUNDING 
ALCOHOL, DETOX AND MENTAL HEALTH 
FACILITIES WITH THE CITY OF PORTLAND 

RESOLUTION 

WHEREAS, the formula for distributing funds fran the sale of alcoholic 

beverages provides cities with 34 percent of the total dollars after 

expenses; and 

WHEREAS, the formula provides only 10 percent of the funds directly to 

counties; and 

WHEREAS, Mul tncmah County provides all of the funding for alcohol treat­

ment, detoxification and mental health within the County to all of its 

citizens; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Portland has requested assistance in dealing with 

major problems relating to its indigenous alcoholic and mental health 

community located for the most part in the inter northwest section of 

the City; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Portland has requested an enlargement of the 

"person down" program; and 

WHEREAS, Mul tncmah County desires to deliver the best services available 

to those residents as well as to all others in need of alcohol treatment 

and mental health services; 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that Mul tncmah County will enlarge its 

programs to assist in providing the wiest variety of services required 

to meet the needs of this special population provided that the City of 

Portland fund these additional services fran its' lion's share receipts 

of state liquor revenues; and 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that Multncmah County will work with state 

legislators to redistribute the funds from the sale of alcoholic beverages 

to provide for a fairer system of revenue distribution based upon the 

increased need for treatment services by the County for those with alcohol 

related problems. 



Dated this day of , 1985. 

(SEAL) 

--------- -------------

BOARD OF COUNTY CClMf\1ISSIONERS FOR 

MUL'INCMAH COUNTY I OREbON 

By :::----.~-=;::-;-------
Presiding Officer 





SUPPLEMENTAL AGENDA THURSDAY, JANUARY 9, 1986 

Request Unanimous Consent to consider the following matter: 

R-11 

0053C.l3 

Request of the Director of General Services for approval of 
Budget Modification DGS #13 making an appropriation 
transfer in the amount of $123,000 from General Fund 
Contingency to County Counsel, to pay County share (1/2) of 
attorney fees arising out of first round of billboard 
litigation with Ackerley Communications 



BUDGET MODIFICATION NO. DGS #13 ---------------- <For Clerk's Use) Meeting Date ___ _ 
Aaenda No 

1 . REQUEST FOR PLACEMENT ON THE AGENDA FOR -------,-::---:---=----­
<Date> 

DEPARTMENT General Services DIVIS ION=-c....,o ..... J.u.mu..t*"y-'c...._a ....... u ....... n..::..ser;:;..l..__ _______ _ 
CONTACT Peter Kastirw TELEPHONE-"-24:x.~B.....:-::...3L.J.l_..3 ....... 8 __________ _ 

*NAME<s> OF PERSON MAKING PRESENTATION TO BOARD _ __.~P::.s;eiJ.t.s;;;.e.~...r_.~K::..<;aL,l:lsu...t.winUJ,g1------------

SUGGESTED 
AGENDA TITLE <to assist in preparing a description for the printed agenda) 

Budget Modification transferring $123,000 from General Fund Contingency to County 
Counsel to pay County share (~) of attorney fees arising out of first round of 
billboard litigation with Ackerly Communications. • 

<Estim;:~f~n Tim~ Needed on th~ An~11da) 
L. DESCRIPTION OF MODIFICATION <Explain the changes this Bud Mod makes. What budget does lt 
increase? What do the changes accomplish? Where does the money come from? What budget is 
reduced? Attach additional information if you need more space.) 

[ l PERSONNEL CHANGES ARE SHOWN IN DETAIL ON THE ATTACHED SHEET 

3. REVENUE IMPACT <Explain revenues being changed and the reason for the change> 

4. C~NTINGiNCY ~TATUS <to be completed by Finance/Budget) 
enera Fun Contingency before this modification (as of l/3186 ) $ 2,876,173 

<Specify Fund> <Date> 
After>tn:fs modif cation 

,' /./ ,•J ,//. 

Date 
/ 

Date 

0543B/7-85 



EXPENDITURE 
TRANSACTION EB [ ] GM ( ) TRANSACTION DATE. _____ _ 

Organi- Reporting Document 
Number Action Fund Agency zation Activity Category Object 

Document 
Number 

0543B/7-85 

040 7560 

RB ( ) GM ( ] TRANSACTION DATE _____ _ 

Organi- ReportingRevenue 
Action Fund Agency zation Activity Category Source 

ACCOUNTING PERIOD ----

Current Revised 
Amount Amount 

ACCOUNTING PERIOD ----

Current 
Amount 

Revised 
Amount 

BUDGET FY __ 
Change 
Increase Sub-
(Decrease) Total Description 

123,000 County Supplements 

0 

BUDGET FY __ 

Change 
Increase Sub-
(Decrease) Total Description 



BUDGET MODIFICATION NO. DGS #13 ---------------- <For Clerk's Use> Meeting Date ___ _ 
Aaenda No. 

1 . REQUEST FOR PLACEMENT ON THE AGENDA FOR -------:-:--:--.,----­
<Date> 

DEPARTMENT General Sezyices DIVIS ION=-cl..lo..u.J.u.mu.t~y....JCwo...u..nwn~s~::.el.~--_______ _ 
CONTACT Peter Kastirw TELEPHONE.-"""-2=48u.::-::..;3u.l~3.u..B __________ _ 
*NAME<s> OF PERSON MAKING PRESENTATION TO BOARD _ __.p'-"'e...,.t=e.._r_.K"""a...,su..t ...... in ...... g:f------------

SUGGESTED 
AGENDA TITLE <to assist in preparing a description for the printed agenda) 

Budget Modification transferring $123,000 from General Fund Contingency to County 
Counsel to pay County share (~) of attorney fees arising out of first round of 
billboard litigation with Ackerly Communications. • 

<Est i rna fed T1 me Needed on the Aaenda > 
l. DESCRIPTION OF MODIFICATION <Explain the changes this Bud Mod makes. What budget does it 
increase? What do the changes accomplish? Where does the money come from? What budget is 
reduced? Attach additional information if you need more space.> 

[ ] PERSONNEL CHANGES ARE SHOWN IN DETAIL ON THE ATTACHED SHEET 

3. REVENUE IMPACT <Explain revenues being changed and the reason for the change> 

4. C~NTING~NCY ~TATUS <to be completed by Finance/Budget) 
enera Fun Contingency before this modification <as of l/3186 ) $ 2,876,173 

<Specify Fund) <Date> 
After>to:fs modif · 

/ .,-""/ -
$ 2,753,173 

/ 

91) gi nated By 
flit j;:;:L 

Date 

;/6/§!£ 
Date 

Date 

0543B/7-85 



EXPENDITURE 
TRANSACTION EB [ ] GM [ ] TRANSACTION DATE _____ _ 

Organi- Reporting Document 
Number Action Fund Agency zation Activity Category Object 

Document 
Number 

05438/7-85 

040 7560 

050 9120 

RB [ ] GM [ ] TRANSACTION DATE _____ _ 

Organi- ReportingRevenue 
Action Fund Agency zation Activity Category Source 

ACCOUNTING PERIOD ----

Current Revised 
Amount Amount 

ACCOUNTING PERIOD ----

Current 
Amount 

Revised 
Amount 

BUDGET FY __ 
Change 
Increase Sub-
(Decrease) Total Description 

123,000 County Supplements 

0 

BUDGET FY __ 

Change 
Increase Sub-
(Decrease) Total Description 



BUDGET MODincATION NO. DGS #13 

----------------- <For Clerk's Use) Meeting Date 

1 • REQUEST FOR PLACEMENT ON THE AGENDA FOR ---------,-,::--:-~---­
<Date> 

----

DEPARTMENT General Services DIVIS ION=-J...lcoi.l.IJ.umJ..J.t-:¥y--l...Jc0i.l.IJ.umJ..;:su::e'-LJ ---------
CONTACT Peter Kasti~ TELEPHONE~2~48~-~3ul~3~s ___________ ___ 
*NAME<s> OF PERSON MAKING PRESENTATION TO BOARD _ __..P'"""'e..,.t=e..._r ....... K""'a...,s ...... t..uin"""gf------------

SUGGESTED 
AGENDA TITLE <to assist in preparing a description for the printed agenda) 

Budget Modification transferring $123,000 from General Fund Contingency to County 
Counsel to pay County share (~) of attorney fees arising out of first round of 
billboard litigation with Ackerly Communications. 

i Ti N 
DESCRIPTION OF MODIFICATION <Explain the changes this Bud Mod makes. What budget does it 

increase? What do the changes accomplish? Where does the money come from? What budget is 
reduced? Attach additional information if you need more space.) 

[ ] PERSONNEL CHANGES ARE SHOWN IN DETAIL ON THE ATTACHED SHEET 

3. REVENUE IMPACT <Explain revenues being changed and the reason for the change> 

4. C~NTINGiNCY ~TATUS (to be completed by Finance/Budget) 
enera Fun Contingency before this modification (as of l/3186 ) 

<Specify Fund> <Date> 
After/-t{l-fs modi f cation 

././ // .. ,. .-6/; 

/ ' 

Date 

I /f:/g't 
Date 

0543B/7-85 

Date 

$ 2,876,173 

$ 2,753,173 

Date 



EXPENDITURE 
TRANSACTION EB [ ] GH [ ] TRANSACTION DATE. _____ _ 

Organi- Reporting Document 
Number Action Fund Agency zation Activity Category Object 

Document 
Number 

05438/7-85 

040 7560 

RB ( ] GH [ ] TRANSACTION DATE _____ _ 

Organi- ReportingRevenue 
Action Fund Agency zation Activity Category Source 

ACCOUNTING PERIOD ----

Current Revised 
Amount Amount 

ACCOUNTING PERIOD ----

Current 
Amount 

Revised 
Amount 

BUDGET FY __ 
Change 
Increase Sub-
(Decrease) Total Description 

123,000 

0 

BUDGET FY __ 

Change 
Increase Sub-

County Supplements 

(Decrease) Total Description 


