
M:Council Meeting/March 11, 2013 Revised 3-8-13   

City of Brookings  

MEETING AGENDA - Revised 
 

CITY COUNCIL 
Monday, March 11, 2013, 7:00pm 
City Hall Council Chambers, 898 Elk Drive, Brookings, OR 97415 
 

A. Call to Order 

B. Pledge of Allegiance 

C. Roll Call 

D. Ceremonies/Appointments/Announcements 

E. Public Hearings/Ordinances/Resolutions/Final Orders 
1. Ordinance 13-O-708 amending Brookings Municipal Code Subsection  

12.25.012 (A)(8), to provide an exception for unleashed dogs in designated areas of 
City-owned parks. [Advanced Packet] 

 

F. Oral Requests and Communications from the audience 
1. Public Comments on non-agenda items – 5 minute limit per person.*   
 

G. Staff Reports  
1. Status report on Brookings Airport Area Annexation [City Manager, pg. 2] 

a. Curry County Consent to Annexation [pg. 3] 
2. Authorization for Mayor to sign letters in opposition to House Bills 2206 and 2168, 

reallocating local property tax revenues and allocating proceeds from property sold for 
delinquent property taxes, respectively. [City Manager, pg. 4] 
a. Draft letter re: HB 2206 and Bill [pg. 6] 
b. Draft letter re: HB 2168 and Bill [pg. 11] 
c. March 2, 2013 Pilot Article [pg. 14] 
d. March 1, 2013 LOC article [pg. 15] 

H. Consent Calendar 
1. Approve Special Council Meeting minutes for February 19, 2013. [pg. 16] 
2. Accept February, 2013, Vouchers in the amount of $283,025.60. [pg. 20] 

I. Remarks from Mayor and Councilors 

J. Executive Session and Adjournment 
Council will move into Executive Session in the City Manager’s office under ORS 
192.660(2)(e), “to conduct deliberations with persons designated by the governing body 
to negotiate real property transactions,” and adjourn the meeting from there. 

 

*Obtain Public Comment Forms and view the agenda and packet information on-line at 
www.brookings.or.us, at City Hall and at the local library.  Return completed Public Comment 
Forms to the City Recorder before the start of meeting or during regular business hours. 
 

All public meetings are held in accessible locations.  Auxiliary aids will be provided upon 
request with advance notification.  Please contact 469-1102 if you have any questions 
regarding this notice. 

http://www.brookings.or.us/Files/AgendaCenter/Agendas/141/03112013.html
http://www.brookings.or.us/DocumentCenter/View/7








 

Attachment(s): 

a. Draft letter re: HB 2206 and Bill  

b. Draft letter re: HB 2168 and Bill 

c. March 2, 2013, article from Curry Coastal Pilot. 

d. March 1, 2013, article from League of Oregon Cities newsletter. 
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77th OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY--2013 Regular Session

House Bill 2206
Introduced and printed pursuant to House Rule 12.00. Presession filed (at the request of Governor John A.

Kitzhaber, M.D., for Oregon Department of Administrative Services)

SUMMARY

The following summary is not prepared by the sponsors of the measure and is not a part of the body thereof subject
to consideration by the Legislative Assembly. It is an editor’s brief statement of the essential features of the
measure as introduced.

Allows Secretary of State to assume election-related duties, functions or powers of county clerk
of county for which Governor has declared public safety services emergency due to fiscal distress.

Requires funds retained by Director of Veterans’ Affairs out of distribution to county without
county veterans’ service officer to be spent to provide veterans’ services in that county in manner
deemed appropriate by director.

Authorizes county to request declaration by Governor of emergency in county that is providing
less than minimally adequate property tax assessment and collection services. Directs Department
of Revenue to provide property tax assessment and collection services until determination by Gov-
ernor that emergency no longer exists. Authorizes department to charge fee for actual costs of ser-
vices.

Requires Director of Department of Consumer and Business Services to enter into agreement to
combine resources for the purpose of administration and enforcement of municipal building in-
spection program if municipality is not carrying out program or at request of public body. Allows
establishment of fees to cover department’s costs under agreement.

Takes effect on 91st day following adjournment sine die.

A BILL FOR AN ACT

Relating to county services; creating new provisions; amending ORS 246.200, 406.454 and 455.042;

and prescribing an effective date.

Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

SECTION 1. ORS 246.200 is amended to read:

246.200. (1) Except as otherwise provided by law, the county clerk is the only elections officer

who may conduct an election in this state. For purposes of this section, the conduct of an election

includes, but is not limited to, establishing precincts, preparing ballots and sample ballots, and re-

ceiving and processing votes.

(2) Notwithstanding subsection (1) of this section:

(a) The county clerk is not the only elections officer who may accept and verify a filing for

nomination or filing of a petition, prepare a voters’ pamphlet or ballot title, or prepare or publish

an election notice.[; and]

(b) The Secretary of State may receive ballots as provided in ORS 253.585.

(c) If the Governor declares a public safety services emergency for a county, as described

in ORS 203.095, the Secretary of State may assume any or all election-related duties, func-

tions or powers of the county clerk of the county.

SECTION 2. ORS 406.454 is amended to read:

406.454. (1) The Director of Veterans’ Affairs shall adopt by rule a formula to distribute to

county governing bodies funds appropriated to the director to enhance and expand the services

provided by county veterans’ service officers appointed under ORS 408.410. In developing the dis-

tribution formula, the director shall consider factors that include, but need not be limited to:

(a) The number of veterans residing in each county;

NOTE: Matter in boldfaced type in an amended section is new; matter [italic and bracketed] is existing law to be omitted.

New sections are in boldfaced type.
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(b) A base amount to be distributed equally among counties;

(c) Retention [of an amount, not to exceed six percent of the total amount appropriated to the di-

rector for the purposes of ORS 406.450,] by the Department of Veterans’ Affairs of the amount

that would otherwise be distributed to a county governing body if the county governing body has

not appointed [county veterans’ service officers; and] a county veterans’ service officer;

(d) Criteria for withholding funds from a county governing body[.]; and

(e) The purchase and coordination of a statewide computer system or other technology,

or both, to facilitate efficient claims and appeals development and processing for veterans,

spouses, dependents and survivors of veterans.

(2)(a) Funds retained under subsection (1)(c) of this section must be used to provide

veterans’ services in a county not providing a county veterans’ service officer in a manner

deemed appropriate by the director until such time as the county appoints or reinstates a

county veterans’ service officer.

[(2)] (b) Funds retained under subsection (1)(c) and (d) of this section [must] may be spent on:

[(a)] (A) Training costs of veterans’ service officers and other individuals providing similar ser-

vices; and

[(b) The coordination of computer systems and technology to facilitate efficient delivery of services

to veterans, spouses and dependents of veterans or survivors of veterans.]

(B) Providing veterans’ services to veterans, spouses, dependents and survivors of vet-

erans as deemed appropriate by the director.

SECTION 3. (1) If the governing body of a county believes that the county is in a state

of fiscal distress that compromises the county’s ability to provide a minimally adequate level

of property tax assessment services or property tax collection services, the governing body

may request that the Governor declare a property tax assessment services emergency, a

property tax collection services emergency or both.

(2) Upon request pursuant to subsection (1) of this section, the Governor shall consult

with the Director of the Department of Revenue to determine whether to declare a property

tax assessment services emergency, a property tax collection services emergency or both.

(3) Within 14 days after consultation with the director pursuant to subsection (2) of this

section, the Governor shall:

(a) Declare the existence of a property tax assessment services emergency, a property

tax collection services emergency or both in the county; or

(b) Issue a determination that the county’s fiscal situation does not cause the county to

provide a less than minimally adequate level of property tax assessment services or property

tax collection services, as applicable.

(4) As soon as practicable after declaration of an emergency under subsection (3)(a) of

this section and after consultation with the tax assessor and tax collector of the county, the

Department of Revenue shall provide services in the county to the extent necessary to en-

sure a minimally adequate level of property tax assessment services, property tax collection

services or both to all municipal corporations in the county.

(5)(a) The department may charge a county a fee in an amount sufficient to reimburse

the department for the actual costs to the department of providing services pursuant to

subsection (4) of this section.

(b) Not later than September 15 of each fiscal year to which this section applies, the de-

partment shall notify the county tax collector or other county official responsible for pre-

[2]
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paring the percentage distribution schedule under ORS 311.390 of the total amount of the fee

chargeable under this subsection.

(c) The fee shall be payable from the county’s unsegregated tax collections account de-

scribed in ORS 311.385 and shall be paid over to the department at the same time and in the

same manner as taxes are distributed under ORS 311.395.

(6)(a) At any time after declaration of an emergency pursuant to subsection (3)(a) of this

section, the governing body of the county or the director may request that the Governor,

after consultation with the director, issue a determination pursuant to subsection (3)(b) of

this section.

(b) Upon issuance of a determination pursuant to this subsection, the county shall re-

sume providing property tax assessment services and property tax collection services, as

applicable, to all municipal corporations in the county.

SECTION 4. ORS 455.042 is amended to read:

455.042. (1) The Director of the Department of Consumer and Business Services shall establish

regions for all areas of the state to carry out the uniform administration of the state building code.

The director shall assign Department of Consumer and Business Services employees for the regions

as necessary to:

[(1)] (a) Promote consistent interpretation of the state building code;

[(2)] (b) Resolve disputes between local building officials and contractors or developers regard-

ing the application of one or more provisions of the state building code; and

[(3)] (c) Provide oversight and enforcement of ORS 446.003 to 446.200, 446.225 to 446.285, 446.395

to 446.420, 479.510 to 479.945, 479.950, 479.995 and 480.510 to 480.670 and ORS chapters 447, 455, 460

and 693 and the rules adopted under those statutes.

(2)(a) Notwithstanding ORS 455.148, 455.150 and 455.153, if the director determines that a

municipality is not carrying out a building inspection program in accordance with a plan filed

and approved under ORS 455.148 or 455.150, or a public body requests the director to enter

into an agreement to combine resources for specific projects or a specified period of time,

the director shall develop an agreement that may combine department, local government and

private resources sufficient for the region to allow the department and the parties to the

agreement to efficiently and uniformly administer and enforce the building inspection pro-

gram or the terms of the agreement within the municipality.

(b) Notwithstanding ORS 455.210 or ORS chapters 291 and 292, if the department assumes

the administration and enforcement of a municipal building inspection program or enters

into an agreement under this subsection, the director shall adopt rules establishing permit

fees, other service fees and hourly charges in amounts reasonably calculated to cover the

costs to the department of administering and enforcing the municipal building inspection

program or carrying out the terms of the agreement. The director shall give due consider-

ation to any special local conditions when establishing fees and charges for a municipality.

A permit fee described in this subsection is subject to the surcharges described in ORS

455.210 and 455.220.

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of this subsection, the director may use moneys

collected from surcharges described in ORS 455.210 (4)(c) to help pay the costs to the de-

partment of administering and enforcing municipal building inspection programs within a

region.

(d) Notwithstanding ORS 455.230 or any other provision of law, moneys deposited to the

[3]
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section shall be used by the department or the parties to an agreement entered into under

this subsection to carry out the regional administration and enforcement of municipal

building inspection programs or the agreement under this subsection.

SECTION 5. This 2013 Act takes effect on the 91st day after the date on which the 2013

regular session of the Seventy-seventh Legislative Assembly adjourns sine die.

[4]
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77th OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY--2013 Regular Session

House Bill 2168
Sponsored by Representative KRIEGER (Presession filed.)

SUMMARY

The following summary is not prepared by the sponsors of the measure and is not a part of the body thereof subject
to consideration by the Legislative Assembly. It is an editor’s brief statement of the essential features of the
measure as introduced.

Directs allocation to county general fund of certain proceeds from disposition of certain county
property.

Takes effect on 91st day following adjournment sine die.

A BILL FOR AN ACT

Relating to allocation of proceeds from county property; amending ORS 275.275; and prescribing an

effective date.

Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

SECTION 1. ORS 275.275 is amended to read:

275.275. (1)(a) The proceeds arising under ORS 275.090 to 275.290 and 275.296 to 275.310 must

be applied:

(A) First, to refund the county general fund for the full amount advanced by the county to pay

the state tax upon all properties upon which the county has foreclosed liens for delinquent taxes;

(B) Second, to the county general fund in an amount equal to the penalty and fee described in

ORS 312.120 for each property upon which the county has foreclosed a lien for delinquent taxes; and

(C) Third, to refund the county general fund for all the costs and expenses incurred by the

county in the maintenance and supervision of such properties and in any suits by it to quiet its title

to property sold. The proceeds applied as refunds under this subparagraph and subparagraph (A) of

this paragraph shall not amount to more than the tax actually paid and the costs and expenses ac-

tually incurred by the county.

(b) After the refunds authorized under paragraph (a) of this subsection are made, the county

treasurer shall credit to the county general fund proceeds arising under ORS 275.090 to 275.290 and

275.296 to 275.310 from the sale of real property acquired by the county in a manner other than by

foreclosure of delinquent tax liens or by exchange for land originally acquired by foreclosure of

delinquent tax liens. The proceeds described in this paragraph include payments for the real prop-

erty sold under a purchase agreement pursuant to ORS 275.190 or 275.200.

(2) The proceeds arising under ORS 275.294:

(a) Must be credited to the county general fund by the county treasurer, if received from a lease

or conveyance granting rights to explore, prospect for or remove biogas that is produced by de-

composition of solid waste at any land disposal site or former land disposal site owned by the

county. As used in this paragraph, “land disposal site” has the meaning given that term in ORS

459.005.

(b) Must be segregated from the portion of the proceeds described in paragraph (a) of this sub-

section and deposited in a separate account maintained by the county. Interest earned on the seg-

regated portion of the proceeds must be credited to the account established under this paragraph.

NOTE: Matter in boldfaced type in an amended section is new; matter [italic and bracketed] is existing law to be omitted.

New sections are in boldfaced type.
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(c) May be used, in an amount that does not exceed 10 percent of the proceeds, to reimburse a

taxing district within the county for costs and expenses necessarily incurred by the district in pro-

viding improved, additional or extraordinary services required on lands in the county as a result of

exploration, drilling, mining, logging or other activities authorized under a lease or conveyance un-

der ORS 275.294. As used in this paragraph, “improved, additional or extraordinary services” in-

cludes, but is not limited to, fire protection and road construction and maintenance.

(d) May be used to reimburse the county for its actual costs and expenses incurred under this

subsection and under ORS 275.294 for:

(A) The maintenance and supervision of a lease or conveyance granting rights to explore, pros-

pect for, mine or remove valuable minerals, oil or gas from the lands;

(B) The maintenance and supervision of a lease or conveyance granting rights to conduct

underground storage, as defined in ORS 520.005; and

(C) Litigation resulting from a lease or conveyance described in subparagraph (A) or (B) of this

paragraph.

(3)(a) After a portion of the proceeds arising under ORS 275.090 to 275.290 and 275.296 to 275.310

and a portion of the proceeds arising under ORS 275.294 are applied as provided in subsections (1)

and (2) of this section, the balance of the proceeds arising under ORS 275.090 to 275.290 and 275.296

to 275.310 and the balance of the proceeds arising under ORS 275.294, including the payments for

land sold under contract pursuant to ORS 275.190 or 275.200, must be [distributed] allocated by the

county treasurer as follows:

(A) First, to a municipal corporation that has filed a notice, in accordance with ORS 275.130,

relating to a local improvement lien against the property from which the sale proceeds are derived.

The amount of the distribution to each municipal corporation must be in the principal amount of the

lien, plus the interest and any penalties that accrued to the date of sale of the property.

(B) Second, to [governmental units in accordance with the formula provided in ORS 311.390 for

the distribution of tax collections] the county general fund. The amount [distributed to governmental

units] credited must be the amount remaining after the distribution, if any, under subparagraph (A)

of this paragraph.

(b) Notwithstanding ORS 294.080, as used in this subsection, “balance of the proceeds” includes

all accumulated interest earned on the proceeds arising under ORS 275.294 that are segregated

pursuant to subsection (2)(b) of this section, unless a court of competent jurisdiction rules otherwise.

(4) [Distribution] Allocation of moneys under subsections (2) and (3) of this section must be

made on or before June 30 in each year.

(5) The county treasurer or auditor shall verify the costs and expenses to be reimbursed under

subsection (2) of this section.

(6) The county treasurer shall distribute reimbursements under subsection (2) of this section in

accordance with an order of the governing body of the county.

SECTION 2. This 2013 Act takes effect on the 91st day after the date on which the 2013

regular session of the Seventy-seventh Legislative Assembly adjourns sine die.

[2]
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City of Brookings  

Special Joint City/County Meeting MINUTES 
 

Tuesday, February 19, 2013, 6:00pm 
City Hall Council Chambers, 898 Elk Drive, Brookings, OR 97415 

 

Call to Order 
Mayor Hedenskog called the meeting to order at 7:00pm. 

Roll Call 
Council Present: Mayor Ron Hedenskog, Councilors Bill Hamilton, Brent Hodges, Jake 
Pieper and Kelly McClain; a quorum present. 

Staff Present: City Manager Gary Milliman, Finance & Human Resources Director Janell 
Howard, Planning Manager Donna Colby-Hanks, GIS Technician Jordan Fanning, Human 
Resource/Accountant Lu Ehlers, City Attorney Martha Rice and City Recorder Joyce 
Heffington. 

Others Present: County Commissioners David Brock Smith, Susan Brown and David 
Itzen, County Counsel Jerry Herbage, Pilot Reporter Jane Stebbins, and approximately 
three others. 

Mayor Hedenskog moved, a second followed and Council voted unanimously 
to add an item to discuss setting a future date for an additional meeting with 
the Board of Commissioners.  
 

Staff Report  
City’s request that Curry County Execute a Consent to Annexation of County-owned 
Brookings Airport Property.  

Mayor Hedenskog introduced the item and City Manager Milliman reviewed the list of 
agenda documents. 

At Commissioner Smith’s request, Commissioner Brown reviewed her notes on a 
discussion she’d had with City Manager Milliman and Mayor Hedenskog involving the 
City’s annexation proposal and her proposal that the City and County enter into an 
Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) instead. 

In response, Milliman explained that under the terms of the Joint City/County 
Management Agreement (JMA), County property had to be annexed in order receive 
services.  Milliman went on to say that the addition of services to the airport property 
would promote economic growth in the south County area, and enhance the use of the 
airport as a staging area in the event of a disaster.  These were the reasons, he said, 
for the application for federal Economic Development Agency (EDA) funds. Milliman 
added that City zoning would facilitate economic development through job creation and 
light industrial uses, regardless of airport ownership.  

Brown said an IGA would allow County zoning to be maintained and County taxes to be 
collected.  

Itzen said he would look more favorably on annexation if the property was not intended 
to be part of an Urban Renewal Area (URA) and Smith said an IGA could stipulate this. 
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Milliman said this would be a matter of negotiation and pointed out that tax increment 
funds could be used to make improvements to the County-owned airport. 

Discussion ensued regarding matching funds for the EDA grant and a comparison of the 
City’s and County’s zone designations. 

Smith asked if Council would be interested in an IGA if the County chose not to annex. 

Milliman referred to Goal 14 of the City’s Comprehensive Plan, adopted under the JMA, 
which stipulates that new development is required to obtain sanitary sewer services 
from the City of Brookings or Harbor Sanitary District.   

Councilor Hamilton asked about the grant timeline and Milliman said the City needed to 
be in engineering design by the first of April to meet project deadlines.     

Smith asked if possible complications or prohibitions between an IGA, the JMA and City 
Codes could be overcome and City Attorney Rice said the JMA and City’s Code would 
have to be amended.   

Councilor Pieper said he had thought the County would have been glad to provide fewer 
services while continuing to receive the same taxes and expressed surprise at the 
County’s reluctance to annex.  The airport, he said, was underdeveloped and he 
couldn’t imagine how the County would be able to develop it as it is.   

Discussion ensued regarding a possible motion by Council, but before a motion could be 
made, Smith said he didn’t believe the Commissioners were resistant to annexation. 
This was only the second time the Board had been able to discuss annexation, Smith 
said, and the Commissioners just wanted more time to consider the matter. 

Councilor McClain said the project would provide a huge benefit to the airport, and, if 
the property were successfully developed, result in a tax gain for the County. The $2.7 
million grant, McClain said, was significant and any minor loss the County would 
experience in URA-related tax increment revenue would be more than made up with the 
first new development.  The City, he said, was highly motivated to see that area 
developed.   

Councilor Hodges said he didn’t see a “big downside” to annexation; the airport was 
stagnant as it sat, and $17,000 in the red last year. The County, Hodges said, needs 
funds and the City needs jobs.  

Hamilton said the airport was expensive for the County to maintain and would benefit 
from the City providing those services and McClain pointed out that the present 
discussion was only about annexation. 

Smith said the airport didn’t normally operate at a loss and Itzen agreed. 

Citing recent events, Mayor Hedenskog said the Commissioners had originally asked the 
City to take over airport management because the County was losing money.  That 
request, Hedenskog said, had prompted the City to apply for the EDA grant.  He said 
the Council was “adamant” that the City recover its investment and that an “ironclad” 
IGA would be needed or it could be a “broken deal.” The timeline moving forward was 
to resolve the annexation issue, develop an IGA (if the County didn’t want to deed the 
property to the City) and then to begin engineering and construction.  Hedenskog said 
an IGA could lay out everything, including runway maintenance and brush mowing. 
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Providing infrastructure to the airport was essential for emergency preparedness and 
annexation was “a win-win,” he added.  

Smith expressed concern that the conversation had gone from annexation to 
ownership. 

Hedenskog said Smith had “heard wrong,” but added that ownership had originally 
been proposed.  

Smith asked Itzen and County Counsel Herbage if the Commissioners had ever 
discussed deeding the property to the City in a public meeting. 

Itzen said that while much of what Hedenskog said had been accurate, an offer to deed 
the property was “news” to him.  The County, he said, had been looking to enter into a 
joint management agreement for the airport and had approached several entities.  He 
said he was unaware of any promise of an exchange of land, however.  The County, 
Itzen added, would not have any trouble managing the airport and was under no 
obligation to help the City. 

Herbage said a liaison Commissioner had approached the City regarding ownership and 
the County had received a draft agreement.  While the Board had not liked its terms, he 
said, they also had not “closed the door.”   

McClain said that he viewed ownership of the property as a non-issue at this time and 
Pieper said the Mayor had been providing some history, but ownership was not now an 
issue. 

Smith again asked if it the matter of ownership had ever been discussed in public 
meeting and Itzen said if it had, it would have been done in executive session and 
therefore he couldn’t comment. The matter, Itzen said, was “not germane” to the 
present discussion and he personally had no interest in selling the airport should the 
matter come before the Commissioners in the future. 

Hedenskog said the County had approached the City regarding airport management and 
the City had applied for the grant based on that approach. However, he said, an IGA 
would now be satisfactory. 

Smith asked if an IGA would be contingent upon airport management and Hedenskog 
said the steps would be annexation and then an IGA which provided the City a means 
of cost recovery.  Otherwise, he said, the City was not interested in moving forward. 

Councilor Hodges said cost recovery didn’t necessarily have to be through airport 
management, it could be through development and Hedenskog said the City could 
recoup its costs through SDCs. 

McClain said annexation was not contingent upon the City managing the airport.  

Smith asked Hedenskog if he felt the next step after annexation would be an IGA for 
airport management and Hedenskog said without an IGA the County could spend its 
own money to utilize the grant.  

Smith expressed concern that the conversation had “slid” toward the County paying for 
infrastructure and said it wouldn’t benefit the County to do that. Discussions involving 
management agreements and development were premature, he added. 
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Milliman said the annexation would help the City. It was anticipated that water and 
sewer improvements would lead to development which in turn would lead to greater tax 
revenues, he said. 

Itzen said he “felt badly” that the City had applied for the grant based on an exchange 
of land which was never promised. 

Milliman said former Commissioner Rhodes had contacted the City saying that the 
County was looking at conveying the property to other parties, such as had been done 
with health services, and based on that contact, the City had applied for the grant and 
prepared a Bargain and Sale Agreement.  The City had subsequently received a very 
brief rejection letter from the County.  Next, the City had received a proposal regarding 
airport management, but at that point, Milliman said, the City chose to wait to continue 
that discussion until after the new Commissioners took office. 

Smith said they couldn’t offer the property; the state had the right of first refusal. 

Brown asked if the City would be interested in entering into an IGA and using 
easements to cross the airport property instead of an annexation.  

McClain said he personally had no interest in that and saw no logical reason in the City 
moving forward without airport annexation. 

Milliman said easements could technically allow the project to be built, however, the 
Council did not see a benefit to moving forward with without annexation. 

Hamilton said annexation could benefit both parties. 
  
Councilor Pieper moved, a second followed and Council voted unanimously to 
direct staff to prepare a letter to the County Commission answering this 
question of whether or not we wish to supply properties outside the City 
limits with sewer and would direct staff to form that letter to say that the 
Council wishes to maintain its current policy of only serving sewer to in-City 
limit properties. 
 

Smith said they could add the annexation matter to their March 6th Board meeting.   
 

Discussion ensued regarding an additional meeting and it was determined that the City 
and County would hold special joint meeting at a future date to be determined by the 
City Manager and Commission. 

 

Adjournment 
Mayor Hedenskog moved, a second followed and Council voted unanimously by voice 
vote to adjourn at approximately 8:12pm. 
 

 

 
Respectfully submitted: 

 ATTESTED: 
this ______ day of _______________ 2013: 

 

  
 

Ron Hedenskog, Mayor  Joyce Heffington, City Recorder 
 











 

 
 

 

 

 

 

   

 








