
City of Brookings 

WORKSHOP Agenda 
CITY COUNCIL 
Thursday February 5, 2018, 4:00pm 
City Hall Council Chambers, 898 Elk Drive, Brookings, OR 97415 
A. Call to Order
B. Roll Call
C. Topics

1. Business Retention and Expansion Program [City Manager, Pg. 2]
a. Draft Program [Pg. 3]
b. Draft Survey [Pg. 6]

2. Housing Related Fees [City Manager, Pg. 13]
a. City Fee Exhibits [Pg. 14]
b. LOC SDC Report [Pg. 17]
c. ORS 223.304 [Pg. 28]
d. Defensible Charges Article [Pg. 32]

3. Tree Advisory Committee [City Manager, Pg. 34]
a. Triglia Email [Pg. 35]
b. Baron Email [Pg. 36]
c. Baron Memo to P&R Commission [Pg. 37]
d. Info re Dick Cavendar [Pg. 38]

4. Rolled Curbs [City Manager, Pg. 39]
a. Article [Pg. 40]
b. Curb and Gutter Details [Pg. 44]

5. Strategic Plan Review [City Manager, Pg. 46]
a. Long Range Strategic Plan [Pg.48]
b. Short Term Strategic Plan [Pg. 50]

D. Council Member Requests for Workshop Topics
E. Adjournment

All public City meetings are held in accessible locations.  Auxiliary aids will be provided 
upon request with at least 72 hours advance notification.  Please contact 469-1102 if 
you have any questions regarding this notice. 
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City of Brookings

Council WORKSHOP Report

Meeting Date: F ebruary 5,2018

Originating Dept: City Manager , cfeyStanagerAppmval

Subject: Business Retention and Expansion Program

submitted by)

Financial Impact:

None.

Reviewed by Finance & Human Resources Director:

Background/Discussion:

The development of a Business Recruitment Program has been on the Strategic Plan actions list
for several years. In the realm of economic development, existing local businesses are often
overlooked as a potential for new business development. The goal of a Business Retention and
Expansion (BRE) program is to become familiar with the needs of the existing business
community and seek out ways to partner with businesses that are already here to expand their
economic footprint.

A critical piece of the BRE is to gain an understanding of the business community including
individual business goals and capacities. A business survey is a starting point for gathering this
information.

Soon after executing a contract with the South Coast Development Council (SCDC) for
economic development services, staff requested SCDC to develop an outline for a BRE program.
The attached outline and proposed business survey is submitted for City Coimcil review. SCDC
staff will attend the workshop to discuss this matter with the Coimcil.

AttachmentCs):

a. Draft Business Retention and Expansion Program.
b. Draft business survey.
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The South Coast Development Council, Inc.
50 Central Ave., Suite A | Coos Bay, OR 97420 | 541-266-9753 | www.scdclnc.org

The South Coast Development Council's mission is to promote and support businesses that provide quality jobs
through responsible development on Oregon's South Coast.

•OUTH C0AS1 DCmOPWbNT COU^tCV <>K.

City of Brooklngs Business Retention and

Expansion (BRE) Program

Purpose: To implement the City of Brooklngs 2018 Economic Development Strategy priorities that are focused on business retention

and expansion, In order to support local businesses, encourage job creation, and Increase Investment In Brooklngs.

Major Components of the BRE Program are as follows:
•  The BRE Program is to be adopted and supported by City Council

•  Customer service focus

•  Outreach to businesses

•  Business recognition

I. City Staff will embrace a Customer Service Focus:

a. Customer Service goals:

I. To continue excellent and productive Interactions with City customers;

II. To meet customer needs In a friendly, efficient, fair and expedient fashion;

ill. To expedltlously solve problems, as feasible, to support Brooklngs businesses.

b. The City will embrace a business-friendly culture at City Hall Including:

I. Assignment of two key Business Liaisons In the Community Development Department.

1. The SCDC will be the Business Liaison for new business startup questions and non-development

business issues.

2. The Planning Dlroct&r will be the Business Liaison for new businesses that require planning or

building permits.

II. The Business Liaisons will assist business Issues by clarifying Issues, providing resources, expediting reviews

and responses, and by working with other departments as appropriate.

ill. The Liaisons will educate and Inform relevant City staff about the BRE and will encourage timely Interoffice

communication and collaboration to meet the goals of this Business Retention and Expansion Program.

c. Staff will Instill and strengthen the customer service culture at City Hall:

I. City Human Resources staff will facilitate staff training about:

1. The linkage between jobs, transient lodging tax, and City revenue.

2. Examples of excellent customer service specific to each City department.

3. Excellent customer service practices and Implementation of a customer satisfaction survey for each

department on the City's website.

II. SCDC and the Chamber of Commerce will engage In ongoing active outreach to businesses:

a. Outreach goals:

I. To build a functioning and active Chamber of Commerce

II. To promote Brooklngs as a great place to do business;

♦♦♦ Sponsor Investors ♦♦♦
Bandon Dunes Golf Resort ♦ Bay Area Hospital ♦ City of Brooklngs ♦ City of Coos Bay ♦ City of North Bend ♦ Coos County

Curry County ♦ Jordan Cove Energy ♦ Oregon International Port of Coos Bay ♦ Southwest Oregon Regional Airport
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The South Coast Development CounciTs mission is to promote and support businesses that provide quality jobs

through responsible development on Oregon's South Coast

iii. To gather information about specific opportunities and challenges to help the City better support

businesses;

iv. To generate short-term and long-range Economic Development actions and planning.

b. The City will maximize effectiveness of the City Website to support Brookings businesses.

i. The City website's "Doing Business" section will highlight the adopted BRE Plan.

ii. The City's "Doing Business" webpages will exhibit the "Your business is welcome here" theme, listing the

benefits of doing business in Brookings.

iii. The City's "Doing Business" webpages will demonstrate the benefits of Brookings through provision of cost

comparisons for services and fees and permit processing timeline comparisons.

iv. The City's "Doing Business" webpages will provide business resources, relevant data, and linkages to

resources.

V. The City will ensure that documents, data, and information are timely, useful and up to date.

c. The Business Liaisons will develop printed materials to promote and highlight the Economic Development Services

that are available for businesses.

i. The Business Liaisons will design and print brochures promoting benefits and resources for doing business

in Brookings.

ii. The Liaisons will utilize the print brochures to actively recruit new businesses to Brookings.

iii. City staff will continue to publish and update "How to" handouts on individual topics such as the "Signs"

and "Permits" brochures that are relevant to City businesses.

d. The Business Liaisons will schedule formal appointments with existing businesses:

i. Invitations to meet will be sent to existing businesses for meetings either at the business site or at City Hall.

ii. Individual appointments would be scheduled by focusing on existing businesses by category (by industry,

geography, or business size).

iii. The purpose of the formal meetings is:

1. To ask each business owner's perspective of how Brookings business is going in general and

individually;

2. to ask what the City can do to assist the individual business and Brookings businesses in general;

3. to inquire as to problems and successes experienced with City processes;

4. to inquire as to immediate business concerns and hopes;

5. to assess health and needs of individual businesses through observation.

iv. Interviewers will use a set of questions to encourage open discussion.

V. Interviews will include City Council member{s) when possible and desired.

e. Business Liaisons will ensure that visit information is recorded and tracked, and that follow-up occurs as

appropriate.

f. The Business Liaisons will encourage regular business drop in and walk-throughs by Community Development

Department staff, other staff, and City Council:

i. The purpose of the casual visits is:

a. to improve and strengthen relationships between the City and local businesses; and

b. to provide opportunities to obtain quick business status checks and two-way feedback.

g. The Business Liaisons will remind and encourage all City staff and Council members to report back to the Business

Liaisons.

h. The Business Liaisons will continue to utilize Surveys to generate business information:

i. Surveys may be inserted into business license mailings for new and renewing businesses.

ii. Periodically, surveys may be used to gather input about specific City departments or processes.

i. The Business Liaisons will regularly communicate with regional economic development agencies {Chamber of

Commerce, CCD Business development, SCDC, Del Norte Economic Development Corporation, etc.) to request and

ensure that business feedback reaches the City Business Liaisons.

The City will engage in active Business Recognition to show appreciation and to provide exposure for City businesses, which

may include:

Page I 2
^♦0 sponsor Investors

Bandon Dunes Golf Resort ^ Bay Area Hospital ♦ City of Brookings ♦ City of Coos Bay ♦ City of North Bend ♦ Coos County
Curry County ♦ Jordan Cove Energy ^ Oregon International Port of Coos Bay ♦ Southwest Oregon Regional Airport
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The South Coast Development CounciTs mission is to promote and support businesses that provide quality jobs

through responsible development on Oregon's South Coast.

a. Business roundtables/workshops with City Council, including industry-specific meetings.

b. Development of Mayor's Business Awards, to include categories such as "New Business of the Year," "Fastest

Growing Retailer," "Rising Star Business," "Most New Employees," "Community Minded Business," "Sustainable

Business Award," and other categories.

c. Business Appreciation Month - to highlight the benefits provided by a strong local economy.

d. Receptions for honorees.

Page 13
♦  Sponsor Investors

Bandon Dunes Golf Resort ̂  Bay Area Hospital ♦ City of Brookings ♦ City of Coos Bay ♦ City of North Bend ♦ Coos County
Curry County ̂  Jordan Cove Energy ♦ Oregon International Port of Coos Bay ♦ Southwest Oregon Regional Airport
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The South Coast Development CounciTs mission is to promote and support

businesses that provide quality jobs through responsible

development on Oregon^s South Coast

South Coast Development Council

Business Survey

Date of Survey:

Company Name:

Contact Person:

Mailing Address:

Title:

Physical Address (if different):

Phone: Email:

Website:

Best Method of Contact:

SOUTH COi^KVELOPtyiENT COUNCIL, INC.

50 Central Avenue, Suite A

Coos Bay, OR 97420

541 266-9753

FAX 541 267-2753

COMPANY INFORMATION

1) How is your business doing?

□ Excellent □ Above Average □ Average □ Below Average □ Poor

2) What are your sales trends?

□ No response □ Decreasing □ Stable □ Increasing

3) What do you expect to happen with those trends in the next 3 years?

4) What is the industry wide outlook over the next 3 years?

Sponsor Investors:
Bandon Dunes Golf Resort ^ Bay Area Hospital City of Coos Bay Coos County

Jordan Cove Enerev ^ Oreeon International Port of Coos Bav ^

6



SOUTH COAST DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL, INC

5) What are your profit trends?

□ No response □ Decreasing □ Stable □ Increasing

6) What do you expect in those trends in the next 3 years?

7) Is your company locally owned? □ Yes □ No

8) Who are the owner(s):

9) Ownership structure/involvement:

10) What is the company's ownership status?

□ Privately owned □ Publicly owned □ Employee owned

11) Has the local facility changed ownership in the past 5 years? □ Yes □ No

12) Is an ownership change pending this facility? □ Yes □ No

13) Where is your Distribution/Market?

□ Regional □ National □ International

14) Who are your competitors?

Sponsor Investors:
Bandon Dunes Golf Resort Bay Area Hospital City of Coos Bay Coos County

^ Jordan Cove Enerev Oregon International Port of Coos Bav
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SOUTH COA» DEVELOPMEfTT COUNCtU INC

15) What are the factors that make your company successful here?

16) What is the life cycle of your firm?

□ Emerging □ Growing □ Maturing □ Declining

LABOR EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING

1) What is your total employment in this community?

1 year ago

Today

Next Year

2) How many employees are:

Full Time

Part Time

3) What categories of labor do you employ?

□ Unskilled

□ Technical

□ Professional

□ Managers/Supervisors

□ Clerical/Administrative

□ Other:

4) Is your company having difficulty attracting qualified employees?

□ Yes □ No □ Don't Know

Sponsor Investors:
Bandon Dunes Golf Resort Bay Area Hospital City of Coos Bay Coos County

Jordan Cove Enerev Oreeon International Port of Coos Bav

8



SOUTH COAST ESmOPMENT COUNCIL, INC

5) Is your company having difficulty retaining qualified employees?

□ Yes □ No

6) What is the average hourly wage in your company for the following labor categories?

Unskilled Technical Professional

Managers/Supervisors

Clerical/Administrative

Other

7) Describe the age of the majority of essential personnel at this location

□ Young □ Middle Age □ Near Retirement

8) What benefits do you offer your employees?

□ None □ Vision □ Dental □ Medical □ Life □ Retirement □ Vacation

9) Are your employees represented by a union? □ Yes DNo

a) If Yes, what percent?

b) If Yes which union?

10) Do your employees require any training? □ Yes DNo

11) How is your training accomplished?

□ On the job

□ Technical institute

□ Union

□ Other:

Sponsor Investors:
Bandon Dunes Golf Resort Bay Area Hospital City of Coos Bay *> Coos County

Jordan Cove Enerev Oreeon International Port of Coos Bav
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SOUTH COAST DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL, INC

FACILITY AND EQUIPMENT

1) What is the status of this facility?

□ Owned □ Leased □ Lease with option to buy

a) If leased, what is the lease expiration date?

2) Describe the operations at this site

□ One Shift □ Two Shifts □ 24 Hours

3) How much of this facility's space are you currently using?

□ No response □ Less than 50% □ 51-75% □ 76-90% □ More than 90%

4) How much equipment capacity are you currently using?

□ No response □ Less than 50% □ 51-75% □ 76-90% □ More than 90%

5) What are future investment trends in this location?

□ No response □ Declining □ Staying the same □ Increasing

6) Is there room for expansion at this site? DYes DNo

7) Does your business location have needs regarding the following?

□ Planning □ Regulatory issues □ Electric service

□ Zoning □ Water service □ IT/Communications

□ Code enforcement □ Sanitary service

□ Permitting □ Natural gas service

8) Are you interested in international trade or are you currently exporting? □ Yes □ No

EXPANSION RELOCATION AND MODERNIZATION

Sponsor Investors:
Bandon Dunes Golf Resort Bay Area Hospital City of Coos Bay Coos County

Jordan Cove Enerev Oregon International Port of Coos Bav
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SOUTH COAST DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL. INC

1) Does your business plan call for expansion/updatingofyour building or equipment?

□ Yes □ No □ Unsure

2) If you are planning on an expansion/updating of your building or equipment, within what time

frame?

□ Within the next year □ Within 2-5 years □ Other:

3) Are there any local resources lacking that would assist you in your future plans

□ Yes □ No

a) If yes, what resources would be most helpful:

4) Do you need information regarding expansion incentives? □ Yes □ No

5) Would the current system of zoning and land use regulation in the community affect your expansion

plans? □ Yes □ No

6) What are your current transportation and shipping needs?

7) Can we take a tour of your facility? □ Yes □ No

a) If Yes, who do we contact:

i) Name:

ii) Phone or email:

8) Would you like to schedule a one-on-one meeting with SCDC to discuss opportunities for your

business? □ Yes □ No

Sponsor Investors:
Bandon Dunes Golf Resort Bay Area Hospital City of Coos Bay Coos County

Jordan Cove Enerev Oreeon International Port of Coos Bav *1*
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SOUTH COAST DEVELOPMENT COUNCIUINC

9) Do you have any additional comments or concerns?

Thank you!

Sponsor Investors:

Bandon Dunes Golf Resort Bay Area Hospital City of Coos Bay Coos County
Jordan Cove Enerev Oreeon International Port of Coos Bav
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City of Brookings

Council WORKSHOP

Meeting Date: February 5, 2018

Originating Dept: City Manager
City M

(submitted

anager Approval

Subject: Housing Related Fees

Background/Discussion:

At the December 4 workshop Councilor Hamilton requested a review of fees collected by the
City associated with housing construction.

Attached is as exhibit indicating total fees associated with the construction of a 1,200 square foot
single family dwelling. Also attached are current fee schedules.

System Development Fees (Charges) are based upon an SDC study that is, in turn, based upon
the facility master plans for wastewater, water, storm and parks. 60.2 per cent of the SDC
amount listed is for sewer improvements.

Mayor Pieper also raised the issue of SDC waivers. The League of Oregon Cities conducted an
SDC survey in 2016. Attached is the 10-page narrative portion of that 145-page report. Waivers
or "accommodations" are briefly discussed on Page 8. As there is a prescribed method for
determining the amoimt of SDC's (see ORS 223.304 attached), staff would need more time to
research what process would need to be followed to established a legally defensible SDC waiver
program.

Attachmentrsl:

a. City fee exhibits.
b. League of Oregon Cities SDC report.
c. ORS 223.304.

d. "Establishing Defensible System Development Charges" by FCS financial group.
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Typical Building Department Fees for a Single Family Dwelling (SFD)

Permit Clearance Review Fee $177.00

Building Permit Fees (based on 1200sf SFD/500sf 2 car garage) $1,345.34

System Development Fees $18,426.47

Water Meter $255.00

Water Service Tap In (if not stubbed in at curb)* $3,890.00

Sewer Tap In & Clean Out (minimum, if not stubbed in at curb)* $3,857.00

Water Account Set-Up Fee (+deposit which can vary 0-$300) $20.00

Total estimated fees $27,970.81

Water Service and Sewer Tap In fees only required if the services are not already stubbed in at the

curb

C:\Users\gmilliman\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\Temporary Internet Files\Content.Outlook\U02G9C7Q\Typical Building Permit Fees
14



Fees Overview

Building permit fees are based on the Building

Valuation of the new construction.

Fees are set by the State of Oregon and are

used to fund the activities of the Building

Department.

How to figure new Building Valuation:

Sq footage of habitable space x $ 112.65 +
Sq footage of garage x$ 43.33 +
Sq footage of decks over 30"

above grade (ground level) x S 21.66 =
$ BUILDING VALUATION

Permit Clearance Review Fee: $177.00

Base Building Permit Fee = $562.90 for the
1st $100,000 of valuation + $3.25 for each

additional $1,000 or fraction thereof.

Plan Review Fee = 65% of Permit Fee

OR State Surcharge = 12% of Permit Fee

City of Brookings

Building Department

Fee Sheet
effective 7/1/2017

System Deveiopment Charges

System Development Charges are designed to

offset the impact of additional development on

Brookings' infrastructure and services, includ

ing water, sewer, streets, parks and storm

drain systems.

Water:

Sewer:

Streets:

Storm Drains:

Parks:

2% Admin. Fee:

TOTAL

$ 2,506.93

$ 11,101.92

$ 1,593.52

$ 1,082.12

$ 1,780.68

S  361.30

$ 18,426.47

Water Meter Fees

• Refer to New Utility Service Form

• Based on water meter and service lateral size

Sewer Fees

Refer to New Utility Service Form

Based on time and material costs to install

TV inspection of existing lateral may be

required

City of Brookings

898 Elk Drive

Brookings, OR 97415

Phone: 541-469-1135

Fax: 541-469-3650

www.brookings.or.us

Misc. Permit Fees

Mechanical Permit: Approx. $ 25.00

Plumbing Permit: Issued by Curry County -

contact 541-247-3304 for current fees.

Electrical Permit: Issued by State Building

Codes Division - contact 541-266-1098 for

current fees.
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City of Brookings

Public Works Department

898 Elk Drive, Brookings, OR 97415

541-469-1171 FAX: 541-469-3650

UTILITY SERVICE REQUEST FORM

Name

Address

Service Address,

Phone Map #_ Lot #

Water Meter Drop In Cost Total

205 5/8" X 3/4" Meter $  255.00 $

205 3/4" Meter $  287.00 $

205 1" Meter $  417.00 $

205 11/2" Meter $  1,644.00 $

205 2" Meter $  1,956.00 $

Hydrant Meter

Stand By Fire Written Request Submitted* Yes □ No □ $ $

Utility Work Written Request Submitted* Yes □ No □ $ $

Contract Service
Written Request Submitted* Yes □ No □
Council Approval Required Yes □ No □ S $

♦Written Requests must include: 1. How Long 2. How Much 3. What for
Water Service Lateral

205 1" Single Seivice and Tap $  3,890.00 $

205 2" Single Service and Tap $  5,276.00 $

205 2" Dual Service and Tap $  6,170.00 $

Subtotal $

205 Outside of the City — add 20% to inside City Fees 20% $

Sewer

408 4" Sewer Tap-In & Clean-out — actual time & material $ Min- 3,857.00 $

408 6" Sewer Tap-In & Clean-out — actual time & material $ Min-5,179.00 $

203 Construction Water $  90.00 $

Other Paybacks $ $

Other SDC's $ $
Other $ $

204 Account Set-Up Fee $  20.00 $

201

Account. Deposit - Low Risk
- Med Risk
- High Risk

$  0.00
$  200.00
$  300.00

$

Total Amount $

To be completed by City of Brookings
EMR# Work Completed on:

MTR SERIAL # Work not completed, why:

ACCT#

SEO# Signed:

\\FILESERVER\Data\Shared Data\PublicWorks\Administration\Forms\UtilitvService RequestForm.doc 6/2017
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LEAGUE OF OREGON CITIES

SYSTEM

DEVELOPMENT

CHARGES SURVEY

AUGUST 2016
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LEAGUE
of Oregon
CITIES

System Development Charges
Survey Report

Technical Report
August 2016

A study of the system development charges (SDC) administered by League of Oregon Cities' member cities
found striking differences in eity SDC implementation. These differences often depended on region as well
as population. Further, a significant portion of cities in Oregon provided reductions and waivers over the
last few years to incentivize development in a poor economy. Several member cities made these
accommodations temporarily, then readjusted and reduced them as the economy improved.

18



League of Oregon Cities System Development Charges Survey

Introduction

Every three years, the League surveys member cities about their system development charges (SDCs).
SDCs are an important means for cities to pay for increased capacity within infrastructure to
accommodate new users. These fees are set by each city and paid through new construction. As a result,
cities with more new development will have more revenue generated from SDCs. New development
creates the need for a larger capacity to provide city services such as water, transportation, sewer,
stonnwater, and parks and recreation. A city can establish a SDC for any or all of these services. The
fees can reimburse a city for extra capacity built into a system, pay for building new capacity to
accommodate new development, or a combination of the two.

When setting an SDC, a city must include all planned future city projects related to the service, which
must be outlined in the SDC methodology. When setting the rate paid by development projects, the city
can also reduce the SDC below actual costs of building the capacity. Therefore, when cities set the SDCs
they are balancing the costs of infrastructure development and cost to developers could have on
development within the city.

The League of Oregon Cities surveyed its members on their utilization of SDCs, including the types
charged, rates and methods. The survey also asked about waivers, deferments or other accommodations
that a city provides. The resulting data shows that much like other areas of city services, larger cities
have far more complex and developed SDC structures.

Methods

The survey was conducted from May 31 to June 30, 2016 and responses were received from 135 cities.
These cities represent 2,034,085 residents, or 73 percent of the population residing in Oregon cities. The
League created the survey with Qualtrics and distributed it to city managers, city recorders, and other
individuals with positions equal to a city's chief executive officer. These individuals often relied on
support from relevant city staff or forwarded the survey to be completed by that individual.

Other Cities

27%

Respondent Cities

73%

Figure 1: Respondent Population Proportionate to Oregon City Population
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League of Oregon Cities System Development Charges Survey

Cities are divided into population quintiles or groups of cities representing roughly one-fifth of the 242
total cities. This is done to provide more accurate comparison of differences among city populations. If
LOG randomly selected cities from each quintile, we would expect 20 percent to come from each of the
five quintiles.

Among respondent cities, there was over-representation in the fifth quintile population category. Further,
the survey had an over-representation for respondents in the Valley region, which is historically common
in other League surveys. There was also significant underrepresentation in the Eastern Oregon region.

Category Population Range # Cities % Cities Diff. from OR Population

1st Quintile <450 23 17% -3%

2nd Quintile 451-1,250 21 16% -4%

3rd Quintile 1,251-3,100 30 22% 2%

4th Quintile 3,101-10,000 27 20% 0%

5th Quintile >10,000 34 25% 5%

Region # Cities % Cities Diff. from OR Population

N. Coast 10 7% -1%

Metro 35 26% 2%

Valley 30 22% 5%

S. Coast 8 6% 1%

S. Valley 16 12% -1%

Central Oregon 12 9% -2%

NE Oregon 15 11% -1%

E. Oregon 9 7% -3%

TOTAL 135 56%

Table I: Respondent Characteristics by Population and Region

Results

Seventy-six percent of cities surveyed have at least one SDC. Cities with populations greater than 1,250
were significantly more likely to have such charges. The low population threshold for adopting SDCs
suggests that this is an early adopted development policy for Oregon cities. The data from larger cities in
this survey suggest that as city budgets and staff expertise increase, developing an SDC methodology
becomes a goal. This is further demonstrated by those cities that do not charge SDCs. Forty percent of
those that have no SDC have less than 450 residents. Cities in the Valley and Metro regions were also
more likely to have SDCs.

20



League of Oregon Cities System Development Charges Survey

Unsure

Figure 2: Does Your City Collect SDCs?

If a city adopts one SDC, they are likely to have multiple types of development charges. Among the
surveyed cities that had SDCs, the majority charges for parks (54 percent), sewer (70 percent) and water
(74 percent). Stonnwater (40 percent) and transportation (47 percent) were also common SDC types
among respondents. All types of SDC were more common in larger cities and more common in the
Valley and Metro regions.

Ninety-four percent of cities surveyed do not receive SDC revenue that had been collected from other
governments. There were only three exceptions to this. These included West Linn's revenue from Tri-
City Sewer and South Fork Water Board, and Gresham's revenue from Portland's extraterritorial system
connections. When asked if other governments collect SDC within respondent cities, 14 percent
responded "yes." Fifty percent of these cities were in the Metro region.

Unsure

Figure 3: Do Other Governments Collect SDC in Your City?
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League of Oregon Cities System Development Charges Survey

There are 27 respondent cities (21 percent) that have either a construction excise tax (GET) or an
equivalent based on square footage or building valuation. Fifty-six percent of these cities were fifth
quintile cities. CET's were most common in the Valley, Metro and North Coast regions. The only region
to have a statistically significant "no" response was the South Coast.

The median year in which SDCs were last updated was 2010. This indicates that SDCs were updated
during the great recession that significantly affected land development in member cities. The median year
in which the SDCs would next be reviewed was 2017. This shows that cities are ready to review their
existing SDCs in the near future.

Revenue

On average, respondent cities received $1.35 million in SDC revenue in FY 2015. This is a 2.4 percent
increase from the previous fiscal year. Much of this revenue growth comes from the city of Portland,
which brought in $62 million in SDC revenue in 2015. For context, Portland accumulated $40 million in
FY 2013, indicating 55 percent SDC revenue growth in three years. The counter to this is Hillsboro,
which saw SDC revenue fall from $24 million in 2013 to $9 million in FY 2015. Despite these two
recent significant changes, most respondent cities had relatively steady revenue from SDCs.

Because cities with populations larger than 10,000 are more likely to have SDCs, these cities had the
highest average revenue, but the difference in the amount of revenue generated by these cities is
significantly higher than the revenue of even fourth quintile cities.

$1,600,000

$1,400,000

$1,200,000

$1,000,000

$800,000

$600,000

$400,000

$200,000

$0 I
1st Quintile 2nd Quintile 3rd Quintile 4th Quintile

■ Parks aSewer »Stormwater Transportation ■ Water

5th Quintile

Figure 4: Average SDC Revenue by Type and Quintile

Further, revenue averages by region show that the largest proportion of SDC revenue in all categories
comes from the Metro and Valley regions. The one outlier in this trend comes from average revenue
from transportation SDCs in central Oregon.
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Figure 5: Average SDC Revenue by Type and Region

Fees

In order to accurately gauge the amount paid in SDCs in each respondent cities, LOC's survey provided
an example property shown below. This example was provided to give enough detail for a respondent
city to apply its calculation methods to estimates the development's SDCs. There were standard
examples for both residential and non-residential (i.e. commercial or industrial) properties. The
residential and non-residential fees charged are relatively incomparable due to the differences in the
example developments given. As a result, comparison should only be done to highlight regional or
quintile difference. The example development has been used in prior surveys allowing for comparisons
over time.

Example 1 — House (Residential): Example 2 - Office Building (Non-Residential):

Single-family, 3-bedroom home Professional building for general office use

Lot Size: 9,000 sq. ft. Lot Size: 47,000 sq. ft.

Building size: 2,000 sq. ft. Building size: 20,000 sq. ft.

Development value: $190,000 Development value: $960,000

Land value: $60,000 Land value: $180,000

Parking spaces: 2 Parking spaces: 50

Water meter size: 3/4 inch Water meter size: 2 inches

Water flow (gallons/mo.): 6,000 Water flow (gallons/mo.): 33,000

Fixture units; 16 Fixture units: 64

Number of employees: N/A Number of employees: 96

Impervious Square Footage: 1,000 sq. ft. Impervious Surface Area: 50% of Lot Size

Storage: 35% of Sq. Footage

ITE Code »710
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Figure 6: Survey Example for SDC Fees Calculation

Average total SDCs ealculated for the residential example was $7,028. While one might suspeet that
larger eities charge higher fees for development in cities, this hypothesis is not completely accurate. The
data suggest that while total fees paid in the example properties increase dramatically, some SDC types
remain roughly flat. Average stonnwater SDCs even decrease slightly from $1,000 in the residential
example in the first quintile, to $762 in the fifth quintile. Non-residential fees averaged $48,186 and
increased markedly in larger cities.
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Figure 7: Average Total SDC Fees for Residential and Non-Residential Examples

Regionally, the residential and non-residential fees follow a similar pattem. While residential fees are
significantly less, the Metro region has the highest cumulative SDC fees by region for residential and
non-residential fees.
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Figure 8: Average Total SDC Fees for Residential and Non-Residential Examples
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Accommodations

Thirty-one percent of cities provided waivers, reductions, or other accommodations in the last several
years. This is indicative of incentives provided to encourage development during the economic downturn.
Cities in the fifth quintile were the most likely to offer such accommodations. Regionally, the Valley,
Metro and Central Oregon regions provided a statistically overrepresented amount of accommodations.
This makes intuitive sense given the expected need for new development based on projected population
increases when compared to other areas of the state. The most common forms of accommodation
included: fee reductions (10 percent of respondent cities), waivers (8 percent) and fee payment delays (6
percent). Cities can also incentivize safety standards with reductions in water SDC. This is intended for
extra capacity needed for building fire suppression sprinklers. Fire suppressions systems are often legally
required and this reduction encourages compliance to the regulation. However, only 20 percent of cities
provide this reduction.

Unsure

8%

Figure 9: Has Your City Provided any SDC Waivers, Reductions or Accommodations in the Last Three Years?

There were several cities that cited affordable housing as a reason for their accommodations. However,
the majority of respondents listed economic incentives of one form or another. These incentives appear to
be intended for residential as well as commercial development. SDC accommodations were not provided
for each development charge equally. For example, 33 percent of cities with transportation SDCs
provided accommodations, but only 22 percent of cities that have stormwater charges made such
accommodations. Cities with populations larger than 10,000 and cities in the Metro region were most
likely to provide accommodations to all types of SDC.

Waivers and Accommodations by Type of SDC

Parks SDC Sewer SDC Transportation SDC Water SDC Stormwater SDC

# % # % # % # % # %

17 23% 24 25% 21 33% 26 26% 12 22%

Table 2: Waivers, Reductions and Accommodations by Type ofSDC
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Analysis & Discussion

System development charges are noticeably different in the cities with populations greater than 10,000.
Not only are these cities more likely to have SDCs, but to have all types pennitted by state law. These
cities are also far more likely to have complex policy structures around these SDCs, including waivers,
accommodations and incentives to develop in their city limits. Larger cities charge more in fees than
smaller cities, accumulate more revenue, but also agree to the most accommodations. This level of
complexity in SDCs suggests a balancing act between meeting the demand for local development and the
costs associated with providing infrastructure to new developments.

The data also suggests that certain regions of the state are seeing more active development. Based on
total SDC revenue, the Metro region appears to be the beneficiary of highest regional demand. From
analysis, this is true even with Portland and Hillsboro excluded. This shows a comparative advantage for
developers to build residential and non-residential properties in this area. The economic gains from such
development outweigh the increased cost and complexity of the SDC system in the area.

There is one final conclusion that can be drawn from the data. While the SDC survey only collected
revenue data for the past three fiscal years, this limited infonnation demonstrates that SDC revenue is
increasing. Since 2013, SDC revenues in the respondent cities increased 17 percent, a rate outpacing
inflation. This increase was not from the large outlier cities of Portland and Hillsboro. When these cities
are excluded from the analysis, SDC revenue statewide increased 27 percent. This means that while large
cities are growing most noticeably, the majority of cities are seeing increased development as well.

$120,000,000

$115,000,000

$110,000,000

$105,000,000

$100,000,000
-

$95,000,000

$90,000,000

2013 2014
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Figure 10: Aggregated SDC Revenue 2013-2015
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Conclusion

System development charges are a common way to compensate a city for developing the required
infrastructure needed to serve new commercial and residential property. Seventy-six percent of cities
collect an SDC and this is especially true of larger cities. Fee costs as well as revenue generated are
higher in larger cities. Added to this is a more complex and nuanced SDC system of waivers and other
accommodations. This study suggests that the demand to develop in populous areas far outweighs the
increased costs.

The increase in total revenues over time further suggests that development in Oregon cities is increasing,
even in smaller cities outside of the metro region. This bodes well for cities desiring for future growth
and development, whether that be in residential or non-residential properties.

10
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ORS 223.304 - Determination of amount of system development charges - 2015 Oregon... Page 1 of 5

2015 ORS 223.304'

Determination of amount of system
development charges

• methodology

• credit allowed against charge

• limitation of action contesting methodology for
imposing charge

• notification request

(1) (a) Reimbursement fees must be established or modified by ordinance or

resolution setting forth a methodology that is, when applicable, based on:

(A) Ratemaking principles employed to finance publicly owned capital

Improvements;

(B) Prior contributions by existing users;

(C) Gifts or grants from federal or state government or private persons;

(D) The value of unused capacity available to future system users or the cost

of the existing facilities; and

(E) Other relevant factors identified by the local government imposing the fee.

(b) The methodology for establishing or modifying a reimbursement fee must:

(A) Promote the objective of future system users contributing no more than an

equitable share to the cost of existing facilities.

(B) Be available for public inspection.

(2) Improvement fees must:

(a) Be established or modified by ordinance or resolution setting forth a

methodology that is available for public inspection and demonstrates

consideration of:

(A)

https://www.oregonlaws.org/ors/223.304 12/8/2017
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ORS 223.304 - Determination of amount of system development charges - 2015 Oregon... Page 2 of 5

The projected cost of the capital improvements identified in the plan and

list adopted pursuant to ORS 223.309 (Preparation of plan for capital

improvements financed by system development charges) that are needed

to increase the capacity of the systems to which the fee is related; and

(B) The need for increased capacity in the system to which the fee is related

that will be required to serve the demands placed on the system by future

users.

(b) Be calculated to obtain the cost of capital improvements for the projected need

for available system capacity for future users.

(3) A local government may establish and impose a system development charge that

is a combination of a reimbursement fee and an improvement fee, if the

methodology demonstrates that the charge is not based on providing the same

system capacity.

(4) The ordinance or resolution that establishes or modifies an improvement fee shall

also provide for a credit against such fee for the construction of a qualified public

improvement. A "qualified public improvement" means a capital improvement that

is required as a condition of development approval, identified in the plan and list

adopted pursuant to ORS 223.309 (Preparation of plan for capital improvements

financed by system development charges) and either:

(a) Not located on or contiguous to property that is the subject of development

approval; or

(b) Located in whole or in part on or contiguous to property that is the subject of

development approval and required to be built larger or with greater capacity

than is necessary for the particular development project to which the

improvement fee is related.

(5) (a) The credit provided for in subsection (4) of this section is only for the

improvement fee charged for the type of improvement being constructed, and

credit for qualified public improvements under subsection (4)(b) of this section may

be granted only for the cost of that portion of such improvement that exceeds the

local government's minimum standard facility size or capacity needed to serve the

particular development project or property. The applicant shall have the burden of

demonstrating that a particular improvement qualifies for credit under subsection

(4)(b) of this section.

(b)

https://www.oregonlaws.org/ors/223.304 12/8/2017
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ORS 223.304 - Determination of amount of system development charges - 2015 Oregon... Page 3 of 5

A local government may deny the credit provided for in subsection (4) of this

section if the local government demonstrates:

(A) That the application does not meet the requirements of subsection (4) of

this section: or

(B) By reference to the list adopted pursuant to ORS 223.309 (Preparation of

plan for capital improvements financed by system development charges),

that the improvement for which credit is sought was not included in the

plan and list adopted pursuant to ORS 223.309 (Preparation of plan for

capital improvements financed by system development charges).

(c) When the construction of a qualified public improvement gives rise to a credit

amount greater than the improvement fee that would otherwise be levied

against the project receiving development approval, the excess credit may be

applied against improvement fees that accrue in subsequent phases of the

original development project. This subsection does not prohibit a local

government from providing a greater credit, or from establishing a system

providing for the transferability of credits, or from providing a credit for a capital

improvement not identified in the plan and list adopted pursuant to ORS

223.309 (Preparation of plan for capital improvements financed by system

development charges), or from providing a share of the cost of such

improvement by other means, if a local government so chooses.

(d) Credits must be used in the time specified in the ordinance but not later than

10 years from the date the credit is given.

(6) Any local government that proposes to establish or modify a system development

charge shall maintain a list of persons who have made a written request for

notification prior to adoption or amendment of a methodology for any system

development charge.

(7) (a) Written notice must be mailed to persons on the list at least 90 days prior to the

first hearing to establish or modify a system development charge, and the

methodology supporting the system development charge must be available at least

60 days prior to the first hearing. The failure of a person on the list to receive a

notice that was mailed does not invalidate the action of the local government. The

local government may periodically delete names from the list, but at least 30 days

prior to removing a name from the list shall notify the person whose name is to be

deleted that a new written request for notification is required if the person wishes to

remain on the notification list.

https://www.oregonlaws.org/ors/223.304 12/8/2017
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ORS 223.304 - Deteraiination of amount of system development charges - 2015 Oregon... Page 4 of 5

(b) Legal action intended to contest the methodology used for calculating a

system development charge may not be filed after 60 days follo\wing adoption

or modification of the system development charge ordinance or resolution by

the local government. A person shall request judicial review of the

methodology used for calculating a system development charge only as

provided in ORS 34.010 (Former writ of certiorari as writ of review) to 34.100

(Power of court on review).

(8) A change in the amount of a reimbursement fee or an improvement fee is not a

modification of the system development charge methodology If the change in

amount is based on:

(a) A change in the cost of materials, labor or real property applied to projects or

project capacity as set forth on the list adopted pursuant to ORS 223.309

(Preparation of plan for capital improvements financed by system development

charges); or

(b) The periodic application of one or more specific cost indexes or other periodic

data sources. A specific cost index or periodic data source must be:

(A) A relevant measurement of the average change in prices or costs over an

identified time period for materials, labor, real property or a combination of

the three;

(B) Published by a recognized organization or agency that produces the index

or data source for reasons that are independent of the system

development charge methodology; and

(C) Incorporated as part of the established methodology or identified and

adopted in a separate ordinance, resolution or order. [1989 c.449 §4;

1991 C.902 §28; 1993 c.804 §20; 2001 c.662 §3; 2003 c.765 §§4a,5a;

2003 C.802 §21]

Note: See note under 223.297 (Policy).

^ Legislative Counsel Committee, CHAPTER 223—Local Improvements and Works

Generally, https://ww/w.oregonlegislature.gov/bills_laws/ors/ors223.html (2015) (last ac

cessed Jul. 16, 2016).

OregonLaws.org, a Public.Law site

https://www.oregonlaws.org/ors/223.304 12/8/2017
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FCS GROUP Solutions-Oriented Consulting

Establishing Defensible
System Development Charges

How does Oregon law define System Development Charges?

ORS 223.297 - 223.314 provides "a uniform framework for the imposition
of system development charges by governmental units" and establishes "that
the charges may be used only for capital improvements." An SDC can be
constructed to include one or both of the following components: (1) a
reimbursement fee, intended to recover an equitable share of the cost of
facilities aready constructed or under construction and (2) an improvement
fee, intended to recover a fair share of future, planned, capital improvements
needed to increase the capacity of the system for future users. Reimbursement
fee proceeds can be used for any related capital facility costs, but improvement
fees can only be used to fund capacity increasing facilities.

SDCs May Be
Used For:

> Water supply, treatment
& distribution

> Wastewater collection,

transmission, treatment

& disposal

> Drainage and flood
control

> Transportation

> Parks and recreation

Eligible cost of planned
capacity increasing

facilities

Eligible value of unused
capacity in existing

facilities

Growth in System

Capacity
Growth in System

Capacity
Per Unit Capacity

System Development
Charge

Reimbursement

Fee

Improvement
Fee

Where Should You Begin in Setting SDCs?

The math is easy. The hard part is making policy
choices that fit the goals of your community. These
decisions impact the inputs, the charge struc
tures, and the message sent to existing and
future citizens. For example, several ap
proaches may be used to determine the "growth-re
lated" cost of infrastructure, all yielding different yet
defensible results. Key policy questions often in
clude:

• How shall we base the charges? [e.g., peak-hour
vs. average daily trips; flow capacity vs. estimated

usage vs. fixture units; impervious area vs. density of

development]

Shall we use a more or less aggressive methodology
to allocate costs to growth?

Shall we impose parks SDCs on both residential
and commercial development?

Shall we apply SDCs uniformly system-wide, or
on an area-specific basis?

What is an equitable credit approach?
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...Our combined experience provides us with a thorough understanding of the range of
practical and defensible approaches to SDC policies & calculations.

FCS Group recommends a collaborative approach,
designed to foster input from a variety of
participating groups; City staff and Council, local
developers and builders, and interested citizens.
We take great pride in our ability to communicate
concepts and resolve issues in each successive phase
of a project.

While we tailor each study to the particular needs of
our clients, in general, our clients ask us to perform
some combination of the following tasks:

1. Collect and Review data.

2. Establish SDC Policy Framework. Evalu
ate and recommend an appropriate policy
framework for the SDC analysis based on
Git}' objectives. This task may be done with
a citizens committee.

3. Develop Fee Cost Bases. Complete
alloctions to reimbursement and improvement
fee cost bases by applying policy guidelines
developed in Task 2.

4. Develop and Complete Technical Analysis.
Calculate reimbursement fees. Calculate

improvement fees.

5. Meetings and Presentations. Prepare for and
attend staff work sessions. Prepare for and
participate in City Council / public meetings.

6. Documentation. Prepare draft and final
reports. Prepare a draft ordinance reflecting
the recommended fees and fee structures.

Tips for Establishing Legally
Defensible and Politically

Palatable Fees

•  Timing is everything. Once growth has
occurred, infrastructure deficiencies generally
cannot be funded by SDCs.

•  Set adequate charges. Charges that do not

fully recover growth-related costs, shift the
burden of growth-related capital improve
ments to existing rates and tax payers.

•  Involve and educate local developers and
builders as much as possible. They are willing
to pay their fair share. Predictability is often
their key concern.

•  Structure SDC credits in a way that treats
developers equitably without jeopardizing

City cash flow from SDCs.

•  Show your work. The capacity-increasing
portion of the capital project list should
be readily identifiable, as should the
determination of unused capacity in the
existing system.

•  Be cognizant of new statutory requirements.
SDCs can be increased without notice if the

change is based on the periodic application
of a specific cost index.

<>FCS GROUP
8201 — 164th Avenue NE, Suite 300, Redmond, WA 98052 | 425-867-1802

50 California Street, Suite 1500, San Francisco, CA 94111 | 415-277-5905

www.fcsgroup.com
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City of Brookings

Council WORKSHOP Report

Meeting Date: F ebruary 5,2018

Originating Dept: Councilor Triglia
^  City Manager Approval

Subject:

Tree Advisory Committee

Background/Discussion:

This matter was placed on the agenda by Coimcilor Dennis Triglia. In 2016 Parks Supervisor
Tony Baron recommended to the Parks and Recreation Commission that they create

The Commission approved the formation of a committee to "develop a plan for tree removal and
hazard mitigation."

Upon learning of this matter, I expressed concern in an email to Baron on July 8,2016 in which 1
recommended that a citizens committee not be formed for this purpose. Weighing heavily upon
making this recommendation was the then status of recreational immimity, which held parks staff
and management staff personallv liable for third party injuries resulting from hazard conditions
in parks. "It was, and is, my belief that management is responsible for the maintenance of City
Parks and any decisions relating to tree removal should be based upon the advice of professional
arborists. This is why staff recommended retaining Dick Cavendar for advice concerning the
impact of shading on the native Azaleas and Brian French for advice on the condition of Fir
trees. Ultimately the committee was not formed; recommendations came through the Parks and
Recreation Commission and ultimately to the City Council for policy direction.

Attachment(s):

a. Email dated January 11, 2018, from Councilor Triglia to City Manager.
b. Email dated July 8,2016, from City Manager to Tony Baron
c. Memo dated July 27,2016 from Tony Baron to the Parks and Recreation

Commission.

d. Information on Dick Cavendar.
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Gary Milliman

From: Dennis Triglia
Sent: Thursday, January 11, 2018 3:10 PM
To: Gary Milliman
Cc: Tony Baron
Subject: Item for Next Council Workshop

Hi Gary,

At their May 2016 meeting, the Parks & Rec Commission met to discuss the removal of the Lundeen
Lane trees. At that time, Tony Baron asked the PRC for a motion to establish a committee to develop
a plan for tree removal and hazard mitigation in parks (to be composed of Staff, City Councilors, PRC
Commissioners, the Azalea Park Foundation and members from the public at large). It was his
sincere hope - with the formation of this committee - that the community would be engaged and
educated about tree health and safety and could develop a plan to decide which trees need to be
removed so that the City could budget accordingly (and conflict with the public may be alleviated).
The motion was approved unanimously 5-0 (yet this committee was unfortunately never formed!). It
never even came before the Council for approval.

As a result, I want to discuss Tony's initial plan at our next Council Workshop as a viable possible
solution going fonward. I think it may make Tony's life a bit easier considering all of the recent
brouhaha surrounding the tree removal. It was very astute and insightful of Tony to anticipate the
reaction of the public.

Thanks,
Dennis

Dennis Triglia
Councilor

City of Brookings
898 Elk Drive

Brookings, OR 97415

dtriglia@brookings.or.us
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Gary Milliman

From: Gary Milliman
Sent: Friday, July 08, 2016 10:35 AM
To: Tony Baron
Cc: LauraLee Snook
Subject: RE: PR - Tree Maintenance Committee

I have a number of concerns.

1. Mission drift. Will the tree committee also start looking at tree preservation beyond the parks? There are
members of the community who think the City should adopt tree preservation regulations. Terry Mock emails
me almost every week on this topic. We have experienced mission drift with TPAC, the former URAC (which is
why it no longer exists) and the Art Committee.

2. It could set us up for conflict. What happens when staff...as the responsible party for risk
management...disagrees with the tree committee on the removal of a hazard tree? What would the PR outcome
be of a tree committee versus staff conflict? What would the outcome be if the tree committee told CCEC "no"

on the recent Lundeen Lane project?

3. What happens when we don't remove a hazard tree that the tree committee wants to protect? On whose
recreational immunity plate does that fall?

It's adding another element that can cause more grief and could actually become a PR negative.

If we need technical expertise on making recommendations for tree removal or protecting/enhancing Azaleas, we
should retain those professional services.

We can't use citizen committees to provide cover for making risk management decisions.

We already have a citizens advisory committee: the Parks and Recreation Commission.

Gary Milliman

City Manager

City of Brookings
898 Elk Drive

Brookings, OR 97415

541-469-1101 I Fax 541-469-3650
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Parks and Technical Services Supervisor
Anthony Baron

DATE: July 27,2016

TO: Parks and Recreation Commission

SUBJECT: Committee to assess and recommend the removal of tree hazards in Parks

Dear Commissioners,

Under the direction of the City Manager (see attachment), staff Is reconsidering the
recommendation to form a committee In order to assess tree hazards In Parks. The Parks

and Recreation Commission Is already acting In this capacity. Staff proposes to retain
professionals who will assist with tree hazard assessment and present recommendations to
the Parks and Recreation Commission for review. If you have any questions, contact me at

541-469-1159.

Anthony Baron

Parks and Technical Services Supervisor
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City of Brookings

Council WORKSHOP Report

Meeting Date: February 5, 2018

Originating Dept: City Manager

ture (submit

City Manager Approval

Subject: Rolled Curb

Baekground/Discussion:

At the Council workshop of December 4, Councilor Hamilton questioned why the City had
discontinued the installation of rolled curbs and if the City could reinstate this standard.

The City does have a rolled curb standard, but it is limited to those areas of the City where the
design was initially used some years ago (Dawson and Spruce Drive). Here are the reasons why
the rolled curb design which was popular in the 1950s-70's is no longer in general use.

1. Essentially, the entire frontage of the property can be used as a driveway and has led to
people using their front yard for parking.

2. Separation of pedestrian and vehicle becomes blurred. Many times vehicles park on the
sidewalk leaving little space for pedestrians and impairs wheelchair access.

3. Not as good for high storm flows (note the alterations to some of the private driveways
along Spruce Drive over the years)

4. Not safe for wheel chair access. It is a 6:12 slope and appears traversable when it is not.

The rolled curb is extruded which would require an outside contractor to mobilize. According to
estimates obtained by the Public Works Department, the cost of rolled curb is often more than
standard curb because of the mobilization costs.

Attachment(s):

a. "The Problem with Rolled Curbs", article by City of Sacramento Safe Routes to
School Coordinator.

b. Curb and Gutter Details from City Standard Details.
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the problem with rolled curbs | Getting Around Sacramento Page 2 of 8

2013/09/04 — DAN ALLISON

the problem
with

rolled curbs

standard Curb & Gutter

Roll Curb & Gutter

Rolled curbs slope up from the gutter

pan to the sidewalk, whereas standard

curbs have a more vertical face.

Standard curbs are both old and

modern, but there was a period of time

in the 1950s through 1970s when rolled

curbs were very popular, seen as a sign

of the new suburbs. In the grid area of

Sacramento, including the first ring

suburbs, standard curbs are quite

common. In the second ring suburbs

and the sprawl suburbs, rolled curbs

are quite common, not only being found

RECENT POSTS
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in residential neighborhoods but even

on arterial roads.

parking up on the sidewalk with rolled

curb

So, what's the problem with rolled

curbs? Drivers use rolled curbs to drive

up on the edge of the sidewalk,

constraining the sidewalk width,

reducing walkability, and not

infrequently causing blockage of the

sidewalk for people in wheelchairs.

ADA regulations require at least 36

inches of clear width. Combine the

narrow 4-foot sidewalks that were

popular in the suburbs with this driver

behavior, and the car-influence zone is

expanded to the complete width of the

right of way, leaving no place for

pedestrians. [Note: This photo is for

illustration purposes only, not to give

this driver a hard time. This is common

practice, and I've seen many instances

where much more of the sidewalk was

blocked.]
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A side affect of parking up on sidewalks

is that it leaves more of the street width

for moving motor vehicles, which then

increases the speed at which people

drive. By trying to get their vehicles out

of the way of the "speeding drivers,"

they are actually making it easier for

drivers to speed.

What are the solutions?

1. When curbs, gutters and sidewalks

are replaced, only standard curbs

and gutters should be installed.

While that is already the policy in

most locations, cities and counties

seem to bow to pressure from

homeowners to stick with rolled

curbs, in order to maintain the

"feeling" of the neighborhood. Cities

and counties must stand firm on

standard curbs.

2. Teach people to not park up on the

sidewalk or even the inner edge of

the curb, since mirrors and other

parts of the vehicle may intrude

even when the tires do not. As I ride

around, I see some blocks with

rolled curbs where no one is parked

up on the sidewalk, and other blocks

where almost everyone is, so I

assume that people just follow what

their neighbors are doing rather than

thinking about it. In locations where

twitter.com/scot

t_wiener/s...

1 day ago

Follow @GetArout

TAG CLOUD

#NoNewRoads

amenities

American

Community Survey

Amtrak arena

bicycle bicycling

bikeability bike

lane bike lanes

bike share bus

Capitol Corridor car

free central city

City of

Sacrament(

collision commuting

conversion Cordova

Hills County of

Sacramento crash

crosswalk

crosswalks CVC

cycletracks

development

downtown

Downtown/Rlverfron

streetcar fatalities

freeway removal

funding greenfields

greenhouse gas

emissions

intersection I

Street light

https://gettingaroundsac.blog/2013/09/04/the-problem-with-rolled-curbs/ 12/5/2017

42



the problem with rolled curbs | Getting Around Sacramento Page 5 of 8

there are police department docents

or volunteers, this would be a good

topic to stop and talk to people

about. I think that once some people

change, most others on that block

would follow. If they continue to park

on the sidewalk after being given fair

warning, they should be ticketed.

If someone on your block or in your

neighborhood is using rolled curbs to

park up on the sidewalk, please talk to

them about it. Direct contact would be

most effective, but if you don't see them

over a long period of time, leave a note.

If one talk or two notes doesn't change

their behavior, then report them to

parking enforcement.
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1/2" RADIUS

CURB DRAIN OUTLET

3" SCH. 40 PVC

WHERE REOD.
1" RADIUS

3" BELL OR COUPLING

2" RADIUS

SLOPE = 4%

3" AC PAVING MIN.

m

m

POURED IN PLACE CONC. CURB

m
xV

4" OF AGGREGATE BASE, AS REQ'D

NOTE:

1. REFER TO DETAIL 5.13 FOR CONTRACTION JOINTS
2. MINIMUM DIMENSION STANDARDS NOTED
3. CONCRETE PER SPECIFICATIONS

CITY OF BROOKINGS - STANDARD DETAIL |

STANDARD CURB & GUTTER | 5.10
APPROVED BY RESOLUTION 17-R-1102 DATE; 4/10/17
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1/2" RADIUS

POURED IN PLACE
CONG. SIDEWALK

SEE DETAIL 5.13 FOR

CURB DRAIN OUTLET

CONTRACTION JOINT PER DETAIL 5.13

3" BELL OR COUPLING

a ■ 7t

R= 10" 1/2"

' . "a ■ i • A ' A

■ ■ ■ > . ■ A.

.. . A Aj- ■. .t ■ ' A 1"

SLOPE/= 2%

POURED IN PLACE CONC. CURB
MIN. 4" OF AGGREGATE BASE

NOTE:
1. REFER TO DETAIL 5.13 FOR CONTRACTION JOINTS
2. MINIMUM DIMENSION STANDARDS NOTED
3. CONCRETE PER SPECIFICATIONS

CITY OF BROOKINGS - STANDARD DETAIL |
ROLLED CURB - DAWSON TRACT ONLY I 5.1 "I

APPROVED BY RESOLUTION 17-R-1102 DATE: 4/10/17
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City of Brookings

Council WORKSHOP Report

Meeting Date: February 5, 2018

Originating Dept; City Manager

Subject: Strategic Plan Review

Background/Discussion:

The City Council periodically reviews its Strategic Plan. Following are comments on various
goals/action items.

LONG TERM > 24 Months

•  G1 (1.1 + 1.2) The City Council has not appointed a Charter Review Committee. This is
a major undertaking. The City Manager, City Recorder and City Attorney have been
working to update Chapter 2.0 of the Brookings Municipal Code and will be bring an
ordinance to the City Council in February, 2018.
G1 (9.1) The Action Item has been implemented. This work has started in the City
Manager/City Recorder Office. It is a multi-year project.
G2 (7.2) Grant funding for sidewalks along the east side of Chetco Avenue from Easy
Street to Parkview Drive have been approved and design is in progress. Construction is
anticipated in 2020-21. There will be a local match required.
G3 (6.3) The City has leased property adjacent to the Central Building which could be
used for development as proposed in the Urban Renewal Plan.
G3 (6.7) The City Manager served on the OCVA Board for two years and the City
continues to participate in regional tourism promotion efforts as a Destination Marketing
Organization through OCVA, the Wild Rivers Coast Alliance and other cooperative
efforts.

G3 (9.4) With the installation of field lighting and paving the parking lot adjacent to
Lundeen Lane, the park will be more available for evening activities.
G4 (l.I) The City Manager now serves on the Board of Directors and Executive
Committee of the SCDC. The City has contracted with SCDC for economic development
services.

SHORT TERM < 24 Months

•  G2 (1.1) The City has secured grant funding for the seismic retrofit of the Police and Fire
Stations and for the installation of seismic safety valves on three water storage tanks.
Engineering is in progress with construction expected this year for the seismic valves and
in 2019 for the Police/Fire buildings. The City will need to budget a local match and for
possible temporary relocation costs for the seismic retrofit project in fiscal 2018-19.
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G3 (1.2) The City has contracted with South Coast Development Council to develop a
business retention plan, which is scheduled for review by the City Coimcil at their
February 5,2018, workshop.
G3 (4.1) This project is on schedule for completion by late summer 2018.
G3 (4.2) See G2 (7.2) in the Long Range Plan.
G3 (5.5) A mural and public art location and theme plan has been developed by staff and
will be presented to the City Council at the February 5 workshop.
G3 (6.1) Project complete; additional amenities in progress.
G3 (6.2) Chetco Point Park restroom completed. Staff recommends dropping Stout Park
restroom project.

Updates, new projects, project elimination and/or clarification is encouraged at this meeting.

Attachment(s):

a. Long Range Strategic Plan
b. Short Term Strategic Plan
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