MEETING OF THE
WOOD VILLAGE CITY COUNCIL
June 26, 2018
AGENDA
6:00 P.M.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
1. Citizen Comments (non-agenda items)
2. Resolution 23-2018: Enterprise Zone Renewal – Bill Peterson
3. Resolution 24-2018: League of Oregon Cities Legislative Priorities - Bill
Peterson
4. Resolution 25-2018: Urban Renewal Loan Repayment Agreement - Bill
Peterson
5. Resolution 26-2018: Development and Disposition Agreement
Amendment – Bill Peterson
6. Discussion: City Garage Sale and Cleanup Event Recap - Greg Dirks
7. Presentation: 2017-18 Annual Performance Plan Presentation - Greg
Dirks

Public Works
• Director’s Report
Finance
• Director’s Report
City Manager:
• City Calendar
City Attorney
Mayor and Council Comments and Reports
ADJOURN
The meeting location is wheelchair accessible. This information is available in large print upon
request. To request large-print documents or for accommodations such as assistive listening device,
sign language, and/or oral interpreter, please call 503-667-6211 at least two working days in advance
of this meeting. (TDD 1-800-735-2900).
NEXT MEETING: Tuesday, July 17 2018

Reauthorization of the Enterprise Zone
City Council Meeting; June 26, 2018

TO:

Mayor Clark and Members of the City Council

FROM:

Bill Peterson, City Manager

DATE:

19 June 2018

SUBJECT: Re-Authorization of the Enterprise Zone

Requested Action: Adopt Resolution Number 23-2018 authorizing the extension of the
Columbia Cascade Enterprise Zone for the Cities of Fairview, Wood Village and
Troutdale.
Background: In May of this year, City Council Memorandum Number 3-2018 was
forwarded to the City Council reviewing the status of the Enterprise Zone in Wood
Village. As noted in that memorandum, the staff and our Enterprise Zone Manager
have proceeded to complete all necessary steps for the renewal of the district. The
detailed evaluation from the May 15 City Council memorandum is repeated in the text of
this background.
The Columbia Cascade River District evaluation, funded in part by the Department of
Land Conservation and Development, Economic Development division (now Business
Oregon), evaluated the region on the southern banks of the Columbia River from
Interstate 84 on the south to the Columbia Gorge Scenic area on the east, and 168th
Street on the west. The purpose was to create a positive image for the area and
establish a position to foster a prosperous economic future for East Multnomah County.
One of the recommendations and technical approaches encouraged by the evaluation
was to create a Columbia Cascade Enterprise Zone.
The City of Wood Village was not party to the initial application for zone status in 2007,
where Fairview and Troutdale applied. In May of 2008 Wood Village adopted
Resolution Number 6-2008 requesting inclusion as a co-sponsor of the Columbia
Cascade Enterprise Zone that had been designated for Fairview and Troutdale in
September of 2007. The application was approved, and the zone boundaries now
identified in the following map were identified for the zone:

Our zone is administered in an intergovernmental agreement with the City of Fairview.
The parts of the zone in Troutdale are directly administered by Troutdale, with a zone
manager designated for Troutdale. Our zone manager for Fairview/Wood Village is a
Fairview employee, Sarah Selden. The Wood Village Enterprise Zone has the following
participants and outcomes since inception:

Name of Qualified Firm
(List separate exemptions by year,
leaving job figures to right blank if
based on same authorization)

Pressure Safe LLC - Pahse I
Pressure Safe LLC - Phase II
Grovtec US, Inc
KCR Manufacturing
Pressure Safe LLC - Phase II

First Year
Claim Filed
(2016 or
earlier)*

Total Years
of
Exemption
(2, 3, 4 or 5)

Assessed Value
(~AV) of Exempt
Property ($)

Preexisting
Zone
Taxes to Employment
(annual
have
average in
been
Imposed authorization
application)
($)

2012
2015
2016
2016
2016

5
5
5
3
5

$4,870,420
$3,966,450
$5,532,048
$321,975
$3,048,509

$77,883
0
$63,428
10
$88,463
0
$5,149
8
$48,749 see above

Reported for Previous [2016] Calendar Year*

28
28

Zone
Employment (annual average)

85
6
28

The benefits for KCR manufacturing have been rescinded, as the company has not met
the requirements of the zone to maintain or expand employment. Brashiers Auto
Auction also qualified for a tax exemption under the zone terms for 3 years, however,
the sale of the firm to Odessa Auto Auction, and the subsequent restructuring, had the
improvements made to the system and the enterprise zone qualification eliminated in
the sale transaction, so no benefits ever were provided to the investment.
The enterprise zone has also been a part of discussions with a variety of other
businesses that have considered Wood Village as a home. We have utilized the tool
effectively, and now are at the end of the initial authorization.
The flyer for our program includes the following information:

City of Wood Village
Enterprise Zone

•

•
•

•
•
•

•

•

•
•

Benefit and Local Criteria:
The Columbia Cascade Enterprise Zone was
established to encourage private investment on industrial and manufacturing
lands. The incentive for investment is a property tax abatement up to five years
that is regulated under Oregon Revised Statutes Chapter 285C. The local
criteria requirements are listed below.
Property Tax Abatement: Up to five years of property tax abatement for a
qualified business investment.
Minimum Investment Required:
New Development:
$1 million for the three (3) year program
$2 million for the five (5) year program
Or
Tenant Improvements/Machinery $250,000 for the three (3) year program
$500,000 for the five (5) year program
Job Loss Distance Requirement:
No concurrent job losses outside of 30 miles beyond the enterprise zone.
First-Source Hiring Agreement:
Must enter into an agreement with local job training providers.
Employment Levels:
Increase the company’s permanent full-time employment by 10% or hire a
minimum of 1 new employee, whichever is greater, and maintain these jobs
through the abatement period.
Job Quality:
The average of all hourly full-time wages must be at least 150% of the Oregon
minimum wage. Benefits to full-time employees that meet the national average
of non-mandated benefits for the size of the company shall be provided.
Sufficient training and advancement opportunities must be made available to all
employees.
Procurement Plan:
Provide a plan for purchasing materials and supplies from businesses located in
East Multnomah County. An annual report is required for purchases showing
maintenance of or an increase over first year levels or providing an explanation
why such procurement could not be achieved.
Application Fee:
0.1% of the new investment value.
Community Service Fee:
The five (5) year abatement option requires a
community service fee of 25% of the abatement on new taxes to be paid to the
City in each of years 4 and 5.

•

•

Criteria for Small Local Employers: For employers with businesses already
located in the Enterprise Zone, total employment of 15 or fewer employees, and
gross annual sales of $3,000,000 or less, enterprise zone benefits shall be
permitted to any such business that meets the State definitions for qualification
for enterprise zone benefits, invests a minimum of $250,000 or more in
equipment, tenant improvement or both, or creates new development with a
minimum investment of $1,000,000. Such firms qualify only for a three (3) year
exemption and must meet all other zone criteria, however, the job quality for such
firms shall be:
o Job Quality for Small Firms:
The average of all hourly full-time wages must meet all statutory minimum
wage benefits, and shall, at a minimum provide direct training opportunities to
employees that will result in an industry recognized certification for
competence for any employee completing the program. Beneficiaries must
show that compensation, benefits, or both have improved to all nonmanagement employees by the close of the three year benefit program.
Zone Manager: Sarah Selden, City of Fairview, 503.674.6242 or e-mail
at seldens@ci.fairview.or.us, or contact Wood Village City Manager Bill Peterson
at 503.489.6856, billp@ci.wood-village.or.us.

In exchange for the creation of 113 jobs and inducement of just over $15MM in
investments, we have given up $278,522 in taxes from all jurisdictions. With our
property tax structure, this equates to the following distribution of taxes lost:
Taxes Abated; Individual Government Impacts
Multnomah ESD
$8,586.68
Reynolds School District
$83,725.40
Mt Hood Community College
$9,226.79
Port of Portland
$1,316.74
Multnomah Soil Conservation Dist.
$1,697.34
Wood Village City
$58,653.53
Metro Regional Government
$3,690.71
Multnomah County
$104,589.47
Wood Village Urban Renewal
$7,035.42
Total Taxes Abated since 2012
$278,522.08

What Governments Abated
Taxes?
Multnomah ESD

3%
3%
30%

38%
1%

21%

0%
1%

Reynolds School
District
Mt Hood Community
College
Port of Portland

3%

Multnomah Soil
Conservation Dist.

The interaction between the State of Oregon and the Education system makes the
conversation about whether or not school entities loose funds in tax abatement
interesting. The schools receive an allocation of state funding based on average daily
attendance of students along with some other factors about the character of students
served and some other modifiers. The level of property tax return, except for
supplemental levies, is directly offset in the formula. If the local property tax was to
return the equivalent of the total school allocation from the state, the state would simply
not provide any state funding to the district. While that is certainly very far from the
case, the point is that property taxes at the local level actually reduce the state share of
school district contributions, not increase the funds available to the district. It can be
argued that the school does not lose any funding in the process, as the state provides
an offset to any reduced level of school property tax collected. While not as direct,
similar arguments can be made in Community College financing and with the
Educational Service Districts. We are not well enough versed in the details to provide a
good analysis of the final impact.
All enterprise zones expire after ten years. To continue the program, the three cities
must re-designate the zone by adopting authorizing resolutions by June 30, 2018. Redesignating the zone follows the same process as the original zone creation, and
involves several steps prior to adopting the authorizing resolutions.
The three cities held a joint meeting on March 28, and reviewed and discussed the
Enterprise Zone program. The City of Wood Village elected officials present (all five
Councilors) provided their support for the re-designation at that meeting. Subsequent to
that initial meeting, the City of Troutdale adopted a Resolution indicating their intent to
proceed on April 10, and the Fairview City Council acted April 18. A meeting was held
with taxing jurisdictions invited, including County, Schools, and other taxing entities. No
protests or concerns were voiced.
About Enterprise Zones

The enterprise zone program is a State program to encourage new investment and job
creation through the use of tax abatement incentives. First enacted by the Oregon
Legislature in 1985, with the purpose of: “… [T]he health, safety and welfare of the
people of this state are dependent upon the continued encouragement, development,
growth and expansion of employment, business, industry and commerce throughout all
regions of the state…”
Thirty three years later there are 69 enterprise zones which include 54 rural and 15
urban zones. Over that time span, multiple revisions have been made to statute and
administrative rules (ORS & OAR) that govern the program. There are significant
differences for rural versus urban zones, and further differences for urban zones within
the Portland metro area urban growth boundary (UGB). Ten of 15 urban zones are
within the UGB, including our Columbia Cascade Enterprise Zone.
There is no longer a cap on the number of zones that may be locally designated around
the state, however the local area economic hardship conditions must still be met to
qualify for zone creation. Statutes generally indicate two threshold criteria for local
economic hardship: (1) Household median income is 80 percent or less of state median
income, or (2) Unemployment rate is 2.0 percentage points or more above comparable
state unemployment rate, based on the most recent annual figures. The three cities will
need to demonstrate continued compliance with these criteria as part of re-designation.
Zone Requirements
The property tax exemption is available to eligible companies within the zone
boundaries who make new property investments in buildings, machinery, or equipment
after being authorized for the exemption. Land is not an eligible investment. Generally,
eligible firms include manufacturers, processors, shippers and other operations that
serve other organizations. To qualify, businesses must meet minimum requirements
established by State statute and the sponsoring City related to employment and
investment levels. The “standard” abatement is three years, and the “extended”
abatement is five years and requires written agreement with the City.
City Goal Impacted: This action would continue the existence of the Enterprise Zone,
assuring that Wood Village City Council GOAL 4: Long-term financial stability, economic
vitality and growth is implemented.
Financial Ramifications:
While the calculations of taxes that are foregone as a part of this program is included
above, it can be argued that there is no tax loss. This asserts that the City would not
have been able to capture the development and see the investment made, or jobs
created, without the existence of the enterprise zone. This debate has been part of the
fabric of the enterprise zone for all thirty three years of the program existence, with
opponents arguing that the incentive from the enterprise zone is a corporate subsidy,
and is not needed. The population increases and jobs created demand service from
day one, and the e-zone prohibits tax returns for a period (3-5 years).

Proponents assert that the investments would not have been made absent the
incentives, so the discussion of how much is paid and the “subsidy” is moot, since there
would never have been an investment. Assuming a middle road, and presuming that
businesses we attract stay in the community for a time at least as long as the tax
abatement, the overall impact to the community is a net increase in assessed value and
job opportunities.
Recommendation and Motion
It is recommended that the resolution extending the Enterprise Zone be adopted.
“I move to adopt Resolution Number 23-2018 Authorizing the Application for Extension
of the Columbia Cascade Enterprise Zone in conjunction with Fairview and Troutdale.”

Resolution Number 23-2018
A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING APPLICATION TO THE STATE OF OREGON FOR
RE-DESIGNATION OF THE COLUMBIA CASCADE ENTERPRISE ZONE JOINTLY
WITH THE CITIES OF TROUTDALE AND FAIRVIEW
WHEREAS, after following all applicable State requirements the Columbia Cascade
Enterprise Zone was adopted in September 20, 2007 by the Cities of Troutdale and
Fairview and designated an urban enterprise zone by the Oregon Economic and
Community Development Department September 28, 2007; and
WHEREAS, the Columbia Cascade Enterprise Zone per ORS 285C.245 (2) will
automatically terminate effective June 30, 2018; and
WHEREAS, the City of Wood Village, functioning in conjunction with Fairview and
Troutdale, has formally advised and received consultation from the Oregon Business
Development Department (OBDD) according to ORS 285C.078; and
WHEREAS, the municipal corporations, school districts, special service districts, that
receive operating revenue through the levying of ad valorem taxes on real and personal
property in any area of this enterprise zone were sent notice and invited to a public
meeting May 24, 2018 regarding its designation, in order for the sponsoring governments
to effectively consult with these other local taxing districts; and
WHEREAS, The City of Wood Village shall fulfill its duties and implement provisions
jointly with the cities of Troutdale and Fairview under ORS 285C.105 or elsewhere in ORS
Chapter 285C and related parts of Oregon Law, including but not limited to having
appointed a local enterprise zone manager, and to preparing a list or map of local, publicly
owned lands and buildings in this enterprise zone for purposes of ORS 285C.110; and
WHEREAS, designation of this enterprise zone does not grant or imply permission to
develop land inside it without complying with jurisdictional zoning, regulatory and
permitting processes and restrictions; nor does it indicate any intent to alter those
processes or restrictions, except as otherwise done in accordance with Comprehensive
Plans as acknowledged by the state of Oregon Land Conservation and Development
Commission (LCDC); and
WHEREAS, the availability of enterprise zone exemptions to businesses that operate
hotels, motels or destination resorts would help diversify local economic activity and
facilitate the expansion of accommodations for visitors, who in turn will spend time and
money in the area for business, recreation or other purposes; and
WHEREAS, the City is interested in encouraging new business investment, job creation,
higher incomes for local residents, greater diversity of economic activity, and the City
appreciates the impacts that the designated enterprise zone would have and the property
tax exemptions that eligible business firms might receive therein; and

WHEREAS, the City, as authorized by State law, adopted additional local criteria by
Resolution; and
WHEREAS, the Columbia Cascade Enterprise Zone boundaries within the City of Wood
Village are not modified with the re-designation; and
WHEREAS, there will be an application fee of 0.1% of the value of the investment in
qualified property that is proposed in the application for authorization. The fee is payable
to the City of Wood Village and split with Fairview as the Zone Manager. The state
authorizes this fee, but the level is determined by the local government.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE WOOD VILLAGE CITY COUNCIL
AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1
Under ORS 285C.065 the City does hereby re-designate an Oregon
enterprise zone to be named: The Columbia Cascade Enterprise Zone, jointly with the
City of Troutdale and City Fairview, the boundary and area of which are described in
Exhibit A.
Section 2
The City of Fairview Economic Development Coordinator is authorized
under an intergovernmental agreement to function as the Enterprise Zone Co-Manager.
Section 3
The local Enterprise Zone Co-Manager and the City Manager are
authorized to submit documentation of this enterprise zone re-designation to OBDD on
behalf of the zone sponsor for purposes of a positive determination in favor under ORS
285C.074.
Section 4
Re-designation of this enterprise zone takes effect on July 1, 2018 (or later,
as so stipulated by OBDD in its determination pursuant to any revision and resubmission
of documentation).
Motion to approve by ________________________; seconded by __________________
and adopted this 26th day of June 2018.
YEAS _______ NAYS _______

________________________________
Timothy Clark, Mayor
City of Wood Village
ATTEST
_________________________________
Greg Dirks, HR and Records

Ex. A
Res 23-2018

LOC Priorities

City Council Meeting; June 26, 2018

TO:

Mayor Clark and Members of the City Council

FROM:

Bill Peterson, City Manager

DATE:

19 June 2018

SUBJECT: LOC Priorities

Requested Action: Provide direct input on the top four items and bottom four items for
consideration in the legislative session of 2019.
Background:
The League of Oregon Cities is the primary lobbying arm of local governments in
Oregon. To prepare the agenda for legislative issues pending, the League utilizes a
series of standing committees that review potential issues and develop specific
recommendations for consideration. Each policy committee provides a series of issues,
along with explanations, to bring to the member cities for their votes, seeking a
consensus from the communities about the most important issues. The Board of
Directors for the League will then make the final decisions about key issues.
Even with the specific agenda identified, issues will arise during the session that require
the League to move quickly to promote or protect municipal interests. Some issues will
simply not be able to move (non-starters), and others will be rapidly progressing in a
manner that could harm our local government interests, and need to have a legislative
response.
Resultantly, we can express our interests, and they will be considered along with the
over 200 other local governments. Even when the priorities for this session are
established, there will be modifications based on the circumstances of the session.
We are attaching the background information from the League, describing their process
and seeking our responses.
City Goal Impacted: Depending on the selected issues, this action could impact all
seven adopted City Council Goals.

Financial Ramifications:
Depending on the selected outcomes, the impacts to the financial systems in our local
government could be significant. As an example, the gasoline tax and registration fee
legislation from the last general session was one we supported, and the legislative
outcome is over $100K per year to our local government.
Recommendation and Motion
We recommend the Council identify their top four and bottom four priorities, and direct
the City Manager to complete the form and return to the League of Oregon Cities.
“I move to direct the City Manager to complete all necessary documents to record the
outcomes of the City Council directions for priorities for the pending legislative session,
and forward the results to the League of Oregon Cities.”

June 6, 2018
Dear Chief Administrative Official:
For the past three months, eight policy committees have been working to identify and propose specific actions as
part of the League’s effort to develop a pro-active legislative agenda for the 2019 session. They have identified
legislative objectives as set forth in the enclosed ballot and legislative recommendation materials. These objectives
span a variety of issues and differ in the potential resources required to seek their achievement. Therefore, it is
desirable to prioritize them in order to ensure that efforts are focused where they are most needed.
While the attached ballot reflects the top policies developed in each of the policy committees, each undertook a
broad look at a range of issues impacting cities. Many issues reflect the League’s ongoing mission to support
cities’ work and their home rule authority to develop and use a variety of tools to meet the needs of residents but
were not included in the ballot. Additional issues, such as addressing the housing shortage and the opioid crisis,
are multifaceted and did not fit concisely into policy priorities. However, they remain as work the League intends
to accomplish as it works with large groups of stakeholders in search of solutions.
Each city is being asked to review the recommendations of the policy committees and provide input to the LOC
Board of Directors as it prepares to adopt the League’s 2019 legislative agenda. After your city council has had the
opportunity to review the proposals and discuss them with your staff, please return the enclosed ballot indicating
the top four issues that your city council would like to see the League focus on during the 2019 session. The
deadline for response is August 3, 2018. The board of directors will then review the results of this survey of
member cities, along with the recommendations of the policy committees, and determine the League’s 2019
legislative agenda.
Your city’s participation and input will assist the board in creating a focused set of specific legislative targets that
reflect the issues of greatest importance to cities. Thank you for your involvement, and thanks to those among you
who gave many hours of time and expertise in developing these proposals.
Do not hesitate to contact me or Craig Honeyman, Legislative Director, with questions.
Sincerely,

Mike Cully
Executive Director

Craig Honeyman
Legislative Director

P.S. If you are reviewing the hard copy of this ballot and would like to view the linked material please visit the
following web address and click on the links there:
http://www.orcities.org/Portals/17/Legislative/2019PolicyBallotInformation.pdf

INSTRUCTIONS
1. Each city should submit one form that reflects the consensus
opinion of its city council on the top four legislative priorities for
2018.
2. Simply place an X or a check mark in the space to the left of the
city’s top four legislative proposals (last pages of the packet).
3. The top four do not need to be prioritized.
4. Return by August 3rd via mail, fax or e-mail to:
Jenna Jones
League of Oregon Cities
1201 Court St. NE, Suite 200
Salem, OR 97301
Fax – (503) 399-4863
jjones@orcities.org

Thank you for your participation.

City of: _________________________________

Please check or mark 4 boxes with an X that reflects the
top 4 issues that your city recommends be added to the
priorities for the League’s 2019 legislative agenda.

Legislation
A. 9-1-1 Tax
B. Annexation Flexibility
C. Auto Theft
D. Beer and Cider Tax Increase
E. Broadband Infrastructure
F. Carbon Cap-and-Invest Program Adoption
G. City Comparability for Compensation
H. Green Energy Technology Requirement Changes
I. Infrastructure Financing and Resilience
J. Least Cost Public Contracting
K. Local Control Over Speed Limits on City Streets
L. Lodging Tax Definition Broadening
M. Mental Health Investment
N. Permanent Supportive Housing Investment
O. PERS Reform
P. PERS Unfunded Liability Revenue Stream Dedication
Q. Place-Based, Water Resource Planning (Program Support)
R. Property Tax Reform
S. Qualification Based Selection (QBS)
T. Right-of-Way and Franchise Fee Authority
U. Safe Routes to School Match
V. Small Area Cell Deployment
W. Speed Cameras
X. Speed Limit Methodology
Y. Third Party Building Inspection
Z. Tobacco Taxes Share Increase
AA. Waste Water Technical Assistance Program
BB. Wetland Development Permitting
CC. Wood Smoke Reduction Program Support
In addition to your ranking of the priorities shown above, please use this space to provide us with
any comments (supportive or critical) you may have on these issues, or thoughts on issues or
potential legislative initiatives that have been overlooked during the committee process.):

A. 9-1-1 Tax
Legislation:
Support legislation enhancing the effectiveness of the state’s emergency communications system by
increasing the 9-1-1 tax and/or seeking other sources of revenue and prohibiting legislative “sweeps” from
emergency communications accounts managed by the Oregon Office of Emergency Management.
Background:
The League worked with other stakeholder groups in 2013 to extend the sunset date on the statewide 9-1-1
emergency communications tax to January 1, 2022 (HB 3317). In 2014, the League also worked to pass
legislation including prepaid cellular devices and services under the 9-1-1 tax (HB 4055). As concerns
mount with regard to disaster preparedness and recovery and as upgrades to communications technology
become available, it is apparent that state and local governments do not have the resources necessary to
address challenges or take advantage of opportunities (see an analysis in the League’s 2018 State Shared
Revenue Report, here, and the Oregon Office of Emergency Management’s “Emergency Communications
Tax” webpage, here. Additional funding is needed and the practice of periodically sweeping funds out of
the state’s emergency management account for other uses must cease. It is worthy of note that the practice
of “sweeps” disqualifies the state from receiving federal funds for emergency communications. It is
unknown how many federal dollars have been foregone as a result of this policy.
Presented by the Telecom, Broadband & Cable Committee and endorsed by the Finance & Taxation
Committee
B. Annexation Flexibility
Legislation:
The League will work to increase the flexibility for cities to annex residential areas and to encourage
voluntary annexations, with a primary focus on improving the island annexation process.
Background:
There is a significant disconnect between the state’s land use process and the process of annexation, which
has created issues for a variety of cities. The annexation process requirements are particularly difficult for
areas known as “islands”. Even though cities can involuntarily annex islands, most cities have adopted a
policy to only engage in voluntary annexation. This has left significant islands un-annexed. In addition,
waiting for surrounding properties to voluntarily annex often means the process and order of annexation
does not necessarily match the plans for infrastructure development. Unannexed lands remain on the
buildable land supply but much of it will contain some level of development that was approved by the
county, but is often underdeveloped when compared to the comprehensive plan.
However, there have been bills that have been introduced over the last few sessions that aim to make nonvoluntary annexation more difficult (see e.g., HB 2039 and HB 2040). As these bills have gotten hearings,
the League has taken the opportunity to discuss how annexation and land use are very disconnected. This
is particularly of interest as interest in housing development remains at the top of the list of legislative
priorities. If local governments have greater control over the annexation process and can better incentivize
voluntary annexation, they can better meet the development expectations of the land use system and their
comprehensive plans. It also assists in the orderly development of infrastructure.
Tools that were recommended to consider included partial island annexation in residential areas, relaxation
of the limit of 10 years to bring a property fully onto the city’s property tax level, changing the boundary
requirements for islands, and looking at how the withdrawal of special district territory can be better
regulated.
Presented by the Community Development Committee

C. Auto Theft
Legislation:
Address the deficiencies in the Unauthorized Use of a Motor Vehicle statute that were created after an
adverse court ruling.
Background:
A 2014 Oregon Court of Appeals ruling requires that prosecutors prove beyond a reasonable doubt that a
person driving a stolen car knew they were in violation of the law prohibiting the unauthorized use of a
motor vehicle. Because of this ruling, unless confesses to the crime, obtaining a conviction for stealing a
car is near impossible. The National Insurance Crime Bureau’s 2017 “Hot Spots” report stated that
Oregon experienced a 19 percent increase in auto theft over 2016. News stories on this issue may be found
here, here and here.
Because of the ruling, auto theft has increased exponentially across rural and urban Oregon. A legislative
fix was proposed in 2018 and was generally agreed to but was never voted on by either chambers due to
the fiscal impact it would have on the state. A copy of the legislation can be found here. This issue was
brought to the Committee by a representative of the Oregon Association of Chiefs of Police and they have
requested the League’s supported in seeking to fix this issue. Of particular concern to the General
Government Committee was the fact that vehicles being stolen tend to be older cars and trucks that are
more likely to be owned by people of more modest means who would be unable to readily replace their
vehicles without considerable impact.
Presented by the General Government Committee
D. Beer and Cider Tax Increase
Legislation:
The League proposes increasing the state taxes on malt beverages and cider to assist with rising public
safety costs, improve public health, reduce alcohol consumption by minors, and provide alcohol tax equity
with wine and liquor.
Background:
Oregon’s tax has not been increased since 1978 and is currently $2.60 per barrel which equates to about 8
cents on a gallon of beer. The tax is by volume and not on the sales price. (Yes, the bottle deposit is 60
cents and the tax is only about 4 cents on a six-pack!) Oregon is tied with Kentucky for the lowest beer
taxes of all states (see page 98 in link). To get to the middle, Oregon would need to raise the tax to 80
cents per gallon (10-fold increase). Cities are preempted from imposing alcohol taxes. In exchange, cities
receive approximately 34% of the state alcohol revenues (see page 9 in link)(beer and wine taxes, license
fees, and liquor profit sharing) as state shared revenues. However, because the tax is so small on beer, the
share is also small. The beer tax brings in only about $7 million per year state-wide; thus, the city share is
about $2.3 million of the total shared revenues. The total share for cities for all alcohol-based state shared
revenues is estimated at over $86 million. The League anticipates that excise tax increases including those
on alcohol will be a part of revenue package discussions in 2019, and the League sees this concept as an
important leveraging tool.
Presented by the Finance and Tax Committee and endorsed by the General Government Committee

E. Broadband Infrastructure
Legislation:
Seek additional state support and funding for increased and equitable broadband infrastructure
deployment, especially in rural areas. Oppose legislative efforts to restrict existing municipal authority to
provide broadband services.
Background:
The deployment of broadband and telecommunications networks and services (public and/or private)
throughout Oregon is critical to economic development, education, health and safety and the ability of
residents to be linked to their governments. Mapping research shows large areas of the state either not
served or underserved by competitive broadband technology. A significant barrier to the deployment of
broadband infrastructure is funding. Cities need additional funding and support from various sources,
including the state and federal government, allocated for increased or new broadband infrastructure,
especially for fiber connections to schools, community libraries, and public safety buildings. Also, oppose
efforts by private internet service providers to restrict local efforts to make broadband technology available
within their jurisdiction.
Presented by the Telecom, Broadband & Cable Committee
F. Carbon Cap-and-Invest Program Adoption
Legislation:
The League’s Energy & Environment Policy Committee has recommended support, if specific principles
are recognized and codified, of legislation that would implement a statewide cap on carbon emissions over
time and that would generate revenues for strategic investments that further Oregon’s greenhouse gas
reduction goals. The cap on emissions would apply to certain “regulated entities” with carbon emissions
over 25,000 metric tons annually. Regulated entities would receive allowances, or would generate offset
credits, to emit carbon. The revenue from the purchase of allowances would be invested in specified
programs aimed at furthering GHG reductions and mitigating program impacts. It is anticipated that funds
generated from a cap on the transportation fuel industry may be subject to use per state Constitutional
requirements related to the state highway fund. The statewide cap on carbon would be reduced over time to
meet updated greenhouse gas reduction goals for Oregon.
For the League to support a statewide cap on carbon, the following principles would need to be recognized
and codified in any legislation:
• The legislation and subsequent rulemaking processes would need to establish a forum to generate
meaningful dialogue with rural Oregon communities and those with energy-intensive, tradeexposed industries. Equity considerations should be considered throughout this process by
including cities and counties representing a variety of populations, regions of the state, and
community demographics (e.g. low-income and underserved populations). Specific action should
be taken to have representation from cities with populations of less than 1,500.
• The cap would need to apply to all sectors including utilities, industry and the transportation fuels
sector (e.g. fuel producers) if annual carbon emissions exceed 25,000 metric tons.
• The program should be designed to link to the Western Climate Initiative which has a multijurisdictional carbon market (linking with programs in California, Ontario and Quebec)
• The revenue from the purchase of allowances would be invested in evidence-based technologies to
reduce emissions from regulated sectors with excess revenues being invested in statewide
programs to support climate resilience and rural Oregon economies. Requiring the reinvestment of
allowance revenue will help regulated sectors become more efficient over time and less carbon
intensive.

•

In addition, LOC will advocate that additional revenues generated be dedicated to support
programs including:
o Technical assistance grants that local governments could access to help fund the adoption
and implementation of local climate action/sustainability plans.
o Funding for local woodstove smoke reduction programs to help communities in, or at risk
of, non-attainment from woodstove smoke.
o Funding to study and incentivize an expanded, yet sustainable, cross-laminated timber
industry in Oregon with the intent of stimulating job creation in rural Oregon
communities.
o Funding for drought mitigation planning and resilience for Oregon water systems.

Background:
The League anticipates that the Legislature is very likely to pass legislation during the 2019 session that
would implement a “cap-and-invest” program in Oregon, similar to the program adopted by California.
Similar legislation has been considered by the Oregon Legislature during previous legislative sessions, but
has failed to be brought for a vote. The political will to pass such a policy/program for Oregon appears to
be incredibly strong; the Speaker of the House and President of the Senate are co-chairing the Joint Interim
Committee on Carbon Reduction and the Governor’s team is staffing a new Carbon Policy Office to assist
in the Committee’s efforts. The League’s Energy & Environment Committee has spent considerable time
discussing this policy, including how best to craft a policy recommendation that makes both environmental
and economic sense for the state and cities.
Presented by the Energy & Environment Committee
G. City Comparability for Compensation
Legislation:
The League will seek legislation to ensure that cities are compared only with cities of a similar cost of
living when negotiating with strike prohibited bargaining units.
Background:
Oregon labor law doesn’t allow police officers, firefighters, emergency communicators and other public
safety critical employees to strike. Instead when an impasse is reached when bargaining with labor unions
that represent those workers, the state proscribes a set procedure involving an outside arbitrator to resolve
those contract disputes. In that process the arbitrator will compare the city to other cities of similar size.
As a result, the cites in rural areas are being compared with to cities in metropolitan areas that have
different economic circumstances. Klamath Falls with 20,000 people in it and a median home value of
$160,000 could be compared to Tualatin with a similar population and a median home value of $355,000.
This is not a reasonable comparison.
The Human Resources Committee notes that the Legislature created a variable minimum wage in Oregon
in recognition of the different costs of living across the state. Each Oregon county is assigned to one of
three wage zones with one being the Portland Metropolitan area, that second are less populous regions and
the third are rural counties. The Committee recommends that cities only be compared to cities in the same
wage zones. A detailed explanation and graphics of the proposal may be found here.
Presented by the Human Resources Committee

H. Green Energy Technology Requirement Changes
Legislation:
Advance legislation to statutorily modify the existing “1.5 percent green energy technology for public
buildings” requirement to allow for alternative investment options such as offsite solar or energy efficiency
projects.
Background:
Oregon statute currently requires public contracting agencies to invest 1.5% of the total contract price for
new construction or major renovation of certain public buildings on solar or geothermal technology. The
requirement allows for offsite technology, but only if the energy is directly transmitted back to the public
building site and is more cost-effective than onsite installation. Removing the requirement that an offsite
project be directly connected to the public building project could result in increased flexibility for local
governments to invest in solar projects that are more cost-effective and provide for increased solar energy
generation. In addition, the League will advocate to allow 1.5 percent funds to be invested in alternative
projects that provide a greater economic or social return on investment including energy efficiency.
Presented by the Energy & Environment Committee
I. Infrastructure Financing and Resilience
Legislation:
The League will advocate for an increase in the state’s investment in key infrastructure funding sources,
including, but not limited to, the Special Public Works Fund (SPWF), Brownfield Redevelopment Fund,
and Regionally Significant Industrial Site loan program. The advocacy will include seeking an investment
and set aside through the SPWF for seismic resilience planning and related infrastructure improvements to
make Oregon water and wastewater systems more resilient.
Background:
A key issue that most cities are facing is how to fund infrastructure improvements (both to maintain
current and to build new). Increasing state resources in programs that provide access to lower rate loans
and grants will assist cities in investing in vital infrastructure. Infrastructure development impacts
economic development, housing, and livability. The level of funding for these programs has been
inadequate compared to the needs over the last few biennia and the funds are depleting and unsustainable
without significant program modifications and reinvestments.
The funds are insufficient to cover the long-term needs across the state. While past legislative sessions
have focused on finding resources for transportation infrastructure, the needs for water, wastewater, and
storm water have not been given the same attention. A LOC survey of cities in 2016 identified a need of
$7.6 billion dollars over the next 20 years to cover water and wastewater infrastructure projects for the 120
cities who responded. This shows a significant reinvestment in the Special Public Works Fund (SPWF) is
needed to help meet the needs of local governments. Without infrastructure financing options, cities
cannot meet the needs of new housing or new business – high priorities for cities across the state.
In addition, there is a critical need to improve upon the seismic resilience of public drinking water and
wastewater systems. The Oregon Resilience Plan (2013) identified Oregon’s water and wastewater
systems as especially vulnerable to damage resulting from a Cascadia subduction zone earthquake. The
plan recommended all public water and wastewater systems complete a seismic risk assessment and
mitigation plan for their system. This plan would help communities identify and plan for a backbone water
system that would be capable of supplying critical community water needs after a significant seismic
event.

However, there is currently no dedicated funding to assist communities with this planning effort and the
funding needed to repair/retrofit water infrastructure is significantly inadequate. Investments have been
made in Oregon to seismically retrofit public safety facilities and schools, but without planning for
infrastructure resilience, communities may not have access to water for critical needs, including drinking
water and water for fire suppression, in the immediate aftermath of a seismic event.
This priority will focus on maximizing both the amount of funding and the flexibility of the funds to meet
the needs of more cities across the state to ensure long-term infrastructure investment.
Presented by the Community Development Committee and endorsed by the Finance & Taxation and
Water/Wastewater committees
J. Least Cost Public Contracting
Legislation:
Introduce and/or support legislation repealing Section 45(2)(a)(G) and Section 45(3)(a)(G) of HB 2017
(enacted in 2017) relating to compliance with least cost public contracting requirements as a condition for
fuel tax increases after 2020.
Background:
As a matter of public policy, the League fundamentally disagrees with this linkage of transportation
projects funding with public contracting standards applicable to specific local projects. Under HB 2017
(enacted in 2017) cities must comply with least cost public contracting standards set forth by ORS
279C.305 for subsequent the two-cent increases in the state gas tax to occur in 2020, 2022 and 2024.
Literally interpreted, one recalcitrant city might be able to stop the next gas tax increase by its failure to
comply with this statute.
Presented by the Transportation Committee and endorsed by Finance and Taxation Policy Committee
K. Local Control Over Speed Limits on City Streets

Legislation:
Introduce legislation that allows Oregon cities to opt-in (voluntarily) to adjust their speed limits
on residential streets 5 mph lower than the statutory speed limit.
Background:
HB 2682 (enacted in 2017) allows the city of Portland to establish by ordinance a designated
speed for a residential street under the jurisdiction of the city that is five miles per hour lower than
the statutory speed provided the street is not an arterial highway. This authority should be
extended to all cities and be considered permissive (not required). Cities should be able to
determine speeds that are adequate and safe for their communities.
Presented by the Transportation Committee
L. Lodging Tax Definition Broadening
Legislation:
The League proposes adjusting and broadening the definitions of tourist, tourism promotion, and tourismrelated facility as those terms are defined in the lodging tax statutes to ensure state-wide continued tourism
and related economic (see page 17 of link) and tax growth (see page 223 of link), assist with city tourist
costs, and provide local choice and revenue flexibility.

Background:
In 2003, when the state imposed a state lodging tax, the Legislature preempted cities by imposing
restrictions on the use of local lodging tax revenues. (The percentage of restricted revenues varies by city.)
Restricted tax revenues must be used for tourism promotion or tourism-related facilities. While the League
will support all legislation that provides more flexibility on local tax usage, the League will advocate for
lodging tax legislation that broadens those terms to clearly cover city costs of tourist events, tourismrelated facility maintenance, tourist amenities, tourist attraction enhancement and public safety costs for
special tourist events. Language from Section 3 of the dash 1 amendment to HB 2064 (2017) and Section
1 of HB 2064 (2017) will likely serve as a starting place. See also this power point presentation and this
LOC testimony (supporting HB 2064) for further information.
Presented by the Finance and Tax Committee
M. Mental Health Investment
Legislation:
The League will seek to protect and enhance the investments made to Oregon’s treatment of the mentally
ill.
Background:
In 2015, the Legislature funded rental and housing assistance for persons suffering from mental illness,
specialized training for police officers to assist people in mental health crisis, multi-disciplinary crisis
intervention teams and expanded access to treatment. While providing direct mental health services is not
a standard city service, the state of care for persons in crisis had deteriorated to the point city police
officers were regularly the primary public employee to provide interventions. The December, issue of
Local Focus was devoted to cities and mental health, those articles may be found here.
Because of the anticipated budget shortfalls in 2019, the General Government Committee would like the
League to ensure that services established in 2015 are not cut and to capitalize on any opportunities that
may exist or be created to enhance those investments.
Presented by the General Government Committee
N. Permanent Supportive Housing Investment
Legislation:
The League will support increased investments in the services that are provided to people who are living in
permanent supportive housing.
Background:
Permanent supportive housing serves specific populations that traditionally face difficultly in remaining in
housing due to additional, complex needs by providing housing and other services at the same time. A
variety of populations, such as seniors, veterans, families, and those with mental health conditions, have
different services that accompany their housing support. Permanent supportive housing models that use a
Housing First approach have been proven to be highly effective for ending homelessness, particularly for
people experiencing chronic homelessness who have higher service needs. Investment in the services is as
important as the housing because residents that do not receive these additional supports often end up
returning to homelessness based on issues related to their other issues.
However, in many areas the funding for housing is not well matched with the funding for the services. The state is
the primary funding source for these services. However, there is some disconnect between the housing support
provided by the Oregon Housing and Community Services Department (OHCS) and the Oregon Health Authority
(OHA).

To help communities that are working to provide opportunities for permanent supportive housing and
those seeking to find long-term solutions to local homelessness issues, better investment in the services is
vital to success of these programs. By supporting appropriations to OHCS and OHA for these services,
more support services can be provided to those that are in permanent supportive housing and lead to better
outcomes.
Presented by the Community Development Committee
O. PERS Reform
Legislation:
The League will seek legislation to modernize the PERS investment pool, ensure proper financial controls
are adhered to, and give cities a greater voice in how their monies are invested. The League will also seek
legislation that shares the risk and costs of the pension benefit with employees but does so in a manner that
impacts employees based on the generosity of the benefit plan they will retire under.
Background:
Oregon’s Public Employee Retirement System (PERS) is a three-tiered program that provides a defined
benefit pension (a pension that pays a retiree and their beneficiary a set amount for the length of their
retirement) and a deferred compensation program that is funded through employee contributions. Each of
the three tiers pays a different benefit and an employee’s placement in a given tier is based on the date they
were hired. Tier I is the most generous benefit and has on option for an annuity based retirement that has
been incredibly expensive to maintain. Tier I was replaced by Tier II in 1996. Tier II costs, though
reduced, were also unsustainable and were replaced with a third tier, known as the Oregon Public Service
Retirement Plan (OPSRP) which is designed to provide a 45 percent salary replacement after a full career.
A primer on the PERS system may be found here.
The cost to employers for this system has risen steadily since the market crash of 2008, and will increase
again on July 1, 2019 (projected individual employer rates may be found here) and then again in 2021 and
possibly again in 2023. Rates are anticipated to remain at a system wide average of around 29 percent of
payroll and remain at that level until 2035 without reforms.
Adverse court rulings to previous attempts at reforms have limited our options to addressing benefits not
yet earned. With that in mind the Human Resources Committee recommends reforms in the three
following areas:
• Ensure that investments into the PERS system are achieving the maximum possible return in the
most efficient manner possible while safeguarding the funds with proper financial controls.
• Requiring that employees absorb some of the costs for the pension system but ensure that OPSRP
employees are impacted more favorably than Tier I and Tier II employees who will receive more
generous retirement benefits.
• Establishing a fourth tier that provides similar benefits to employees but is funded in a more
sustainable manner. Providing incentives to retirees and current employees in the other tiers to
switch to the fourth tiers should be explored as well.
Presented by the Human Resources Committee
P. PERS Unfunded Liability Revenue Stream Dedication
Legislation:
The League proposes that a new state revenue stream be dedicated to paying down the unfunded liability
over a period of years to sustain the Public Employees Retirement System (PERS).

Background:
The present unfunded liability has grown extraordinarily large and is causing rate increases for most local
governments and schools that are not sustainable. The League would support all reasonable revenue
stream ideas. Ideas include but are not limited to a new temporary limited sales tax, a new payroll tax, and
a new temporary state property tax. The League will advocate that PERS cost-containment measures be
pursued along-side revenue raising efforts to pay down the liability; both seem necessary to address the
state-created problem.
Presented the Finance and Tax Committee and endorsed by the Human Resources Committee
Q. Place-Based, Water Resource Planning (Program Support)
Legislation:
The League will advocate for the funding needed to complete existing place-based planning efforts across
the state.
Background:
Oregon’s water supply management issues have become exceedingly complex. Lack of adequate water
supply and storage capacity to meet existing and future needs is an ongoing concern for many cities in
Oregon and is a shared concern for other types of water users including agricultural, environmental and
industrial. Most of the surface water in Oregon (during peak season months) is fully allocated with no new
water available. As a result, the ability to meet existing and future demand for various water uses will
require collaboration, improved management and coordinated conservation among a variety of
stakeholders, including municipalities. For this reason, the Legislature passed legislation to create a placebased planning pilot program in Oregon. This program, administered through the Oregon Water
Resources Department, is providing a framework and funding for local stakeholders to collaborate and
develop solutions to address water needs within a watershed, basin or groundwater area. Place-based
planning is intended to provide an opportunity for coordinated efforts and the creation/implementation of a
shared vision to address water supply challenges. Four place-based planning efforts are currently
underway across the state in the Malheur Lake Basin, Lower John Day sub-basin, Upper Grande Ronde
sub-basin and mid-coast region. Without continued funding, these efforts will not be able to complete
their work. The LOC Water & Wastewater Policy Committee recognized that while this funding is limited
to specific geographic areas, they also recognize the importance of successfully completing these pilot
efforts and conducting a detailed cost/benefit analysis. It is a critical step in order to demonstrate the
benefits of this type of planning. If these local planning efforts prove to be successful, there will likely be
future efforts to secure additional funding for other place-based planning projects across the state.
R. Property Tax Reform
Legislation:
The League of Oregon Cities proposes that the property tax system should be constitutionally and
statutorily reformed as part of the 2019 session work on state and local tax reform and improving funding
for schools (see pages 69-72 of link; property taxes make up 1/3 of school funding).
Background:
The property tax system is broken and in need of repair due to Measures 5 and 50, which are both now
over 20 years old. All local governments and schools rely heavily on property tax revenues to pay for
services and capital expenses. Therefore, the League will participate in coalitions to help draft and
advocate for both comprehensive and incremental property tax reform option packages. The League will
remain flexible to support all legislation that improves the system, with a focus on a property tax package
with these elements:

•

•

•

To achieve equity, a system that transitions to a market-based property tax valuation system
(RMV) rather than the present complex valuation system from Measure 50 (requires
constitutional referral).
To enhance fairness and adequacy, a system that makes various statutory changes, some of
which would adjust the impact of a return to RMV. For example, the League supports a new
reasonable homestead exemption (percentage of RMV with a cap) but also supports limiting or
repealing various property tax exemptions that do not have a reasonable return on investment.
To restore choice, a system that allows voters to adopt tax levies and establish tax rates outside
of current limits (requires constitutional referral).

SJR 3 (see page 50 of link)(constitutional referral with return to real market value system) and SB
151 (see page 48 of link) (homestead exemption bill) from the 2017 session will likely serve as
starting points. City property tax data including real market values and assessed values can be
accessed here.
Presented by the Finance and Tax Committee
S. Qualification Based Selection (QBS)
Legislation:
The League will seek to reform the Qualification Based Selection (QBS) requirements to allow for the
consideration of price in the initial selection of architects, engineers, photogrammetrists and surveyors.
Background:
The state currently prohibits the consideration of price when making an initial selection when awarding
contracts for certain design professionals when conducting public improvements. Instead of issuing a
request for proposals as is done with most public improvement projects, contracting agencies issue
“requests for qualifications” on a project. Cities may negotiate price only after the initial selection of a
contractor is made. Under this system a city or other contracting agency will never know the price of other
qualified and responsible bidders on a project.
The League’s General Government Committee concluded that this process is not in the interests of cities or
tax payers as it precludes the use of competitive bids. There is no other area in which a consumer, public
or private, would procure a service or product without considering the price.
Presented by the General Government Committee
T. Right-of-Way and Franchise Fee Authority
Legislation:
Oppose legislation that, in any way, preempts local authority to manage public rights-of-way and cities’
ability to set the rate of compensation for the use of such rights-of-way.
Background:
In its commitment to the protection of Home Rule and local control, the League consistently opposes
restrictions on the rights of cities to manage their own affairs. From time to time, in the context of public
rights-of-way management authority discussions, proposals to restrict to this authority arise. Such was the
case during the 2017 legislative session with SB 202 and SB 840. These efforts to restrict local authority
often include proposals for a statewide right-of-way access policy and compensation system as well as
limiting the ability of cities to charge fees of other government entities. This is contrary to local
government management authority; the ability to enter into agreements with users of the right-of-way
either by agreement/contract or ordinance; and to set the rate of compensation.
Presented by the Telecom, Broadband & Cable Committee

U. Safe Routes to School Match
Legislation:
Introduce legislation lowering the local Safe Routes to Schools matching grant requirement to 20 percent
from 40 percent and lowering the matching grant requirement for areas qualifying for exceptions to 10
percent from 20 percent.
Background:
Section 123 of HB 2017 (enacted in 2017) authorizes the Oregon Transportation Commission to provide
matching grants for safety improvement projects near schools. To receive the grant cities must provide a
40 percent cash match unless the school is located in a city with a population of less than 5,000; is within a
safety corridor; or qualifies as a Title I school in which case the cash match requirement is reduced to 20
percent. While cities support the availability of matching grant funds provided by the state, the current
cash match requirements are too high for most cities to participate in the program.
Presented by the Transportation Committee
V. Small Area Cell Deployment (also known as “Small Cell Deployment”)
Legislation:
Oppose legislation that preempts local authority to manage public property while supporting deployment
of wireless technology, including small area cell and 5G.
Background:
Legislative efforts involving the deployment of small area cell facilities are increasing around the nation.
Currently 20 states (Arizona, Colorado, Delaware, Florida, Hawaii, Illinois,
Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, North Carolina, New Mexico, Ohio, Oklahoma, Rhode
Island, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, and Washington) have passed bills that limit cities ability to
collect appropriate and fair rights-of-way, permitting, and lease fees on municipal property; to control their
own design and aesthetics; or otherwise manage wireless technology deployment within their jurisdictions.
This type of legislation is not going away. In fact, it is just beginning.
During the 2017 session, the League was approached independently by representatives of two wireless
companies with draft concepts that could have resulted in legislation compromising local authority to
manage the deployment of small area cell and 5G technology. Issues raised included “shot clock” (time
allowed for cities to rule on applications), fee structures and limits, contract terms and duration, land use
issues etc. These efforts are expected to continue in 2019 and with greater urgency as the technology
approaches deployment status. While cities in Oregon support the advent of new wireless technology
including small cell and 5G, authority to ensure their deployment complies with local laws and policies
must be maintained.
Presented by the Telecom, Broadband & Cable Committee
W. Speed Cameras
Legislation:
Introduce and/or support legislation authorizing cities to use fixed speed cameras at locations other than
intersections.

Background:
Speeding is a public safety issue. The Oregon Transportation Safety Action Plan envisions no deaths or
life-changing injuries on Oregon’s transportation system by 2035. Currently, cities have the authority as a
result of HB 2409 (enacted in 2017) to issue a speeding citation from the same camera and sensor system
used to enforce red light compliance at intersections.
Further, speeding does not only occur at intersections. Additional automated enforcement, outside of
intersections, would be a valuable a tool allowing cities to mitigate dangerous behaviors and speeding. In
2015, the Oregon Legislature granted the city of Portland the authority to implement a fixed speed safety
camera program (HB 2621). The fixed speed camera systems have been operating on “urban high crash
corridors” that are also part of the city of Portland’s High Crash Network. While this program has not been
in place long, the comparison of before and after speeds near the fixed photo radar system is indicating that
the automated enforcement is positively influencing speed reduction (see PBOT report). This legislation

would extend the authority to all Oregon cities to implement fixed speed safety camera programs
to help reduce the number of deaths and serious injuries that occur as a result of speeding.
Presented by the Transportation Committee
X. Speed Limit Methodology
Legislation:
Introduce legislation that directs the Oregon Department of Transportation to develop a new speed setting
methodology for cities and other urban areas that uses a safe systems approach validated by expert system
tools as recommended by NTSB Safety Study SS-17/01.
Background:
The NTSB safety recommendations represent current data-driven best practices to determine speed limits.
Currently, Oregon speed limits are set based on the guidance that speed limits in speed zones within cities
should be within 10 mph of the 85th percentile speed as determined by …. The NTSB Safety Study SS17/01, “Reducing Speeding-Related Crashes Involving Passenger Vehicles” concludes,
• “Speed increases the injury severity of a crash;”
• “…that unintended consequences of the reliance on using the 85th percentile speed for changing
speed limits in speed zones include higher operating speeds and new, higher 85th percentile speeds
in the speed zones, and an increase in operating speeds outside the speed zones;”
• “…that the safe system approach to setting speed limits in urban areas is an improvement over
conventional approaches because it considers the vulnerability of all road users.”
Presented by the Transportation Committee
Y. Third Party Building Inspection
Legislation:
The League will clarify the ability for local government programs to have private party building officials
and building inspectors provide services for local building inspection programs, including recognizing that
privately employed specialized inspectors can to perform specialized inspections.
Background:
Beginning in 2017, the League has been working to defend local building inspection programs that
contract with third-party companies to provide building official and inspectors to run the local program.
However, the Oregon Building Codes Division (BCD) has stated that the Oregon Department of Justice
(DOJ) has informed BCD that programs that are structured this way violate the constitutional prohibition
on delegating government authority. The League has repeatedly asserted that we disagree with that legal
assessment. There was a bill introduced in 2018, HB 4086, that would have adopted new requirements for

local governments running programs. The League worked with other stakeholders to prevent passage of
the bill, but we committed to working on a legally defensible solution that does not prevent these locally
run programs from continuing.
After the session, the BCD determined that it would implement new rules for locally run inspection
programs to meet the asserted legal opinion on delegation. On April 23, the BCD enacted emergency,
temporary rules that added significant requirements for local building inspection programs. The new rules
required local programs to designate a government employee as a city’s building official. The rules also
required the city to have a government- employed, certified electrical inspector. Both positions could be
filled by hiring the person directly or by an agreement between municipalities to share the employee(s).
The rules further stated that a shared employee could only service three jurisdictions.
In May, the Director of the Consumer and Business Services, who oversees the BCD, informed the League
that the temporary rules were rescinded. The Department’s decision to rescind the rules included a
statement that they would seek a formal opinion from the DOJ to clarify the issue of delegation. However,
the BCD did replace the rescinded rules with another temporary, emergency rule. This new rule was
enacted on May 18 and states that a local government must appoint a government-employed building
official.
In addition to the concerns about using third-party building officials, there is currently statutory prohibition
on specialized inspectors that are employed in the private sector to complete specialized inspections.
There are a limited number of these inspectors, and, without removal of this prohibition, larger scale
projects will not be able to move forward because they cannot be inspected and permitted. This issue was
the catalyst for the overall discussion related to third-party building officials, but is not related to the
asserted legal claims.
There is a commitment to work on this issue in the 2019 session, but it remains an issue of high concern as
it directly impacts the flexibility of local government choice on how to provide services at the local level.
Using third-party providers allows smaller jurisdictions to have local, efficient programs that provide
clarity for the local development community. It also allows a base of business for these companies, which
also serve to provide over-flow capacity to programs that primarily staff these programs with government
staff. Therefore, this issue is vital to the long-term success of locally run building inspection programs.
Presented by the Community Development Committee
Z. Tobacco Taxes Share Increase
Legislation:
The League proposes seeking a share of all state tobacco product tax revenues .to assist with rising public
safety costs and provide state shared revenue equity.
Background:
Only cigarette tax revenues are included in the state-shared revenue distribution to cities and those
revenues are decreasing; cities receive about 2% of the cigarette tax revenues or $3.6 million a year under
the formula. Other tobacco (chew, snuff, cigars, pipe tobacco, etc.) is also taxed by the state and those
revenues have been increasing (now over $60 million a year), but those revenues are distributed only to the
state. Cities are preempted from taxing cigarettes and other tobacco products. However, cities are often
left to enforce tobacco laws and handle sales and use complaints. The League proposes that cities should
receive a fair share of all the tobacco tax revenues. The League anticipates that excise tax increases to
cigarettes and other tobacco products, and a new vaping tax will be a part of revenue package discussions
in 2019, and the League sees this concept as an important leveraging tool.
Presented by the Finance and Tax Committee

AA.

Waste Water Technical Assistance Program

Legislation:
The League will advocate for the creation of a circuit rider program, within the Department of
Environmental Quality, to provide needed technical assistance for communities on water quality issues,
including wastewater treatment and permit compliance options. Staffing for the circuit rider program
would be provided through a third-party contract (or contracts). The League will work to identify funding
resources to support this program, including a possible set aside of Oregon’s federal Clean Water State
Revolving funds.
Background:
As Clean Water Act requirements for public wastewater systems continue to evolve, with new and more
stringent requirements being placed on a number of Oregon communities; cities have expressed concern
over how best to comply with those requirements, especially with the limited technical and financial
resources that many face. The League’s Water & Wastewater Committee discussed the need for technical
assistance for communities experiencing these challenges and looked to an existing program within the
Oregon Health Authority’s (OHA) Drinking Water Services division as a template for addressing this
need. The OHA funds a circuit rider program through a third-party contract. The program is funded
through federal Drinking Water State Revolving Loan Funds. The program is intended to help more
communities be successful in complying with state and federal requirements. The services provided
through the program are free for communities with populations of less than 10,000.
Presented by the Water/Wastewater Committee
BB. Wetland Development Permitting
Legislation:
The League shall work to establish legislative authority for the Department of State Lands to assume the
federal program from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under section 404 of the Clean Water Act.
Background:
In many communities looking to develop in the wetlands creates regulatory uncertainty, particularly where
development is occurring in previously un-identified wetlands, because there are two agencies that must
provide permits, the Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE). The state’s process has set deadlines which provides certainty for developers. However, the
USACE process is much less consistent or timely. This uncertainty increases risk related to development
that can cause projects to stop before they start. In a time where cities are trying to encourage
development to meet the housing shortages and economic development goals to support citizens, any
increased barriers can impact success.
There is a process in place at the federal level that would allow for the state to assume the USACE
permitting process increasing the efficiency and certainty in the process. The state has taken steps in the
past to ensure alignment of the state program to the requirements for federal approval. However, there
were concerns raised at the time that the process related to the Endangered Species Act and cultural
resource protections. The DSL has continued to work on these conflicts and believes it is positioned to
work with the federal government to assume the federal permitting process if so authorized by the state
legislature. For further information, the DLS provided a presentation for the committee, available here.
Presented by the Community Development Committee

CC.

Wood Smoke Reduction Program Support

Legislation: Support increased funding to support local wood smoke reduction programs and efforts. The
League will advocate the need for an additional $3-5 million, recognizing that any additional funding to
assist communities is helpful.
Background: Woodstove smoke is one of the most significant sources of fine particulate and toxic air
pollution in Oregon, often jeopardizing public health and putting communities at risk of violating federal
air quality standards. Woodstove smoke is a problem for many Oregon communities that struggle with
both the public health impacts and economic threat of being designated as nonattainment under the federal
Clean Air Act. To address this challenge, local governments need access to funding for wood smoke
reduction programs. Such programs have proven effective at reducing wood smoke in communities and
include public education, enforcement, incentives for woodstove change-outs (to ductless heat pumps or
certified stoves, weatherization assistance for low-income households and providing residents with dry,
seasoned fire wood which burns cleaner. A 2016 taskforce report that was submitted to the Legislature
indicated that there are approximately 150,000 uncertified stoves in the state, and that while Oregon has a
long and successful history of replacing woodstoves in certain communities, money is sporadic and
limited. The report went on to suggest that “an allocation in the range of $3-5 million per biennium could
target high-risk communities and would support a meaningful level of effort to replace old, dirty
woodstoves.”
In 2017, the Legislature provided $250,000 in funding for community wood smoke reduction programs.
The need for local communities, including a number of small cities, is much greater.
Presented by the Energy & Environment Committee

City Council Agenda Item Staff Report
Meeting Date: June 26, 2018

TO:

Mayor and Councilors

FROM:

Bill Peterson, City Manager

AUTHORED BY:

Yelena Shapovalov, Accountant

DATE:

June 19, 2018

SUBJECT:

Budget Loan Document: General Fund to Wood Village Urban Renewal
District Fund; Resolution Number 25-2018

Requested Council Action: Approve Resolution Number 25-2018 the resolution providing
money from the General Fund to the Wood Village Urban Renewal District Fund as a loan under
specific terms and conditions.
Background: The Wood Village Urban Renewal District (WVURD) was created in February
2010 by Ordinance of the Wood Village City Council. To finance current pending obligations of
the Urban Renewal District, the most cost effective option is to avert the nearly $40,000 in debt
issuance costs, and instead borrow from the Wood Village City General Fund. The features of
the loan will include the ability for the Urban Renewal District to “call” the loan when sufficient
debt obligation is accumulated to justify the issuance of bond debt for the Agency.
This loan will provide funds for the identified capital projects in the Urban Renewal Agency
currently adopted budget:
- Arata Road Fencing
- Development Incentives
Next Steps: Approve the resolution for the General Fund to loan $1,200,000 to the WVURD
Fund on June 30, 2018. The duration of the loan will be 13 years and interest shall be calculated
annually at 4%, with a callable feature allowing the Agency to call the loan at any time by
paying outstanding balance plus accrued interest.
Alternatives: The City Council could take a number of actions, including:
1. Act to subsidize the WVURD Fund by providing transfers from the General Fund
without the expectation of repayment, or
2. Adopt the Resolution allowing for a loan with specific terms, or
3. Modify the terms of the loan for time, interest rate, or other issues.
Fiscal Impact: The General Fund will provide an operating loan, allowing for a greater
financial return (4%) than would be achieved with other investments. The Wood Village Urban
Renewal District will receive a loan without incurring the legal, fiscal and underwriting costs

associated with the issuance of bonded debt, or the banking fees associated with an operating
loan from a financial institution. This is actually a positive fiscal move for both entities.
Staff Recommendation and Suggested Motions:
The staff recommends the adoption of the Resolution authorizing a loan from the General Fund
to the Urban Renewal Agency.

I move to approve Resolution Number 25-2018 authorizing a loan in the amount of
$1,200,000 from the General Fund to the WVURD Fund to be effective on June 30,
2018, with a fixed 4% interest rate. Repayment will be made annually beginning
on June 30, 2019. The annual repayment will include $104,476 in principal and
$34,571 in interest. The loan is subject to a call feature, permitting the Urban
Renewal Agency to retire this note at any time.

RESOLUTION 25-2018
A RESOLUTION LOANING MONEY FROM THE CITY OF WOOD VILLAGE GENERAL FUND
AND TO THE WOOD VILLAGE URBAN RENEWAL DISTRICT (WVURD) FUND FOR FISCAL
YEAR 2018-19 CAPITAL & OPERATING EXPENSES
WHEREAS:
1. The City Council of the City of Wood Village is desirous of providing operating financing to
the Wood Village Urban Renewal District from the Wood Village General Fund, and
2. The utilization of a loan from the General Fund is advantageous to the City of Wood Village
with the annual return on the loan balance, and advantageous to the Urban Renewal
District in averting the costs associated with other borrowing options, and
3. The use of a callable loan from the City of Wood Village allows the Wood Village Urban
Renewal District to proceed with activities until a sufficient volume of debt is accumulated to
optimize the costs associated with the issuance of bonds.
BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Wood Village hereby loans the amount of
$1,200,000, from the General Fund to the Wood Village Urban Renewal District (WVURD) Fund for
capital and operating expenses for the fiscal year 2018-19.
The loan will be effective as of June 30, 2018 and interest will begin accruing as of that date. The
interest rate will be 4% fixed and duration of the loan will be 13 years. The interest will be accrued
on an annual basis. Should the Urban Renewal District elect to refinance outstanding debt at any
future point, this loan is callable, and all principal and accrued interest shall be paid to the General
Fund when the debt is called.
Payments will be made annually and will begin on June 30, 2019. Payments will be due and
payable on the last day of each fiscal year until the loan is paid. The payment will include
$104,476 in principal and $34,571 in interest. The annual payment amount may only be changed
by resolution of the Wood Village City Council.
Motion to approve by ________________________; seconded by __________________ and
adopted this 26th day of June 2018.
YEAS _______ NAYS _______

_____________________________
TIMOTHY CLARK, MAYOR
ATTEST:

____________________________________
Greg Dirks, City Recorder

Amendment to Disposition and
Development Agreement with
Williams/Dame and Associates Inc.
City Council Meeting; June 26, 2018

TO:

Mayor Clark and Members of the City Council

FROM:

Bill Peterson, City Manager

DATE:

19 June 2018

SUBJECT: Amendment to the DDA

Requested Action: Adopt Resolution Number 26-2018 authorizing the extension of the
Development and Disposition Agreement with Williams/Dame and Associates, Inc.
Background:
The City Council has directed and authorized the sale of property for a proposed
development on City owned properties at 2055 NE 238th Drive. The specific agreement
with Williams Dame calls for specific periods of time, and sets performance standards.
The current agreement provides the following:
EARNEST MONEY DEPOSIT.
1.1.
Within three (3) Business Days of the Effective Date, Buyer shall open an escrow with
Ticor Title Company of Oregon, 111 SW Columbia Street, Suite 1000, Portland, Oregon, 97201, Attn:
Candice Weischedel, Escrow Officer (the “Title Company”) and will deposit into escrow with the Title
Company an earnest money note in the amount of One Hundred Thousand and No/100 Dollars ($100,000)
(the “Earnest Money Note”). The Earnest Money Note shall be converted to cash (the “Earnest Money”)
concurrently with Buyer’s delivery of written notice to the City of Buyer’s satisfaction with its Inspections
and the Property, at which time the Earnest Money shall be increased to $200,000 and shall be
nonrefundable except as expressly provided in this Agreement. The Earnest Money shall be applicable to
the Purchase Price and shall be held with the Title Company until Closing, unless sooner released in
accordance with the express terms of this Agreement.
1.2.
If Buyer fails to timely deposit the Earnest Money Note pursuant to Section 2.1, the City,
as its sole remedy, may deliver notice of such failure to Buyer, and if Buyer fails to make such deposit

within three (3) Business Days after its receipt of such notice, the City may terminate this Agreement and
neither Buyer nor the City shall have any further rights or obligations under this Agreement.
1.3.
If, after delivering written notice of Buyer’s satisfaction with its Inspections and the
Property, Buyer fails to close on its purchase of the Property in default of this Agreement, the Earnest
Money shall be paid to the City as liquidated damages and this Agreement shall terminate. Payment of
the Earnest Money or release of the Earnest Money by the Title Company to the City shall constitute the
City’s sole and exclusive remedy for a default by Buyer under this Agreement.
PURCHASE PRICE. The purchase price for the Property is Three Million Seven Hundred and Fifty
Thousand and No/100 Dollars ($3,750,000) (the “Purchase Price”), payable in cash at Closing, and which
includes the Best Western Parcel (defined in Section 13 below).
TITLE REVIEW.
3.1.
Buyer shall obtain from the Title Company a preliminary title report (the “Title Report”)
showing record title to the Property and all liens, claims, encumbrances, easements, rights-of-way,
encroachments, reservations, restrictions, and all other matters of record affecting the Property, together
with legible copies of all such matters, including vesting and exception instruments listed in the Title
Report.
3.2.
Buyer shall have one hundred fifty (150) days from the Effective Date to review and
object in writing to any matter shown in or revealed by the Title Report and an ALTA survey of the Land
(the “Survey”), which Survey shall be obtained by Buyer at Buyer’s expense (the “Title Review Period”).
All such matters to which Buyer so objects shall be “Non-Permitted Encumbrances.” If no such objection
notice is given by Buyer during the Title Review Period, all matters reflected on the Title Report and Survey
shall be “Permitted Encumbrances,” except for judgment liens, construction liens, and other monetary
liens against the Property (other than the liens for taxes and assessments which are not delinquent)
(collectively, “Monetary Liens”). The City may, but shall not be obligated to, at its cost, cure, remove or
insure around all Non-Permitted Encumbrances, and the City shall give Buyer written notice of its intent
thereof within ten (10) days of the City’s receipt of Buyer’s objection notice; provided, however, the City,
at its cost shall be obligated to cure, remove or insure around all Monetary Liens on or before Closing,
whether or not Buyer objects thereto during the Title Review Period. If the City chooses not to remove,
cure or insure around all of the Non-Permitted Encumbrances, and timely written notice thereof is given
to Buyer, then Buyer may either (a) terminate this Agreement by delivering notice to the City within ten
(10) days after receipt of the City’s notice, in which event the Earnest Money will be refunded to Buyer
and the Parties will have no further obligations under this Agreement; or (b) purchase the Property subject
to the Non-Permitted Encumbrances (other than the Monetary Liens) in which event such Non-Permitted
Encumbrances (other than the Monetary Liens) shall thereafter be Permitted Encumbrances.
ACCESS; PROPERTY RECORDS; INSPECTION PERIOD.
4.1.
Due Diligence Materials. Within fifteen (15) days of the Effective Date, the City will
provide to Buyer copies of all studies, reports, site analyses, engineers certificates, existing surveys,
contracts, leases, licenses and permits with respect to the Property that the City has in its possession, or
that it has access to, including: (a) title insurance policies; (b) surveys; (c) engineering and environmental
reports, studies, surveys and analyses; (d) soil and geological reports and studies; and (e) other written
documentation, information and reports related to real property taxes, zoning, use restrictions, road
access and appurtenant easements (collectively, the “Due Diligence Materials”).

4.2.

Due Diligence Period.

4.2.1. Buyer shall have one hundred eighty (180) days after the Effective Date of this
Agreement (as extended, the “Due Diligence Period”), in which to conduct or have conducted, at its sole
cost and expense, all tests (including geotechnical), audits and studies, including economic feasibility
studies and any environmental assessments conforming to current ASTM standards satisfying the
requirements of “all appropriate inquiries” under the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act, 42 U.S.C. §§9601 et seq., and all such physical inspections and other
investigations as Buyer deems necessary or desirable in Buyer’s sole and absolute discretion, to enable
Buyer to approve all aspects of the Property (collectively, the “Inspections”).
4.2.2. Buyer and its agents, representatives, consultants, and contractors may enter
onto the Property to make such Inspections as Buyer deems necessary or desirable, in Buyer’s sole and
absolute discretion, to bring about the satisfaction of this condition, and the City shall reasonably
cooperate with Buyer to complete any and all such Inspections in a timely manner. If Buyer approves its
Inspections and the Property in accordance with Section 5.3 below, Buyer and Buyer’s agents,
representatives, consultants, and contractors shall still have the right to enter upon the Property to
perform additional Inspections and otherwise evaluate and assess the Property for Buyer’s intended
purposes following the expiration of the Due Diligence Period and up to the Closing or earlier termination
of this Agreement; provided, however, that Buyer shall no longer have the right to terminate this
Agreement pursuant to Section 5.3 below. In conducting its Inspections and evaluations, Buyer shall not
unreasonably interfere with the use of the Property by existing occupants. Buyer shall not conduct any
invasive testing on or of the Property without the City’s prior written consent, which consent shall not be
unreasonably withheld, conditioned or delayed. Buyer agrees to indemnify, defend and hold the City
harmless from, and against any claim or lien arising out of Buyer’s (or its agents’, contractors’ or
consultants’) Inspections and tests under this Section 5.2. Buyer’s obligations pursuant to the preceding
sentence shall survive the Closing or termination of this Agreement. Within two (2) Business Days of
receipt of a written request from the City, Buyer shall provide written evidence of commercial general
liability insurance with limits of at least $1,000,000 per occurrence and $2,000,000 in the aggregate. Buyer
shall cause contractors and consultants entering onto the Property on Buyer’s behalf to carry commercial
general liability insurance with commercially reasonable limits based on the work to be performed by such
contractor or consultant.
4.2.3. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary set forth in this Section 5 or in this
Agreement and if and as necessary to complete the wetlands mitigation contemplated by Section 14, as
determined by Buyer in its sole and absolute discretion, Buyer may extend the Due Diligence Period for
up to two (2) consecutive sixty (60) day periods (or such longer periods of time as mutually agreed upon
by the Parties as being appropriate to complete the wetlands mitigation) by notifying the City in writing
of Buyer’s intent to so extend the Due Diligence Period on or before 11:59 p.m. of the date on which the
Due Diligence Period would expire but for Purchaser’s extension. The Buyer’s notification of extension of
Due Diligence period for the first sixty day period shall be accompanied by a payment of Earnest Money
in the amount of $25,000. This amount shall be in addition to the payments provided in Section 2.1 of
this Agreement and shall be nonrefundable and applicable to the Purchase Price. The Buyer's notification
of extension of Due Diligence period for the second sixty day period shall be accompanied by a payment
of additional Earnest Money in the amount of $25,000. This amount shall be in in addition to the Earnest
Money provided in Section 2.1 of this Agreement and shall be nonrefundable and non-applicable to the
Purchase Price.

4.3.
Due Diligence Notice. If Buyer is satisfied with the Property, its Inspections, and all Due
Diligence Materials, as determined by Buyer in its sole and absolute discretion, then Buyer shall so notify
the City in writing, on or before 11:59 p.m. of the last day of the Due Diligence Period. If Buyer does not
timely notify the City of Buyer’s satisfaction with its Inspections, the Property, and all Due Diligence
Materials, this Agreement shall terminate and the Earnest Money shall be refunded to Buyer. If Buyer
does timely notify the City of Buyer’s satisfaction with its Inspections, the Property, and all Due Diligence
Materials, the Parties shall proceed to close the purchase and sale of the Property in accordance with the
terms of this Agreement.
NEW MATTERS. If, at any time prior to the Closing, any of the following occurs or arises (each, a
“New Matter”): (a) the Title Company issues a supplement to the Title Report identifying any exception
to title not previously disclosed by the Title Report (or a prior supplement thereto); (b) the City updates
the Due Diligence Materials to reflect any matter (or any change in any matter) which was not previously
disclosed therein (or in a prior update thereto); (c) any Hazardous Substances (defined in Section 7.1.4
below) have been introduced on or under the Property; or (d) Buyer is notified of, or otherwise becomes
aware of, any condition at, on or under the Property (whether involving Hazardous Substances or
otherwise) which could not reasonably have been discovered by Buyer during the Due Diligence Period;
then, in any of such cases, Buyer shall have ten (10) Business Days after being given written notice thereof
or otherwise becoming aware of the New Matter (the “Evaluation Period”) within which to evaluate the
New Matter and elect, in its sole and absolute discretion and as its sole and exclusive remedy, to terminate
this Agreement by written notice delivered to the City on or prior to the Closing Date. If Buyer elects to
so terminate this Agreement, then the Earnest Money will be refunded to Buyer, and the Parties will have
no further obligations under this Agreement.

The due diligence period is scheduled to expire on June 30, 2018. Williams Dame
representatives noted that there are a number of issues that have arisen during this due
diligence period, including:
A. The acquisition issues and complications to achieve a second emergency vehicle
access to the site, including negotiations with Grovtec and others, and
B. The inability to receive a BOLI determination letter that separates the public
investments that are subject to prevailing wage from the private investments that
would not be required to pay the prevailing wage. The above-mentioned issue
prevents BOLI from issuing a determination letter at this time. Once the
easement terms have been agreed upon, BOLI will issue its determination.
C. Environmental issues have arisen from the location of the former Chevron station
adjacent to 238th street historically on the site (NE corner of the property). It will
be necessary to enter into a voluntary clean up agreement with the Department
of Environmental Quality in order to assure that a written statement that “No
further action (NFA)” is procured for the site.
D. The lot line adjustment including the Best Western Property has not cleared the
County as of this date.
With all of the issues having a probable resolution within 30 days, we are suggesting
amendment to the agreement that would permit a 30 day extension without cost to
Williams Dame, followed by a 30 day extension for $25,000, with that payment

applicable to the future purchase price, and followed by the remaining provisions above.
(60 days for $25K applicable to the purchase price; an additional 60 days for $25K not
applicable to the purchase price).
City Goal Impacted: This action on the sale of property impacts City Council Goal 1: A
safe, clean, livable community with a sense of pride, quality housing, and strong
identity, and City Council GOAL 4: Long-term financial stability, economic vitality and
growth.
Financial Ramifications:
The extension for 30 days has a modest impact on the overall agreement and the sale,
allowing additional time in the agreement. The next 30 days for $25,000 simply has
funds that would otherwise be collected at closing to be paid to the City for the
extension. The next 60 days also applies to the purchase price, followed by a $25,000
payment that is a damage payment, not subject to the purchase value of the land.
Recommendation and Motion
It is recommended that the resolution extending the Development and Disposition
Agreement with Williams/Dame be adopted.
“I move to adopt Resolution Number 26-2018 Authorizing the Application for Extension
of the Development and Disposition Agreement between Wood Village and
Williams/Dame and Associates, Inc.”

Resolution Number 26-2018
A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO SIGN AN AMENDMENT
TO THE DEVELOPMENT AND DISPOSITION AGREEMENT BETWEEN
WILLIAMS/DAME AND THE CITY OF WOOD VILLAGE
WHEREAS:
1. The City Council of the City of Wood Village remains desirous of selling the
approximately 6 acres at the intersection of Halsey and 238th Drive to
Williams/Dame and Associates, Inc.; and
2. A number of specific circumstances have arisen that have delayed the
completion of all actions needed for due diligence, including the receipt of
correspondence from the Bureau of Labor and Industries, negotiations for an
emergency vehicle access, environmental issues, and the filing of the lot line
adjustment, and
3. A good faith estimate of the time needed to close the outstanding issues for due
diligence is 30 days, and
4. An additional period may be needed for utility relocations and other matters in the
amount of 30 days.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE WOOD VILLAGE CITY COUNCIL
AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1
The City Manager is authorized to enter into an agreement with Williams
Dame and Associates, Inc. to extend the due diligence period in the existing agreement
by 30 days without charge, and an additional 30 days subject to a $25,000 payment,
with such payment applicable to the purchase price of the property.
Section 2
The remaining terms of the agreement shall be as revised by the City
Council in their recent action to authorize amendment for the form and structure of the
emergency vehicle access to the property. All other terms and conditions shall be as
agreed between parties as of the date of this resolution.
Motion to approve by ________________________; seconded by __________________
and adopted this 26th day of June 2018.
YEAS _______ NAYS _______

________________________________
Timothy Clark, Mayor
City of Wood Village
ATTEST

_________________________________
Greg Dirks, HR and Records

City Council Agenda Item Staff Report
Meeting Date: June 26, 2018
TO:

Mayor and Councilors

FROM:
Bill Peterson: City Administrator
Authored by: Greg Dirks: HR/Records Manager
DATE:

June 18, 2018

SUBJECT:

Debrief: Wood Village Garage Sale and Clean Up day

Requested Council Action
Review the event details and provide input and feedback.
Background
The third annual Wood Village Community Garage Sale event was held on the weekend of June
15-17th. The event offered residents and businesses the opportunity register a yard sale, and the
City would conduct all the advertising. We had 16 residents sign up, which is down from the 27
that signed up last year. No businesses signed up for the event, and the sporadic rain showers on
the 16th and 17th most likely prevented additional yard sales from occurring.
Advertising included three large banners along 238th promoting the sale weeks ahead of the
event. We also advertised the event on 24 different garage sale websites approximately two
weeks before the event. The ads directed people to the City’s website which featured a Google
map of the sale locations. 333 people viewed the online map. People who pre-registered their
sale also received a Wood Village Yard Sale sign to place in their yard during the sale.
Participants included those from single-family residential homes, condos, and manufactured
homes. Little feedback was received from participants, but there was a general appreciation for
the efforts to advertise and promote the sale.
The Wood Village Cleanup Day is being held on Saturday, June 23rd. The event has not yet
occurred as of the writing of this report. The event will be held at the Wood Village Lowes, due
to construction on Arata Road. The hours are from 8am to 12pm, which is slightly different
from previous years, which had been from 9am-2pm. Lowes, Walmart, and other community
organizations were approached for volunteer support. There was also pickup assistance for
elderly or disabled residents, and four households have taken advantage of that option.
Estimated tonnage will be presented at the Council meeting, and last year the event collected 20
tons of mixed waste and scrap metal.

Next Steps
Staff will use feedback and comments to plan for next year’s event.

Fiscal Impact
The City spent $900 for both events, and expenses included:
• Garage Sale:
• Banners: $150
• Yard Signs: 350
• Advertising: $30
• Cleanup Day:
• Food/Beverages for Volunteers: $140
• Supplies: $50
• New Signs: $190
City Goal
The completion of this event helped achieve City goal 1 for a safe, clean livable community, and
goal 3 for high quality cost effective events.
Suggested Motions
No motion suggested. The report is informational only.

City Council Agenda Item Staff Report
Meeting Date: June 26, 2018

TO:

Mayor and Councilors

FROM:
Bill Peterson: City Manager
Authored by: Greg Dirks: HR/Records Manager
DATE:

June 18, 2018

SUBJECT:

2017-18 Annual Performance Plan Recap

Requested Council Action
No Council action is requested. The report and presentation are for information only.
Background
The 2017-18 Annual Performance Plan was adopted on April 11, 2017. The plan consisted of 21
distinct projects and initiatives throughout the seven City goals. Three of the projects were not
funded during the City’s budget process. The items included Overpass Art Scope and IGA,
Community Engagement Strategies, and a Housing Plan. These unfunded items were formally
removed from the APP in July, 2017.
Remaining APP items included:
Goal 1:
• Arata Road Rebuild Support and Fence Project. Construction on Arata Road began this
past May, with an estimated completion of October 31, 2018. The City will be working
to install the new fencing at the close of the rebuild project.
Goal 2:
• Emphasize/Promote Emergency Management. An emergency management article is
posted in each newsletter, and the City’s new website has a dedicated space for
emergency management items. Public Works Director John Niiyama also regularly
attends regional emergency management meetings and conference calls.
• Fire Service Plan for QRV. This project was to provide support to launch a quick
response vehicle within Gresham Fire’s operations. The QRV is in place and active
within the Gresham Fire service area.
Goal 3:
• Scheduled City Events: Events that occurred this year include the City Nite Out, Pumpkin
Fest, Tree Lighting, Easter Egg Hunt, Youth Police Academy, City Garage Sale, and the
City Cleanup Event. A new sponsorship program was also developed, and the City has
received about $14,000 in direct financial contributions this year.
• Parks Master Plan Update. The master plan update is nearing completion. The update
consisted of adding a skate park, futsal court, redesigned sports fields, and enhanced
recreational areas on the undeveloped southern portion of the park. All updates are

•
•

•
•

conceptual, and additional communication, outreach, planning, and design work will be
completed prior to any major renovations of expansions of the park.
Rebuild Cedar Lan Utilities and Roadway. This project was delayed due to fiscal
constraints. Funds for the project were appropriated in the FY 2018-19 budget for
completion either in the fall of 2018 or spring of 2019.
Cottonwood Water Line. A series design issues delayed the final design and engineering
of the project. It was also discovered that construction and permanent easements will
also be needed from Treehill for the construction of the new water line. Construction is
anticipated later this summer.
Donald Robertson Park Irrigation Design. The updated and expanded irrigation design is
complete. The expanded design includes the edible grove as well as the arboretum.
CDBG funds were approved for the actual construction in coming year.
SCADA System Upgrades. The project to upgrade the City’s control system is ongoing
and progressing.

Goal 4:
• City Hall Locations. A real estate representative has been secured by the City, and work
is occurring to investigate and acquire a suitable site for a replacement City Hall.
• Potential Sale of the City Hall Site. The sale is still progressing and should be closed by
the end of July.
Goal 5:
• All-Staff Safety Training. The first safety training event occurred in October and focused
on disaster preparedness and response. A representative from the County Emergency
Management program presented the training. The second training occurred in May and
focused on fire prevention, response, and fire extinguisher use. Gresham Fire gave the
presentation and training.
• All-Staff Team Building. This training has yet to occur, and will involve a debrief and
discussion of the recent city hall tours, and upcoming relation effort.
• Benchmark Services and Best Practices. The focus of the service review was credit cards
and associated fees. Staff recommended and Council approved moving to Invoice Cloud
to process credit/debit card payments. The transition to Invoice Cloud is pending.
• Compensation Analysis. The final report was delivered to the City Council in January.
No wage adjustments were recommended.
Goal 6:
• Halsey Corridor Project. Work on the Main Streets and Halsey initiative continues. A
DLCD grant is currently refining the economic opportunities and constraints, and a
pending Metro grant would look at land use compatibility and constraints. The Oregon
Regional Solutions team also toured the area in May.
• Two-City Recreation Program. The Play East County Recreation program is growing. A
recent fundraising event was successful in raising funds for scholarships. Program
offerings and participation has increased over last year.
Goal 7:
• Tree Planting Program. 14 new trees were planted in the Donald Robertson Park. A
Japanese Maple tree from City Hall was also relocated to the park. The planting of
community trees is still pending.

Next Steps
The 2018-19 Annual Performance Plan has been adopted, and staff is already working on the
completing a number of those items.
Alternatives
This report is for information only, and no alternatives are needed.
Fiscal Impact

City Goal
The completion of APP [projects and objectives helps achieve all seven City goals.
Suggested Motions
No motion suggested.

PUBLIC WORKS MONTHLY REPORT
COUNCIL DATE
TO:
FROM:
SUBJECT:

June 15, 2018
BILL PETERSON, CITY MANAGER
JOHN NIIYAMA, DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS
PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR’S REPORT

________________________________________________________________________
.

Donald L. Robertson Park
Received 100% irrigation design and engineering cost estimate from AKS
Engineering. The cost estimate is $107,000 which includes approximately $9,200 for
the sports field restoration. The irrigation plan can also be phased as budget allows.
The City was awarded a $75,250 CDBG Grant towards irrigation.
We are continuing work on updating the Parks Mater Plan. Staff has received
several new graphics that will be included in the master plan for review.
We have received final design documents for the Gorge Hub park project. Putting
together a complete package to present to Parks Commission members and public
meeting to involve feedback from citizens.
The West Columbia Gorge Rotary planted 14 trees May 12th on the park lands south
of the main Donald Robertson Park area----just east of the parking lot in Tree Hill.

Cedar Ln. Reconstruction
We have received 90% plans and a more accurate engineer’s cost estimate,
currently estimated at $732,178. At this time, will delay bid proposal until fall for
spring/summer 2019 construction.
The city’s engineer consultant and Multnomah County’s design team are exploring
the possibility of expanding the scope of the Cedar Ln. storm water conveyance to
include the storm water from the 238th hill improvements. If this collaboration goes
further than preliminary design, fees for redesign to the city’s engineer will have to
be compensated by the county. Analysis was completed and there is no conflict with
the County’s 238th design plan.

Shea Lift Station
Since City Manager Bill Peterson has provided City Council with Council Memo 18002----History and notice to terminate sanitary sewer service. Dr Davis did pay the
outstanding balance of $11,585.24.

Public Works has been working with Pump Tech NW to assess the lift station—
visual inspection was completed with Dr Davis and his engineer present. John
Niiyama has instructed Pump Tech NW to move forward with a detailed inspection.
At this time, waiting for a response from Pump Tech NW.

Cottonwood Waterline Project
Received 100% construction design plans and easement documents. There was a
public meeting with HOA’s from Treehill and Cottonwood present. No resistance to
the project was encountered. Public Works will be moving forward with construction
and utility easements, request for bid proposals, and construction. Pending
easement documents, anticipate construction within the next 30-45 days.

Municipal Water & Sanitary System
Cla Valves were rebuilt on 223rd along with electrical upgrades. These valves
control pressure in the upper and lower zones for optimum efficiency.
Began installation of an additional chlorine monitoring system at Cherry Park.
Monitors chlorine levels as water exits Reservoir 2 & 3. Existing system monitors
chlorine as water enter the reservoirs.

Meetings Attended by Director:
• Public Works Director’s morning meeting (Weekly)
• EMCTC East Multnomah County Transportation Committee
• City Hall utility relocation consultants
• Emergency Management Regional Redevelopment
• MGP site development meeting
• Public Works Week Lunch City of Troutdale hosted May 23rd

Development progress: These activities require plan reviews and comments by the
Building Department and other Public Works staff. We also spend time in consultation with
the developers, their engineers and the contractor as the project moves from planning to
completion.
•

•

Riverwood Village –Two model homes are expected to open June 23rd. Public
Works has installed water meters throughout the development. A walkthrough was
completed May 21st and a punch list was provided to Lennar and the contractor.
Overall things look good as development continues.
Multnomah County – Construction continues on both Sandy Blvd and Arata Rd.

Personnel Update:
Michael Smith Utility Worker II retired May 31st. Greg and John working on
recruitment.
Retired Public Works Director Scott Sloan continues to support Public Works in the
Engineering Tech capacity as the recruitment process will begin June 2018.
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Council Finance Report on Revenue & Expenditures through May 31, 2018.

This report covers all revenue and expenses from July 1, 2017 through May 31, 2018, about 91% of
the year. All revenues and expenses are within budgeted parameters. Please see the attached charts
indicating specific May revenue and expense figures.
Revenue from property taxes increased by $58,790 from last year, overall revenues increased by 8%
over last year. The interest rate at the LGIP for this report is now at 2.1%. On May 31st our
investment portfolio was at $6,004,581. Our interest income for April was $10,033.
The 2018-19 Budget has been adopted as of Thursday, June 14, 2018, and all required documents have
been conveyed to the appropriate agencies.

SOURCE OF
YTD 2015-16
YTD 2016-17
INCOME
as of
31-May-16
31-May-17
The percentages are for the change from the prior year to the next year.

YTD 2017-18
31-May-18

2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 Trend
population
3910
3915
3920

Property Tax **

$857,533

↑

5%

$904,539

↑

6%

$963,329

$219.32

$231.04

$245.75

Business Income Tax

$212,483

↑

3%

$217,822

↓

0%

$217,285

$54.34

$55.64

$55.43

$3,766

↑

9%

$4,104

↑

1%

$4,142

$0.96

$1.05

$1.06

$46,528

↑

6%

$49,420

↑

49%

$11.90

$12.62

$18.74

$213,460

↑

2%

$216,738

↑

4%

$224,331

$54.59

$55.36

$57.23

$30,185

↑

64%

$49,556

↓

-4%

$47,711

$7.72

$12.66

$12.17

$159,582

↓

-9%

$144,886

↑

6%

$154,150

$40.81

$37.01

$39.32

$26,337

↑

79%

$47,025

↑

79%

$84,162

$6.74

$12.01

$21.47

$1,549,874

↑

5%

$1,634,092

↑

8%

$1,768,580

$396.39

$417.39

$451.17

Cigarette Tax
Liquor/Marijuana Tax
Gasoline Tax
State Shared Revenue
motel tax
interest revenue

TOTALS

** includes URA taxes
*This includes marijuana tax.

$73,469 *

REVENUE
BUDGET VS. ACTUAL
BOTH BUDGET & ACTUAL AT
ACCOUNTING PERIOD 11
May 31, 2018
(Dollars in Thousands)

6000

5000

4000

3000

2000

1000

0
Taxes

Water/Sewer
User Fees

Interest

Permits/Licen
ses

Franchise

Intergovern.

Misc.

TOTAL

Budget

1245

1829

31

153

279

345

1435

5317

Received

1279

1914

85

111

296

322

35

4043

General Fund
Budget vs. Expense
BOTH BUDGET & ACTUAL AT
Accounting Period 11
May 31, 2018
(Dollars in Thousands)

4,000,000

3,500,000

3,000,000

2,500,000

Budget

2,000,000

1,500,000

1,000,000

500,000

0
Personnel Services

Materials &
Services

Capital Outlay

Transfers to Other
Funds

Contingency

Total

Budget

451,969

1,145,895

676,958

1,100,000

764,500

3,374,822

Spent

374,079

894,326

349,790

0

0

1,618,195

Spent

Street Fund
Budget Vs. Expense
BOTH BUDGET & ACTUAL AT
Accounting Period 11
May 31, 2018
(Dollars in Thousands)

900000
800000
700000
600000

Budget

500000
400000
300000
200000
100000
0

Personnel Services

Materials & Services

Capital Outlay

Contingency

Total

Budget

200118

163710

411018

77917

852762

Spent

179247

86130

66105

0

331482

Spent

Water Fund
Budget vs. Expense
BOTH BUDGET & ACTUAL AT
Accounting Period 11
MaY 31, 2018
(Dollars in Thousands)

1,600,000
1,400,000
1,200,000
1,000,000

Budget

800,000
600,000
400,000
200,000
0

Personnel
Services

Materials &
Services

Capital Outlay

Transfers to
Other Funds

Contingency

Debt Service

Total

Budget

401,315

188,387

571,378

0

275,000

0

1,436,079

Spent

348,826

153,145

142,581

0

0

0

644,553

Spent

Sewer Fund
Budget Vs. Expense
BOTH BUDGET & ACTUAL AT
Accounting Period 11
May 31, 2018
(Dollars in Thousands)

1200000

1000000

800000

600000

Budget

400000

200000

0

Personnel
Services

Materials &
Services

Capital Outlay

Transfers to Other
Funds

Contingency

Debt Service

Total

Budget

349580

466033

213978

0

64167

0

1093758

Spent

300488

443499

109046

0

0

0

853033

Spent

PROPERTY TAX REVENUES COMPARISON BY DATE
JULY 2015 THROUGH JUNE 2018

FY 2015-16

AMOUNT
of PAYMENT

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE

7/10/2015
8/10/2015
9/11/2015
OCT 2015
11/12/2015
11/19/2015
11/25/2015
12/3/2015
12/10/2015
1/13/2016
2/2/2016
3/10/2016
4/12/2016
May 2016
5/11/2016
6/10/2016

$5,163.67
$2,874.83
$2,920.80
$2,214.56
$79,458.96
$147,680.18
$346,765.68
$201,895.72
$25,555.08
$10,137.30
$4,714.60
$24,561.42
$3,590.30
$0.00
$3,114.35
$23,927.32
$884,574.77

$5,163.67
$8,038.50
$10,959.30
$13,173.86
$92,632.82
$240,313.00
$587,078.68
$788,974.40
$814,529.48
$824,666.78
$829,381.38
$853,942.80
$857,533.10
$857,533.10
$860,647.45
$884,574.77
$884,574.77

2015-16 budgeted rev

FY 2016-17

0.60%
0.94%
1.28%
1.54%
10.82%
28.08%
68.59%
92.18%
95.16%
96.35%
96.90%
99.77%
100.19%
100.19%
100.55%
103.35%
103.35%
$855,932

AMOUNT
BY MONTH

JULY 2016
$4,693.22
AUG 2016
$2,500.53
SEPT 2016
$2,354.43
OCT 2016
$1,879.21
11/10/2016
$80,411.04
11/17/2016
$83,529.21
11/23/2016
$202,240.39
12/1/2016
$383,254.18
12/7+12/2016 $96,723.30
1/12/2017
$10,556.03
2/10/2017
$5,481.62
MAR 2017
$24,650.14
APRIL 2017
$3,646.62
MAY 2017
$2,618.88
MAY 2017
$0.00
6/12/2017
$23,792.73
YTD TOTAL

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE
$4,693.22
$7,193.75
$9,548.18
$11,427.39
$91,838.43
$175,367.64
$377,608.03
$760,862.21
$857,585.51
$868,141.54
$873,623.16
$898,273.30
$901,919.92
$904,538.80
$904,538.80
$928,331.53
$928,331.53

2016-17 budgeted rev

0.51%
0.78%
1.03%
1.23%
9.91%
18.92%
40.73%
82.08%
92.51%
93.65%
94.24%
96.90%
97.29%
97.58%
97.58%
100.14%

$927,000

FY 2017-18

AMOUNT
BY MONTH

JULY 2017
AUG 2017
SEPT 2017
OCT 2017
11/13/2017
11/16/2017
11/22/2017
11/30/2017
DEC 2017
1/11/2018
2/12/2018
MAR 2018
APRIL 2018
MAY 2018
MAY 2018
JUNE 2018

$5,437.32
$2,504.42
$2,252.72
$1,275.11
$84,625.35
$66,421.07
$420,339.90
$233,236.34
$97,313.57
$12,665.64
$7,437.53
$23,700.52
$3,040.00
$3,079.60
$0.00
$0.00
YTD TOTAL

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE
$5,437.32
$7,941.74
$10,194.46
$11,469.57
$96,094.92
$162,515.99
$582,855.89
$816,092.23
$913,405.80
$926,071.44
$933,508.97
$957,209.49
$960,249.49
$963,329.09
$963,329.09
$963,329.09
$963,329.09

0.55%
0.81%
1.04%
1.17%
9.78%
16.54%
59.32%
83.06%
92.97%
94.26%
95.01%
97.43%
97.74%
98.05%
98.05%
98.05%

2017-18 budgeted rev
$982,500
Budget includes Wood Village & URA

MULTNOMAH COUNTY BUSINESS INCOME TAX
JULY 2015 THROUGH JUNE 2018
FY 2015-16

AMOUNT
of PAYMENT

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE

7/15/2015
8/15/2015
9/15/2015
OCT 2015
11/16/2015
DEC 2015
JAN 2016
2/15/2016
3/15/2016
4/15/2016
5/16/2016
6/15/2016

$13,865.00
$24,671.00
$1,347.00
$19,398.00
$23,673.00
$0.00
$25,338.00
$17,270.00
$3,641.00
$20,721.00
$62,559.00
$15,257.00

$13,865.00
$38,536.00
$39,883.00
$59,281.00
$82,954.00
$82,954.00
$108,292.00
$125,562.00
$129,203.00
$149,924.00
$212,483.00
$227,740.00
$227,740.00
$227,740.00

YTD TOTAL

FY 2016-17

6.98%
19.41%
20.09%
29.86%
41.79%
41.79%
54.55%
63.25%
65.09%
75.53%
107.04%
114.73%
114.73%
114.73%

JULY 2016
AUG 2016
SEPT 2016
OCT 2016
NOV 2016
DEC 2016
1/17/2017
2/15/2017
MAR 2017
APRIL 2017
MAY 2017
6/13/2017

AMOUNT
BY MONTH
$31,217.00
$5,460.00
$3,303.00
$8,623.00
$37,809.00
$1,732.00
$23,341.00
$19,883.00
$3,455.00
$23,918.00
$59,081.00
$27,694.00

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE
$31,217
$36,677
$39,980
$48,603
$86,412
$88,144
$111,485
$131,368
$134,823
$158,741
$217,822
$245,516
$245,516

2016-17 budgeted rev
2015-16 budgeted rev

$198,504

FY 2017-18

14.59%
17.14%
18.68%
22.71%
40.38%
41.19%
52.10%
61.39%
63.00%
74.18%
101.79%
114.73%

$214,000

JULY 2017
AUG 2017
SEPT 2017
OCT 2017
NOV 2017
DEC 2017
JAN 2018
FEB 2018
MAR 2018
APRIL 2018
MAY 2018
JUNE 2018

AMOUNT
BY MONTH
$15,676.00
$14,112.00
$4,457.00
$31,404.00
$22,758.00
$2,591.00
$27,586.00
$11,056.00
$3,726.00
$25,574.00
$58,345.00
$0.00

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE
$15,676
$29,788
$34,245
$65,649
$88,407
$90,998
$118,584
$129,640
$133,366
$158,940
$217,285
$217,285
$217,285

2017-18 budgeted rev

6.09%
11.57%
13.30%
25.49%
34.33%
35.34%
46.05%
50.35%
51.79%
61.72%
84.38%
84.38%

$257,500

CIGARETTE TAX REVENUES COMPARISON BY DATE
JULY 2015 THROUGH JUNE 2018

FY 2015-16

AMOUNT
of PAYMENT

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE

FY 2016-17

AMOUNT
BY MONTH

7/16/2015
8/23/2015
9/23/2015
OCT 2015
NOV 2015
DEC 2015
JAN 2016
FEB 2016
MAR 2016
APRIL 2016
APRIL 2016
MAY 2016
JUNE 2016

$422.28
$467.85
$497.07
$446.60
$478.35
$442.21
$430.29
$581.52
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$2,057.35

$422.28
$890.13
$1,387.20
$1,833.80
$2,312.15
$2,754.36
$3,184.65
$3,766.17
$3,766.17
$3,766.17
$3,766.17
$3,766.17
$5,823.52
$5,823.52
$5,823.52

JULY 2016
AUG 2016
SEPT 2016
OCT 2016
NOV 2016
DEC 2016
1/25/2017
FEB 2017
MAR 2017
APRIL 2017
MAY 2017
MAY 2017
JUNE 2017

$403.86
$487.69
$426.73
$487.57
$440.20
$355.59
$471.08
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$1,031.55
$0.00
$792.39
YTD TOTAL

YTD TOTAL

7.90%
16.64%
25.94%
34.29%
43.23%
51.50%
59.55%
70.42%
70.42%
70.42%
70.42%
70.42%
108.89%
108.89%
108.89%

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE
$403.86
$891.55
$1,318.28
$1,805.85
$2,246.05
$2,601.64
$3,072.72
$3,072.72
$3,072.72
$3,072.72
$4,104.27
$4,104.27
$4,896.66
$4,896.66

2016-17 budgeted rev
2015-16 budgeted rev

$5,348

8.24%
18.19%
26.90%
36.85%
45.84%
53.09%
62.71%
62.71%
62.71%
62.71%
83.76%
83.76%
99.93%

$4,900

FY 2017-18

AMOUNT
BY MONTH

JULY 2017
AUG 2017
SEPT 2017
OCT 2017
NOV 2017
DEC 2017
JAN 2018
FEB 2018
MAR 2018
APRIL 2018
MAY 2018
JUNE 2018
JUNE 2018

$478.95
$0.00
$887.22
$567.93
$0.00
$305.07
$950.74
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$952.03
$0.00
$0.00
YTD TOTAL

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE
$478.95
$478.95
$1,366.17
$1,934.10
$1,934.10
$2,239.17
$3,189.91
$3,189.91
$3,189.91
$3,189.91
$4,141.94
$4,141.94
$4,141.94
$4,141.94

2017-18 budgeted rev

9.44%
9.44%
26.92%
38.11%
38.11%
44.12%
62.86%
62.86%
62.86%
62.86%
81.61%
81.61%
81.61%

$5,075

LIQUOR & MARIJUANA TAX REVENUES COMPARISON BY DATE
JULY 2015 THROUGH JUNE 2018

FY 2015-16

AMOUNT
CUMULATIVE
of PAYMENT TO DATE

7/30/2015
AUGUST
9/2/2015
OCT 2015
NOV 2015
DEC 2015
12/31/2015
JAN 2016
2/1/2016
3/30/2016
5/3/2016
6/3/2016
6/3 & 6/30

$4,493.67
$0.00
$5,228.51
$9,251.25
$0.00
$4,994.58
$4,429.14
$0.00
$6,272.19
$7,714.71
$4,143.92
$4,910.82
$9,643.36
YTD TOTAL

$4,493.67
$4,493.67
$9,722.18
$18,973.43
$18,973.43
$23,968.01
$28,397.15
$28,397.15
$34,669.34
$42,384.05
$46,527.97
$51,438.79
$61,082.15
$61,082.15
$61,082.15

8.66%
8.66%
18.74%
36.58%
36.58%
46.20%
54.74%
54.74%
66.83%
81.71%
89.69%
99.16%
117.75%
117.75%
117.75%

FY 2016-17

AMOUNT
BY MONTH

JULY 2016
AUG 2016
SEPT 2016
OCT 2016
NOV 2016
DEC 2016
12/1/2016
1/31/2011
2/28/2017
APRIL 2017
5/2/2017
5/31/2017
6/30/2017

$4,460.13
$0.00
$9,015.59
$0.00
$5,691.96
$0.00
$8,498.12
$8,385.12
$3,627.25
$4,450.12
$5,292.08
$4,785.39
$4,634.26
YTD TOTAL

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE
$4,460.13
$4,460.13
$13,475.72
$13,475.72
$19,167.68
$19,167.68
$27,665.80
$36,050.92
$39,678.17
$44,128.29
$49,420.37
$54,205.76
$54,054.63
$54,054.63

2016-17 budgeted rev
2015-16 budgeted rev

$51,874

7.69%
7.69%
23.23%
23.23%
33.05%
33.05%
47.70%
62.16%
68.41%
76.08%
85.21%
93.46%
93.20%

$58,000

FY 2017-18

AMOUNT
BY MONTH

JULY 2017
AUG 2017
SEPT 2017
OCT 2017
NOV 2017
DEC 2017
JAN 2018
FEB 2018
MAR 2018
APRIL 2018
MAY 2018
JUNE 2018
JUNE 2018

$0.00
$5,574.39
$5,083.25
$25,834.84
$5,984.06
$8,558.72
$0.00
$8,207.36
$3,665.87
$4,487.07
$6,073.22
$0.00
$0.00
YTD TOTAL

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE
$0.00
$5,574.39
$10,657.64
$36,492.48
$42,476.54
$51,035.26
$51,035.26
$59,242.62
$62,908.49
$67,395.56
$73,468.78
$73,468.78
$73,468.78
$73,468.78

0.00%
9.14%
17.47%
59.82%
69.63%
83.66%
83.66%
97.12%
103.13%
110.48%
120.44%
120.44%
120.44%

2017-18 budgeted rev
$61,000
Budget includes OLCC & Marijuana

ODOT - GAS TAX REVENUES COMPARISON BY DATE
JULY 2015 THROUGH JUNE 2018

FY 2015-16

AMOUNT
CUMULATIVE
of PAYMENT TO DATE

7/16/2015
8/15/2015
9/15/2015
OCT 2015
11/16/2015
12/16/2015
JAN 2016
FEB 2016
MAR 2016
APRIL 2016
5/15/2016
6/16/2016

$20,986.00
$16,935.14
$21,664.98
$20,775.93
$19,294.06
$17,739.48
$19,416.38
$21,443.97
$15,400.91
$19,177.11
$20,625.64
$18,204.54
YTD TOTAL

$20,986.00
$37,921.14
$59,586.12
$80,362.05
$99,656.11
$117,395.59
$136,811.97
$158,255.94
$173,656.85
$192,833.96
$213,459.60
$231,664.14
$231,664.14
$231,664.14

9.31%
16.82%
26.43%
35.64%
44.20%
52.06%
60.67%
70.18%
77.02%
85.52%
94.67%
102.74%

FY 2016-17

AMOUNT
BY MONTH

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE

JULY 2016
AUG 2016
SEPT 2016
OCT 2016
11/16/2016
12/15/2016
1/17/2017
2/16/2017
MAR 2017
APRIL 2017
5/16/2017
6/16/2017

$20,499.30
$18,274.13
$19,086.03
$23,112.83
$20,765.79
$19,986.02
$18,807.35
$22,176.81
$17,291.32
$16,526.18
$20,212.64
$17,697.81
YTD TOTAL

$20,499.30
$38,773.43
$57,859.46
$80,972.29
$101,738.08
$121,724.10
$140,531.45
$162,708.26
$179,999.58
$196,525.76
$216,738.40
$234,436.21
$234,436.21

2016-17 budgeted rev
2015-16 budgeted rev

$225,484

9.12%
17.25%
25.74%
36.03%
45.27%
54.16%
62.53%
72.40%
80.09%
87.44%
96.44%
104.31%

$224,750

FY 2017-18

AMOUNT
BY MONTH

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE

JULY 2017
AUG 2017
SEPT 2017
OCT 2017
NOV 2017
DEC 2017
JAN 2018
FEB 2018
MAR 2018
APRIL 2018
MAY 2018
JUNE 2018

$20,141.41
$19,095.98
$21,082.29
$21,840.67
$19,545.44
$18,861.64
$20,588.84
$20,159.43
$20,306.63
$18,252.69
$24,456.42
$0.00
YTD TOTAL

$20,141.41
$39,237.39
$60,319.68
$82,160.35
$101,705.79
$120,567.43
$141,156.27
$161,315.70
$181,622.33
$199,875.02
$224,331.44
$224,331.44
$224,331.44

2017-18 budgeted rev

9.19%
17.90%
27.52%
37.49%
46.40%
55.01%
64.40%
73.60%
82.87%
91.20%
102.35%
102.35%

$219,170

STATE SHARED TAX REVENUES COMPARISON BY DATE
JULY 2015 THROUGH JUNE 2018

FY 2015-16

AMOUNT
of PAYMENT

August 2015

$9,563.89

November 2015

$9,685.13

02/05/16

$10,936.26

May 2016

$0.00

YTD TOTAL

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE
$0.00
$9,563.89
$9,563.89
$9,563.89
$19,249.02
$19,249.02
$19,249.02
$30,185.28
$30,185.28
$30,185.28
$30,185.28
$30,185.28

0.00%
26.88%
26.88%
26.88%
54.09%
54.09%
54.09%
84.82%
84.82%
84.82%
84.82%
84.82%

FY 2016-17

AMOUNT
BY MONTH

JULY 2016
AUG 2016
SEPT 2016
OCT 2016
NOV 2016
DEC 2016
JAN 2017
FEB 2017
MAR 2017
APRIL 2017
MAY 2017
JUNE 2017

$18,030.98
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$10,254.75
$0.00
$11,910.02
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$9,360.43
$0.00
YTD TOTAL

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE
$18,030.98
$18,030.98
$18,030.98
$18,030.98
$28,285.73
$28,285.73
$40,195.75
$40,195.75
$40,195.75
$40,195.75
$49,556.18
$49,556.18
$49,556.18

44.97%
44.97%
44.97%
44.97%
70.54%
70.54%
100.24%
100.24%
100.24%
100.24%
123.58%
123.58%

FY 2017-18

AMOUNT
BY MONTH

JULY 2017
AUG 2017
SEPT 2017
OCT 2017
NOV 2017
DEC 2017
JAN 2018
FEB 2018
MAR 2018
APRIL 2018
MAY 2018
JUNE 2018

$10,500.57
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$25,576.13
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$11,634.38
$0.00
$0.00
YTD TOTAL

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE
$10,500.57
$10,500.57
$10,500.57
$10,500.57
$10,500.57
$36,076.70
$36,076.70
$36,076.70
$36,076.70
$47,711.08
$47,711.08
$47,711.08
$47,711.08

28.08%
28.08%
28.08%
28.08%
28.08%
96.46%
96.46%
96.46%
96.46%
127.57%
127.57%
127.57%

$30,185.28
2016-17 budgeted rev

2015-16 budgeted rev

$35,586

$40,100

2017-18 budgeted rev

$37,400

MOTEL REVENUES COMPARISON BY DATE
JULY 2015 THROUGH JUNE 2018

FY 2015-16

AMOUNT
of PAYMENT

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE

JULY 2015
AUG 2015
SEP 2015
10/19/2015
11/2/2015
DEC 2015
JAN 2016
FEB 2016
MAR 2016
APRIL 2016
MAY 2016
JUNE 2016

$38,404.21
$0.00
$4,662.87
$17,203.86
$39,310.52
$0.00
$19,561.88
$8,164.96
$0.00
$0.00
$32,273.92
$0.00

$38,404.21
$38,404.21
$43,067.08
$60,270.94
$99,581.46
$99,581.46
$119,143.34
$127,308.30
$127,308.30
$127,308.30
$159,582.22
$159,582.22

YTD TOTAL

$159,582.22

32.53%
32.53%
36.49%
51.06%
84.36%
84.36%
100.93%
107.85%
107.85%
107.85%
135.19%
135.19%

FY 2016-17

AMOUNT
BY MONTH

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE

JULY 2016
AUG 2016
SEPT 2016
OCT 2016
NOV 2016
DEC 2016
JAN 2017
FEB 2017
MAR 2017
APRIL 2017
MAY 2017
JUNE 2017

$30,969.89
$0.00
$0.00
$6,022.20
$49,138.30
$0.00
$25,754.56
$4,988.42
$0.00
$11,376.20
$16,636.81
$0.00
YTD TOTAL

$30,969.89
$30,969.89
$30,969.89
$36,992.09
$86,130.39
$86,130.39
$111,884.95
$116,873.37
$116,873.37
$128,249.57
$144,886.38
$144,886.38
$144,886.38

2016-17 budgeted rev
2015-16 budgeted rev

$118,040

24.40%
24.40%
24.40%
29.15%
67.87%
67.87%
88.17%
92.10%
92.10%
101.06%
114.17%
114.17%

$126,900

FY 2017-18

AMOUNT
BY MONTH

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE

JULY 2017
AUG 2017
SEPT 2017
OCT 2017
NOV 2017
DEC 2017
JAN 2018
FEB 2018
MAR 2018
APRIL 2018
MAY 2018
JUNE 2018

$42,073.08
$0.00
$0.00
$15,124.67
$39,637.15
$0.00
$24,392.28
$5,754.43
$0.00
$2,395.27
$24,773.34
$0.00
YTD TOTAL

$42,073.08
$42,073.08
$42,073.08
$57,197.75
$96,834.90
$96,834.90
$121,227.18
$126,981.61
$126,981.61
$129,376.88
$154,150.22
$154,150.22
$154,150.22

2017-18 budgeted rev

26.90%
26.90%
26.90%
36.57%
61.91%
61.91%
77.51%
81.19%
81.19%
82.72%
98.56%
98.56%

$156,400

INTEREST REVENUES COMPARISON BY DATE
JULY 2015 THROUGH JUNE 2018
FY 2015-16
JULY 2015
AUG 2015
SEPT 2015
OCT 2015
NOV 2015
DEC 2015
JAN 2016
FEB 2016
MAR 2016
APRIL 2016
5/31/2016
6/30/2016

AMOUNT
of PAYMENT
$1,975.74
$1,889.20
$1,847.24
$1,898.88
$1,858.97
$2,389.46
$3,219.10
$2,556.31
$2,948.51
$2,834.25
$2,919.04
$3,139.62
YTD TOTAL

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE
$1,975.74
7.24%
$3,864.94
14.16%
$5,712.18
20.92%
$7,611.06
27.88%
$9,470.03
34.69%
$11,859.49
43.44%
$15,078.59
55.23%
$17,634.90
64.60%
$20,583.41
75.40%
$23,417.66
85.78%
$26,336.70
96.47%
$29,476.32 107.97%
$29,476.32 107.97%
$29,476.32 107.97%

FY 2016-17

AMOUNT
BY MONTH
JULY 2016
$3,193.56
AUG 2016
$3,307.02
SEPT 2016
$3,285.33
OCT 2016
$3,735.25
NOV 2016
$3,647.36
DEC 2016
$4,097.07
JAN 2017
$4,409.29
FEB 2017
$4,490.08
MAR 2017
$5,496.78
APRIL 2017
$5,753.43
MAY 2017
$5,610.10
JUNE 2017
$5,550.02
YTD TOTAL

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE
$3,193.56
$6,500.58
$9,785.91
$13,521.16
$17,168.52
$21,265.59
$25,674.88
$30,164.96
$35,661.74
$41,415.17
$47,025.27
$52,575.29
$52,575.29

2016-17 budgeted rev
2015-16 budgeted rev

$27,300

FY 2017-18

10.34%
21.05%
31.69%
43.79%
55.60%
68.87%
83.14%
97.68%
115.48%
134.12%
152.28%
170.26%

$30,880

AMOUNT
BY MONTH
JULY 2017
$6,196.73
AUG 2017
$5,980.17
SEPT 2017
$5,834.62
OCT 2017
$6,051.72
NOV 2017
$6,368.56
DEC 2017
$7,833.59
JAN 2018
$8,407.61
FEB 2018
$7,975.53
MAR 2018
$9,326.69
APRIL 2018
$10,154.18
MAY 2018
$10,032.80
JUNE 2018
$0.00
YTD TOTAL

CUMULATIVE
TO DATE
$6,196.73
$12,176.90
$18,011.52
$24,063.24
$30,431.80
$38,265.39
$46,673.00
$54,648.53
$63,975.22
$74,129.40
$84,162.20
$84,162.20
$84,162.20

2017-18 budgeted rev

18.78%
36.90%
54.58%
72.92%
92.22%
115.96%
141.43%
165.60%
193.86%
224.63%
255.04%
255.04%

$33,000

INVESTMENT
HISTORY

Amt invested
at month-end

Interest
rate

Actual
Interest

avg/mo

received

Amt invested
at month-end

Amt invested Interest
at month-end rate

Actual
Interest

Amt invested Interest
at month-end rate

Amt invested
at month-end

WELLS FARGO CHECKING
$0.00
0.00%
$0.00
0.00%
$0.00
0.00%
$0.00
0.00%
$0.00
0.00%
$0.00
0.00%
$0.00
0.00%
$0.00
0.00%
$0.00
0.00%
$0.00
0.00%
$0.00
0.00%
$0.00
0.00%
$0.00
0.00%
$0.00
0.00%
$0.00
0.00%
$0.00
0.00%
$0.00
0.00%
$559,375.17
0.21%
$616,574.78
0.21%
$620,880.27
0.21%
$685,353.60
0.21%
$724,172.74
0.21%
$586,725.38
0.71%
$562,257.51
0.71%
$664,325.22
0.71%
$655,083.11
0.71%
$894,923.95
0.71%
$681,955.64
0.71%
$594,112.34
0.71%
$534,712.67
0.71%
$640,271.85
0.71%
$519,997.98
0.71%
$607,753.19
0.71%
$679,771.25
0.71%
$589,578.17
0.71%
$489,594.49
0.79%
$404,587.92
1.06%
$382,739.86
1.06%
$625,321.38
1.06%
$379,281.23
1.06%
$314,388.30
1.06%
$347,397.10
1.06%
$335,117.50
1.06%
$400,859.61
1.06%
$421,256.07
1.06%
$342,821.63
1.06%
$408,309.19
1.06%
$283,230.62
1.06%
$414,168.49
1.06%
$243,107.77
1.06%
$586,063.29
1.06%

TOTAL CMBND
$6,004,580.92
$6,255,122.45
$6,246,528.44
$5,945,914.64
$6,016,001.47
$6,013,155.23
$5,928,986.57
$5,301,757.66
$5,354,030.39
$5,310,843.47
$5,361,174.13
$5,770,262.21
$5,651,468.49
$5,598,194.40
$5,791,640.59
$5,707,580.28
$5,662,292.10
$5,777,807.18
$5,240,617.96
$4,850,145.55
$5,076,791.92
$5,078,398.11
$5,010,932.28
$5,079,271.97
$5,107,121.59
$5,304,528.48
$5,697,210.82
$5,481,094.01
$5,429,508.86
$5,451,579.02
$5,299,019.76
$4,649,416.76
$4,784,670.66
$4,823,194.42
$4,676,610.33
$4,929,741.21
$4,837,392.53
$4,746,573.55
$4,945,610.70
$4,750,371.67
$4,743,109.13
$4,804,663.50
$4,856,559.79
$4,428,195.68
$4,570,756.17
$4,513,064.97
$4,637,961.24
$4,833,267.65
$4,803,503.94
$4,686,878.64
$4,901,760.02

*previously Sterling Bank

MAY 2018
APR 2018
MAR 2018
FEB 2018
JAN 2018
DEC 2017
NOV 2017
OCT 2017
SEP 2017
AUG 2017
JULY 2017
JUNE 2017
MAY 2017
APR 2017
MAR 2017
FEB 2017
JAN 2017
DEC 2016
NOV 2016
OCT 2016
SEPT 2016
AUG 2016
JULY 2016
JUNE 2016
MAY 2016
APR 2016
MAR 2016
FEB 2016
JAN 2016
DEC 2015
NOV 2015
OCT 2015
SEPT 2015
AUG 2015
JULY 2015
JUNE 2015
MAY 2015
APR 2015
MAR 2015
FEB 2015
JAN 2015
DEC 2014
NOV 2014
OCT 2014
SEPT 2014
AUGUST 2014
JULY 2014
JUNE 2014
MAY 2013
APR 2013
MAR 2013

LGIP
$5,598,084.70
$5,795,145.78
$5,860,949.38
$5,650,223.77
$5,595,388.07
$5,675,189.39
$5,614,149.89
$4,904,871.37
$4,917,897.10
$4,878,300.95
$4,931,034.89
$5,222,604.91
$5,134,523.17
$5,026,542.20
$5,321,376.41
$5,317,749.16
$4,545,433.46
$4,487,859.56
$4,523,225.08
$4,128,447.18
$4,290,620.22
$4,253,160.06
$4,323,141.59
$4,415,949.15
$4,341,731.06
$4,548,380.06
$4,701,221.56
$4,697,812.65
$4,734,048.80
$4,816,143.63
$4,558,708.91
$4,029,379.78
$4,176,917.47
$4,143,423.17
$4,087,032.16
$4,440,146.72
$4,342,884.96
$4,273,916.33
$4,230,374.18
$4,281,177.59
$4,338,810.05
$4,367,357.91
$4,431,578.20
$3,937,516.28
$4,059,726.07
$4,080,559.29
$4,139,985.22
$4,358,512.96
$4,299,734.19
$4,354,215.26
$4,311,233.82

2.100%
2.100%
1.920%
1.850%
1.850%
1.650%
1.550%
1.450%
1.450%
1.450%
1.450%
1.300%
1.300%
1.300%
1.300%
1.150%
1.150%
1.030%
1.030%
1.030%
1.030%
0.920%
0.920%
0.875%
0.875%
0.75%
0.75%
0.74%
0.67%
0.54%
0.54%
0.54%
0.54%
0.54%
0.54%
0.50%
.
0.50%
0.50%
0.50%
0.50%
0.50%
0.50%
0.54%
0.54%
0.54%
0.54%
0.54%
0.54%
0.54%
0.54%

$10,033
$10,154
$9,327
$7,976
$8,408
$7,834
$6,369
$6,052
$5,835
$5,980
$6,197
$5,550
$5,610
$5,753
$5,497
$4,490
$4,409
$4,097
$3,647
$3,735
$3,285
$3,307
$3,194
$3,140
$2,919
$2,834
$2,949
$2,556
$2,594
$2,389
$1,859
$1,899
$1,847
$1,889
$1,976
$1,917
$1,831
$1,747
$1,810
$1,645
$1,832
$1,882
$1,749
$1,838
$1,797
$1,904
$1,948
$1,923
$1,975
$1,922
$1,967

received
US BANK
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$99,500.00
$99,500.00
$99,500.00
$99,500.00
$99,500.00
$99,500.00
$99,589.10
$99,589.10
$100,818.10
$100,818.10
$100,818.10
$100,818.10
$101,065.31
$101,065.31
$101,065.31
$101,065.31
$101,065.31
$101,065.31
$101,325.72
$101,347.72
$100,722.72
$100,039.00
$100,039.00
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

RIVERVIEW BANK
$406,496.22
0.50%
$459,976.67
0.50%
$385,579.06
0.50%
$295,690.87
0.50%
$420,613.40
0.50%
$337,965.84
0.50%
$314,836.68
0.50%
$396,886.29
0.50%
$436,133.29
0.50%
$333,042.52
0.50%
$330,639.24
0.50%
$448,157.30
0.50%
$417,445.32
0.50%
$472,152.20
0.50%
$370,764.18
0.50%
$290,242.02
0.50%
$1,017,269.54
0.50%
$629,754.35
0.50%
$0.00
0.50%
$0.00
0.50%
$0.00
0%
$0.00
0%
$0.00
0%
$0.00
0%
$0.00
0%
$0.00
0%
$0.00
0%
$0.00
0%
$0.00
0%
$0.00
0%
$0.00
0%
$0.00
0%
$0.00
0%
$0.00
0%
$0.00
0%
$0.00
0%
$89,919.65
0.0025%
0.0025%
$89,917.36
$89,915.14
0.0025%
$89,912.85
0.0025%
$89,910.78
0.0025%
$89,908.49
0.60%
$89,864.09
0.60%
$89,819.79
0.60%
$89,774.03
0.60%
$89,684.05
0.60%
$89,666.83
0.60%
$191,524.07
0.60%
$89,601.26
0.60%
$89,555.61
0.60%
$4,462.91
0.60%

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$625.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$625.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$1.49
$2.23
$2.22
$2.29
$2.07
$2.29
$44.40
$44.30
$45.76
$44.26
$45.72
$57.22
$65.57
$45.65
$65.76
$0.08

INVESTMENT
HISTORY

Amt invested
at month-end

Interest
rate

Actual
Interest

avg/mo

received

Amt invested
at month-end

Amt invested Interest
at month-end rate

Actual
Interest

Amt invested Interest
at month-end rate

Amt invested
at month-end

WELLS FARGO CHECKING
$0.00
0.00%
$370,179.39
1.06%
$382,918.69
1.06%
$326,511.69
1.06%
$471,061.04
1.08%
$315,190.28
1.08%
$276,065.10
1.08%
$392,180.93
1.08%
$317,549.79
1.08%
$515,640.98
1.08%
$495,871.33
1.08%
$108,725.56
1.08%
$576,710.31
1.08%
$321,305.39
1.08%
$403,359.94
1.08%
$263,068.77
1.08%
$294,403.54
1.08%
$341,697.26
1.08%
$317,604.79
1.08%
$276,077.97
1.08%
$352,254.79
1.00%
$317,479.77
1.00%
$414,740.26
1.00%
$290,749.23
1.00%
$515,659.76
1.00%
$246,215.36
0.30%
$125,943.53
0.30%
$115,117.41
0.30%
$225,973.01
0.30%
$183,095.21
0.30%
$274,778.17
0.30%
$257,051.10
0.30%
$375,954.32
0.30%
$2,352,564.72
0.30%
$188,677.49
0.30%
$33,359.78
0.30%
$323,380.60
0.20%
$188,746.87
0.30%
$366,482.30
0.35%
$218,001.66
0.35%
$633,503.26
0.35%
$536,144.67
0.35%
$1,163,360.89
0.35%
$1,083,390.81
0.35%
$937,310.65
0.35%
$1,360,953.01
0.35%
$1,044,502.89
0.35%
$975,567.36
0.35%
$1,071,046.37
0.35%
$794,832.24
0.50%
$1,022,888.49
0.50%

TOTAL CMBND
$6,004,580.92
$4,714,781.81
$4,680,839.73
$4,813,840.38
$4,700,721.53
$4,157,783.71
$4,268,062.21
$4,249,295.10
$4,178,583.57
$4,317,269.24
$4,342,598.69
$4,295,523.22
$4,619,891.85
$4,414,720.78
$4,463,084.11
$4,363,659.49
$4,338,117.69
$3,797,645.16
$3,916,362.96
$3,885,300.78
$3,821,770.10
$4,159,460.47
$4,252,441.73
$4,093,330.86
$4,281,048.72
$4,093,186.17
$4,132,262.22
$4,220,042.90
$4,160,278.28
$3,546,079.63
$3,778,174.98
$3,701,308.75
$3,813,055.90
$5,584,544.35
$5,866,204.71
$5,787,147.79
$6,095,911.00
$5,887,693.18
$6,057,030.48
$6,063,302.24
$6,256,057.41
$5,679,969.27
$6,064,971.34
$5,957,659.53
$5,784,748.92
$6,411,190.72
$6,550,885.93
$5,644,851.22
$5,709,911.37
$5,562,511.64
$5,747,999.58

*previously Sterling Bank

MAY 2018
FEB 2013
JAN 2013
DEC 2013
NOV 2013
OCT 2013
SEP 2013
AUG 2013
JUL 2013
JUN 2013
MAY 2013
APR 2013
MAR 2013
FEB 2013
JAN 2013
DEC2012
NOV 2012
OCT 2012
SEPT 2012
AUGUST 2012
JULY 2012
JUNE 2012
MAY 2012
APR 2012
MAR 2012
FEB 2012
JAN 2012
DEC 2011
NOV 2011
OCT 2011
SEPT 2011
AUG 2011
JULY 2011
JUNE 2011
MAY 2011
APR 2011
MAR 2011
FEB 2011
JAN 2011
DEC 2010
NOV 2010
OCT 2010
SEP 2010
AUG 2010
JUL 2010
JUN 2010
MAY 2010
APR 2010
MAR 2010
FEB 2010
JAN 2010

LGIP
$5,598,084.70
$4,265,139.51
$4,218,494.70
$4,307,954.32
$4,160,325.08
$3,673,331.64
$3,622,862.65
$3,588,125.54
$3,542,187.94
$3,483,026.39
$3,828,140.49
$3,968,205.27
$3,924,685.41
$3,875,001.00
$3,951,430.67
$3,992,301.82
$3,935,478.78
$3,347,765.90
$3,490,631.28
$3,451,163.20
$3,411,582.22
$3,359,047.61
$3,305,049.21
$3,220,495.26
$3,183,302.59
$3,231,478.70
$3,391,161.02
$3,490,144.41
$3,117,891.72
$2,748,637.55
$2,889,429.39
$2,830,626.02
$2,823,886.31
$2,618,935.24
$5,064,567.65
$5,141,251.32
$5,160,417.03
$5,087,240.00
$5,079,305.74
$5,234,289.57
$5,012,052.95
$4,533,606.84
$4,491,676.12
$4,464,596.18
$4,438,027.52
$4,641,093.72
$5,097,353.80
$4,260,531.26
$4,230,393.82
$4,359,491.07
$4,317,205.38

2.100%
0.54%
0.54%
0.54%
0.54%
0.54%
0.54%
0.54%
0.54%
0.54%
0.54%
0.54%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.53%
0.50%
0.50%
0.35%
0.50%
0.50%
0.50%
0.50%
0.50%
0.50%
0.50%
0.50%
0.50%
0.50%
0.50%
0.50%
0.50%
0.55%
0.55%
0.55%
0.55%
0.55%
0.55%
0.55%
0.55%
0.55%
0.58%

$10,033
$1,755
$1,949
$1,961
$1,684
$1,674
$1,600
$1,638
$1,609
$1,682
$1,829
$1,750
$1,789
$1,613
$2,019
$2,032
$1,792
$1,769
$1,706
$1,745
$1,720
$1,639
$1,660
$1,574
$1,443
$1,313
$1,465
$1,472
$1,187
$1,219
$1,181
$1,208
$1,131
$2,031
$2,141
$2,125
$2,183
$1,956
$2,177
$2,214
$1,931
$2,083
$2,024
$2,080
$2,250
$2,307
$2,201
$1,919
$2,046
$1,830
$2,308

received
US BANK
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$211,715.00
$211,573.00
$211,432.00
$413,112.21
$412,939.26
$412,576.61
$412,260.82
$411,865.49
$411,720.26
$411,660.24
$411,265.21
$410,874.97
$410,504.57
$410,079.28
$409,934.65
$409,466.13
$409,223.98
$208,981.84
$208,762.71
$208,543.57
$208,324.44
$208,276.58
$208,068.51
$207,860.65
$207,653.00
$207,445.55

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

RIVERVIEW BANK
$406,496.22
$79,462.91
$79,426.34
$179,374.37
$69,335.41
$169,261.79
$369,134.46
$268,988.63
$318,845.84
$318,601.87
$18,586.87
$218,592.39
$118,496.13
$218,414.39
$108,293.50
$108,288.90
$108,235.37
$108,182.00
$108,126.89
$158,059.61
$57,933.09
$482,933.09
$532,652.26
$582,086.37
$582,086.37
$403,777.11
$403,584.67
$403,349.08
$403,301.34
$201,407.61
$201,390.81
$201,370.81
$201,349.78
$201,324.13
$201,299.33
$201,271.48
$201,238.40
$201,201.74
$201,163.16
$201,120.46
$201,076.36
$201,035.07
$200,993.78
$200,952.49
$200,909.83
$200,867.18
$200,819.55
$200,752.66
$200,684.09
$200,610.53
$200,535.33

0.50%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.60%
0.11%
0.09%
0.12%
0.15%
0.15%
0.15%
0.15%
0.21%
0.25%
0.25%
0.25%
0.25%
0.25%
0.25%
0.25%
0.25%
0.29%
0.30%
0.30%
0.40%
0.41%
0.44%

$0.00
$36.57
$51.97
$38.96
$73.62
$127.33
$145.83
$142.79
$134.50
$109.47
$9.48
$96.26
$60.00
$68.65
$56.84
$53.53
$53.37
$55.11
$67.28
$37.79
$88.73
$278.76
$278.76
$287.13
$211.66
$192.44
$192.40
$90.93
$16.00
$16.80
$20.00
$21.01
$25.65
$24.82
$27.85
$33.08
$36.66
$38.58
$42.70
$44.10
$41.29
$41.29
$41.29
$42.66
$42.65
$47.59
$50.19
$66.89
$68.57
$73.56
$75.20

INVESTMENT
HISTORY

Amt invested
at month-end

Interest
rate

Actual
Interest

avg/mo

received

Amt invested
at month-end

Amt invested Interest
at month-end rate

Actual
Interest

Amt invested Interest
at month-end rate

Amt invested
at month-end

*previously Sterling Bank

MAY 2018
DEC 2009
NOV 2009
OCT 2009
SEPT 2009
AUG 2009
JULY 2009
JUN 2009
MAY 2009
APR 2009
MAR 2009
FEB 2009
JANUARY 2009
DEC 2008
NOV 2008
OCT 2008
SEPT 2008
AUG 2008
JUL 2008
JUN 2008
MAY 2008
APR 2008
MAR 2008
FEB 2008
JANUARY 2008
NOV 2007
SEPT 2007
JULY 2007
MAY 2007
MAR 2007
JANUARY 2007
NOV 2006
OCT 2006
SEPT 2006
JULY 2006
MAR 2006
JANUARY 2006
NOV 2005
SEPT 2005
JULY 2005
MAY 2005
MAR 2005
JANUARY 2005
NOV 2004
SEPT 2004
JULY 2004

LGIP
$5,598,084.70
$4,396,711.14
$5,348,295.00
$5,037,745.84
$5,000,131.67
$5,472,171.98
$5,725,372.52
$6,258,168.86
$6,514,375.54
$6,501,206.41
$6,696,229.05
$6,688,263.00
$6,734,398.60
$6,966,426.96
$6,858,631.27
$6,461,178.00
$6,700,473.00
$6,580,225.67
$6,619,880.49
$6,770,590.00
$6,702,480.00
$6,937,053.00
$6,902,222.00
$6,784,153.00
$7,609,322.00
$7,254,851.00
$6,811,514.00
$6,712,824.00
$6,606,696.00
$6,522,194.00
$5,804,833.00
$5,772,104.00
$5,167,114.00
$5,289,853.00
$4,133,960.00
$4,169,466.00
$4,270,024.00
$4,273,159.00
$4,419,582.00
$3,971,838.00
$4,214,327.00
$4,116,655.00
$4,054,064.00
$3,877,285.00
$3,411,848.00
$3,370,072.00

2.100%
0.60%
0.70%
0.70%
0.70%
0.90%
0.93%
0.99%
1.03%
1.16%
1.39%
1.51%
1.60%
2.00%
2.25%
2.50%
2.90%
3.25%
3.20%
3.15%
3.20%
3.32%
3.74%
4.36%
4.74%
5.12%
5.33%
5.20%
5.20%
5.22%
5.15%
5.07%
5.09%
5.09%
4.95%
4.40%
4.15%
3.74%
3.42%
3.14%
2.89%
2.59%
2.35%
2.02%
1.67%
1.41%

$10,033
$2,665
$2,504
$3,155
$3,297
$3,910
$4,799
$5,260
$5,690
$6,352
$7,907
$7,820
$11,223
$13,589
$13,119
$14,165
$15,812
$18,332
$18,046
$17,643
$18,118
$18,791
$21,660
$26,004
$30,520
$28,604
$29,669
$29,495
$28,804
$28,303
$25,409
$21,971
$22,761
$22,436
$17,812

received
US BANK
$0.00
$207,238.32
$207,031.28
$206,824.46
$206,246.97
$205,671.09
$205,096.82
$204,524.15
$203,953.08
$203,383.61
$202,815.72
$202,249.43
$201,684.71
$201,121.57
$200,560.00
$200,000.00

*
*
*
*
*
*
*

RIVERVIEW BANK
$406,496.22
$200,460.16
$200,378.34
$200,294.88
$200,211.46
$200,128.07
$200,044.74
$200,000.00

* Sterling Bank

0.50%
0.45%
0.45%
0.49%
0.50%
0.50%
0.50%
0.50%

$0.00
$75.17
$81.82
$83.46
$83.42
$83.39
$83.33
$44.74

WELLS FARGO CHECKING TOTAL CMBND
$0.00
0.00%
$6,004,580.92
$952,448.35
0.50%
$5,756,776.14
$5,755,621.17
$5,444,781.76
$5,406,506.71
$5,877,887.81
$6,130,469.34
$6,462,693.01
$6,718,328.62
$6,704,590.02
$6,899,044.77
$6,890,512.43
$6,936,083.31
$7,167,548.53
$7,059,191.27
$6,661,178.00
$6,700,473.00
$6,580,225.67
$6,619,880.49
$6,770,590.00
$6,702,480.00
$6,937,053.00
$6,902,222.00
$6,784,153.00
$7,609,322.00
$7,254,851.00
$6,811,514.00
$6,712,824.00
$6,606,696.00
$6,522,194.00
$5,804,833.00
$5,772,104.00
$5,167,114.00
$5,289,853.00
$4,133,960.00
$4,169,466.00
$4,270,024.00
$4,273,159.00
$4,419,582.00
$3,971,838.00
$4,214,327.00
$4,116,655.00
$4,054,064.00
$3,877,285.00
$3,411,848.00
$3,370,072.00

City Council Calendar of Events and Items

May 2018

CCC
Jan 2018

Feb 2018

Mar

Jan. 9, 2018:
City Council Meeting

Feb. 10, 2018
City Council Retreat

March. 13, 2018:
City Council Meeting

2018

Jan. 23, 2018:
City Council Meeting

Feb. 13, 2018:
City Council Meeting

March 27, 2018:
City Council Meeting

Feb 27, 2018:
City Council Meeting

March 31, 2018
Easter Egg Hunt

APP Deadlines:
• Fire Service Plan
for QRV

APP Deadlines:
• Tree Planting
Program

April

2018

May

2018

June

2018

April 3, 2018:
Youth Police
Academy

May 18, 2018:
City Council
Meeting

June 14, 2018:
City Council Meeting
- Budget Adoption

April 12, 2018:
City Council
Meeting

May 24, 2018:
City Council
Meeting

June 26, 2018:
City Council Meeting

April 24, 2018:
City Council
Meeting

June 15-17, 2018:
City Garage Sale
Weekend

April 26, 2018:
Budget Hearing

June 23, 2018:
Cleanup Day

APP Deadlines:
• Cottonwood Water
Line

APP Deadlines:
• Design/Build Cedar
Lane Project
• SCADA Upgrades

