Council Roundup for March 19, 2018

The Newberg City Council met on March 19, 2018 and took the following actions:

e Approved the following Resolutions:

2018-3442, Inflow & Infiltration wastewater pipe construction contract with Insituform Technologies
LLC for $244,624.50.

2018-3446, Hypochlorite generation system for Water Treatment plant contract with Whitney
Equipment Company, Inc. for $133,129.38

2018-3454, refunding Effluent Reuse loan with State of Oregon

2018-3456, acceptance of grant from state DLCD for Urban Growth Boundary study.

2018-3455, repealing SDC resolutions from 1996 and 2007.

2018-3443, Master Fee Schedule.

e Approved Ordinance 2018-2823, amending Chapter 13 of the Municipal Code on System Development
Charges.

eMoved to not form a local improvement district for College Street from Aldercrest Drive to Foothills Drive.
e Approved Council Minutes from February 20, 2018.

In other business, the Council:

e Heard report on the next phase of Pavement Projects for the City, and discussed gravel roads.

e Heard concerns from citizens on traffic issues, and the revised Charter not being on the city website.

e Met in 2 executive sessions: 1 on performance evaluation for Municipal Judge, 1 for real property discussion.
e Met with Yambhill County Commissioners and discussed Bus Transit routes and service in Newberg,
Economic Development, and planning for the Riverfront property along the Willamette River.



City of

ewberg

City Council Executive Session
March 19, 2018 - 5:00 PM
Public Safety Building 401 East Third Street

CALL TO ORDER

EXECUTIVE SESSION PURSUANT TO ORS 192.660 (2) | PERFORMANCE
EVALUATIONS OF PUBLIC OFFICERS

ADJOURNMENT

March 19, 2018
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City Council Work Session
March 19, 2018 - 5:30 PM
Public Safety Building 401 East Third Street

CALL MEETING TO ORDER

ROLL CALL

REVIEW OF THE COUNCIL AGENDA AND MEETING

V. COUNCIL BUSINESS ITEMS
I[V.A January 2018 Fund Financial Statements
RCA Information Financial Reports - 2018-01 Jan.pdf
V. JOINT MEETING WITH YAMHILL COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
V.A  RCA City County Work Session
RCA City County Worksession.doc
YCTA-TDP-TM2_ExistingConditions_AIlI-DRAFT-20170907 (1).pdf
The Collaborative.pdf
SEDCOR.docx
RCA Information_Riverfront_Master_ Plan.pdf
Attachment_1_riverfront_master_plan_map.pdf
Attachment_3 Riverfront. MP_Study Area_Map.pdf
VI. ADJOURNMENT
PUBLIC COMMENT

WORK SESSIONS ARE INTENDED FOR DISCUSSION. NO ACTION WILL BE TAKEN ON THE AGENDA
ITEMS AND NO DECISIONS WILL BE MADE. NO ORAL OR WRITTEN TESTIMONY WILL BE
HEARD OR RECEIVED FROM THE PUBLIC.

March 19, 2018
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/156452/RCA_Information_Financial_Reports_-_2018-01_Jan.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/161389/RCA_City_County_Worksession.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/161395/YCTA-TDP-TM2_ExistingConditions_All-DRAFT-20170907__1_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/161390/The_Collaborative.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/161391/SEDCOR.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/161392/RCA_Information_Riverfront_Master_Plan.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/161393/Attachment_1_riverfront_master_plan_map.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/161394/Attachment_3_Riverfront_MP_Study_Area_Map.pdf

REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

DATE ACTION REQUESTED: March 19, 2018

Order Ordinance __ Resolution Motion Information XX
No. No. No.

. . Contact P P for thi
SUBJECT: Newberg Fund Financial Statements ,tgpn?,f,,atirzggé reparer) for this

for January 2018 Dept.: Finance

Included with this report are the fund financial statements for January 2018. The financial statements
represent the City’s ongoing commitment at all levels of the organization to monitor financial status and
make adjustments on a monthly basis. These are provided for your information and review, as well as an
opportunity for you to ask questions and keep abreast of the financial health of the City. As you review
these statements, please feel free to contact me directly in advance of the meeting with questions or
comments. This will provide me with an opportunity to come to the Council Work Sessions with sufficient
information to answer your questions. No formal action is required at the meeting.

As a reminder, most revenue is not recognized in an equal amount every month. Property taxes are
received primarily in November, February, and May. Water revenue tends to trend higher in the summer
months. Community Development revenue, such as building and planning fees as well as system
development charges, is harder to predict. Transient Lodging Tax and Marijuana Tax is received
quarterly. The point is that while 58% of the fiscal year has transpired through Januar, the year-to-date
revenue received may reflect less or more depending on the revenue cycle. At this point, many of the
revenues are on track as expected.
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SUMMARY REPORT Current
JAN 2018 e
Compare to

201718 MONTH OF 201718 Budget 2016-17

FUNDS BUDGET JAN 2018 YTD 58% PRIOR YTD
City Budget Totals

Total Beg Fund Balance 37,027,145 $ 40,611,931 $ 40,611,931 110% 39,824,311
Total Revenues 62,560,841 4,274,091 32,460,387 52% 29,278,877
Total Beg Fund Bal & Revenues 99,587,986 44,886,022 73,072,318 69,103,187
Total Expenses 73,599,226 3,399,249 29,360,112 40% 28,274,766

Total Contingencies / Reserves 25,988,760 - - 0% -
Total Exp & Contingen / Reserves 99,587,986 3,399,249 29,360,112 29% 28,274,766

Total Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ 874,842 $ 3,100,275
Total Ending Fund Balance $ 43,712,206 40,828,421
City Services
General Fund (01)
Beg Fund Balance 3,077,675 $ 3,564,316 $ 3,564,316 116% 3,313,037
Revenues

General Government - - - 0% -
Municipal Court 12,777 710 5,758 45% 7,609
Police 1,060,968 79,016 643,400 61% 652,122
Fire 363,258 108,977 108,977 30% 102,035
Communications 41,483 9,733 31,112 75% 29,631
Library 116,430 23,074 60,419 52% 43,969
Planning 708,100 135,200 455,247 64% 329,747
Property Taxes 7,855,522 - 7,239,222 92% 7,175,021
Other Taxes 66,400 24,306 51,957 78% 65,054
Franchise Fees 1,520,823 50,621 164,221 11% 153,277
Intergovernmental 1,387,137 106,277 898,915 65% 815,197
Miscellaneous 2,244,616 531 2,850 0% 8,731
Interest 21,233 5,437 19,192 90% 11,161
Transfers 1,174,924 195,578 712,820 61% 576,861
Revenue Total 16,573,671 739,461 10,394,090 63% 9,970,415

Expenses

General Government 210,073 29,575 133,015 63% 145,236
Municipal Court 312,131 24,584 172,609 55% 210,570
Police 6,871,213 564,825 3,858,593 56% 3,561,401
Fire 3,866,703 322,319 2,254,609 58% 2,233,038
Communications 3,509,676 118,150 1,471,619 42% 586,865
Library 1,767,171 146,733 1,035,500 59% 894,811
Planning 1,262,702 79,622 462,734 37% 548,368
Transfers 143,834 23,090 46,407 32% 107,681

Contingency 607,843 - - 0% -

Unappropriated Ending Balance 1,100,000 - - 0% -
Total Expenses 19,651,346 1,308,898 9,435,086 48% 8,287,970

Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ (569,438) $ 959,004

Ending Fund Balance $ 4,523,320 4,995,481

Reported as of 02/14/2018
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SUMMARY REPORT Current
JAN 2018 e
Compare to
201718 MONTH OF 2017-18 Budget 2016-17
FUNDS BUDGET JAN 2018 YTD 58% PRIOR YTD
Public Safety Fee (16)
Beg Fund Balance $ 109,612 $ 171,860 $ 171,860 157% 163,546
Revenues 496,809 42,178 293,683 59% 287,796
Expenses 542,792 42,716 254,858 47% 363,142
Contingencies / Reserves 63,629 - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ (538) $ 38,826
Ending Fund Balance $ 210,686 88,200
EMS (05)
Beg Fund Balance $ 87,036 $ 79,659 $ 79,659 92% 1,245,742
Revenues 501,000 44,158 308,874 62% 335,560
Expenses 551,741 55,066 338,475 61% 1,020,525
Contingencies / Reserves 36,295 - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ (10,908) $ (29,602)
Ending Fund Balance $ 50,058 560,777
911 Emergency (13)
Beg Fund Balance $ 23,357 $ 19,080 $ 19,080 82% 10,713
Revenues 221,000 55,274 111,084 50% 108,743
Expenses 224,876 24,931 123,174 55% 117,918
Contingencies / Reserves 19,481 - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ 30,343 $ (12,090)
Ending Fund Balance $ 6,990 1,538
Civil Forfeiture (03)
Beg Fund Balance $ 25234 $ 25,268 $ 25,268 100% 24,302
Revenues 200 36 218 109% 843
Expenses 25,434 - - 0% -
Contingencies / Reserves - - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ 36 $ 218
Ending Fund Balance $ 25,486 25,144
Library Gift & Memorial (22)
Beg Fund Balance $ 63,516 $ 88,497 $ 88,497 139% 92,550
Revenues 135,600 5,909 28,427 21% 15,585
Expenses 160,000 2,071 43,635 27% 26,827
Contingencies / Reserves 39,116 - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ 3,838 $ (15,208)
Ending Fund Balance $ 73,289 81,308
Reported as of 02/14/2018 Page 2 of 85



Reported as of 02/14/2018
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SUMMARY REPORT Current
JAN 2018 e
Compare to
201718 MONTH OF 2017-18 Budget 2016-17
FUNDS BUDGET JAN 2018 YTD 58% PRIOR YTD
Building Inspection (08)
Beg Fund Balance $ 932,354 $ 1,107,774 § 1,107,774 119% 746,431
Revenues 825,318 124,741 520,733 63% 479,487
Expenses 706,767 50,557 375,199 53% 311,648
Contingencies / Reserves 1,050,905 - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ 74,185 $ 145,534
Ending Fund Balance $ 1,253,309 914,270
Streets (Operating) (02)
Beg Fund Balance $ 489,326 $ 736,256 $ 736,256 150% 816,245
Revenues 2,913,541 225,590 1,623,630 56% 759,176
Expenses 3,306,928 129,790 1,610,613 49% 1,489,423
Contingencies / Reserves 95,939 - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ 95,800 $ 13,017
Ending Fund Balance $ 749,273 85,998
Water (Operating) (07)
Beg Fund Balance $ 8,874,908 $ 8,995,620 $ 8,995,620 101% 7,784,122
Revenues 5,877,525 339,857 4,116,812 70% 3,717,077
Expenses 6,024,114 282,678 2,459,195 41% 2,705,911
Contingencies / Reserves 8,728,319 - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ 57,178 $ 1,657,618
Ending Fund Balance $ 10,653,238 8,795,288
Wastewater (Operating) (06)
Beg Fund Balance $ 10,812,028 $ 11,973,385 $ 11,973,385 11% 12,445,970
Revenues 8,147,159 665,040 4,720,466 58% 4,685,136
Expenses 11,252,805 402,376 4,344,211 39% 4,810,400
Contingencies / Reserves 7,706,382 - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ 262,664 $ 376,255
Ending Fund Balance $ 12,349,640 12,320,706
Stormwater (Operating) (17)
Beg Fund Balance $ 898,152 $ 1,028,956 $ 1,028,956 115% 1,169,140
Revenues 1,488,924 123,980 874,368 59% 791,401
Expenses 2,174,253 138,778 1,480,351 68% 930,485
Contingencies / Reserves 212,823 - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ (14,798) $ (605,983)
Ending Fund Balance $ 422,973 1,030,056



SUMMARY REPORT

JAN 2018

Current

YTD
Compare to
201718 MONTH OF 2017-18 Budget 2016-17
FUNDS BUDGET JAN 2018 YTD 58% PRIOR YTD
Administrative Support (31)
Beg Fund Balance $ 553,185 $ 728,861 $ 728,861 132% 474,296
Revenues 4,750,352 382,526 2,681,302 56% 2,532,100
Expenses
City Manager 640,981 78,345 350,811 55% 277,750
Human Resources 216,501 15,576 111,228 51% 96,942
Emergency Management - - - 0% -
Finance 734,726 58,793 423,086 58% 392,587
Gen Office(Postage/Phones) 177,289 11,897 82,619 47% 81,982
Utility Billing 323,036 30,031 198,661 61% 179,845
Information Technology 1,071,444 74,691 616,167 58% 586,140
Legal 480,443 39,664 258,780 54% 227,740
Fleet Maintenance 208,735 18,301 132,574 64% 104,062
Facilities Repair/Replacement 835,675 58,887 446,838 53% 221,251
Insurance 366,446 17,958 330,326 90% 289,899
Transfers 3,362 280 1,961 58% 16,063
Contingencies / Reserves 244,898 - - 0% -
Total Expenses 5,303,536 404,424 2,953,050 56% 2,474,260
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ (21,898) $ (271,748)
Ending Fund Balance $ 457,113 532,136
Capital Improvement Projects
Streets CIP's (18)
Beg Fund Balance $ 168,396 $ 168,834 § 168,834 0% 165,646
Revenues 5,894,337 49,736 1,041,564 18% 979,226
Expenses 5,892,337 49,365 1,037,965 18% 977,237
Contingencies / Reserves 170,396 - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ 370 § 3,599
Ending Fund Balance $ 172,433 167,635
Water / Wastewater / Stormwater CIP's (04)
Beg Fund Balance $ - $ - $ - 0% -
Revenues 7,278,467 78,009 1,686,747 23% 1,545,717
Expenses 7,278,467 78,009 1,686,747 23% 1,545,717
Contingencies / Reserves - - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ - $ -
Ending Fund Balance $ - -
Street SDC (42)
Beg Fund Balance $ 2,965,113 $ 2,936,734 $ 2,936,734 99% 2,824,984
Revenues 2,365,125 522,784 1,173,408 50% 225,190
Expenses 3,971,000 6,011 129,712 3% 241,718
Contingencies / Reserves 1,359,238 - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ 516,773 $ 1,043,696
Ending Fund Balance $ 3,980,430 2,808,455

Reported as of 02/14/2018
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SUMMARY REPORT JAN 2018 Current

YTD
Compare to
201718 MONTH OF 2017-18 Budget 2016-17
FUNDS BUDGET JAN 2018 YTD 58% PRIOR YTD
Water SDC (47)
Beg Fund Balance $ 298,518 $ 572,610 $ 572,610 192% 821,631
Revenues 734,713 120,013 314,226 43% 357,846
Expenses 1,028,931 1,001 781,755 76% 827,849
Contingencies / Reserves 4,300 - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ 119,012 § (467,529)
Ending Fund Balance $ 105,081 351,628
Wastewater SDC (46)
Beg Fund Balance $ 4,516,526 $ 5,106,412 $ 5,106,412 113% 4,527,496
Revenues 830,000 190,549 518,347 62% 651,571
Expenses 1,579,724 2,476 711,187 45% 373,038
Contingencies / Reserves 3,766,802 - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ 188,073 $ (192,841)
Ending Fund Balance $ 4,913,571 4,806,030
Stormwater SDC (43)
Beg Fund Balance $ 94,806 $ 106,284 $ 106,284 112% 167,567
Revenues 71,200 20,490 33,675 47% 21,621
Expenses 55,000 3,375 45,567 83% 87,386
Contingencies / Reserves 111,006 - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ 17,114  $ (11,893)
Ending Fund Balance $ 94,391 101,802
Debt
Debt Service (General Op) (09)
Beg Fund Balance $ 36,946 $ 38,270 $ 38,270 104% 216,728
Revenues 743,425 166,798 546,165 73% 533,448
Expenses 736,006 142,916 460,125 63% 480,663
Contingencies / Reserves 44,365 - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ 23,882 $ 86,040
Ending Fund Balance $ 124,310 269,513
City Hall (10)
Beg Fund Balance $ 512,086 $ 552,745 $ 552,745 108% 509,076
Revenues 93,000 33,793 87,510 94% 60,049
Expenses 108,486 - 103,486 95% 98,718
Contingencies / Reserves - - - 0% -
Unappropriated Ending Balance 496,600 - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ 33,793 $ (15,977)
Ending Fund Balance $ 536,769 470,407

Reported as of 02/14/2018 Page 5 of 85
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SUMMARY REPORT Current
JAN 2018 e
Compare to
201718 MONTH OF 201718 Budget 2016-17
BUDGET JAN 2018 YTD 8% PRIOR YTD
Reserves
PERS Stabilization Reserve (25)
Beg Fund Balance $ 179,255 $ 179,840 $ 179,840 100% -
Revenues - 108 1,018 0% 104,617
Expenses 179,255 14,987 104,906 59% -
Contingencies / Reserves - - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ (14,879) $ (103,888)
Ending Fund Balance $ 75,952 104,617
Vehicle / Equipment Replacement (32)
Beg Fund Balance $ 1,372,748 $ 1,431,306 $ 1,431,306 104% 1,176,384
Revenues $ 1,114,077 $ 100,416 $ 682,179 61% 490,315
Expenses
General Government - - - 0% 1,373
City Manager's Office 1,468 - - 0% -
Human Resources 1,013 - - 0% -
Finance 17,496 - - 0% -
Information Technology 76,396 - 68,272 89% 108,482
Legal 423 - - 0% -
Municpal Court 4,114 - - 0% -
Police 461,425 - 93,930 20% 131,233
Communications 153,488 - - 0% -
Library 13,103 - - 0% 1,110
Planning 2,975 - - 0% -
Building 26,412 - - 0% -
PW Administration 1,556,524 77,324 164,611 11% 33,432
Fleet Maintenance 11,048 95 349 3% 258
Facilities Repair/Replacement 160,940 14,250 25,314 16% 56,893
Contingencies / Reserves - - - 0% -
Total Expenses 2,486,825 91,669 352,475 14% 412,698
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ 8,747 § 329,704
Ending Fund Balance $ 1,761,010 1,254,001



SUMMARY REPORT Current
JAN 2018 e
Compare to
201718 MONTH OF 2017-18 Budget 2016-17
FUNDS BUDGET JAN 2018 YTD 58% PRIOR YTD
Community Projects
Cable TV Trust (23)
Beg Fund Balance 37,825 $ 37,897 37,897 100% 37,504
Revenues 200 54 327 163% 207
Expenses 38,025 - - 0% -
Contingencies / Reserves - - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ 54 327
Ending Fund Balance 38,223 37,711
Economic Development (14)
Beg Fund Balance 554,825 $ 617,748 617,748 111% 570,191
Revenues 457,771 4,129 45,068 10% 40,874
Expenses 882,174 1,193 22,829 3% 11,513
Contingencies / Reserves 130,423 - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ 2,936 22,239
Ending Fund Balance 639,987 599,552
Transient Lodging Tax (19)
Beg Fund Balance 343,718 $ 343,718 343,718 100% 149,857
Revenues 1,047,427 238,465 656,502 63% 583,749
Expenses 1,391,145 165,963 505,511 36% 460,077
Contingencies / Reserves - - - 0% -
Monthly & YTD Net Gain / (Loss) $ 72,501 150,991
Ending Fund Balance 494,709 273,529

Reported as of 02/14/2018
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REQUEST FOR COUNCIL ACTION

DATE ACTION REQUESTED: March 19, 2018

Order Ordinance __ Resolution __ Motion Information X
No. No.

Contact Person (Preparer) for this
Motion: Joe Hannan, City Manager
Dept.: Executive

SUBJECT: Yamhill County — Newberg City
Council Work Session — Common Interests

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Yamhill County and the City of Newberg a significant number of issues and opportunities that affect
both the City and the County. A Joint Works Session is an opportunity to work together develop a shared
vision and shared solutions. Work sessions are opportunities for collaboration and communication
between the City and the County, and the real winners are the Newberg citizens.

The last time the County Commission and City met in formal Worksession was April, 2016.
The first joint meeting of 2018 will concentrate on discussions about:
e Transit
e Economic Development
1. Strategic Doing Grant
2. SEDCOR Contract (Yamhill County Small Grant Program update)
3. Waterfront
e Property Foreclosures

e UGB Expansion

10
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Transit Development Plan | Memo #2: Existing Conditions
Yamhill County Transit Area
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1 INTRODUCTION

This Existing Conditions report will be used to populate several chapters of the Yamhill County Transit
Area (YCTA) Transit Development Plan (TDP). It provides a foundation for the TDP’s analysis and
recommendations. This first report describes the communities of Yamhill County, assesses demographic
conditions and trends related to transit, and provides an analysis of YCTA services. Through this initial
documentation of existing conditions, a series of key findings and an assessment of needs and priorities
will be developed. The findings and needs assessment will form the basis for the development of transit
solutions later in the study.
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2 STUDY AREA CHARACTERISTICS

Yamhill County is located in the Willamette Valley in northwestern Oregon. It is bordered by Tillamook
County to the west, Washington County to the north, Clackamas and Marion Counties to the east, and
Polk County to the south. Yamhill County’s eastern border with Marion County is shaped by the
Willamette River. McMinnville, the county seat, and Newberg are the largest cities in the county. There
are eight additional incorporated cities, all in the eastern portion of the county. The Grand Ronde
Community reservation is located in the southwestern part of the county, and the Siuslaw National Forest
covers approximately 39 square miles in the far southwestern portion of Yamhill County.!

The county measures 718 square miles, and is home to approximately104,990 residents.2 The county has
an average population density of 146 people per square mile.

EXISTING TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM?3

Roadway Network

Yamhill County’s existing roadway network includes 117 miles of state highways and 210 miles of county
roadways classified as minor collector or above. Outside of cities, the majority of highways in Yamhill
County are two-lane roads, with additional through lanes at some locations along OR 99W and OR 18.

The main routes connecting Yamhill County communities and providing connections outside Yamhill
County include:

=  OR 99W connecting I-5 in Portland with Tualatin, Tigard, Sherwood, Newberg, McMinnville,
and Corvallis. OR 99W:serves as a business route through Newberg and McMinnville.

= OR 18 connecting OR 99W near Dayton with McMinnville, Sheridan, Willamina, Grand Ronde,
and US 101 north ofiLincoln City. OR 18 serves as a bypass route south of McMinnville. A
business loop serves Willamina and Sheridan. OR 18 overlaps with OR 22 between Valley
Junction (east of Grand Ronde) and Willamina.

= OR 22 connecting Salem, Grand Ronde, and US 101.
=  OR 47 connecting OR 99W in McMinnville, Carlton, Yamhill, Cove Orchard, Gaston, Forest
Grove, and Hillsboro.

There is significant commute traffic between the incorporated areas of the County, including McMinnville
and Newberg, and the Portland and Salem areas. The primary commute routes are OR 99W, OR 47, OR

1 US Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, https://www.fs.usda.gov/main/siuslaw /about-forest

2 Proehl, Risa. Population Estimates for Oregon and Counties. Portland State University Population Research Center. 2016.
https://www.pdx.edu/prc/sites/www.pdx.edu.prc/files/PopEst BroadAges2016.xlsx

3 Yamhill County. Yamhill County Transportation System Plan. McMinnville. 2015.
http://www.co.yamhill.or.us /sites /default /files /Y amhill%20Co0.%20TSP%20FINAL.pdf
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221 (connecting Dayton and Salem), and OR 18. For recreational travel, OR 99W and OR 18 are one of the
primary connections between the Portland metropolitan area and the Oregon coast.4

In general, non-seasonal congestion is not a problem on most state highways and county roads in Yamhill
County. A few locations, however, do not meet ODOT’s mobility targets reflecting the maximum
congestion that should occur on county roads and state highways. These congested locations include:5

=  OR 99W between Newberg and Dundee and between Dundee and OR 18, which affects YCTA
Routes 44, 45X, and 46s (McMinnville — Tigard)

Most intersections operate with acceptable levels of delay except for:®

= OR 18/0R 154 (Lafayette Highway) between Dundee and McMinnville
=  OR99W/OR 47, which may affect YCTA Route 22 (McMinnville — Hillsboro), which uses OR 47
=  OR 99W/Fox Farm Road (just north of Dundee)

Future Traffic Volumes

According to the 2015 Yamhill County Transportation System Plan (TSP), future traffic volumes on state
highways are expected to increase approximately 1.9% per year, and by approximately 0.6% per year on
county roads. These projections were based on past rates of traffic growth and anticipated future
economic development and land use changes. The highest volumes of future traffic are expected to be on
OR 99W and OR 18, and the highest growth rates are anticipated4o be on OR 219 and OR 18.

The TSP sets “mobility standards” for state and county roadways.in Yamhill County. The mobility
standards define an acceptable level of traffic congestion expected by the end of the planning period (year
2035). The County forecasts roadway travel to assess where on these roadways traffic congestion will
approach, meet or exceed these mobility standards. Roadways exceeding the mobility standard indicate
where significant traffic delays are most likely.

The TSP identified five state highway.segments that are expected to exceed mobility targets. Each of these
roadway segments is critical to YCTA's,regional'transit network. The state highway segments — which
include primary routes to and from McMinnville and Newberg — include:

=  OR 99W east of Newberg

=  OR 99W between Dundee and OR 18

=  OR 99W between OR 47 and McMinnville

= OR 18 between Daytonand OR 154

= OR 18 between McMinnville and OR 153

Significant Planned/Proposed Roadways

The Newberg-Dundee Bypass (Figure 2-1) will construct a four-lane highway diverting OR-99W traffic
around Newberg and Dundee. Construction of phase 1 of the project, a two-lane expressway (one lane in
each direction) between Springbrook Road on the east end of Newberg and the south end of Dundee, is
already underway and is expected to open in late 2017. Existing YCTA service on OR 99W would benefit
from more reliable traffic flow through the corridor. Phase 1 also includes reconstruction of Springbrook

4 Yamhill County Transportation System Plan, 2015
5 Yamhill County Transportation System Plan, 2015
¢ Yamhill County Transportation System Plan, 2015
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Road south of OR 99W, affecting existing local YCTA service in Newberg that uses this roadway. Phase 2
will provide a four-lane expressway extending to Dayton, but is not currently funded.

Figure 2-1 Newberg-Dundee Bypass Alignment

Bypass Full Alignment DUNDEE/LQ
@ Phase 1 (Funded) .

qomhill .

DA;TO)/J \

Source: Yamhill County TSP 2015

Bicycle Network

The majority of dedicated bicycle lanes in Yamhill County are located within McMinnville and Newberg.

McMinnville’s bicycle network includes a combination of bike lanes and shoulder lanes. Shoulder lanes
are available on many streets throughout the central business district and connect to bike lanes extending
out of downtown on OR 99W, Lafayette Avenue, Riverside Drive, a section of Three Mile Lane’s west end,
OR 18, 2nd Street, Cypress Street, and Baker Creek Road. In.addition, some shared use pathways connect
north and south of 2nd Street on the west side of McMinnville.?

Newberg’s bicycle network includes bike lanes on many city streets, including bike lanes along OR 99W
through most of the city. Overall, bike lanes are concentrated near newer commercial and residential
developments. In addition, there are several local and.minor collector streets with bicycle route
designations. These include signed shared roadways in the neighborhood just south of downtown, a bike
boulevard (including pavement markings and/or bike route signage, and wayfinding signage) from
Springbrook/Haworth to Ewing Young Park,and on Meridian to Joan Austin Elementary (using
Crestview and Center).8

Nearly all bicycle facilities inarural areas of Yamhill County are either shoulder bikeways or shared
roadways. OR 99W provides a paved shoulder lane for most of its route between Newberg and Sherwood.®
On lower speed roadways, bikes and cars share a travel lane. There are no shared-use paths in the rural
areas of the county at this time.

7 McMinnville Transportation System Plan, 2010
8 Newberg Transportation System Plan, 2016
9 Google Maps Bicycling, Yamhill County, OR. https://goo.gl/maps/hUyu?DDpgvN2
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Significant Planned/Proposed Bicycle Facilities

The 17-mile Yamhelas Westsider Trail, which B 55

IS HenyHagg B
e

would link the cities of Gaston, Yambhill and SNilike 7
Carlton, is a recommended project included in the L)
County TSP. The trail is planned to run parallel to

OR-47 from OR-99W to Gaston, and tie into the
Banks-Vernonia trail, connecting to Forest Grove

and Hagg Lake.

Yamhill @

(® McMinnville

Source: http:/lyamhelaswestsidertrail.com/

LAND USE

Agricultural uses (including mineral use, farm use, and forestry) cover the majority of the land area
outside incorporated communities. The winesiindustry is a predominant fixture of the agricultural sector.
While the west side of the county is mostly agriculture and forestry land, southwest Yamhill County is also
home to northern sections of the Siuslaw National Forest, as well as the Grand Ronde Community tribal
lands.

A more detailed review of existing and planned land use is provided in Technical Memorandum #3 (TM
#3).
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MARKET ANALYSIS

Successful fixed-route public transportation (service running on a set path with time points) achieves
highest efficiency levels in communities where clusters of people and destinations exist. The purpose of
public transportation, however, is also to provide opportunities and mobility to disadvantaged
populations. Therefore to gain an understanding of where potential transit needs exist, an analysis of both
population and job density overall was conducted, with an additional assessment of disadvantaged
populations specifically.

Density and Transit

Population and employment densities are important factors because the clustering of people and jobs
helps determine where transit routes can be operated cost-effectively given YCTA's limited resources.
Most transit systems serve a mix of “choice riders,” or people who own or have access to a car but choose
to take transit, and “transit-dependent” riders, or those who do not have any other option. This first step
of analyzing overall population and employment density provides insights into the market for transit in
Yamhill County. Figure 2-2 illustrates the typical densities needed tosupport different levels of transit
service. In urban areas higher densities support more frequent transit, while rural areas with less people
and destinations can be served with less frequency. To providec€ontext, the overall population density of
Yamhill County is 0.23 people per acre. In McMinnville, there are 4.95 people per acre and in Newberg,
6.3 people per acre. Population density within a quarter-mile oftransit routes is slightly higher—6.1 and
6.5 people per acre in McMinnville and Newberg, respectively.

Figure 2-2 Density and Level of Transit Service Supported

12+ households/acre
or 32+ persons/acre

>16 jobs/acre

6-12 households/acre
or 16-32 persons/acre

>8 jobs/acre

3-6 households/acre
< 1 household/acre or 8-16 persons/acre
No specified threshold; Ji§ or 0.5-2+ persons/acre >4 jobs/acre Land Use
Capacity limited by X
demand Density

Flexible S:rvices Fixed-Route Service

Frequency, Directness,
and Passenger Capacity

Source: Adapted from various sources, including TCRP Report 100: Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual.
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Population

A total of 104,990 people live in Yamhill County (2016). Just over three-quarters of the population live in
incorporated communities and nearly one-quarter live in unincorporated areas. McMinnville and
Newberg, the county’s two most populous cities, contain 54% of the county population. Figure 2-4 shows
that the vast majority of the county’s population density is located along the OR 99W / OR 18 corridor
that runs through the eastern part of the County.

Between 2010 and 2016, Yamhill County grew by 6% (slightly less than 1% annually), about the same as
Oregon overall. Figure 2-3 lists population growth by community. Among incorporated areas, Carlton,
Newberg, and Lafayette are growing slightly faster than other cities. Unincorporated areas represented
just 23% of the population in 2010 but accounted for 43% of the total growth in the County from 2010 to
2016.

Figure 2-3 Yamhill County Population Data and Recent Trends, 2010-2016

% of Average

1) 0,

ST @o10206) | Change | CEUTY | Al
Oregon 3,837,300 N/A 4,076,350 239,050 6% NA | 0.9%
Yamhill County 99,405 100% 104,990 5,585 6% | 100% |  0.8%
'Q&%Z‘iﬂrnﬁfeds 76,595 1% 79,760Y 3,165 4% 57% 0.6%
McMinnville 32240 32% 33405 1,165 4% 2% | 05%
Newberg 22110 22% 23,465 1,355 6% 2% | 0.9%
Sheridan 6,125 6% 6,115 -10 0% 0% 0.0%
Lafayette 3,740 4% 3975 235 6% % | 0.9%
Dundee 3170 3% 3,190 20 1% 0% | 0.1%
Dayton 2535 % 2,635 100 4% 2% | 0.6%
Willamina 2025 2% 2,005 70 3% 1% | 05%
Carlton 2018 2% 2,190 175 9% W | 12%
Amity 1615 2% 1,620 5 0% 0% | 0.0%
Yamhil 1,020 1% 1,070 50 5% 1% | 07%
/Li?eiggorporated 22810 23% 25,230 2420 11% 8% | 15%

Source: Portland State University, Population Research Center, Certified Population Estimates, 2010 and 2016.
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Figure 2-4 Population Density Yamhill County, 2010
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Source: 2016 YCTA Coordinated Public Transit — Human Services Transportation Plan
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Transit-Dependent Populations and Environmental Justice

Transportation is often a primary barrier cited by individuals who are unable to access employment,
medical services, and educational opportunities (among other key public services). In relatively rural
areas like Yamhill County, transit service often carries a large share of persons who are “transit-
dependent.” Transit provides people who do not have access to a vehicle or are unable to drive with a
crucial lifeline to jobs, services, family and friends, and medical providers.

Presidential Executive Order 12898, issued in 1994, directed federal agencies to “make achieving
environmental justice part of (their) mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate,
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies and
activities on minority and low-income populations.” The order builds on Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964 which prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, or national origin.

There are three fundamental principles of environmental justice:

= To avoid, minimize, or mitigate disproportionately high and adverse human health and
environmental effects, including social and economic effects, on minority and low-income
populations.

= Toensure the full and fair participation by all potentially affected communities in the
transportation decision making process.

= To prevent the denial of, reduction in, or significant delay in the receipt of benefits by minority
and low-income populations.

While not specifically identified by Title VI or the Executive Order, the analysis presented in this section
also considers persons age 65 and older, persons with disabilities, and persons with limited English
proficiency. Understanding where these demographic@roups are located is important because it helps
identify where transit would likely find customers and/or because it helps YCTA better serve population
groups that have unique transportation needs.

Figure 2-5 summarizes transit-dependent populations by city. Several key takeaways include:

= Willamina has a high_percentage of\people with disabilities compared to the rest of the county.
This may make it difficult for people to access transit service, which currently runs along OR 22
through town.

=  McMinnville, Newberg, Dayton, and Willamina have the highest percentages of people with low
incomes.

=  Willamina, with high percentages of both low-income households and people with disabilities,
may have a strong need for public transportation.

= Lafayette and Dayton have the highest percentage of people who report limited-English speaking
proficiency.

= Dayton, Sheridan, and Amity have the highest share of population that identifies as non-white.
Non-white residents are more likely to live in cities than County residents overall.

Each demographic group is discussed in more detail below.

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. and DKS | 2-8
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Figure 2-5 Demographic Information for Yamhill County Communities, 2015

Jurisdiction Limited-English Race -
Population | % of County Older People With Low-Income Speaking Non-White
Jurisdiction [1] Population Adults [2] | Disabilities [3] | Population [4] Population [5] Population [6]
Yamhill County 101,119 100% 15% 15% 16% 3% 12%
Incorporated Communities 77,716 7% 13% 15% 18% 4% 14%
McMinnville 33,185 33% 16% 17% 20% 5% 13%
Newberg 22,566 22% 12% 12% 19% 3% 14%
Sheridan 6,048 6% 10% 15% 14% 2% 20%
Lafayette 3,824 4% 8% 13% 14% 7% 9%
Dundee 3,184 3% 11% 15% 8% 1% 13%
Dayton 2,539 3% 12% 15% 20% % 24%
Willamina 1,811 2% 13% 23% 23% 1% 12%
Carlton 1,869 2% 9% 13% 5% 1% %
Amity 1,558 2% 13% 19% 17% 0% 18%
Yamhill 1,132 1% 9% 14% 8% 0% 3%
Unincorporated Areas 23,403 23% w 14% 8% 1% 6%

Notes/Sources: ACS 2011-2015 estimate. [1] Table B01003. [2] Table B01004, Older adults as'@ipercentage of the total population. [3] Table B18101. Disability population as a percentage of the civilian noninstitutionalized
population. [4] Table B17021. Percentage of the population for whom poyerty Statlis,is determined, which excludes institutionalized people, people in military group quarters, people in college dormitories, and unrelated
individuals under 15 years old.

[3,4] For all Yamhill County communities, disability and low-income population exclude®b% or less of the total population, except Newberg (7%) and Sheridan (29%). For Newberg, 7% of the total population is not assessed
for disability or income status—primarily George Fox University dormitory¥@sidents4for Sheridan, 29% of the total population not assessed for disability or income status—primarily those residing at the Federal Correctional
Institution.

[5] Table B16004. Population that speaks English less than “well.”
[6] Table B02001. Individuals identifying as any other race or combination of races other than “White alone,” as a percentage of the total population.

25
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Older Adults

Older adults (age 65 and older) typically use public transportation more frequently than the general
population. Older adults often exhibit higher demand for transit as they become less capable or willing to
drive themselves, or can no longer afford to own a car on a fixed income.

Figure 2-5 (above) lists the share of older adults by communities and Figure 2-7 (below) illustrates the
density of older adults on a map.

The greatest densities of older adults are concentrated in and near McMinnville, Newberg, and Sheridan
(see Figure 2-7). Unincorporated areas, where it may be more difficult to access public transportation,
have a high share of older adults — 21% of residents are age 65 or older, compared to 15% countywide
(Figure 2-5).

Population Forecasts by Age

Similar to trends seen elsewhere with the aging of the post-World War Il Baby-Boom generation (persons
born between 1946 and 1964, who turned 65 starting in 2011), population forecasts indicate that the share
of older adults in Yamhill County is projected to continue to increase; from approximately 15% of the
population currently to 20% of the population by 2035 (see Figure 2-6). As with other services, this
demographic trend creates additional demand for public transportation.

In addition, youth are projected to decline slightly as a share of the'County’s population.

Figure 2-6 Projected Age in Yamhill County Compared to Oregon Averages, 2010-2035

0-19 28% 25% 26% 24% 25% 23% 24% 23% 24% 23% 24% 23%

20-64 59% 61% 60% 9% 58% 58% 57% 57% 56% 56% 56%
65+ 13% 14% 15% 16% 17% 19% 18% 20% 19% 21% 20% 22%

Source: Oregon Office of Economic AnalysighCountydPopulations and Components of Change (2013)

People with Disabilities

Persons with disabilities often are heavily dependent on public transit service. Some types of disabilities
may prevent people from driving. Access to transportation is an important factor in allowing persons with
disabilities to access services and live independently. Public transit providers are required to provide ADA
Paratransit for persons whose disability prevents them from utilizing local fixed-route transit service,
within a three-quarter mile distance of the local fixed-route transit stops.

Figure 2-5 (above) lists the share of people with disabilities by community and Figure 2-8 (below)
illustrates the density of people with disabilities on a map.

In Yamhill County, 15% of residents have a disability, which is relatively similar across incorporated
communities and unincorporated areas (Figure 2-5). The cities with the highest percentages are
Willamina and Dayton, with 23% and 19% respectively. Residents with disabilities tend to live close to
population centers, and this is reflected in the densities seen in and around McMinnville, Newberg, and
Sheridan in Figure 2-8.

Nelson\Nygaard Consulting Associates, Inc. and DKS | 2-10

26



Transit Development Plan | Memo #2: Existing Conditions
Yamhill County Transit Area

People Living in Poverty

For the purposes of this analysis, households are classified as low-income if they earn an annual income
less than the federal poverty level (FPL), which is the income eligibility criteria for various social service
programs in Oregon and around the country. As of 2017, the FPL for individuals is an annual income of
$12,060.10

Figure 2-5 (above) lists the share of people in poverty by community and Figure 2-9 (below) illustrates the
density of people in poverty on a map.

In Yamhill County, 16% of residents have an annual income below the FPL. Five of the county’s ten
municipalities have a larger percentage of low-income residents than the County overall (Figure 2-5). The
cities with the highest percentages include McMinnville and Dayton, each with 20%, and Willamina with
23%. People with low incomes make up 18% of residents living in incorporated communities, but only 8%
of residents in unincorporated areas, indicating that low-income residents in Yamhill County tend to live
close to the county’s population centers (see Figure 2-9).

Limited English Proficiency Population

Limited English proficiency often correlates closely to income and can be anether indicator of a
household’s relative dependency on transit. Figure 2-5 (above) lists the share of people who identify as
speaking English “less than well.”

Lafayette and Dayton have the highest percentage of people who report limited-English speaking
proficiency (7%). In McMinnville 5% of the population identifies:as speaking English “less than well,” and
3% of the population in Newberg.

Race (Non-White Population)

Ethnicity or race (defined here as “non-white alone”) can be a moderate indicator of propensity toward
transit usage. Understanding where different racial or ethnic groups are located in the County can help
YCTA reach out to and involve different communities in its decision-making and avoid adversely
impacting these communities.

Figure 2-5 (above) lists theshare of people who are non-white by city. In Yamhill County overall, 12% of
residents identify as an ethnicity orrace other than white. Seven of the county’s ten municipalities have a
percentage of non-white residents equal to or greater than the County overall (see Figure 2-5 above),
including Dayton (24%), Sheridan (20%), and Amity (18%). People of color make up 14% of residents
living in incorporated communities, but only 6% of residents in unincorporated areas, indicating that
non-white residents in Yamhill County tend to live close to the county’s population centers.

10 The United States Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) issues an income measure known as the Federal Poverty
Level (FPL) each year; government agencies use the FPL to assess eligibility for a variety of programs and benefits.
https://www.healthcare.gov/glossary /federal-poverty-level-FPL
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Figure 2-7 Density of Persons Aged 65 and Older in Yamhill County, 2010
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Figure 2-8 Density of Persons with Disabilities in Yamhill County, 2014
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Figure 2-9 Density of People Living in Poverty in Yamhill County, 2014
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ECONOMY

Major Employers and Job Sectors

According to the Oregon Employment Department (OED), Yamhill County’s top employment sectors
include manufacturing; health care and social assistance; and education services, comprising over 40% of
all jobs (Figure 2-10). The retail sector accounts for approximately 10% of jobs Although not represented
among the largest individual employers, wineries and wine-related tourism are major industries in the
county. Agriculture — grouped with forestry, fishing, and hunting as an employment sector — is the fifth
largest employment sector in the county (9.4% of jobs). Yamhill County has the most vineyards, planted
acreage, harvested acreage, yield per harvest acre, and production of any county in the state.!! As of 2006,
227 vineyards were in operation in Yamhill County, representing approximately 30% of all Oregon
vineyards.!2 A related sector, food services and accommodation, represents 8.8% of jobs.

Yamhill County’s ten largest employers (listed in Figure 2-11) represent a range of industries, including
medical services, higher education, manufacturing, and security facilities. All but one — the Federal
Correctional Institute in Sheridan — operate in McMinnville or Newbergs The county’s two largest
employers by number of employees are in Newberg — A-dec and Gearge Fox University. In terms of
transit accessibility, Linfield College is the major employer with the most service available, with stops for
six of YCTA's eleven routes.

11 O’Connor, Pat, and Brian Roone. Growing a Vintage: Oregon’s Wine & Grape Industry. Oregon Employment Department:
Salem. 2007. https://www.umpqua.edu/images/areas-of-study /career-technical /viticulture-enology /downloads /economic-
impact/OED-2007-oregon-wine-employment-economy.pdf

12 Oregon Employment Department, 2006
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Figure 2-10  Employment By Sector, 2016
Manufacturing 6,258 18.1%
Health care and social assistance 5,065 14.7%
Educational services 3,547 10.3%
Retail trade 3,514 10.2%
Agriculture, forestry, fishing & hunting 3,253 9.4%
Accommodation and food services 3,036 8.8%
Construction 1,789 5.2%
Public administration 1,495 4.3%
Other services, ex. public admin 1,416 4.1%
Administrative and waste services 950 2.8%
Professional and technical services 774 2.2%
Transportation, warehousing & utilities 726 2.1%
Finance and insurance 696 2.0%
Wholesale trade 688 2.0%
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 568 1.6%
Real estate and rental and leasing 273 0.8%
Information 251 0.7%
Management of companies and enterprises 144 0.4%
Mining 77 0.2%
Total All Industries 34,523 100.0%
Source: Oregon Employment Department
Figure 2-11  Top Ten Yamhill County Employers, 2012
Employer | Employment | City Product | Transit Routes
A-dec 978 Newberg Dental equipment
George Fox University 560 Newberg Private college 5
Cascade Steel Rolling Mill 431 McMinnville | Steel products
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