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City of Brookings  

MEETING AGENDA 

 
CITY COUNCIL 
Monday, May 13, 2013, 7:00pm 
City Hall Council Chambers, 898 Elk Drive, Brookings, OR 97415 
 

The City Council will meet in Executive Session at 6:30pm in the City Manager’s 
office under ORS 192.660 (2)(f),“to consider information or records that are exempt by 
law” and ORS 192.660 (2)(e) “to conduct deliberations with persons designated by the 
governing body to negotiate real property transactions.” 
 

A. Call to Order 

B. Pledge of Allegiance 

C. Roll Call 

D. Ceremonies/Appointments/Announcements 
1. May Yard of the Month Award Announcements  

 Best Residential – 1326 Crissey Circle, Shayne & Tiffany Inabnit, owners 

 Best Commercial – ARC Enterprises, 531 Spruce, Tamara Dionne, owner 

2. Appointment of City representative to the Curry Charter Committee. [pg. 3] 
 

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

F. Staff Reports  
1. Park Use Fee waiver request from the Friends of the Brookings Harbor Aquatic 

Center (FBHAC) for its July 4th BBQ field day and fundraiser. [City Manager, pg.4] 

a. Letter from FBHAC [pg. 5] 

b. Park Use Application [pg.6]  

2. Salmon Run Golf Course Lease Agreement Payment Extension. [City Manager, 
pg. 7] 

a. April 19, 2013 letter from Ed Murdock [pg. 9] 

b. May 2, 2013 letter from Ed Murdock [pg. 10] 

3. Curry Transfer and Recycling (CTR) Rate increase of 1.55%, effective July 1, 
2013, for refuse collection and recycling services. [City Manager, pg. 11] 

a.  May 7, 2013 CTR letter and associated exhibits [pg. 12]  

4. Collection of Hassett Street pre/post construction Deferred Improvement 
Agreement (DIA) balances. [PWDS, pg. 18] 

a.  Comparison of pre/post construction DIA costs. [pg. 19]  

5. Television Advertising Services proposals. [City Manager, pg. 20] 

a. Request for Proposals [pg. 21] 

b. Channel 5 proposal [pg. 23] 

c. Channel 12 proposal [pg. 41] 
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6. House Bill 3453 update. [City Manager, pg. 46] 

a. March 25, 2013 CAR and original bill [pg. 48] 

b. Amendments to HB 3453 [pg. 50] 

c. Email from League of Oregon Cities (LOC), Chris Fick [pg. 57] 

d. Excerpt from May 2, LOC newsletter [pg.58]  

7. Draft letter to Secretary of State Kate Brown regarding the complaint filed by 
County Commission Chair David Brock Smith. [Mayor, pg.59]  

a. Draft letter to Secretary of State [pg. 60] 

b. Letter from Commission Chair Smith [pg. 61] 

c. Letter from Secretary of State [pg. 64] 

d. Letter to Secretary of State from City Attorney Martha Rice [pg.65]  

G. Consent Calendar 
1. Approve Council meeting minutes for April 22, 2013. [pg.69]  

2. Accept April 2012 Vouchers in the amount of $215,593.39. [pg.75]   

H. Remarks from Mayor and Councilors 

I. Adjournment 

 

 

*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 ten days advance notification.  Please contact 469-1102 if you have any 
questions regarding this notice. 

 

 







































REQUEST FOR PROPOSALS 

 
 

CITY OF BROOKINGS 

TELEVISION ADVERTISING SERVICES 
 

 
Background 
The City of Brookings (City) levies a Transient Room Tax on guests of City lodging 
establishments for the purpose of providing funding for tourism marketing and promotion.  
The City, through its Tourism Promotion Advisory Committee (TPAC), desires to solicit 
professional television advertising services to better serve the City’s tourism community.     
 

Submission Deadline 
To be considered, the respondent must submit three (3) copies of the proposal containing the 
requested information in an envelope clearly marked: “TV Advertising”: 
 

In person or by regular mail to:  Gary Milliman, City Manager 
     City of Brookings Tourism 
     898 Elk Drive 
     Brookings, OR 97415 
 

Email:  gmilliman@brookings.or.us 
 
Submittals must be received at City Hall, 898 Elk Drive, Brookings, OR 97415, no later than 
4:00 PM, Thursday, April 11, 2013.  Incomplete submittals, or submittals received after 
the specified deadline, will not be considered.   
 

Project Description 
The City seeks through this Request for Proposals (RFP) to enter into a contract with an 
individual, company, or organization to provide Television Advertising.  The project will be to 
develop and undertake a 12 month long series of “donut” style television spots to be televised 
in the Rogue River Valley.  At minimum, the donut would change monthly and donut content 
will be events, or things to do in Brookings. 
 

Scope of Work /Deliverables 
1. Produce a 12-month long series of donut style television spots to be shown televised in 

the Rogue River Valley (i.e. Medford market) area. 

2. Pay all related advertising fees. 

3. Propose a methodology for evaluating the effectiveness of the above referenced 
program. 
 

Note: The individual, company, or organization may not necessarily have to prepare the graphics, 
design, photography, etc. needed for the deliverables themselves.  They may, as part of their 
proposal, include the cost of coordinating with outside vendors to prepare the final products. 

 
 

mailto:gmilliman@brookings.or.us


Budget 
The budget for this service is $17,500. 
 

Process 
The City will consider proposals from all interested parties presenting the requested 
information and otherwise demonstrating the qualifications necessary to manage and execute 
the desired services.  All proposals will be reviewed by TPAC. 
 

Proposals will be evaluated based upon qualifications.¹ The respondent deemed to be the 
best qualified will be invited to submit a fee proposal.   
 
Final editorial decisions will be made by TPAC. 
 

Proposal Requirements 
The proposal will be concise, well organized and demonstrate the qualifications and 
experience necessary to complete this project.  The proposal must include the following: 
 

1. Examples of the desired professional marketing and/or promotional services as outlined 
under “Scope of Work.”  Each example should provide some insight into how the 
campaign/collateral/message was developed and implemented. 

   

2. A minimum of three professional references for similar work provided by the 
respondent within the past five years is desired.  Please include current contact name, 
company or organization, and contact info (current phone, email and address). 
 

3. A complete resume of each person named in the proposal. 
 

4. A cost proposal. 
 
 

Right to Reject All Proposals 
The City reserves the right to accept, reject, withdraw, or amend any and/or all proposals, or 
any component part thereof, deemed to be in the best interest of the City or in the best 
interest of the desired outcome.  All costs incurred in the preparation and presentation of a 
response to this RFP, in the submission of additional information, and/or in any other aspect 
of a proposal prior to the award of a written contract shall be the sole responsibility of the 
respondent/proposer.  The City also reserves the right to request additional information or 
clarification from all respondents/proposers until a contract for the desired services is offered 
to one or more respondents. 
 

Once submitted, the proposal and supporting materials become public documents, and 
property, of the City of Brookings. 
 
Insurance Requirements 
Respondent will be required to enter into a professional services agreement with the City and 
provide insurance as specified therein.  
 

Questions 
Questions related to this request for proposals should be directed to City Manager Gary 
Milliman, (541) 469-1101; gmilliman@brookings.or.us 
 
¹ Public Procurement and Contracting Policy (Resolution 12-R-991).   

mailto:jfritts@goldbeachoregon.gov
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77th OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY--2013 Regular Session

House Bill 3453
Sponsored by COMMITTEE ON RULES

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.

Provides that Governor may proclaim, in affected counties, public safety fiscal emergency, with
unanimous agreement of President and Minority Leader of Senate and Speaker and Minority Leader
of House of Representatives. Allows for consolidation or merger of units of local government and for
intergovernmental agreements for purpose of providing services. Allows for imposition of income tax
assessment on residents of affected counties, with maximum rate to be specified in proclamation and
with approval of county governing body.

Declares emergency, effective on passage.

A BILL FOR AN ACT

Relating to public safety fiscal emergencies; creating new provisions; amending ORS 203.055; and

declaring an emergency.

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

SECTION 1. The purposes of sections 2 to 8 of this 2013 Act are to reduce the loss of life,

injury to persons or property and suffering that result from public safety fiscal emergencies

and to provide for recovery and relief assistance. These public safety objectives are to be

accomplished by creating cooperation among units of local government and granting the

Governor the power to act on behalf of units of local government. The provisions of this

section shall be liberally construed.

SECTION 2. (1) If the Governor, the President and Minority Leader of the Senate and the

Speaker and Minority Leader of the House of Representatives agree unanimously that a

public safety fiscal emergency has occurred or is imminent, the Governor may proclaim a

public safety fiscal emergency.

(2) The Governor shall specify in a proclamation made pursuant to this section each

county in which the public safety fiscal emergency has occurred or is imminent. The area

specified in the proclamation shall be as small as necessary to allow for an effective response

to the emergency.

(3) A proclamation made pursuant to this section shall state any units of local govern-

ment to be consolidated or merged for the purpose of providing services in the interest of

public safety and the maximum rate of an income tax assessment, if any, that may be im-

posed to fund public safety services.

(4) As used in sections 2 to 8 of this 2013 Act, “local government” has the meaning given

that term in ORS 174.116.

SECTION 3. (1) Whenever the Governor has proclaimed a public safety fiscal emergency

pursuant to section 2 of this 2013 Act, the Governor may, on behalf of a unit of local gov-

ernment within the area covered by the proclamation, enter into a written intergovern-

mental agreement with any other unit of local government, whether inside or outside the

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.

LC 3748
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area covered by the proclamation, for the performance of any or all functions and activities

that a unit of local government that is party to the agreement, its officers or agencies have

authority to perform.

(2) ORS 190.010 applies to the performance of a function or activity pursuant to an

intergovernmental agreement entered into under subsection (1) of this section.

SECTION 4. (1) An intergovernmental agreement entered into under section 3 of this 2013

Act shall specify the functions or activities to be performed and by what means they shall

be performed.

(2) Where applicable, the intergovernmental agreement shall provide for:

(a) Apportionment among the parties to the agreement of the responsibility for providing

funds to pay for expenses incurred in the performance of the functions or activities.

(b) Apportionment of fees or other revenue derived from the functions or activities and

the manner of accounting for the fees or other revenue.

(c) The transfer of personnel and the preservation of their employment benefits.

(d) The transfer of possession of or title to real or personal property.

SECTION 5. (1) A unit of local government that is designated, in an intergovernmental

agreement entered into under section 3 of this 2013 Act, to perform functions or activities

is vested with all powers, rights and duties relating to those functions and activities that are

vested by law in each party to the agreement, its officers and agencies.

(2) An officer designated in an intergovernmental agreement entered into under section

3 of this 2013 Act to perform duties, functions or activities of two or more public officers

shall be considered to be holding one office.

SECTION 6. (1) An intergovernmental entity created by an intergovernmental agreement

entered into under section 3 of this 2013 Act may, according to the terms of the agreement,

adopt all rules necessary to carry out the intergovernmental entity’s powers and duties un-

der the intergovernmental agreement.

(2) As provided in section 7 of this 2013 Act, counties that comprise an intergovernmental

entity created by an intergovernmental agreement may impose an income tax assessment

within the area specified in the proclamation made pursuant to section 2 of this 2013 Act.

The purpose of the assessment shall be to carry on the operations and pay the obligations

of the intergovernmental entity.

(3) The debts, liabilities and obligations of an intergovernmental entity shall be, jointly

and severally, the debts, liabilities and obligations of the parties to the intergovernmental

agreement that created the intergovernmental entity, unless the agreement specifically

provides otherwise.

(4) A party to an intergovernmental agreement creating an intergovernmental entity may

assume responsibility for specific debts, liabilities or obligations of the intergovernmental

entity.

(5)(a) Moneys collected by or credited to an intergovernmental entity may not inure to

the benefit of any private person. Upon dissolution of the intergovernmental entity, title to

all assets of the intergovernmental entity shall vest in the parties to the intergovernmental

agreement that created the intergovernmental entity.

(b) The intergovernmental agreement creating the intergovernmental entity must pro-

vide a procedure for:

(A) The disposition, division and distribution of any assets acquired by the intergovern-

[2]



HB 3453

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

43

44

45

mental entity during the term of the intergovernmental agreement that created the inter-

governmental entity; and

(B) The assumption of any outstanding indebtedness or other liabilities of the intergov-

ernmental entity by the parties to the intergovernmental agreement that created the inter-

governmental entity.

(6) ORS 190.110 applies to all parties to, and all intergovernmental entities created by,

an intergovernmental agreement entered into under section 3 of this 2013 Act.

SECTION 7. (1) To carry out the purposes of sections 2 to 8 of this 2013 Act, counties

within the area covered by the proclamation made pursuant to section 2 of this 2013 Act may

impose a tax:

(a) Upon the entire taxable income of every resident of the area who is subject to tax

under ORS chapter 316 and upon the taxable income of every nonresident that is derived

from sources within the area which income is subject to tax under ORS chapter 316; or

(b) On or measured by the net income of a mercantile, manufacturing, business, finan-

cial, centrally assessed, investment, insurance or other corporation or entity taxable as a

corporation doing business, located, or having a place of business or office within or having

income derived from sources, within the area which income is subject to tax under ORS

chapter 317 or 318.

(2) A tax imposed pursuant to this section shall require the approval of the governing

bodies of each county within the area.

(3) The tax may be imposed and collected as a surtax upon the state income or excise tax.

(4) Any tax imposed pursuant to subsection (1) of this section shall require a nonresident,

corporation or other entity taxable as a corporation having income from activity both within

and without the area taxable under subsection (1) of this section to allocate and apportion

such net income to the area in the manner required for allocation and apportionment of in-

come under ORS 314.280 and 314.605 to 314.675.

(5) If a county adopts an ordinance under this section, the ordinance shall be consistent

with any state law relating to the same subject, and with rules and regulations of the De-

partment of Revenue prescribed under ORS 305.620.

(6) An ordinance adopted under this section may not declare an emergency.

SECTION 8. (1) A public safety fiscal emergency proclaimed pursuant to section 2 of this

2013 Act terminates after 18 months unless the Governor, the President and Minority Leader

of the Senate and the Speaker and Minority Leader of the House of Representatives unan-

imously agree to extend the public safety fiscal emergency for a stated amount of time up

to 18 additional months. The Governor shall proclaim the extension.

(2) The Governor shall terminate a public safety fiscal emergency by proclamation when

the emergency no longer exists or the threat of an emergency has passed.

(3) The public safety fiscal emergency proclaimed by the Governor may be terminated

at any time by action of the Legislative Assembly.

(4) Prior to the termination of a public safety fiscal emergency, the local governments

that are parties to an intergovernmental agreement entered into under section 3 of this 2013

Act may adopt an ordinance ratifying the creation of the intergovernmental entity to con-

tinue the entity beyond the termination of the emergency. The ratifying ordinance shall be

consistent with ORS 190.085.

(5) Nothing in this section shall prohibit a unit of local government from entering into

[3]
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SECTION 9. ORS 203.055 is amended to read:

203.055. (1) Except as provided in subsection (2) of this section, any ordinance, adopted by

a county governing body under ORS 203.035 and imposing, or providing an exemption from, taxation

shall receive the approval of the electors of the county before taking effect.

(2) A tax may be imposed pursuant to section 7 of this 2013 Act upon receipt of the ap-

proval of the county governing body.

SECTION 10. The Legislative Assembly finds and declares that providing a coordinated

and comprehensive response to a local or regional public safety fiscal emergency is a matter

of state concern. Notwithstanding any provision of a county charter, a tax imposed pursuant

to section 7 of this 2013 Act may be imposed upon receipt of the approval of the county

governing body.

SECTION 11. This 2013 Act being necessary for the immediate preservation of the public

peace, health and safety, an emergency is declared to exist, and this 2013 Act takes effect

on passage.

[4]
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City of Brookings  

CITY COUNCIL MEETING Minutes 

City Hall Council Chambers, 898 Elk Drive, Brookings, OR 97415 
Monday, April 22, 2013, 7:00pm 

 

The City Council met in Executive Session at 6:30pm 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.” 

 

Call to Order 

Mayor Hedenskog called the meeting to order at 7:05 pm. 

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

Staff Present: City Manager Gary Milliman, Finance & Human Resources Director Janell 
Howard, Public Works & Development Director Loree Pryce, City Attorney Martha Rice and 
City Recorder Joyce Heffington. 

Others Present: Pilot Reporter Jane Stebbins and approximately 12 others. 

Ceremonies/Appointments/Announcements 
Mayor Hedenskog proclaimed April 22, 2013 as Elmo Williams Day in honor of his 100th 
birthday.  

Public Hearings/Ordinances/Final Orders 
Ordinance 13-O-709 amending Section 13.05.190 and adding Section 13.05.195 to Title 13, 
Public Services, of the Brookings Municipal Code.  

Director Loree Pryce gave the staff report, stating that Council had approved the revisions at 
the last meeting. 

Councilor Pieper moved, a second followed and Council voted unanimously to do a 
first reading of Ordinance 13-O-709 by title only. 

Mayor Hedenskog read the title. 

Councilor Pieper moved, a second followed and Council voted unanimously to do a 
second reading of Ordinance 13-O-709 by title only. 

Mayor Hedenskog read the title. 

Councilor Pieper moved, a second followed and Council voted unanimously to 
adopt Ordinance 13-O-709, [an ordinance amending section 13.05.190, 
Discontinuance of service, and adding Section 13.05.195, Water Quality - Cross 
Connection Control Program, to Title 13, Public Services, of the Brookings 
Municipal Code]. 

Public Comment on Non-Agenda Item  
Ken Dukek, Curry County Juvenile Department, said he was providing information in response 
to questions from the City Manager regarding the data used in determining the percentage of 
City versus non-city Juvenile Department services.  Dukek said reports were not specific to 
individuals as regardless of the number of youths involved, only one report would be 
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generated.  In 2011, he said, 61 out of 68 cases involving 90 youths were generated by the 
Brookings Police Department.  Dukek said a broader view needed to be taken when 
determining how Juvenile Services are applied; victim assistance, restitution and community 
service are provided based on where the cases are generated.  If a case involved a juvenile 
who resided in Harbor but attended Brookings Harbor High School, then 50-75% of that 
student’s supervision was provided in Brookings, he said and the reason he’d chosen to report 
the data by law enforcement agency was because that was how services were provided.  In 

2011, he said, 82.3% of cases were cited by the three municipalities; in 2012 it was 84.3%.    

Mayor Hedenskog said he was not surprised by the figures since juveniles committing crimes 
in Harbor were less likely to get caught due to reduced law enforcement. 

Dukek said he agreed that there were fewer deputies and fewer interactions with youths 
outside the City, however because urban areas had more stores and business, more 

burglaries and thefts there, whereas more MIP parties occurred in non-city areas.   

Mayor Hedenskog said statistics based on where the crime was committed, regardless of 

where the juvenile lived, could result in the City shouldering the full cost.  

The Juvenile Department was required by state law to take juveniles into custody and detain 
them, Dukek said, and the department did what was needed and required, by law and for the 

safety of the citizens. Only the County funds the Juvenile Department, he added.  

Councilor Hamilton asked about the figures for 2012 and Dukek said there were 63 cases 
cited by Brookings involving 85 youth, and overall, 84.3% of the cases were generated by 
municipalities.  

Staff Reports  
Emergency replacement of Ultra Violet (UV) Disinfection System Control Center at the 
Wastewater Treatment Plant and authorization to solicit bids and execute an installation 
contract.  

Director Pryce provided the staff report pointing out that the energy and mechanically 
intensive disinfection process is crucial to treat wastewater before being discharged into the 

ocean.   

Councilor Hodges asked what was being used in the interim and Pryce said the discharge was 
still being treated but without the control panel there was no way to make the necessary 
adjustments or generate an alarm if a UV light burns out.   

Councilor Hodges moved, a second followed and Council voted unanimously to 
approve the emergency replacement of an Ultra Violet Disinfection System Control 
Center in the amount of $42,417.50 and further authorize staff to solicit bids and 
the City Manager to execute a contract for installation of the control center in an 
amount not to exceed $25,000.  

Execute engineering and construction management contract for the Airport Infrastructure 
Improvement Project with Dyer Partnership.  

Director Pryce gave the staff report. 

Councilor Hodges asked if there were any County-related issues that could delay the project 
and Milliman said he couldn’t think of any.  The County, he said, had approved the annexation 
which would now move through the Development Services Division.  Milliman said he didn’t 
think there was anything in the relationship between the City and County that could stop the 
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process.  A Conditional Use Permit for the tank would be required at some point, he added, 
but engineering was needed before an appropriate location could be identified.  

Councilor Hodges moved, a second followed and Council voted unanimously to 
authorize the City Manager to execute a professional services contract with the 
Dyer Partnership to provide engineering and construction management services 
for the Airport Infrastructure Improvement Project in an amount not to exceed 
$400,000. 

Adoption of the 2013 Economic Development Strategy.  

City Manager Milliman provided the staff report. 

Councilor Pieper moved, a second followed and Council voted unanimously to 

adopt the 2013 Economic Development Strategy. 

Draft joint management agreement (JMA) for the Brookings Airport and adjacent County/City 
owned lands.  

City Manager Milliman provided the staff report. 

Mayor Hedenskog said he’d met with Commissioner Itzen who, at that time, had indicated his 

interest in receiving a draft proposal from the City. 

Councilor Hodges asked if the Mayor was the City’s liaison to the County and Mayor 
Hedenskog said he thought it was Councilor Pieper but his meeting with Itzen had been 

impromptu and had covered a number of subjects. 

Councilor Hodges said the airport had been stagnant for 20 years and he would like to see a 

JMA in place.  

Councilor Hamilton said it seemed like a great opportunity and he hoped it could be worked 
out to the benefit of the community. 

Councilor Pieper said he supported the idea of a draft JMA and provided the involvement 
would improve its service to the citizens, would support the City’s involvement. 

Mayor Hedenskog encouraged the City Attorney to put out a draft concept without all the 
“legalese,” and City Manager Milliman suggested the outline from the packet could be used to 

see if a basis for agreement could be reached before proceeding with something more formal. 

Councilor Pieper moved, a second followed and Council voted unanimously to have 
the Mayor and City Manager to meet with representation of the County 
Commission to go over the elements of a joint management agreement for the 
Brookings Airport as laid out in the staff report, page 45 [of the Council Agenda 

Packet].   

Resolutions 
Resolution 13-R-1003, supporting Measure 8-71, Curry County Five Year Split Rate Law 
Enforcement Operating Levy on the May 21, 2013 election ballot.  

City Manager Milliman said the resolution, provided to the mayor by a County Commissioner, 

had been placed on the agenda at Mayor Hedenskog’s request. 

Public Comments: 

Gordon Clay, Brookings, said he supported Measure 8-71 and commented on advertising 
being done by the County Public Action Committee. Clay said that both the County 
Democratic and Republican Central Committees were supporting the measure and he would 

like to see the Council and individual Council members support it as well. 
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Jim Kolen, County Assessor said he supported the measure and was available to answer 
questions regarding the figures in the measure. 

Tomas Bozack, Brookings, encouraged the Council to vote in favor of supporting the 

measure.  He said it may not be perfect but the alternatives were unacceptable. 

Linda Bozack, Brookings, commented that the measure was not perfect, but the County 
needed to pay its own way and keep control local. She encouraged the Council to provide 

leadership and support the measure.   

Bob Horel, Brookings, urged the Council to support the measure.  If it failed, he said, the 
state would take over and he was concerned about what would happen to the City, the 

schools and other special districts should that happen.    

Jan Kaplan, Curry County Health, said that at least one half of its services were provided in 
the City and that he gets an awful lot for the 30 cents a day he and his wife now pay to the 
County.  

David Brock Smith, County Commissioner, said the County would run out of money after 
2014.  He said the County was losing deputies due to cutbacks and to better paying jobs in 
other areas.  The levy, Smith said, was important to get the 12 officers needed to protect 
the County’s citizens and to get the data needed to come up with a permanent solution.  
Smith apologized for not including in the levy the $400,000 needed for tower replacement 
and the $140,000 needed annually for tower construction and maintenance, but added that 
there might be grant funding for this purpose. Smith said 38% of the entire levy was being 
paid by the cities although the unincorporated area had higher assessed property values 
and so would be paying a higher percentage of the cost in addition to a higher levy rate.  

Smith concluded by urging the Council to support the measure. 

Bob Pieper, Brookings, said he was against both measures.  The County wasn’t that broke, 
he said, and the tax would take $2 million out of the economy. He said the County had 
millions in road funds, and hadn’t done anything with the Citizens Committee’s 19 solutions.  

Pieper added that he was aware the County had problems, but the system wasn’t working. 

Tim Patterson, Chetco Avenue, said County government was broken and had known about 
its financial problems for 9 years.  He said he liked the City’s proposal because it would 
provide adequate government and cost him less. He encouraged the Council not to pass 

the resolution and to pursue its proposal. 

Commissioner Smith said 12 deputies and the full amount of the levy was needed to 
support law enforcement and that while the road department had funds, it would be broke 
in 7 to 8 years.  If the County lost a bridge, or something major happened, he said, that 
money would be gone, so the road department needed to be funded as well. He said the 
County couldn’t function with less than the $4.5 million being asked for in the levy.  This 

levy, he said, would give the County time to find a solution.  

Mayor Hedenskog asked Commissioner Smith if County had to replace the road department 
funds it was using and Smith said the money they were drawing now did not have to be 
replaced, but the Budget Committee felt it needed to be paid back at $150,000 a year.  The 
County, he said, had created two budgets, the $2.1 million budget and the levy budget, 
because the County could not spend unbudgeted funds.  

Mayor Hedenskog asked if the $2.1 million budget included funds for the jail, juvenile 
department , DA and four patrol deputies, and Smith said it did, and the County was using 
every bit of the its discretionary and reserve funding to make it through the next year.  Smith 
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said there would be roughly $600,000 left after June 30, 2014 and no way to get to 
November, 2014. He added that he didn’t know of any road deputy who would want a job if it 

was only for a year.  

Councilor Pieper asked the group at large about Republican Party support for the measure. 

Bob Pieper said he’d heard that the Party had supported it but had later realized they were 
wrong and Commissioner Smith said he believed the Republican Central Committee met on 
April 11th and voted to support the measure. 
  

Councilor Hamilton asked about the 13 cent difference in the split levy rate and Smith said the 
split rate was based on the percentage of County services provided to the cities, figures that 
would change based on the data obtained after the levy was passed.  
 

Councilor Hodges asked Smith what “new data” he was referring to and Smith said it would 
be data received from the two years following passage of the levy.  Hodges asked if the 
County didn’t have that data from past years, and Smith said best practice was to use data 
from the last two years to determine what was needed for a permanent levy, but, because 
law enforcement services had been dwindling for the last few years, two years of data, after 
the levy passed, was needed to determine a permanent solution. 
  

Councilor Pieper said the level of service would be lower if the levy didn’t pass, but the 
County wouldn’t necessarily collapse. Essential services would and could continue, he said, it 
was just a matter of where the money would be spent.  Pieper said he couldn’t support the 
levy personally, and therefore could not support it as a City Councilor.   
 

Mayor Hedenskog said, when asked by Commissioner Itzen, he’d told him it would take less 
than a five year levy to get his support.  The levy’s intent, Hedenskog said, was to provide a 
bridge to a permanent solution and five years was asking too much.  He said from what he’d 
heard, 24 months, at most, were needed to form a district.  The levy, Hedenskog said, did 
not address the disparity between the incorporated and unincorporated areas and that he’d 
personally taken the matter to the other cities with alternative solutions.  The other two cities, 
he said, were unified in supporting the City’s proposed alternative.   

Councilor Hodges said it was not all about the money for him, but rather about the form of 
government, and until that changed, he could not support the levy.  A long term solution, he 
said, would be to fix what’s broken.  Hodges said 12 deputies was a wish and the Sheriff 
would have to get by with less.    

Councilor Hamilton said he didn’t feel right about the levy and could not support it at this 
time.  He added that there was “a better solution out there still.” 
  

Commissioner Smith said that the City had 14 officers to cover less than three square miles 
and he didn’t think it was a big stretch to have 12 deputies handling 1636 square miles.  By 
comparison, he said, the City spent $2.5 million on officers and communications while the 
County would only spend $1.7 for 12 deputies and communications. That, he said, was a 
disparity he could not wrap his head around.    

Mayor Hedenskog said the number of City officers showed Brookings citizen’s commitment 
towards law enforcement.  The problem the City was having, he said, was that 
“unincorporated Curry County won’t step up to the plate and give the answer about how 
much law enforcement they want.”  Hedenskog said jail, DA and juvenile services were 
essential, but the City didn’t want to pay for additional non-City law enforcement. 
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Commissioner Smith said this was why cities would pay only 5% for law enforcement and 
other various percentages for other services based on use. We think this is fair, Smith said. 

Mayor Hedenskog said Commissioner Itzen had asked him to give his support for the 
resolution and he’d put the item on the agenda so Council would have an opportunity to give 
its answer.   

Councilor Pieper moved, Mayor Hedenskog seconded, and the motion failed, 
unanimously, to adopt Resolution 13-R-1003, supporting measure 8-71, Curry 
County’s Law Enforcement Five Year Split Rate Operating Levy with Mayor 
Hedenskog and Councilors Hamilton, Pieper and Hodges voting “No.” 
 

Consent Calendar 
1. Approve Council Meeting minutes for April 8, 2013.  
2. Authorize City Manager to sign a permanent Retaining Wall Easement with Charles and 

Karen Henley, 626 Hassett Street, for construction, repair and maintenance.  

3. Receive March 2013 Financial Report.   

Councilor Pieper moved, a second followed and Council voted unanimously to 
approve the Consent Calendar as written.  

Adjournment 
Mayor Hedenskog, a seconded followed and Council voted unanimously to adjourn by voice 
vote at 9:19pm.  

 

 

 
Respectfully submitted: 

 ATTESTED: 
this ______ day of _________________ 2013: 

 

  
 

Ron Hedenskog, Mayor  Joyce Heffington, City Recorder 

 









 
 

 

 

 

 

   








