NOTE TIME & LOCATION!
AGENDA
Eugene Budget Committee
McNutt Room, City Hall
777 Pearl St
5:30 p.m. – 7:00 p.m.
Monday, July 27, 2009
5:30 p.m.

I.

USE OF FACILITY RESERVE AND POLICE FACILITY
Mike Penwell, Facilities Division Manager
(July 20, 2009, memo to Mayor and City Council attached)

6:15 p.m.

COMMITTEE DISCUSSION
Formulate comments for Council consideration on July 29, 2009

7:00 p.m.

ADJOURN

Budget Committee Members:
George Brown
John Barofsky
Mike Clark
Kate Davidson
Andrea Ortiz
Mary Ann Holser
George Poling
Noah Kamrat
Chris Pryor
Terry McDonald
Jennifer Solomon
Joseph Potwora
Betty Taylor
Doug Smith
Alan Zelenka
Claire Syrett

We are committed to access for all participants. All events are held in wheelchair accessible rooms. For individuals
who are hearing impaired, an interpreter, note taker or FM assistive listening system (if available) can be provided with
one week notice prior to the event. Materials can be made available in alternate formats if requested in advance and are
available on the City’s website: http://www.eugene-or.gov/budget. To arrange for services or for more information
about the session, contact the Budget Office at (541) 682-5021.

Central Services
Facility Management
City of Eugene
210 Cheshire
Eugene, Oregon 97401
(541) 682-2690
(541) 682-6222 FAX
www.eugene-or.gov

MEMORANDUM
Date:

July 20, 2009

To:

Mayor Piercy and City Council

From:

Mike Penwell, 682-5547
Facility Management Division Manager (AIC)

Cc:

Eugene Budget Committee Citizen Members

Subject: Next Steps on Police Building and City Hall Planning

Over the past weeks and months, there has been a lot of information circulated and discussions
conducted about how to proceed with decisions on a proposed Police Facility and what to do
with City Hall. The purpose of this memo is to summarize relevant information pertaining to
this subject and outline the City Manager’s recommendation well ahead of the July 29 council
work session. This memo will also serve as background information for the Budget Committee’s
discussion of these issues relative to the use of the Facility Reserve on July 27.
Facility Reserve/Project Funding
As the Facility Reserve is the primary funding source for most of the initial costs related to the
proposed space moves, a brief history of the reserve fund is included as Attachment A. As noted
in the attachment, the Facility Reserve was initially created in 2001 as a way for the organization
to save for the repair or replacement of City Hall and a new Police Facility. The intention was
that the organization could reduce the amount asked from voters to pay for City Hall and Police
Facility projects by saving money in the Facility Reserve.
Over the past year or two, changing priorities and a worsening economy have eliminated consideration of a bond measure as a realistic funding source for the foreseeable future. As a result,
any solutions to the City Hall/Police Facility problem must be funded with existing internal
resources supplemented by any grants or stimulus funds that may become available as projects
are implemented.
Existing City Hall
The space and condition issues related to City Hall have been well documented over the years.
There have been at least five different seismic studies/reports dating back to 1995 that have
included some level of assessment of the city hall building’s ability to withstand the lateral
forces associated with earthquakes. All reports have consistently concluded that City Hall would
likely suffer major structural damage and possible collapse in the types of earthquakes associated
with western Oregon. In March of this year, a cost estimate was developed by kpff Consulting
Engineers under the direction of Berry Architects for a life-safety level seismic upgrade to City
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Hall. The total project cost for the most appropriate seismic upgrade scheme was estimated to be
approximately $6 million. An “essential facility” seismic upgrade (the current code standard for
police and fire stations) that would allow Police to safely remain in the building would cost at
least 25% more, if it is even technically achievable.
There are numerous other condition deficiencies at City Hall including mechanical and electrical
systems that have outlived their useful life-span and the rotting wood “fins” on the exterior of the
building. Because of its age, the heating, ventilating, and air conditioning (HVAC) system is
very inefficient by today’s standards, a situation that is exacerbated by the lack of insulation at
the walls, roofs, and floors of the building and the presence of single-glazed windows. In
addition, the building’s primary source of heat—steam from the EWEB steam system—is slated
to be shut off within 3-5 years. A complete replacement of the HVAC system and a complete
upgrade of the exterior envelope would need to be accomplished in the next several years in
order to continue use of the building.
Even if all the condition deficiencies in the building were addressed, City Hall is much too small
to accommodate even the existing functions within the building, to say nothing of consolidating
additional general office functions located in multiple other locations downtown. Police have
been more and more squeezed over the years as they have anticipated moving all or part of their
functions to safer, more appropriate space elsewhere. Municipal Court has long needed a larger,
dedicated third courtroom along with jury orientation space and meeting space for attorneys and
their clients. The City Manager’s Office has been split among multiple locations for several
years and both City staff and community members would benefit from consolidation of CMO
functions.
During the City Hall Complex Master Plan process, the consultant team estimated that a retrofit
of City Hall to LEED Silver standards, a life-safety level seismic upgrade, and a moderate
amount of internal remodeling for better functional use of the spaces after Police moves out,
would have a total project cost of $40-50 million without any increase in building area.
Police Facility on Country Club Road
The City Manager’s recommendation for addressing the life safety, space, functional, and
condition deficiencies of City Hall starts with acquiring the 300 Country Club Road facility as
the new home for all Police functions currently located in City Hall. The property consists of a
66,000 square foot two-story building with 70-75 secure covered parking spaces below and more
than 250 on-grade parking spaces, situated on a four-acre site. The property meets current space
and parking requirements for all Police functions presently housed at City Hall and has ample
future expansion capabilities if needed.
The building was constructed in 1982 to house Pacific Northwest Bell, the precursor to what is
now Qwest. Because the building was designed to accommodate an emergency call center, it
was built to a higher seismic standard than was required by code at the time. A recent seismic
analysis performed by a licensed structural engineer determined that the building can be
upgraded to meet essential facility seismic requirements for approximately $500,000 in total
project costs. In addition, the building has a largely open floor plan making it relatively easy to
remodel for use as a police facility.
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Acquisition of the property plus remodeling and seismic upgrades to meet police requirements is
estimated to not exceed $16 million in total costs, and the Facility Reserve is the presumed
source of funding for these costs.
Based on current costs at City Hall, ongoing annual operations, maintenance, and utility costs for
a Police Facility in this larger building would be approximately $876,000 in 2009 dollars, an
increase of $368,000 over current police O&M costs at City Hall. However, the remodel of the
Country Club Road building is assumed to be to LEED Silver standards—making it much more
energy-efficient than the current City Hall building—so utility costs on a per-square-foot basis
should be reduced significantly. We are also in the process of evaluating more cost-effective
custodial approaches that may reduce the O&M costs even more. Regardless, there will be some
increase in the overall O&M costs associated with this building because of the increase in
building area as compared to Police’s current space in City Hall.
One potential concern that has been raised about the Country Club Road site is that it is on the
edge of the 100-year flood plain of the Willamette River. In keeping with past and current code
requirements, the building was designed so the first floor level is one foot above the flood plain.
The only area that would be affected as a result of a 100 year flood event is parking. As there is
typically several days warning before a river reaches flood stage, a contingency plan would be
developed to assure the continuation of police services in such an event. Since construction of
the building in 1982, the Country Club Road site has never flooded including in 1996 when area
rivers experienced some of their worst flooding in decades.
Another concern raised relative to the Country Club Road site is that, although the building
would be upgraded to withstand a major earthquake, the bridges that span the Willamette River
might not survive because none of the vehicular bridges currently spanning the river are built to
current seismic code. The first point to make on this issue is that, at any given time, patrol
officers are out in various parts of the City and responding from their area of patrol, not from the
facility. Secondly, ODOT is in the process of replacing the I-5 bridge across the Willamette with
one designed to current seismic code, providing a safe “back door” into Eugene via Glenwood.
It should also be noted that all the bike/ pedestrian bridges crossing the river in Eugene are
designed to carry emergency vehicles, including the DeFazio Bike Bridge that was designed to
current code requirements. If all else fails, the National Guard has a plan to erect a floating
bridge to provide an emergency connection across the Willamette within a few days of a major
earthquake.
One final concern expressed about the Country Club Road site is traffic congestion on and
around Country Club Road during certain parts of the day and during U of O football games.
Again, it is important to remember that police officers respond to emergencies from their patrol
areas and not from the facility. Patrols go out from the building in overlapping shifts seven times
a day, and can be planned around the modest “rush hour” we experience here in Eugene. Likewise, U of O football games are scheduled and can be planned around. Finally, because the site
backs up to the on-ramp from Country Club Road to I-105, it may be possible to create an
emergency egress onto I-105 in case of an incident that completely blocks Country Club Road.
It’s an involved process to obtain ODOT approval for an emergency connection to a limited
access highway, but we’ve been told there is precedent elsewhere in the state.
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Police Presence Downtown
If the police headquarters moves to Country Club Road, it will be important to maintain a strong
and visible police presence downtown. Regular vehicle and bike patrols would continue to be
the primary response presence downtown as they are now. In addition, a Downtown Public
Safety Station would be added in a prominent and visible storefront location providing front
counter services and some mix of uniformed patrol officers and Community Service Officers.
This would also be the likely base for downtown bike patrols and possibly the Downtown Guides
as well. Ideally, the Downtown Public Safety Station would be collocated with other City
functions in the Beam and/or WG Developments to reinforce the “Civic Campus” concept for
downtown City offices.
Downtown “Civic Campus”
If all police functions currently in City Hall were to move to a consolidated Police Facility,
relocating the remaining City Hall functions and planning for the future use of the City Hall site
becomes a viable option. The recommended option for accomplishing this is for the City to
leverage its interests in the Beam and/or WG Developments to move the remaining functions in
City Hall—as well as selected functions currently in leased space elsewhere—to leased space in
one or both of these development projects. In the Purchase and Sale Agreement between Beam
Development and the Urban Renewal Agency, the City committed to lease up to 50,000 square
feet in the building to be constructed on the vacant parcel adjacent to the Centre Court building.
With Lane Community College entering the picture and both developers talking to other
prospective tenants, the City could choose to transfer a portion of this commitment to the WG
Development.
The remaining $6 million in the Facility Reserve could be used to “buy down” the City’s cost of
occupancy. This could allow the City to control the ongoing costs of occupancy while avoiding
the tens of millions of dollars in capital costs that would be needed over the next 5-10 years to
refurbish and update City Hall for continued use. The addition of these funds for capital costs on
the front end might also help one or both projects to secure additional capital in the tight credit
market that currently exists for these types of projects.
In this option, we would want to assure that any buildings occupied by City functions have a
civic presence appropriate to municipal government buildings. As noted above, the Downtown
Public Safety Station could also be included in order to maintain a police presence in close
proximity to other City offices. Relocating City Hall functions to these developments would
help create a municipal government district focused between the Beam Development at Broadway and Willamette and the Library at 10th and Charnelton. This would be an improvement over
the current dispersion of City offices that stretches from the Library to City Hall. At the same
time, ground floor uses in these development projects could be largely dedicated to retail uses
creating a livelier streetscape and a more engaging pedestrian experience.
Future Options for a Consolidated City Hall
The Civic Campus concept may be an interim solution, and it allows the City to avoid large
capital expenditures in the existing city hall building and jump-start one or both important
development projects currently being considered on neglected sites downtown. But “interim” in
this case may be as long as 10-15 years. Eventually, the City will want to look again toward a
consolidated City Hall. The Civic Campus concept buys us time while we explore future options
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for a consolidated City Hall including building on the existing City Hall site, acquiring the
EWEB Administration Building, acquiring the Federal Building if the GSA decides to surplus it
at some future date, or moving forward with an option that hasn’t yet been conceived. During
this interim period, the Facility Reserve will need to be replenished in order to help fund future
City Hall projects.
Summary of Potential Moves and Use of Facility Reserve
The following table lists functions currently located in City Hall with the approximate building
area needed, where they would be relocated and how the Facility Reserve would be utilized to
pay for or assist with up-front capital costs.
Service Area
Police Headquarters
Downtown Public
Safety Station

Square Footage

Project Cost

66,000 s.f.

$16 million

Recommended Location
300 Country Club Road

3,000 s.f.

Mayor, City Council &
Council Chamber

5,000 s.f.

CMO/Human Resources

12,000 s.f.

Municipal Court

15,000 s.f.

$6 million

Civic Campus Area including
Beam and/or WG Development

Other potential functions that may be considered for inclusion in the Beam/WG developments
are Risk Services (3,300 s.f.), the City Prosecutor (1,700 s.f.), a combined training/conference
room (1,500 s.f.), Police Auditor (1,400 s.f.), and City Recorder Archives (4,000 s.f.). More
detailed information on the preferred location of specific functions, relationships to other public
and private functions, and the financing plan will be developed and brought back to council as
discussions with potential project partners progress.
Options for Existing City Hall Site
The last piece of the puzzle that needs to come together in order to complete the plan is deciding
what to do with the existing City Hall site. Ideas for reuse have included letting the building live
on as an arts center or home for non-profits. Others have suggested it be sold for market value
with the proceeds used to begin replenishing the Facility Reserve. Still others have suggested the
site be retained by the City as the future home for City Hall, but the building be demolished and
replaced in the interim by a park, a parking lot (to generate revenue), or a combination of the
two. Clearly additional conversations with the community need to take place and criteria
developed in order to achieve a successful future use of the site. We propose additional public
input opportunities on this topic be scheduled for late summer and early fall, if the council
chooses to move forward with the option of vacating City Hall, with results and a recommendation brought back to council in the fall.
Please contact me at 682-5547 or by email at michael.j.penwell@ci.eugene.or.us if you have
questions or need additional information.
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Attachment A
FACILITY RESERVE HISTORY
The Facility Reserve was created in FY01 as a way for the organization to save for the repair or
replacement of City Hall and a new Police Facility. The intention was that the organization
could reduce the amount asked from voters to pay for the City Hall projects by saving money in
the Facility Reserve.
Overall, the amount in the Facility Reserve in FY10 is estimated to be $23 million, with $1
million of that total dedicated towards the second year of pothole patching. Below are brief
descriptions of some of the major revenues and expenditures transactions that have occurred in
the Facility Reserve since its creation in FY01.

Major Deposits into the Facility Reserve
Excess EWEB Wholesale CILT: During FY01, $7.3 million was earned from one-time CILT
payments on wholesale electric sales to California. These funds were deposited into the Facility
Reserve during FY01and FY02.
Settlement of Telecommunications Lawsuits: In FY05, the City deposited $15.4 million into
the Facility Reserve from the General Fund and the Telecommunications Fund. The revenues
were a result of additional licenses and permits from Qwest and other telecom providers.
Assessment Bond Fund Residual Assets: In FY03, council reviewed the residual assets
contained in the assessment bond fund reserves and determined how to use the excess funds. At
that time, $2.3 million of the residual assets were deposited into the Facility Reserve to be used
for City Hall complex master plan projects.
Capitalization Component of Facilities Charge: During FY02, a new component was added to
the Facilities Charge for certain downtown facilities. This charge was developed as a way to
systematically set aside funds for a new City Hall. Both General Fund and Non-General Fund
services have contributed to the Facility Reserve through Facility Capitalization Charges. In
FY09, the charge for all funds is about $900,000.
Other Miscellaneous Revenues: The City deposited other one-time funds into the Facility
Reserve from time to time. Examples are proceeds from sale of the Olive Street parking lot
($350,000), the library asbestos settlement ($227,000), and return of excess budget for Library
construction project ($100,000).
Major Expenditures from the Facility Reserve
Roosevelt Police Building: In FY02 and FY03, $3.9 million was transferred from the Facility Reserve to
pay for construction of the Forensic Evidence Unit/Property Control Unit facility at Roosevelt, which
allowed police to discontinue using the basement space at City Hall as regular working areas.
City Hall Master Plan: Council dedicated approximately $3 million to the City Hall Master Plan from
the Facility Reserve in fiscal years 2006 through 2009.
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Lane County Revenue Swap: In FY09, $4.5 million was transferred to Lane County, so that the funds
could be used to pay for jail beds, prosecution services and other high-priority services. In return, the
County sent $4.5 million from their Road Fund to the City to pay for road maintenance, repair and
construction.
Transportation Utility Fund Transfer: In FY09, the City transferred $1 million from the Facility
Reserve to the Transportation Utility Fund to pay for street maintenance, including pothole patching. The
City also expects to make a similar transfer in the FY10 budget.
Fire Station #1 Costs: As part of the financing plan for construction of a new Fire Station #1, $270,000
was transferred out of the Facility Reserve in FY03 to pay for furnishings, fixtures and equipment
(FF&E). The bulk of the fire station was built with General Obligation bond funds approved by voters,
but the FF&E costs are not eligible for General Obligation Bond funding.
General Fund Budget Gap: In FY04, $900,000 was transferred from the Facility Reserve to fill a
budget gap in the General Fund.
Other Miscellaneous Expenditures: Facility Reserve contributions were also used to pay for the LRCS
Master Plan ($130,000), the EPD PERF Study ($35,000), and homeless prevention services ($150,000).
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Central Services
Finance
Budget Office
City of Eugene
100 W. 10th Avenue, Suite 400
Eugene, Oregon 97401
(541) 682-5021
(541) 682-5802 FAX
www.ci.eugene.or.us

MEMORANDUM
Date:

July 27, 2009

To:

Members of the Budget Committee

From:

Pavel Gubanikhin, Budget Analyst

Subject:

FY 2010 Budget Committee Survey Results

For your information, attached is a summary of the annual survey of the City of Eugene Budget

Committee members was that was conducted between 6/17/09 and 7/1/09.
The primary purpose of this survey was to gauge the level of the Budget Committee members’
satisfaction with the services provided by the City staff and to identify opportunities for
improving the budget process in future years. Additionally, this survey is a tool for collecting
one of the Finance Division’s key performance indicators (Percentage of the Budget Committee
Members Satisfied with the Overall Quality of Financial Services) that was approved earlier this
year as part of the Finance service profile and is included in the FY10 budget document.
A total of 9 responses were received, of which 6 are from the Citizen members and 3 are from
the City Councilors. 87.5% of respondents were very satisfied with the quality of services
provided by the Finance staff throughout the budget process, while 12.5% were neutral.
Additionally, the survey yielded several suggestions for improving the budget process for FY11,
including, but not limited to the following:
•
•
•
•
•

Identifying places in the budget document where relevant information can be found quickly prior
to the Budget Committee meeting;
Minimizing budget document format changes from year to year for easier comparison of the
documents;
Allowing 5 minutes per speaker for public comment when there are few speakers;
Notifying Committee members about food availability prior to the meeting;
Better explanation of the fund, department and service structure.

As we prepare for the FY11 budget process, the Finance staff will be working with the Budget Committee
Chair and Vice Chair to implement these and other suggestions. If you have any additional ideas for
improving the budget process, please send them to the Finance staff at budget@ci.eugene.or.us.

Attachment
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FY10 BUDGET COMMITTEE SURVEY SUMMARY
An annual on-line survey of the City of Eugene Budget Committee members was conducted
between 6/17/09 and 7/1/09.
The primary purpose of this survey was to gauge the level of the Budget Committee
members’ satisfaction with the services provided by the City staff and to identify opportunities
for improving the budget process in future years. Additionally, this survey is a tool for
collecting one of the Finance Division’s key performance indicators (Percentage of the
Budget Committee Members Satisfied with the Overall Quality of Financial Services) that was
approved earlier this year as part of the Finance service profile and is included in the FY10
budget document.
A total of 9 responses were received, of which 6 are from the Citizen members and 3 are
from the City Councilors. Questions ## 1 through 15 were addressed to all Budget
Committee members, while questions ## 16 through 20 were addresses to Citizen members
only.
Following is the summary of responses received as of July 1, 2009.

Comments:
1. Hard working staff, respond quickly to all questions even dumb ones by me.
2. Much information. Would be helpful to point out places in budget where relevant information would be found
to help make decisions with better information... perhaps sent prior to budget meeting.
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Comments:
1. So many changes in numbers from November to May. Not staff's fault some things are out of our control. That
being said, this year's numbers were hard to reconcile.
2. Always helpful to have projections ahead and data of previous years to check growth or reductions.

Comments:
1. I marked 'neutral' on A, because it appears to me that the decision making for the budget committee on this
type of thing is pretty limited, and is as much driven by policy around CIP spending and process around decision
making as it is about the quality of information. On another, slightly related note, I think the City would benefit by
a comprehensive plan for downtown, instead of the piecemeal way we are going about developing our core.
2. Relevant paperwork and budget items from 08 and projected 09 could be identified prior to the budget
committee meeting.
3. Didn't attend that meeting.
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Comments:
1. Changes in format made it harder to compare with previous years documents.
2. We never saw the items discussed in the context of the total budget... only pieces that were identified for
change. It would be useful to identify them in the 08 and proposed budget.
3. We should have called the question immediately after the presentation and saved ourselves all the pain of the
next two months.

Comments:
1. Won't comment, I'll let others.
2. John Rocks.
3. Chair handled discussion well, but I never knew whether he was going around the room by seating or by first
hands up? All participants were courteous and civil.
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Comments:
1. I felt comfortable and respected in the meeting.
2. Way too much time for this budget, as there was no flexibility available for other decisions.

Comments:
1. Wish that more people would have come forward.
2. We didn't have much public comment. I'm not sure about whether it can before all Budget meetings or only at
special hearings.
3. When there are fewer members to speak, allow 5 min.
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Comments:
1. This is such a subjective assessment question. It may have worked really well for most, but my life is in
transition right now due to separating from my husband of 18 years so for me, all my volunteer commitments
were a bit of a stretch during this budget season.
2. Let us know whether or not food will be available and when one is expected to arrive before the actual
meeting to eat.
3. Location, keep to the Library. Number, not enough. Schedule, was fine. Food, was OK, although not really
needed, but appreciated.

Comments:
1. If possible, some information in packets distributed before by email a day before the meeting so participants
could relate it to the total budget. Public works did a nice job on that.

15

Comments:
1. I'm sure it would save money, and that's great. On the other hand, the budget committee members would
need to be able to print out their own materials. This could be an issue if you have low-income members, or
folks that don't have a printer or computer available to them. It could work for me personally, but I think you
would want to re-visit with every new committee member as you go.
2. Short relevant material could be e-mailed but sending it the day of the meeting doesn't work for many.
3. Depends on the committee member, I like electronic but not all have printers.

Comments:
1. Having the whole budget document is important, and I would not be willing to personally print that much
material.
2. If the detail could easily be extracted from the Website, with directions and or links to find out.
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Comments:
1. Not familiar with Web site. Didn't know it was expected!

Comments:
None.
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Comments:
1. Fewer meetings.
2. More time, meetings so we don't feel rushed.
3. None that I can think of at this time.
4. If 'policy' is defined as a definite course or method of action selected from among alternatives and in light of
given conditions to guide and determine present and future directions, then I think we would benefit by the
discussion and agreement of alternatives and priorities. This would help guide decision making, and let us all
realize that there are myriad ways to allocate resources and structure an organization for maximum efficiency.
However, because so much of the policy of decision making and prioritization around the budget lies with the
council and staff that this type of discussion would have to come from the council.
5. If the Council in a "work session" can reconvene at Council meeting without public notice and make budget
recommendations without citizen members present, it appears that citizen participation can be ignored. This was
the case of the [solid waste hauler] road fee attached to heavy use of haulers related to the use by residents
and commercial or other large entities. In this case, all budget committee citizen members present, one leaving
early, voted to approve the fee. The quick change of the "work session" to a Council meeting apparently
overrode citizen opinion after hearing some misstatements of fact by haulers at a hearing with little information
from ordinary citizens.
6. Shorten the process.
7. More meeting times and education on the budget.

Comments:
None.

Questions ## 16 through 20 were addressed to the citizen members only:
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Comments:
1. Great way to learn about depts. and for them to get citizen.
2. I didn't make it to all of them but it was profitable to get an overview and discuss our thoughts without all the
politics of the council in there.
3. My comments are made previously.

Comments:
1. I prefer meetings to be earlier than later, so early morning meetings.
2. I would like to see information delivered sooner before meetings and, some indication as where to find certain
issues in the overall budget proposed to the existing budget document.
3. Not really too much, the staff do a good job.
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Comments:
None.

Comments:
1. Supplemental budgets in a timely manner.
2. It's not the information that's lacking, it's the policy setting/agreement and decision making process that needs
some help.
3. Service area budget history and actuals, especially with facility maintenance.

Comments:
1. City of Eugene Staff is excellent. I'm so glad I live here! Thank you for all your dedication and hard work.
2. Fund structured, service structure, department and division structure overlap and it is difficult to find overlap if
it occurs. Somehow the relationships could be better clarified.
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Central Services
Finance
Budget Office
City of Eugene
100 W. 10th Avenue, Suite 400
Eugene, Oregon 97401
(541) 682-5021
(541) 682-5802 FAX
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MEMORANDUM
Date:

July 27, 2009

To:

Members of the Budget Committee

From:

John Huberd, Senior Budget Analyst

Subject:

Minutes

The draft minutes from the April/May 2009 Budget Committee meetings are attached for your review. As
this set of minutes is lengthy and we want to give members ample time to review them, we are scheduling
approval for the next Budget Committee meeting following the July 27, 2009 meeting. Please send me
your edits via telephone or email and I will incorporate your changes.
Thanks!
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MINUTES
Budget Committee
Bascom-Tykeson Room—Eugene Public Library
100 West 10th Avenue—Eugene, Oregon
April 15, 2009
6:30 p.m.
PRESENT:

John Barofsky, Chair; Claire Syrett, Vice Chair; George Brown, Mike Clark, Kate
Davidson, Mary Ann Holser, Terry McDonald, Andrea Ortiz, George Poling, Joseph Potwora, Doug Smith, Jennifer Solomon, Betty Taylor, members; Mayor Kitty Piercy; City
Manager Jon Ruiz; Assistant City Manager Sarah Medary; Library, Recreation, and Cultural Services Director Renee Grube; Central Services Director Kristi Hammitt, Public
Works Director Kurt Corey; Fire and Emergency Medical Services Director Randy Grove;
Chief of Police Pete Kerns; Planning and Development Director Susan Muir; Deanne
Raile, Kitty Murdoch, Karen Behm, Sue Cutsogeorge, John Huberd, Pavel Gubanikhin,
Glen Svendsen, Financial Services; Becky Carlson, Public Works Department; Scott Luell, Planning and Development Department.

ABSENT:

Noah Kamrat, Chris Pryor, Alan Zelenka, members.

I.

Committee Briefing & Discussion: FY10 $12 Million General Fund Strategy

Mr. Barofsky called the meeting of the Budget Committee to order. He welcomed those present and
indicated it was an informal opportunity for members to hear more about the current fiscal situation.
Those present introduced themselves and briefly spoke to their concerns, frustrations, and hopes for the
budget. Among the concerns expressed were the fact the City had yet to gone through a priority-setting
exercise and the seriousness of the budget situation.
City Manager Ruiz assured the Committee that he shared its interest in a priority discussion.
City Manager Ruiz reviewed a document entitled Chronology of the Estimated FY10 Operating Deficit for
the City of Eugene General Fund. Members asked questions clarifying the information presented as it
regarded reduced revenues for fines and permits and the property tax collection rate.
Ms. Raile spoke to the issue of the property tax collection rate, saying staff had projected a lower property
tax collection rate but had not yet seen a decline; however, the projection took that down a percentage
point in anticipation of a reduction.
Mr. Clark asked if the City had any control over the Property Tax Appeals Board or the standards applied,
which he asserted were less than astringent. Ms. Raile indicated the City had no influence in that regard.
She believed the Board of County Commissioners appointed the board. City Manager Ruiz indicated that
staff would doublecheck and if the answer was different, provide that information to the Committee.
City Manager Ruiz called the Committee’s attention to a spreadsheet entitled General Fund Six-Year
Financial Forecast FY10 Through FY15. He called attention to the projected operating surplus in 2010 as
a positive note. He said that the surplus assumed that the $12 million realized in savings in FY10 would
be ongoing savings. About $2.3 was one-time, and that savings must be found on an ongoing basis. The
budget also assumed that the library levy was absorbed by the General Fund in 2012. There was also a $3
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million increase for PERS anticipated in FY12 that must be found. He called attention to the Reserve for
Revenue Shortfall and said it would become the City savings account in the future. It would provide some
cushion. He suggested that over time the City would want to increase the reserve to 8 percent of the
budget. City Manager Ruiz said the City’s financial capacity to add new programs would be extremely
limited as a result. The FY10 budget maintained what was currently in place.
Responding to a question from Ms. Holser, Ms. Murdoch confirmed that in the past the General Fund had
been used to support other funds but the City’s ability to do that was increasingly limited. There were
other funds that had cyclical ups and downs and staff had adjusted the spending levels for those funds.
She noted that the work load associated with funds such as the Permit Fund had also gone down.
Mr. McDonald clarified the revenue trend with Ms. Raile, who anticipated growth in all property
categories except industrial. She attributed the drop between 2010 and 2011 to the loss of Hynix and
noted the increase in revenue growth after that. Mr. McDonald hoped what he considered an optimistic
forecast held true.
Mr. Barofsky acknowledged that the City had some struggling funds, including the Ambulance Transport
and Road funds. However, he thought that the Committee needed to consider all funds. He suggested that
the Committee might decide that revenues collected in funds other than the General Fund had to be used
for other purposes. City Manager Ruiz pointed out that the City could use the General Fund to supplant
other funds, but generally the reverse was not true because of the dedicated nature of those funds’
revenues.
City Manager Ruiz referred the Committee to Attachment B, FY10 Budget—General Fund $12 Million
Savings Plan. He emphasized that the plan included funding that was not all yet actual realized dollars.
He cited additional grant funding as an example. He believed the City could realize those grant dollars.
City Manager Ruiz described each category of reductions and noted some of the listed examples. He
emphasized that the intent of the reductions in many cases was to shrink the organizational footprint.
Mr. Potwora arrived during City Manager Ruiz’s review of the savings plan.
Mr. Clark asked if any of the 25 positions that were to be eliminated would be police patrol positions.
City Manager Ruiz said not at this time; however, he pointed out that there were still discussions to occur
and staff had not finalized the recommendation. He hoped to have all the positions identified by July 1.
Ms. Holser determined from Ms. Murdoch that the cost of living adjustments (COLAs) built into
employee contracts were based on the prior year’s Consumer Price Index.
Responding to a question from Ms. Ortiz, City Manager Ruiz confirmed that at this point, it was his hope
not to lay any employees off. Ms. Ortiz said that just because the City did not want to lay off employees
did not mean that would not occur. City Manager Ruiz agreed. He conceded a larger deficit could change
the situation, but reiterated at this point, there were no layoffs proposed. He suggested that the City might
find that an occupied position was not necessary, but would offer the occupant of that position another job.
He said the City was considering also offering limited severance packages to employees whose positions
could potentially be eliminated for the long-term.
Ms. Ortiz asked if a legislation being pushed by Verizon in the current legislative session would adversely
affect the amount coming to the City from telecommunications-related franchise fees. City Manager Ruiz
did not think so, but Ms. Hammitt agreed to look into the issue.
Ms. Syrett encouraged City staff to seek more grant funding than it needed given the tendency of granting
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agencies to grant less than what was requested.
Ms. Syrett anticipated the University of Oregon would also ask its employees for voluntary furloughs. She
encouraged City Manager Ruiz to ask employees of the American Federation of State, County, and
Municipal Employees (AFSCME) to support voluntary furloughs. City Manager Ruiz indicated that
discussions with the union was ongoing and he believed the reaction was generally positive.
Mr. Smith expressed appreciation for the manager’s perspective on the savings plan as it had generated
many questions for him. He asked how much of the savings plan was ongoing. City Manager Ruiz said
that currently, $9.7 million represented ongoing savings. The remaining amount would have to be
converted to ongoing savings. Mr. Smith asked if exempt employees would be asked to forego a COLA
even if union employees declined to do so. City Manager Ruiz suggested that COLAs were one way to
achieve savings; another approach was for every employee to take a two-week furlough. If the City staff
was to be a team, he believed that everyone should experience both the good and bad, and it was his intent
that all employees would share in that sacrifice. He suggested that there might be different ways of getting
to the same goal with each individual work unit.
Mr. Smith determined from Fire Chief Groves that the increased revenue anticipated for the Fire and
Emergency Services Department was gained by training employees from other police agencies.
Mr. Smith agreed with Ms. Syrett about increasing the amount of grant requests. He did not think that
local governments were going to see much of the stimulus funding as he expected the State and school
districts to get the largest share.
Mr. Smith concurred with the approach being suggested in regard to layoffs. He suggested that it be
extended to internal job recruitment as positions could be brought back at a later time. He wanted the City
to be socially responsible and not place the deficit on the public through increased fees and service
reductions or on employees by job losses. City Manager Ruiz noted that very few fee increases were
being contemplated. Mr. Smith did not want to see new fees or increases in existing fees, and suggested
the potential of reducing fees by one or two percent as a way to recognize residents’ economic situation
and encourage them to continue to use City facilities. He thought that in better times, fees could be raised.
City Manager Ruiz noted the Council’s support for an increase in the haulers fees.
Mr. Poling recalled that the Council Committee on Intergovernmental Relations recently discussed
proposed legislation related to the right-of-way that would preclude a municipality from charging
telecommunications companies for the use of its right-of-way, leading to the complete loss of all
telecommunications-related funding. He suggested that Intergovernmental Relations Director Brenda
Wilson could bring the Committee up to date.
Mr. McDonald commended the proposed approach to the budget.
Mr. McDonald determined from Ms. Grube that the Library Foundation had committed to the funding for
books reflected in the proposed budget. He asked if turning off computers was systemic throughout the
organization, or if it occurred automatically. City Manager Ruiz indicated that staff would be responsible
for turning off their computers, and staff was tracking energy savings from that and adjusting the
temperature in City owned- and operated buildings.
Responding to a question from Mr. McDonald about the savings being realized from moving to an inhouse legal counsel, City Manager Ruiz clarified that the amount shown was a net savings. He said that
the amount involved was relatively small because the City still contracted for a great deal of its legal work.
A protocol would be developed for the use of in-house versus out-side legal assistance. Mr. McDonald
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believed the protocol could be used to increase the amount of savings and encouraged City Manager Ruiz
to develop it soon.
Responding to a question from Mr. McDonald about what the City was doing in regard to the additional
federal and State grant opportunities currently available, Ms. Grube said her department was actively
working to identify opportunities for grant applications. A team had been formed to identify programs that
might be eligible for grant funding. At this point, she did not have a targeted amount to offer the
Committee, but anticipated each program area would have a targeted amount. Mr. McDonald asked who
determined what grant applications went forward. Ms. Grube said that staff would not apply for grants
that it did not have the ability to write or the resources to support.
Mr. McDonald expressed the hope that as the grant process moved forward, staff would find itself in the
situation of having to sort through grants because he maintained if it did face that issue, it would represent
a change in thinking inside of staff. He suggested that staff would go through a conversion of “well, I
know the money is there, you’re just going to have to find it” to “I guess I’m going to have to find the
money and this is one way to do so.”
Ms. Medary noted that the City Council’s Committee on Intergovernmental Relations, which included Ms.
Taylor, Ms. Ortiz, and Mr. Poling, evaluated and approved the City’s grant applications.
Mayor Piercy clarified that the City did not have departments competing to submit grants.
Ms. Solomon determined from Ms. Murdoch that the City’s Rental Housing Program would be placed in
its own fund, which would realize savings for the General Fund.
The Committee took a brief break. Ms. Taylor left during the break.
Responding to a question from Mayor Piercy, Mr. Corey clarified the proposal to use federal funding to
supplant the current General Fund for alternative modes of transportation. He believed the City could use
that funding for two years without a problem. Mayor Piercy encouraged the City to consider not only
savings in vehicle purchases but its sustainability goals as they related to transitioning to vehicles that
operated with different fuel sources.
Mayor Piercy expressed appreciation for the concept of voluntary furloughs.
Mayor Piercy thought it was possible to both shrink the organization and keep people employed. She
thought that City Manager Ruiz had expressed himself well when he said that the budget problem would
not be solved by eliminating positions. She said that part of the community’s economic goals included
keeping people employed, and there was a cost to having people unemployed as well.
Mayor Piercy assured the Committee that City staff was working hard to secure grants.
Speaking to the use of consultants, Mayor Piercy said she frequently heard from the public that the City
should use its own talent, and when it discovered it needed a particular talent it lacked, it should hire
someone with the talent or arrange to educate a staff person to learn that talent.
Mr. Potwora asked if it was just as likely a police officer or fire fighter could be furloughed as another
employee. City Manager Ruiz said that in a team, everyone plays, and to him that mean that all 1,600 City
employees needed to sacrifice their fair share. He said that might look different for different employees
based on bargaining agreements and other factors. He said that in terms of priorities, he considered the
budget to represent the priorities that the majority of the community wanted to see expressed or the
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Council would have been changed by the citizens. However, City Manager Ruiz believed that the City
still needed to have that priority discussion because that could further inform the Council in its decision
making. When he went out to the community, he heard calls for funding police and public safety as well
as for funding parks and open space. He believed there was a balance to be achieved.
Mr. Potwora respectfully disagreed. He did not think all City employees were equal from a citizen’s
perspective. When the tough decisions had to be made, he would look to the City’s highest priority
services.
Mr. Potwora said he had never participated in a budget process involving such a large funding gap where
people did not have the will to face some tough decisions, like reducing the organizational footprint more
than 25. It sounded like some of the savings the Committee was looking at would have to be reconsidered
in fiscal year 2012. He suggested that if the City could save 12 percent of the budget with a minimal
impact on employee numbers that fact argued the budget had a lot in it that it should not have had in the
first place. He hoped the Committee could be mentally prepared for further reductions because he did not
think the City would find the needed funding through grants.
City Manager Ruiz said when the City started the budget process, people did not think the City could
achieve the savings without reducing employees. However, it had been able to find savings without doing
so. He said he was just not ready to take that route yet.
Ms. Holser was not generally supportive of outside consultants. She thought the City had talent and
should provide the opportunity for its employees to learn and grow.

II.

Committee Briefing & Discussion: FY10 Budget Review Process & Agendas

Mr. Barofsky reviewed the budget schedule and proposed process.
Mr. Potwora asked how spending priorities were set. Mr. Barofsky offered an example of how citizen
input affected the budget in the past. City Manager Ruiz discussed how Council input affected City
priorities for service delivery.
Mr. Barofsky noted the set time for public input at all meetings of 7 p.m.
Mr. Barofsky said that the process for motions was still being developed. Ms. Syrett invited input.
Mr. Clark asked if the Committee members would be asked to suggest reductions or a revenue source if
they proposed additions. Mr. Barofsky suggested that more senior Committee members would have an
advantage in that regard and he did not want to discourage creative approaches that might fill a community
need. However, he would stress that it was easier to persuade the body to support an addition if a funding
source was named, and he would ask that question of proposed additions.
Mayor Piercy thanked staff and recognized the work it had done to identify savings. She thought the
public should know about the sacrifice of employees.
Ms. Murdoch invited e-mailed suggestions for agenda topics and issues. Ms. Syrett had heard interest
from other Committee members in getting more information about other funds. Mr. Clark requested
information about the County’s budget picture. Mr. Barofsky adjourned the meeting at 9 p.m.
(Recorded by Kimberly Young)
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MINUTES
Eugene Budget Committee
Bascom-Tykeson Room—Downtown Library
100 West 10th Avenue
April 29, 2009
5:30 p.m.
PRESENT:

John Barofsky, Chair; Claire Syrett, Vice Chair; George Brown, Mike Clark, Kate
Davidson, Mary Ann Holser, Terry McDonald, Andrea Ortiz, George Poling, Joseph Potwora, Chris Pryor, Betty Taylor, Doug Smith, members; City Manager Jon Ruiz; Assistant
City Manager Sarah Medary; Mayor Kitty Piercy; Kristie Hammitt, Central Services Department; Dee Ann Raile, Kitty Murdoch, Karen Burling, John Huberd, Sue Cutsogeorge,
Pavel Gubanikhin, Financial Services; Glen Svendsen, Mike Penwell, Central Services
Facilities Management; Susan Muir, Scott Luell, Planning and Development Department;
Kurt Corey, Becky Carlson, Public Works Department; René Grube, Mike Magee, Library, Recreation, and Cultural Services Administration; AIC Police Chief Pete Kerns;
Terry Smith, Eugene Police Department; Fire Chief Randall Groves, Fire & Emergency
Medical Services; Judge Wayne Allen.

ABSENT:

Noah Kamrat, Jennifer Solomon, members.

Mr. Barofsky called the City of Eugene Budget Committee meeting to order.
I.

CITY MANAGER’S FISCAL YEAR 2010 PROPOSED BUDGET PRESENTATION

City Manager Jon Ruiz presented the fiscal year (FY) 2010 Proposed Budget with the assistance of a series
of PowerPoint slides. City Manager Ruiz emphasized that the budget would maintain community services,
shrink the organizational footprint, allow the organization to live within its means, and allow it to plan for
the future. The presentation identified the total requirements and resources for all funds, broke down
personnel costs, and summarized expenditures in the proposed budget. The presentation also identified
programs for which support was expiring and provided an update on the FY2009 Eugene/Lane County
funding exchange.
City Manager Ruiz noted the impact of the budget on a typical Eugene home, which was $1,354 on a
median assessed value of $157,883.
Continuing, City Manager Ruiz reviewed the steps proposed to shrink the organizational footprint and
allow the organization to live within its means. He called attention to the fact that the General Fund would
end in the black for the first time since 2006.
City Manager Ruiz reminded the committee of the elements of the $12 million General Fund savings plan
and noted new revenues associated with the plan, emphasizing that no new fees were involved. He also
emphasized that the savings plan was ongoing.
City Manager Ruiz called attention to a six-year forecast for the General Fund and pointed to the
anticipated expenditure for PERS and the establishment of a rainy day fund in FY11. He said that, in
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combination with the ongoing nature of the savings plan, the City would need an additional $3 million in
FY12.
City Manager Ruiz shared a major fund outlook for FY09-15 that indicated the condition of each fund on a
scale of good-caution-poor. He believed the General Fund, Ambulance Fund, and Road Fund were the
funds most in need of attention and noted the work that was occurring around each fund.
City Manager Ruiz anticipated additional funding challenges and discussed proposed steps for sustainable
solution in 2011 and beyond, which included the Eugene Counts process, community discussion of
outcomes and priorities, and a “Meeting the Challenge” Task Force.
In conclusion, City Manager Ruiz said City staff continued to balance customer service, employee
satisfaction, and sound fiscal management. The City needed to stayed focused on the goal of maintaining
the agreed upon mix and level of services with a sustainable budget, and to work as a team.
Mr. Barofsky called for committee comments and questions.
Mr. Clark asked if the City had any concern that the changing nature of the economy would affect the
Public Employees Retirement System (PERS) rate for FY11. Ms. Raile said PERS rates were set every
two years. The rate for FY10 was based on the valuation of the system through December 2007. The
PERS Board of Directors had given no indication it would adjust the rates during the current period. The
board was forecasting significant rate increases at the end of the next valuation period.
Mr. Clark recalled that Mayor Kitty Piercy and Mr. Zelenka had recently mentioned percentage figures in
regard to total police spending that suggested police expenditures exceeded 60 percent of the General
Fund. He asked staff to clarify that. City Manager Ruiz clarified that the percentage spending on police
services was more than 40 percent of the City’s General Fund. Mr. Clark asked if the percentage would
jump dramatically if it included all funds. Ms. Murdoch said if considered in light of all funds, the
percentage would go down.
Mr. Clark referred to the chart on page 3 of the presentation and asked if there was any concern about
volatility as it related to those fees, and what fees were involved. City Manager Ruiz clarified that the
fines mentioned included storm water and wastewater fees, traffic fines, and recreation fees. Ms. Raile
reminded Mr. Clark that the chart he mentioned covered all funds, and encompassed all the City’s business
enterprises, such as Building Permit Services, ambulance transport, and the airport. She said that staff had
identified those funds where user fee adjustments should be made. City Manager Ruiz cited the Ambulance Fund as the primary concern.
Responding to a question from Mr. Clark, Ms. Murdoch said the Safe and Sound Program was not going
away, but the City’s additional three-year $70,000 commitment above the base level of support was
expiring.
Ms. Syrett said the Human Services Commission (HSC) was being told the Safe and Sound Program
would be eliminated if the $70,000 was eliminated. She would verify that with the HSC Manager, Steve
Manela. She understood the same was true of the funding the City had provided in FY2009 for cost-ofliving increases. Ms. Murdoch said the City continued to contribute $176,000 to the Safe and Sound
Program, and she believed the bulk of the program should be intact. Ms. Syrett said she would get
clarification in that regard. She thought it would be good to have Mr. Manela speak to the committee.
Ms. Ortiz thanked City Manager Ruiz and his staff for the work they had done on the budget. She also
thanked the manager for bringing legal services in house, acknowledging it had not been supported by the
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voters in the past but she thought that times were different. Ms. Ortiz asked if the City continued to
provide funding to Downtown Eugene, Inc. Planning and development Director Susan Muir indicated the
City continued that relationship but would not be making any additional contribution beyond the base level
of funding.
Mr. Barofsky also thanked the manager for his presentation and staff for putting together the budget
document. He referred to page F-104 of the budget document, regarding the increase in reserves in the
Fleet Fund and determined from Ms. Carlson that the City was deferring some purchases, which added to
the reserves, but those reserves were identified for specific vehicle purchases. Ms. Carlson offered to
provide more information. Ms. Murdoch added that the General Fund contribution to the Fleet Fund had
declined; the growth in the fund could be attributed to other funds.
Mr. Barofsky determined from City Manager Ruiz that the $1.7 million in stormwater and wastewater
revenues referred to in the budget on F-30 would not be a part of the budget unless the City Council
changed its mind. Mr. Barofsky asked if the committee had to make that amount up in another way. City
Manager Ruiz indicated that would be part of the Road Fund discussion.
Responding to a question from Mr. Potwora about the potential the City would secure grant funding that it
had targeted as a way to make up the deficit, City Manager Ruiz said he was fairly confident the funds
would be received but staff had some contingency plans in case they were not. He cited as an example the
possibility that one-half percent target for personnel reductions would be raised slightly.
Mr. Pryor commended the manager for identifying what was sustainable, and was pleased that while the
City might not be able to provide additional dollars, the manager had not backed off the City’s commitment to other agencies and services. He was familiar with the challenges faced by the HSC and said while
the City had not backed off its basic funding he did not think the City had additional money to provide.
He also looked forward to the prioritization discussion mentioned by City Manager Ruiz as he thought the
City had tried in the past to be all things to all people. Mr. Pryor said the committee needed to recognize
the manager needed its guidance when economic times got tough. That was the reason many discussions
had been deferred by the council to the committee. He thought strong committee questions made a better
budget document.
Responding to a question from Ms. Taylor about the reference in Attachment B to reducing contributions
to the Cultural Services Subfund, Ms. Grube responded that for the last three years, the City transferred
$150,000 from the General Fund to that subfund to help stabilize it. The fund was now stable and the
transfer was not needed.
Ms. Taylor referred to the budget summary and asked where the typical home mentioned in the presentation could be found. City Manager Ruiz clarified that the numbers were specific to the City share of the
property tax.
Responding to a question from Ms. Holser, Ms. Carlson provided an overview of the funding for the
Metropolitan Wastewater Management Commission (MWMC). She indicated the regional rate was
uniform for all three partners in the agency. Each jurisdiction set its own local fee, which supported the
maintenance and operation of the local sewer system.
Mr. Smith asked if the ‘footprint’ for the organization was considered average. City Manager Ruiz did not
know. He said that the ‘Meeting the Challenge’ employee group would be looking at such measurements.
Assistant City Manager Medary said it was a difficult measure to determine, as the number was determined by what the community wanted. The City’s numbers for a service could be totally different from
another community.
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Responding to a question from Mr. Smith, City Manager Ruiz said the City received $3 million in federal
stimulus money for transportation projects. He clarified that they funding was still allocated on a formula
basis and large cities such as Portland would receive more money than Eugene.
Mr. Barofsky called for a brief meeting break. Ms. Ortiz and Ms. Taylor left the meeting during the break
for other obligations.
II.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Mr. Barofsky called for public comment.
Zachary Vishanoff suggested that the committee consider forming a Police Commission subcommittee to
consider the impact of growth around the University of Oregon campus.
Mr. Vishanoff quoted from the budget summary and suggested that it was a commentary due to what he
considered the hidden costs associated with the arena, such as the overhaul of Franklin Boulevard and the
Walnut Street Station mixed-use area planning effort. He said the Walnut Station was a direct result of the
basketball arena siting on Franklin. He said the arena was done on a no-bid contract so it was maintaining
employment mostly for people in Portland. He suggested that future summaries include two or three pages
regarding the arena and its hidden costs so the committee could fix what was wrong with the budget.
Majeska Seese Green referred to funding for public involvement, media engagement, and neighborhood
associations, saying that such funding was important for the future. She was pleased to hear about
organizational cultural changes and looked forward to hearing more about it and seeing it expand into the
City’s relationship with its citizens. She said the public does not know much about the Eugene Counts
process and she looked forward to the citizen involvement element of that process. She asked the
committee to avoid making any reductions in that area.
Mr. Barofsky thought Mr. Vishanoff had a valid point about the University of Oregon, which was a large
employer but also a large user of City services. He thought building a relationship with the University to
help the City in its budgetary difficulties could be useful in the future. He wanted to charge people who
drove into the community to the University for using Eugene streets so the University paid its fair share of
the cost of City services.
Ms. Holser looked forward to more City collaboration with the University on projects that affected both
entities in the future.
III.

PUBLIC SAFETY SYSTEM BUDGET UPDATE: AMBULANCE TRANSPORT/
FIRE

Fire Chief Randy Groves joined the committee and provided a PowerPoint presentation on the financial
condition of the City’s Ambulance Transport Fund. At the conclusion of the presentation, Chief Groves
acknowledged the work on the subject of ambulance funding that had been done by Springfield City
Councilor John Woodrow, who had died the previous day.
Mr. Clark thanked Chief Groves for the presentation. He said the regional problem solving approach
championed by Chief Groves and his staff had been noted and commented upon by people in other
communities. He also commended the other chiefs involved in the discussion of ambulance funding. He
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commended the current hybrid system and said he considered ambulance services a core City service. He
said he was willing to discuss the use of General Fund moneys to keep the system whole and intact.
Mr. Barofsky suggested that the Ambulance Fund should not be used to subsidize fire fighters who acted
as first responders if the budget was to be truly sustainable. Those costs should be paid for from the
General Fund.
Mr. McDonald asked why the City did not consider privatizing the community’s ambulance service if it
was not sustainable, including first response. Chief Groves was unaware of any system where a private
provider also did first response. Generally fire service agencies provided the first response. He cited the
Portland metro area, where a public agency responded to calls with the closest fire suppression company
with paramedics onboard, and a private ambulance company followed for the transport. Mr. McDonald
suggested that if the system continued to be a blended system it would not be sustainable. He suggested
that as an incentive to look at privatization in a very different way. Chief Groves said that was being
considered. Mr. McDonald asked how serious that examination was. Chief Groves said that in February
2008, staff posed that question to the council, which had not expressed much interest in that avenue. It
was also raised at the Joint Elected Officials (JEO) summit, and it was not favored. The issue was raised
with the JEO Ambulance Transport Task Team and no one was interested in staff expending any energy on
it.
Mr. Potwora asked Chief Groves if there were operational or front line services that were proposed for
reduction in 2010 that a citizen might feel the effect of. Chief Groves said no, not at the responder level.
Responding to a question from Ms. Holser about the impact of the community’s aging population, Chief
Groves acknowledged that was a consideration for the department and one of the drivers behind the
financial projections for the Ambulance Fund. It was also one of the reasons that Medicare was in trouble.
He said that essentially, Medicare was balancing its budget on the local providers.
Mr. Pryor suggested that a special service district was one approach and could be something that could be
created at a sustainable level. Chief Groves said staff believed that was a sustainable approach, and staff at
the Lane Council of Governments was looking at the logistics of that issue and the financial impact, and
what it would take to provide the third leg of the financial stool. The closest successful model was that of
Western Lane Ambulance, a nonprofit organization out of Florence that had a tax base was not embedded
in city or county taxes but was a line item on property owner’s tax bills. Chief Groves said the current
study was looking at everything from the existing three battalion system to mergers to fire service
authority.
Responding to a question from Mr. Potwora, Chief Groves anticipated that staff would return to the task
force with a range of options and the task force’s recommendations would be presented to the JEO for
further discussion. He believed that it would be necessary to impose another rate increase soon, but
emphasized that was a short-term solution because the problem continued to grow.
Mr. Barofsky asked if there were reserves to cover the anticipated shortfall. Chief Groves said the reserves
had been used to keep the system going. Mr. Barofsky asked where the shortfall would come from. Chief
Groves anticipated it would come from the ratepayers. He said the results of the next FireMed campaign
were unknown but in hard economic times people frequently gave up their insurance. He planned to
consult with the manager about the potential of a rate increase.
Mr. Barofsky asked if a special service district would lead to compression. Ms. Raile said the City was
capped at $10 per $1,000 and was currently at around $8 per $1,000.
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Mr. McDonald left the meeting.
IV.

PUBLIC SAFETY SYSTEM BUDGET UPDATE: POLICE

Police Chief Pete Kerns provided an update on crime and public safety in Eugene using a series of
PowerPoint slides. The presentation provided information on police levels per capita and jail beds per
capita that indicated the City and County were generally below the service levels provided in other Oregon
jurisdictions as well as communities outside Oregon. The presentation also touched on crime levels, the
courts, and diversionary services and other programs that were currently available to help reduce crime
levels.
Mr. Zelenka arrived during the presentation.
Mr. Pryor commended the presentation and noted that it paralleled a presentation heard by the Lane
Council of Governments Board of Directors with the message that the community was in crisis. Even a
few more jail beds would have a dramatic impact on crime by ensuring that the 20 percent of criminals
committing 80 percent of the crime were in jail. He said Eugene was being looked at as a model given its
additional investment in jail beds in 2009. Mr. Pryor observed that the Board of County Commissioners
continued to debate whether to fund more beds, which he found astounding. He said the beds were in
place and only staff was needed. He said the community needed to be committed to providing for the
aftermath of arrests and demonstrate its commitment to public safety. He said that Eugene cold not do it
alone and must encourage the rest of the county to follow suit as the problem was countywide and failure
to address it would only move it around.
Ms. Syrett determined from Chief Kerns that the City continued to fund CAHOOTS and thought that
should be highlighted to the community.
Ms. Syrett asked what evidence the department had that criminals come to Eugene due to a lack of jail
beds. Chief Kerns said that officers heard from offenders that they considered it a safe place to commit
crimes. Ms. Syrett agreed there appeared to be a crisis and a need for more jail bed staffing. She
appreciated the effort the City had made to fund more jail beds. She also challenged the assertion there
was a connection between the beds being unavailable and crime going up. She thought there were too
many other factors involved. Ms. Syrett asked about other communities in a similar situation. Chief Kerns
did not have that information but said prior to Senate Bill 1145, which provided for mandatory minimum
sentences for certain crimes, Eugene had a very high violent crime rate in the form of robberies, with a
massive spike at holiday times. Eugene had been fifth or sixth in the nation for armed robberies. After the
bill passed, the problem virtually disappeared. He agreed there were other factors but the lack of jail beds
was a serious problem, and there was an unmistakable correlation between serial offenders and a lack of
jail beds.
Mr. Pryor left the meeting.
Mr. Barofsky asked what the chief’s view was on refunding the traffic patrols as a revenue enhancement
and a public safety enhancement. Chief Kerns said there was a direct correlation between reducing the
size of the traffic team and revenues as those officers wrote half the citations the department wrote. He
said a police chief would not want to appropriate money to an assignment because needs change, and he
preferred to have flexibility to use personnel where the greatest need existed. Mr. Barofsky understood
that. He did not want to proscribe how services were delivered, but wondered if the department had
considered moving an officer from patrol to the Traffic Team. Chief Kerns said if he had more officers, he
would use then to reduce property crimes.
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Mr. Barofsky was encouraged to hear the chief talk about reducing overtime. He thought the past chief
liked overtime and used it rather than fund another officer. He said as a business person, he did not like
overtime, so he was happy to hear the chief’s remarks. He acknowledged it was not always possible to
eliminate overtime.
Ms. Davidson expressed appreciation for the presentation. She found the statistics shared alarming. She
agreed with Mr. Barofsky about the reduction in overtime and liked the Intelligence-led policing concept.
Ms. Davidson wanted to see Chief Kerns’ assertion that criminals come to Eugene because they knew they
could get away with crime backed up by hard data or at a minimum anecdotal statements. Chief Kerns
said he would be happy to share what officers had heard, although it would be anecdotal.
Mr. Clark reported that the bicycle patrol officers working in downtown had been compiling stories of
their daily interactions with people on the streets and he planned to share them with the committee. He
agreed with Mr. Pryor about the nature of the problem, saying the community was experiencing a crisis at
both the municipal and county level. He agreed the available funding was inadequate to meet the need.
The department was understaffed to do community policing as expected by the citizens. The Police
Commission had done a great deal of work on the topic and he anticipated the committee would hear from
members of the commission as well. He intended to ask what five new officers would cost at a future
meeting.
Ms. Holser thanked Chief Kerns for an informative presentation. She believed that data would show that
earlier, shorter arrests and time in jail prevented further crime. People often failed to follow the commitments required by their sanctions otherwise. She expressed concern about the loss of Lane County’s DUII
evaluation program. She asked if there would be any sanction associated with the failure to comply with
the privately provided program. Judge Allen said yes. He said that the group doing the evaluations was
called Quality Research, and the firm would start work on May 1.
Ms. Holser asked if the opening of the Springfield jail would affect the capacity of the Lane County jail.
Chief Kerns said that Springfield leased five jail beds from Lane County. He believed that the effect
would be that Eugene’s crime would be reduced similar to Springfield’s as a result of the jail opening.
Ms. Davidson left the meeting.
Responding to a question from Mr. Zelenka, Chief Kerns said the department was down 11 positions and
would soon be down 12 positions due to a retirement. Officers had been lost to other departments and the
City had slowed on hiring because of budget concerns. The problem with delaying hiring was that
everything slowed down. It took about three months to go through the hiring process where formerly it
took much more time. Mr. Zelenka asked if the department had plans to fill those positions by the end of
the year. Chief Kerns said the City lacked enough qualified applicants to fill all the vacant positions. Mr.
Zelenka said that seemed to be a perennial problem, but he did not understand it. He asked why officers
could not be hired faster. Chief Kerns said the City had not done a good enough job in continuously hiring
new officers, although improvements had been made to the process. The City was in the first three month
period of the new hiring process and he hoped the process did a better job. Mr. Zelenka asked how many
officers were hired in 2008. Chief Kerns responded that the department hired 12 or 13 new officers.
Responding to a follow-up question from Ms. Holser, Chief Kerns said that it was very difficult and time
consuming to hire new officers. Mr. Zelenka asked how hiring new officers would help. Chief Kerns said
that it would take some time for the department to enjoy the benefit of the new officers. He was counting
on the accelerated hiring process.
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Mr. Poling thanked the chief and Judge Allen for their work. He said that public safety was a bigger
system than just officers arresting people, and encompassed the courts, diversion programs, and the jails.
He speculated that the crime rate was higher than the numbers provided because back in the 1980s the
Sheriff had to cut back to the degree that people quit calling. He believed that minor crimes and thefts
were not reported.
Mr. Poling asked if the department attempted to hire experienced officers. Chief Kerns said yes. He said
that those hires did not take so long to bring on board.
Speaking to Ms. Syrett’s comments, Mr. Poling noted his own policing background said that what Chief
Kerns described did happen.
Mr. Clark recalled hearing about a family from South Carolina that paid for a bus ticket to send their
troubled son to Eugene. He said that he and Mr. Poling were recently at a Cal Young neighborhood
organization meeting and heard from a resident who had a methamphetamine addict living in his cul-desac committing crimes who was frequently arrested but could not be held in jail due to a lack of funding.
There was little that could be done with the current funding situation. City residents frequently believed
the City operated the jail and was not doing its job. He suggested that the City could consider operating a
jail and billing the County for its use of such a facility. He acknowledged that would create controversy,
but suggested there were other things that could be done.
Responding to a question from Mr. Zelenka, Chief Kerns said that if the City continued to have a new
officer hire process once every three months and get the number of officers needed, it could be fully
staffed by the end of the year.
Responding to a question from Ms. Syrett, Chief Kerns indicated the cost projections for new officers
included the cost of their equipment.
Mr. Barofsky thought there were ways to address the community’s crime problem other that with “badges
and bullets.” He was glad that people were keeping that in mind.
Mr. Barofsky asked if City Manager Ruiz had any proposals to increase or decrease funding in public
safety. City Manager Ruiz said no, other than the adjustments that the department would experience in the
$12 million reduction package.
Mr. Barofsky asked what Chief Kerns would want if given $5 million by the committee. Chief Kerns
identified more jail beds, police officers, and crime prevention specialists. Responding to a follow-up
question from Ms. Holser, Chief Kerns expressed support for more spending on alcohol treatment by Lane
County given how much alcohol abuse affected crime rates.
Mr. Clark asked the cost of additional jail beds for use by Municipal Court.
Mr. Clark asked if there were the things the City could do through the budget to retain officers.
City Manager Ruiz commended the leadership shown by chiefs Kerns and Groves. He expressed
appreciation for the fact that the two chiefs did not shy from difficult questions. He said both chiefs
understood the environment they were operating in. He believed the committee would see that in the other
members of the City staff team, who were working innovatively to meet the challenges that faced Eugene.
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V.

INFORMATION REQUESTS: NEXT STEPS

Mr. Barofsky previewed the next agenda. He solicited information requests.
Mr. Barofsky asked how much of the Neighborhood Matching Grants Program funding was legacy money
and how much was new money.
ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Barofsky adjourned the meeting at 9:15 p.m.
(Recorded by Kimberly Young)
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MINUTES
Eugene Budget Committee
Downtown Library, Bascom-Tykeson Room
100 West 10th Avenue—Eugene, Oregon

May 6, 2009
5:30 p.m.
PRESENT:

John Barofsky, Chair; Claire Syrett, Vice Chair; George Brown, Mike Clark, Andrea
Ortiz, George Poling, Chris Pryor, Jennifer Solomon, Betty Taylor, Alan Zelenka, Mary
Ann Holser, Terry McDonald, Joseph Potwora, Doug Smith, members; Mayor Kitty Piercy, City Manager Jon Ruiz, Assistant City Manager Sarah Medary, Kitty Murdock, Dee
Ann Raile, John Huberd, Pavel Gubanikhin, Kristie Hammitt, Karen Burling, Central Services Department; Fire Chief Randy Groves; Interim Police Chief Pete Kerns; Renee
Grube, Mike Magee, Library, Recreation and Cultural Services; City Attorney Glenn
Klein; Brenda Wilson, Jan Bohman, City Manager’s Office; Susan Muir, Mike Sullivan,
Nancy Young, Scott Luell, Planning and Development Department; Kurt Corey, Eric
Jones, Tammy Smith, Public Works Department; Steve Manela, Lane County; Walter
Hunt, Alice Davenport, Eric Van Houten, Deb Frisch, guests.

ABSENT:

Kate Davidson, Noah Kamrat, members.

Mr. Barofsky called the meeting of the Eugene Budget Committee to order. He announced that Mayor
Kitty Piercy had asked to address the committee at the beginning of the meeting. There were no other
agenda adjustments.
Ms. Piercy thanked committee members for their service to the City at a critical time. She commended the
city manager’s budget document as clear and direct and concurred with the budget goals. She said the
budget fully recognized the growing General Fund deficit and addressed it by shrinking the organizational
footprint. She said the balanced budget met its goals not through adding to local unemployment, but
through attrition and reorganization. She said while the City’s challenges were considerable, she did not
believe it was in an emergency situation that required eliminating basic services that were important to the
community, such as police and fire, roads, wastewater and stormwater, housing and shelter, cultural
services, parks and libraries.
Ms. Piercy said the question was not how to deny the community services, but rather how to build the
capacity to pay for the basic services the community wanted and expected. She said the council had been
seeking long-term funding solutions to the road maintenance backlog; some proposals had moved forward
and others had not. She said the Budget Committee did not have the time to address long-term solutions,
but would need to address an immediate need for $900,000 to preserve current services. She said a new
initiative—Eugene Counts—would establish metrics to demonstrate the City’s progress and performance
and provide accountability to the public. The council was committed to the triple bottom line of
sustainability: preserving natural resources, strengthening the economy and taking care of people. She
said every decision would be made using that lens and the council would continue to work with regional
partners on long-term economic plans.
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I.

SOCIAL SERVICES FUNDING UPDATE

Mike Sullivan, Planning and Development Department, used a PowerPoint presentation to illustrate the
history of human services funding. He detailed the City’s contributions to the Human Services Commission (HSC) on an ongoing basis, periodic contributions to address various problems, allocations to
purchase specific services on a one-time or ongoing basis and contributions of Community Development
Block Grant (CDBG) funds to the HSC to support public services. He reviewed the City’s contributions
over the last ten years, which had increased by three percent per year on average.
Mr. Sullivan stated that the proposed HSC local funding for FY10 would be $3.4 million, of which Eugene
would contribute 60 percent, Lane County would contribute 34 percent and Springfield would contribute 6
percent. He indicated that the local contributions comprised 28 percent of the HSC budget, with 72
percent coming from federal, state and other revenue sources, for a total anticipated budget of $12.8
million.
Steve Manela, Lane County Human Services Commission, thanked the City of Eugene for its support of
human services over the years, which had served to stabilize the provision of social services in the
community. He reviewed the budget information contained in his memorandum of May 6, 2009, to the
Budget Committee, pointing out that the funding level remained unsettled due to the pending outcome of
the State’s budget process and anticipated federal stimulus funding from the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act (ARRA).
Mr. Manela described dramatic increases in demands for human services as a consequence of the severe
economic recession at a time when private and State funding had decreased. He said the HSC was
particularly concerned about the severe reduction or elimination of indigent mental health, alcohol and
drug and homeless programs.
Ms. Holser asked if the federal stimulus funds were included in the HSC budget. Mr. Manela replied that
those funds had not yet been budgeted; when they were budgeted they would be used to target certain
activities as specified by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) or other federal
directives.
Ms. Syrett pointed out that the 2,600 individuals identified in the one-night homeless count were people
who were on the street or in shelters with no place else to stay; the count did not include those who were
staying with friends or family. She asked when State budget decisions were likely to be made. Mr.
Manela said decisions were being delayed until the May economic forecast was available. He expected to
have information in late May or early June and ARRA funds could be used to fill holes in the budget.
Ms. Syrett hoped that the HSC was considering a backup plan to assure that critical services such as
Buckley House were not lost.
City Manager Jon Ruiz noted that the City’s proposed budget included $350,000 in swap funds from last
year for Buckley House, in addition to the annual HSC contribution and federal stimulus funds. He asked
how the swap funds would be used if Willamette Family Treatment Center and Buckley House closed.
Mr. Manela said he was not certain how services would be prioritized in the event that State funds were
reduced, but there could be a scenario in which indigent outpatient services would cease and Buckley
House would continue to operate.
Mr. Ruiz asked if the County’s budget included an allocation for Buckley House. Mr. Manela replied that
in the past the County had provided $350,000 in General Fund contribution; that had been replaced by the
swap funds.
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Mr. Clark asked for an explanation of how the annual homeless count was conducted and whether
information on how long someone had been in the community was collected. Mr. Manela said there was a
specific survey instrument and organized outreach similar to the federal census. He said the survey
collected demographic data and he would provide that information. He was not certain if length of
residency was included in the data.
In response to a question from Mr. Potwora, Mr. Sullivan said the baseline allocation for human services
had increased by two percent; however, one-time and periodic contributions had decreased.
Mr. Potwora asked if the decrease in funding equated to loss of specific services. Mr. Sullivan said it was
difficult to relate the one-time contribution to offset inflation to specific services; many agencies indicated
they would be restructuring the mix of services and some gaps had been filled by the County.
Mr. Potwora said he supported maintaining the City’s HSC contributions.
Mr. Barofsky commented that the Budget Committee was committed to the Buckley House. He asked how
the Community Service Block Grant (CSBG) funds differed from CDBG funds. Mr. Manela said HSC
received a regular allocation of CSBG funds as the anti-poverty agency for the County; other funds were
available for a one-year period through the economic stimulus package. He said using those funds to
sustain services also meant retaining employment, which was one of the goals for use of stimulus funds.
He said some funds could be allocated to Buckley House as part of a backup plan.
In response to a question from Mr. McDonald, Mr. Manela said the methodology for the homeless count
had been enhanced to include a street count, not just those who were in shelters or had been turned away.
Mr. McDonald observed that data from shelters had typically indicated that 75 to 80 percent of those
seeking assistance were from the local population and many of the others were people returning to the area
from military service. Mr. Manela said human service agencies were reporting that they were working
with a new population of people who had never asked for social services, but were forced to do so by
economic conditions. He said many of those were families with children.
Ms. Ortiz commented that there had been an increase in homeless youth because parents had been forced
by financial problems to leave the area and their children chose to stay because they wanted to finish
school. She had also seen an increase in people seeking indigent care and emphasized that PeaceHealth
was committed to providing health care and medication to those who could not afford to pay, although that
was becoming challenging as the number of uninsured people increased.
Mr. Pryor reinforced the fact that demand for service had increased dramatically due to an influx into the
human services system of people who had not traditionally needed assistance. He said as people became
less able to support themselves they turned to social services for food, medical care and shelter at the same
time that the ability of jurisdictions to provide that support became more challenging. He said statistics
from counts two or three years ago indicated that between 90 and 95 percent of people seeking services
had been in the community at least six months. He doubted that figure had changed significantly and
thought it could have increased as more residents suffered economic hardship.
Mr. Zelenka remarked that one of the artifacts of the human services structure was that services were
provided through nonprofit agencies, not government programs as was common in other jurisdictions. He
said that meant that allocation of funds to agencies was regarded as paying for services and the people who
did the work were not considered extensions of the City or County’s staff. The fact that those employees
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received low pay and did not get cost-of-living adjustments was one of the tragedies of the current human
services system.
Mr. Potwora asked if there was a contingency plan in the event there was a substantial cut in State funding.
Mr. Manela said the HSC and county commissioners had discussed that once the State’s budget was
finalized the County and Eugene and Springfield would need to decide how to proceed. Mr. Ruiz
indicated that the City Council had the authority to reallocate funds whenever necessary.
Mr. Clark reiterated his request for any data that was available to help him respond to questions about the
length of time people who were seeking assistance had been in the community.

II.

STIMULUS GRANTS UPDATE

Intergovernmental Relations Manager Brenda Wilson distributed copies of the American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009 City Funding Book, version 9, prepared by the League of Oregon Cities. She
said Eugene had already received ARRA formula funds and an internal team was exploring other funding
opportunities under the legislation, including competitive grants.
Mr. Barofsky asked if any of the stimulus funds had been allocated to the small business development loan
program. Ms. Wilson said she was not aware of a specific allocation, but stimulus funds also went to the
State, which had discretion over their use. She would research whether any funding had been made
available for business development programs.
Mr. Barofsky commented that business development programs promoted the creation of jobs and were an
existing structure to effectively use stimulus and local funds to benefit the economy. Ms. Wilson agreed
and said the ARRA emphasized funding programs that already existed as the most expedient approach to
using stimulus dollars.
Mr. McDonald asked how much of the State’s stimulus funds Eugene would receive. Ms. Wilson said the
governor had established a website to track formula funds. She said the formula funding Eugene received
through the State was related to existing programs like CDBG and allocated using the existing formula.
She said transportation enhancement funds the State received were allocated through the Oregon
Transportation Commission and Eugene received over $2 million for two projects. She said competitive
grants would be more difficult to track as applications often went directly to the cognizant federal agency,
not to the State. She said some funds like weatherization assistance would go to community action
agencies; others went to federal agencies for discretionary distribution.
Mr. Manela said HSC had received $2.7 million to weatherize homes.
Mr. Ruiz said the City’s internal team was aggressively pursuing competitive grant funding opportunities.
He said those potential funds were not included in the budget, but if applications were successful the City
Council would appropriate the dollars for use.
Ms. Holser urged the City to develop a systemic plan for use of stimulus funds consistent with its goals of
sustainability and stability and to assure the funds were allocated where most needed.
Mr. Potwora suggested that the City identify a point person to collect information on the use of stimulus
funds and present a complete picture
The committee took a short break.
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Mr. Barofsky called the Budget Committee back to order and reviewed the procedure for providing public
comment.

III.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Deb Frisch, Eugene, remarked that it was dishonest and disingenuous to blame a national economic
meltdown for the City’s budget problems, which she asserted were due to chronic mismanagement and
“hijacking” of the local government by special interests. She said the idea of spending $16 million on a
police facility north of the Willamette River was an example of bad real estate decision-making. She
expressed her “happiness” that the Fairmount neighborhood represented 25 percent of the Budget
Committee. She commented that Eugene should consider funding human services like Springfield did
without collaborating with Lane County and stated her hope that all of the Budget Committee’s desires
would be granted.
Walter Hunt, a merchant in downtown Eugene, said that businesses had noticed an increase in disturbing
activity in early spring, from homeless to petty crime to behavior that was detrimental to downtown. He
said business owners met and developed a number of ideas that were presented to Lane Transit District
(LTD), the downtown guides, Eugene Police Department (EPD) and city councilors. He had 129 letters
endorsing the suggestions, which included continued funding for downtown guides and dedicated EPD
officers; enforcement of downtown ordinances, particularly sidewalk rules; better lighting and signage in
problem areas; providing police with better tools to target persistent offenders such as work crews in lieu
of jail and no early release; and allowing Lane Transit District (LTD) security to extend its services onto
the City sidewalks when it concerned the safety of bus riders.
Alice Davenport, Eugene, agreed that human services were vitally needed in the community, but animal
services were also critical at a time when economic stress was resulting in more animals going into
shelters. She said Lane County Animal Services (LCAS) had made major improvements during the past
year and urged the City of Eugene to continue its cooperation and contract with LCAS.
Eric Van Houten, Looking Glass Youth and Family Services, spoke on behalf of the Safe and Sound
youth project. He said the Human Services Network of providers met earlier in the day and heard alarming
information about an increase in suicides as people experienced the stress and fear of financial problems.
He said the potential loss of services increased stress levels as needs grew; in the quarter January to March
there were 750 new callers to the Looking Glass crisis hotline, a figure that was more than twice the
typical number of new callers. He said the Safe and Sound program had been operating for 11 years and
Eugene had been an instrumental partner since its inception. He described the services provided to youth
11 to 21 years old who had fallen through the safety net of traditional youth services. He said Safe and
Sound had lost valuable pieces of its funding stream during the past year, but with patchwork funding was
secure for the next fiscal year. He urged the Budget Committee to continue funding for the program
during the next budget cycle.
Ms. Syrett agreed with the need for animal services and was pleased to see funding for them preserved in
the budget.
Mr. Clark offered to work with downtown merchants on solutions for the area.
Ms. Taylor asked if youth who were creating problems in downtown could be placed on work crews as the
best punishment would be to clean up the area. Mr. Van Houten indicated that several years ago a youth
crew project performed litter and graffiti clean up. He said there was a formal program with the Depart-
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ment of Youth Services that was more structured and expensive; it was difficult to get into the program
and lower level offenders were not eligible unless sanctioned there by the court. He supported the idea of
reinstituting youth work crews.
Mr. Ruiz noted that the proposed allocation for animal services reflected an increase of $28,000.

IV.

FY10 TRANSPORTATION FUNDING

Kurt Corey, Public Works Department, presented an overview of the City’s FY10 transportation funding
system. He said there were short-term outcomes that needed to be achieved and long-term funding
solutions that had to found. He said the immediate concern was to balance the FY10 road fund operating
budget in order to sustain the existing service model. The longer-term outcome being sought was a
comprehensive, sustainable, locally controlled funding structure for delivering adequate transportation
services to the community that included elimination of the backlog of deferred maintenance.
Mr. Corey said there was a $170 million backlog of capital preservation projects, but that had not grown in
the past year because of funding from a five cent local option gas tax, a transportation component of
system development charges, a $36 million General Obligation bond measure, a fund exchange last year
with Lane County and federal economic stimulus dollars. He referred to a news release provided to
committee members that described the projects planned for the summer of 2009. According to the most
recent pavement management report the backlog was expected to grow by $100 million over the next ten
years even with the current known revenue sources available to address it.
Mr. Corey said the most pressing concern was the $900,000 shortfall in operations and maintenance. He
explained that the primary source of funding for operations and maintenance was the State Highway Trust
Fund, which was supported primarily by the State’s gas tax; the gas tax had not been increased in 16 years.
Additionally, funds the City used to receive in partnership payments from Lane County had been lost and
the reduction of funds coupled with loss of purchasing power and increased construction costs resulted in
an ongoing budget gap of approximately $4 million, with $2.8 million needed to close the gap in FY10.
He described the efforts of the Council Committee on Transportation Funding Solutions to solve funding
problems with a comprehensive package of five recommendations; of those recommendations a bond
measure was passed in fall 2008 and the remaining four had not been implemented.
Mr. Corey said at the direction of the City Council staff had proposed in the FY10 budget a one-time fix of
a five percent garbage hauler surcharge, a $500,000 transfer from stormwater and wastewater funds and a
$1.4 million transfer from local gas tax funds. The council had approved the fund transfers, but voted
against the garbage surcharge, which resulted in the $857,000 shortfall. He said if nothing changed the
shortfall next year would be $4 million. He said options for filling the gap included implementing one or
more new sources of revenue, redirecting existing revenues, cutting costs by reducing services or some
combination of those options.
Mr. Barofsky conveyed the City Council’s request for input from the Budget Committee on the garbage
hauler surcharge.
Ms. Solomon asked if there was any possibility of legislative action that would address transportation
funding. Mr. Corey replied that HB 2001, which was the transportation bill, included provisions for a
four-year moratorium on local option gas taxes with current gas taxes held harmless, removal of the
requirement that counties send vehicle registration fees to the ballot, and placeholders for increases in
vehicle title and registration fees and the State gas tax. He said it was uncertain how much revenue would
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be generated by the current version of the bill, but estimated that Eugene could receive $2-2.5 million
annually.
Ms. Solomon commented that following the council’s rejection of the garbage hauler surcharge she had
discussed the issue with residents who had opposed it and they had indicated a willingness to support a gas
tax. She hoped that option could be explored further.
In response to a question from Ms. Syrett, Mr. Corey said the City was partnering with Lane County to
work on gravel roads in order to use the County’s equipment.
Ms. Syrett felt that the garbage hauler surcharge was a reasonable approach to funding street maintenance
and found arguments for targeting that particular industry persuasive. She asked how much revenue would
be generated annually by a five percent surcharge. Mr. Corey replied that $900,000 would be generated at
the five percent level.
Mr. McDonald commented that asphalt with a substantial amount of ground rubber in the mix was higher
in cost but much more durable than other surfaces. He asked if the City had considered making the more
durable surface a requirement in order to reduce maintenance needs in the future. Mr. Corey said the City
was always looking for technologies and methods to reduce maintenance, maximize resources and reduce
impacts on the environment, however ground rubber asphalt mix is not currently being considered due to
lack of evidence of its longer durability. The City does use the warm mix asphalt technique that reduces
costs and greenhouse gas emissions.
Mr. McDonald said that the City and County of Los Angeles and states of Arizona, Oklahoma and Florida
all had ten years of experience with the more durable surface materials and would be willing to share
information. He noted that road improvements on Elmira Street and Maple Road were partially funded by
property owner assessments and asked what that amount would be. Mr. Corey replied that the assessments
to property owners were estimated at $1.2 million.
Mr. Zelenka said he had also heard from several people that the gas tax should be reconsidered. He
favored the garbage hauler surcharge and was interested in the Budget Committee’s opinion of it. He
listed three options for funding the $900,000 shortfall: cuts to the General Fund, cuts to the road fund or
implementation of the garbage hauler surcharge.
Mr. Barofsky stated he supported the garbage hauler surcharge and was concerned about the easy fix of
taking the $1 million promised last year to fix potholes. He felt that commitment to the citizens should be
honored. He believed that the garbage hauler surcharge was fair and had a direct nexus with street
maintenance. He said the City could no longer delay resolving the problem of transportation funding.
Mr. Pryor remarked that the FY10 shortfall of $900,000 had to be addressed immediately and he wanted
the committee’s best advice on how to balance the budget.
Mr. Poling said he had received suggestions for transportation funding that included approaching the
County about a vehicle registration fee, increasing the gas tax and a transportation utility fee. He said the
Intergovernmental Relations (IGR) Committee had briefly discussed HB 2001, but not yet taken a position.
He urged the council to carefully read the bill before deciding whether or not to support it as there were
several provisions of some concern.
Mr. Clark agreed that the City had a transportation funding problem, but did not believe a garbage hauler
surcharge was the remedy, particularly in difficult economic times. He referred to a recent letter in the
newspaper that compared the cost of road improvements in Springfield and Eugene, with Eugene’s cost
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appearing to be much higher on a per mile basis. Mr. Corey said numbers could be taken out of context
and used to convey any message; the figure cited for Springfield was the estimated cost of an overlay
project while the Eugene figure represented a full construction project with all street amenities and a direct
comparison was therefore misleading.
Mr. Clark indicated his interest in discussing a gas tax depending on the outcome of legislative action, but
he preferred to look internally at a General Fund solution. Mr. Corey said a moratorium on local option
gas taxes would not affect those that were in place before the effective date of the bill.
Mr. Smith supported transferring $1 million from the Facility Reserve to cover the $900,000 shortfall. He
felt that a majority of voters would probably support a two-cent gas tax, although that could depend on the
price of gasoline at the time of the election. He had gained a new appreciation for transportation funding
issues as a member of the Budget Committee and asked if staff had preferences for funding solutions. Mr.
Corey replied that there had been a number of recommendations over the years and stressed that any
solution should have a locally controlled, renewable and sustainable utility-based fee as the cornerstone.
Ms. Holser argued in favor of the garbage hauler surcharge. She wanted garbage and recycling services in
place from a health perspective and was willing to pay for them, including a fee that was not expensive.
She agreed the garbage utility used the streets extensively and advised the council to reconsider the
surcharge.
Mr. Potwora stated that it appeared there had been a systemic lack of will for some time and it was time for
the council to show leadership and address the FY10 budget deficit and long-term funding needs.
Ms. Ortiz commented that it seemed the council was asking the citizen members of the Budget Committee
to find resources where there were none. She stated that she supported the garbage hauler surcharge and
had talked to many people in the community who, while they did not like the surcharge, did expect the
council to make decisions. She asked citizens what other solutions they could suggest instead of the
recommendations put forward by staff and the council; none were offered. She appreciated the efforts of
staff to respond to the council’s changing directions. She was not certain if she had the energy to pursue a
gas tax and hoped the council would reconsider the surcharge.
Mr. Zelenka remarked that the package of recommendations from the Council Committee on Transportation Funding Solutions was intended to address the backlog of projects over a lengthy period of time while
maintaining the current level of service. He said over 30 funding options were examined from every
possible perspective, resulting in a package that included a tax levy, a street utility fee based on parking, a
gas tax increment, the garbage hauler surcharge and street lighting utility fee that would provide the
necessary funding level of about $18 million annually. He supported the package because it was fair,
equitable and solved the problem and hoped the council would revisit all of those options.
Mr. Pryor said part of his hesitation was timing in the midst of one of the worst economies since the
1930's, with Oregon and Lane County being particularly hard hit. He said residents felt it was not the time
to be imposing additional taxes and any revenue measure that was placed on the ballot would likely fail.
He agreed it was essential to focus immediate attention on the FY10 budget and was willing to discuss the
possibility of a one-year garbage hauler fee.
Mr. McDonald disliked connecting a garbage hauler fee with roads. He said there was never a good time
to impose taxes, but the council could consider a short-term garbage hauler fee while a long-term funding
plan was being developed. He stressed the importance of a connection between service and revenue
source.
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In response to a question from Ms. Solomon, Mr. Ruiz said the $1 million allocated for pothole repair
could be reallocated to operations and maintenance, thereby reducing services in the pothole repair
program in FY10.
Ms. Solomon said that appeared to be the most expedient solution to the FY10 budget problem, since there
did not appear to be consensus on the garbage hauler surcharge. She said the surcharge made sense
because of the frequent use of residential streets, but she became concerned over the fact that haulers also
paid a license fee, which made the surcharge seem like double taxation. The surcharge also did not
address other large vehicles that used streets frequently.
Mr. Barofsky pointed out that the garbage companies were not being taxed; the cost would be passed
through to customers. He said it was time to move forward and he intended to put a motion on the floor to
recommend the garbage haulers fee for a one-year period.
Ms. Syrett observed that the surcharge would add less than $12.00 annually to a residential customer’s
garbage bill. She agreed the economy was bad, but felt people would be willing to pay that amount to
address the operations and maintenance funding crisis and concurred with Mr. Potwora’s remarks about a
crisis in leadership.
Mr. Clark said he wanted to have a discussion within the broader context of priorities and was willing to
offer a substitute motion or amendment to consider General Fund cuts instead of adding a new tax. He
thought the surcharge would be as quickly referred to the ballot as a gas tax and just as likely to fail, but a
gas tax had better justification as a user fee because it offered consumers a choice.
Ms. Taylor commented that a vehicle registration fee was the best solution and the City should pursue that
if the ban was lifted. She also supported a two-cent gas tax. She said a garbage surcharge of $1.00 per
month did make a big difference to people who were struggling financially and felt that revenue directly
connected to automobiles was fairer.
Ms. Ortiz asked Mr. Barofsky to include an exemption for school districts in his proposed motion
regarding the garbage hauler surcharge.
Mr. Potwora said from a citizen’s perspective, regardless of the funding solution, the City had done a
terrible job of educating the public about the situation. He urged the council to resolve their differences
and make a decision that would get the City through the next year while long-term solutions were
developed and the public was educated about the problem and necessary solutions.
Mr. Solomon questioned whether a surcharge exemption would apply to private schools and stated she
preferred not to exempt any schools because they generated considerable traffic on local streets.
Ms. Ortiz suggested that school exemptions might be based on school population.
In response to a question from Mr. Zelenka, City Attorney Glenn Klein explained that a fee was referable
to the ballot if it was a legislative action, but not if it was an administrative action. He said a legislative
action would be the council’s adoption of an ordinance establishing a surcharge; an administrative action
would be the city manager’s adoption of an administrative order changing fees. He thought that an
ordinance would be required in order for the revenue to be used in a particular way and voters could refer
the ordinance.
Mr. Zelenka pointed out that garbage haulers were guaranteed a rate of return by the City; a benefit that
other businesses did not enjoy. He said a recent rate increase imposed by garbage haulers on their
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customers, which was twice the proposed surcharge, had not resulted in people changing or dropping their
garbage service.
Ms. Syrett liked the concept of a vehicle registration fee, but recognized there were obstacles. Mr. Corey
said that currently only the County could impose such a fee, which would be countywide, and the council
was also concerned about extending the fee to other users.
Mr. Smith asked why the surcharge was not extended to other large vehicles that regularly used the streets,
such as freight trucks and LTD buses. Mr. Corey replied that garbage haulers were unique users of local
transportation systems as no other large vehicles routinely used every street in the City every week. He
said most garbage trucks weighed in excess of 30,000 pounds and studies documented the damage inflicted
on locally designed streets by those types of vehicles. Other large trucks typically did not use local streets
and were actually prohibited except for specific construction services. He said the surcharge was a
commonly used mechanism across the county for generating revenue for road maintenance and repair.
Mr. Clark agreed with Ms. Ortiz’s concern about imposing a financial burden on schools and granting
them an exemption raised the question of whether other entities should be granted an exemption. He
preferred to solve the transportation funding problem on a regional basis as the County and other
jurisdictions were in a similar predicament. He hoped that the issue would be raised with county
commissioners.
Mr. Poling said the City was trying to repair and maintain the entire transportation system and garbage
haulers were targeted because of their use of local streets. The surcharge should be dedicated to local
residential streets, otherwise other heavy vehicles should be included.
Mr. Zelenka remarked that county commissioners had indicated they would consider a countywide vehicle
registration fee only if every jurisdiction in Lane County requested it.
Mr. Barofsky appreciated the creative ideas that had been discussed and said he was willing to consider
amendments to his motion that would achieve filling the $900,000 operations and maintenance budget gap.
He remarked that one city had taken the approach of “selling” potholes and painting the logo of the
business that paid for the repair on the spot when work was completed.
Ms. Ortiz asked staff to provide information at the next Budget Committee meeting on Mr. Poling’s
suggestion to dedicate a garbage hauler surcharge to local streets.
Ms. Solomon pointed out that another option for filling the budget gap was to transfer Facility Reserve
funds from the pothole program to operations and maintenance. She was concerned that a surcharge would
not be limited to one year.
Mr. Corey believed there was a way to dedicate surcharge revenue to local streets because that was where
most of the pothole work was done.

V.

INFORMATION REQUESTS, INTENDED MOTIONS, NEXT STEPS

Mr. Barofsky noted that a citizen member of the Budget Committee—Noah Kamrat— had not attended
any of the meetings and expressed concern about lack of balance on the committee. He asked the council
to consider whether a replacement should be appointed.
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Ms. Murdoch explained that Mr. Kamrat was transferred out of the country by his employer immediately
after he was appointed to the committee. He would return in June and had expressed an interest in
continuing as a committee member.
In response to questions from Mr. Clark and Ms. Syrett, Assistant City Manager Sarah Medary explained
that the budget for the police auditor’s office was included in the city manager’s office budget. She would
provide details of the auditor’s budget. Mr. Ruiz noted that $10,000 had been added to the auditor’s
budget for investigative services.
Mr. Barofsky asked committee members to think about motions they wanted to propose and provide that
information to staff as soon as possible.
Ms. Solomon inquired about the status of union negotiations. Mr. Ruiz said negotiations were still in
progress and no agreements had yet been reached. He said the $12 million savings plan included $2.6
million savings in General Fund personal services and options for achieving those savings were being
discussed with the unions.

VI.

ADJOURN

The meeting adjourned at 9 p.m.
(Recorded by Lynn Taylor)
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MINUTES
Budget Committee
Bascom-Tykeson Room—Eugene Public Library
100 West 10th Avenue—Eugene, Oregon
May 13, 2009
7 p.m.
PRESENT:

John Barofsky, Chair; Claire Syrett, Vice Chair; George Brown, Mike Clark, Mary Ann
Holser, Terry McDonald, George Poling, Joseph Potwora, Chris Pryor, Doug Smith, Betty
Taylor, Alan Zelenka, members; Mayor Kitty Piercy; City Manager Jon Ruiz; Assistant
City Manager Sarah Medary; City Attorney Glenn Klein; Library, Recreation, and Cultural Services Director Renee Grube; Central Services Director Kristi Hammitt, Public Works
Director Kurt Corey; Fire and Emergency Medical Services Director Randy Grove; Chief
of Police Pete Kerns; Planning and Development Director Susan Muir; Deanne Raile, Kitty Murdoch, Karen Burling, Sue Cutsogeorge, John Huberd, Pavel Gubanikhin, Glen
Svendsen, Financial Services; Becky Carlson, Public Works Department; Scott Luell,
Planning and Development Department.

ABSENT:

Kate Davidson, Noah Kamrat, Andrea Ortiz, Jennifer Solomon, members.

I.

PUBLIC COMMENT

Mr. Barofsky called the meeting of the Budget Committee to order.
Mr. Barofsky reviewed the rules of the Public Comment period. He then called for public comment.
Scott Bartlett, 1445 East 21st Avenue, asked the committee to support the City’s long-time partnership
with Lane County in regard to animal care and animal services because he believed more money was
needed to address the feral cat and pit bull overpopulation problems. He said the contract between the City
and County included a cap of $250,000 on dog license revenues. Due to resident canvasses conducted in
Eugene, the County was bumping up against that number. He suggested the cap be raised by $75,000 to
$100,000 and that the City consider splitting those revenues with the County to incentivize the process and
dedicate its share to pay for spay and neuter assistance or public education. He suggested the committee
consider assessing residents an additional $1 surcharge on licenses to generate money to address the pit
bull overpopulation problem.
Robert Olson, 3218 Sisters Loop, asked the committee to direct additional money to Lane County for the
purposes advocated for by Mr. Bartlett. He particularly supported additional money for spay and neuter
programs. He shared statistics about the dog and cat overpopulation problem and said that to have an
effective no-kill program the community must control its pet populations. Mr. Olson said that spay and
neuter programs were very effective and a small investment now avoided the need to spend money to kill
animals in the future. He asked that the cap mentioned by Mr. Bartlett be adjusted.
Rob Harvey, 5385 Belmont Street, a member of the Board of Directors of Kidsports, thanked the
committee for its past support of Kidsports and for field maintenance, as well as for including funding for
Kidsports in the proposed budget. He asked the committee to find additional money to put toward more
scholarships in light of the organization’s reduced revenues.
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Peter Sorenson, 125 East 8th Avenue, thanked the committee for all the good work it was doing.
There being no more requests to speak, Mr. Barofsky solicited comments.
Mr. Potwora asked about the cap mentioned by Mr. Bartlett and Mr. Olson. Ms. Raile said the City
contracted with Lane County for animal control services. That included enforcement, field officers,
kenneling animals, dog licensing, and the cattery. There were two components to the City’s contribution,
one of which was a $685,000 payment from the General Fund and one of which the revenues from dog
licenses bought by Eugene residents, which was capped at $257,000, for a total of approximately
$942,000. The City increased the General Fund contribution by $13,000 in the proposed budget and
retained the cap on the license fee revenues.
Ms. Raile acknowledged that that Lane County staff had done a great job of increasing dog license
revenues through canvassing. She said that Lane County staff would like to use the additional money
realized through that effort to support the service. Ms. Raile said the City’s position was that it was just
not in a financial position to increase that amount when the service level was not being increased. She said
the City was paying for the service it could afford.
Mr. Potwora asked if the City Council could raise the licensing fee and pass the incremental increase to the
County. Ms. Raile said the City could raise the license fee; however, it needed to be sensitive to residents
in regard to fee increases. The City’s goal was still to maintain the cost of the program at $942,000, and if
license revenues were raised, she would recommend a smaller General Fund payment to offset the
increase.
Mr. Poling suggested that the additional license revenues generated by Lane County be directed toward
Lane County and the City’s General Fund contribution reduced by a like amount.
Mr. Barofsky asked what amount was involved. Ms. Raile indicated the amount was about $230,000; the
cap had not been exceeded, but the County hoped it would in the near future, based on its continued
efforts.
Mr. McDonald arrived.
Mr. Barofsky believed that the revenues above the cap should go to the County given there was no effect
on the General Fund. City Manager Ruiz suggested that given the City was helping to fund the effort, it
should have some return. Mr. Barofsky believed that the City was benefiting from the service provided.
City Manager Ruiz agreed that it was a valuable service but continued to believe that the City’s investment
allowed it to establish a service level, which included the revenues generated from license fees. He said
that while it might be admirable to give the County the money, he thought the City should have some
benefit. Mr. Barofsky acknowledged City Manager Ruiz’s remarks, but said every year the committee
heard from advocates for animals, and he thought it might be worth considering because the committee
heard a demand for it from the community and he did not think it would have an impact on the deficit.
Ms. Holser believed that any additional revenues above the cap should go to the County’s spay and neuter
program for the reasons mentioned in testimony. She thought it was logical that revenues from licensing
should be dedicated to animal-related services. She thought the committee needed to discuss both that and
whether the General Fund contribution should be reduced.
Mr. Pryor clarified the details of the revenue stream from dog licenses and the fact the City controlled its
own dog license fees. He expressed concern that raising the license fee might result in fewer people
licensing their animals.
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Mr. Clark did not support increasing the license fees given the high rate of noncompliance and because it
was not fair to those who did license their dogs. He determined from Ms. Raile that the costs of the current
program were negotiated with the County and were based on a service level expectation. The City had
provided limited increases in the contract amount since a significant increase in 2004. Mr. Clark asked if
the County had increased funding for the service as well. Ms. Raile did not know. She said the County
had argued for a contract increase on the basis that it was paying for more than its share of the service. It
had been the City’s intent to reduce its General Fund contribution in anticipation that license revenues
would increase, as had been suggested by a Lane County task force.
Mr. Clark said he might be persuaded to increase the cap and allow Lane County to keep the additional
revenues if the money would go to offset the General Fund payment and the County increased its
contribution by a like amount.
City Manager Ruiz said staff was taking the same approach in this situation as it had in the case of
recreation fees; any revenues above those anticipated were directed to the General Fund. He suggested
that the committee maintain the current cap and when the County reached the cap, the committee could
discuss the issue in the context of a supplemental budget. He did not think the County would reach the cap
within the next 30 days. Mr. Clark and Mr. Pryor endorsed that approach.
Mr. Potwora said he would support the recommendation offered in testimony only with a price increase in
the license fees. He also liked City Manager Ruiz’s idea and said he would also like more discussion of
what represented a fair split.
Mr. Pryor emphasized the need to hold the City harmless in regard to the revenue from license fees given
that the budget was predicated on certain expectations. He was willing to discuss raising the fee and
splitting the money with the County.
Mr. Barofsky observed that lay members’ involvement in the supplemental budget process was limited and
he thought that the current budget review process was an appropriate venue for the committee to act on the
requests of citizens.
Ms. Holser questioned if the City’s contribution was proportional to its population and contribution toward
service demand. Ms. Raile said the County had done a study regarding those issues and the contract was
increased by $150,000 annually as result and the County had agreed to pursue licensing more aggressively.

II.

LANE COUNTY COMMISSIONER COMMENTS

The committee was joined by Lane County commissioners Peter Sorenson and Rob Handy, who were
present to solicit funds from Eugene to fill Lane County’s budget shortfalls. Mr. Sorenson distributed a
Lane County budget fact sheet and briefly reviewed its contents. Mr. Handy discussed the status of the
State budget as it regarding human service funding. He asked the committee to restore $164,434 to the
City’s allocation to the Human Services Commission to allow it to maintain last year’s service levels. He
also asked the committee to provide Lane County with half the costs of opening a jail pod holding 84 beds
at a cost of $1,640,000. He suggested that could help Lane County leverage contributions from other
County municipalities.
Mr. Handy then discussed the City’s contract with Lane County for 15 jail beds to hold Municipal Court
prisoners. He said that contract was currently being negotiated. Mr. Handy asked Eugene to change its
practice and allow its 15 beds to become part of the risk assessment process at the jail.
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Mr. Barofsky solicited committee comments and questions.
Mr. Clark thanked the commissioners and expressed hope that some of the State funding of concern would
be restored.
Mr. Clark asked about Lane County’s legal obligation to Lane County residents as it related to the
provision of jail bed services. Mr. Sorenson responded by saying that that Lane County was under a
federal court decree that limited the number of inmates that the County could hold in jail. That included
all 20 contract beds the County had with Springfield and Eugene. He reiterated Mr. Handy’s request that
Eugene allow its 15 beds to become part of the risk assessment process at the jail so that the jail was not
holding taggers while releasing more dangerous prisoners. He also reiterated the request for jail funding to
help fund the pod the Board of County Commissioners had shut down due to “trending lines.” Mr.
Sorenson added that the County was violating the federal court decree in the sense that “it had people in
there but we kick them out to become in compliance.” He noted that the jail released nine people on May
4, for example.
Mr. Clark repeated his question, clarifying it by asking if there was a minimal level of service required of
Lane County by the State. Mr. Sorenson said as far as he knew, Lane County was in compliance with the
federal court decree and State law. He said that Lane County must reconcile a series of state mandates for
service that were not appropriately funded.
Mr. Clark wanted to develop a creative solution that helped all the citizens of Lane County. He asked the
amount of federal timber money received in fiscal year 2010. Mr. Sorenson did not know the precise
number but estimated it at $20 million and knew it went down in the future. Mr. Clark suggested that
public safety was the highest priority for both Eugene and Lane County, and hoped that the County used
the $20 million in federal timber money to provide considerably more funding for a public safety system
that he believed was in crisis. Mr. Sorenson declared that Lane County was not going to provide more
public safety services because of plummeting revenues. He said the board had to close the Forest Work
Camp, the Community Corrections Center, and the jail pod. He asserted the board was doing the best it
could in a bad environment, and the City’s help would mean a lot.
Mr. Poling wanted the County to prioritize the federal timber money it had received for public safety. He
said that Eugene did not have an extra $1.6 million to put into jail beds. He asked the location of the pod
in question. Mr. Sorenson did not know. Mr. Poling said if it was on the third floor, it could be opened in
sections of 24 inmates. He said that unless things significantly changed, the Municipal Court inmates in
the jail for non-violent crimes were exempted from the matrix because their jail beds were paid for by the
two cities. Mr. Sorenson said that Lane County did not count those inmates or give them a risk assessment
score because it did not have the time and money to do so. However, those inmates counted under the
federal cap and Lane County staff was responsible for determining which Eugene inmates would be
released once the 15 beds were filled. He said the board wanted the State Court Administrator and
Sheriff’s Office to use the risk assessment tool for all inmates, including those in jail under municipal
charges so that the jail was not in the situation of holding a Municipal Court inmate while having to release
a more dangerous State Court inmate.
Mr. Barofsky asked what Mr. Sorenson meant when he referred to “leveraging” Eugene’s money, and if
that suggested the County would be matching it or asking other cities to match it. Mr. Sorenson said that
while there were several possible approaches, he believed that if Lane County could secure funding from
the cities holding the 70 percent of Lane County residents that live in the 12 incorporated cities, it could
provide the 30 percent attributable to the rural population. He did not have a precise formula in mind.
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Mr. Barofsky said Eugene did not have a lot of discretionary money but he thought it was important for
governments to work collaboratively. He suggested the potential of a money exchange such as that which
occurred last year in the Road Fund. He thought there were other areas where collaboration could occur,
and noted that the County alone had authority to impose a local vehicle registration fee. Mr. Sorenson said
the Road Fund revenue trend was also in decline, but it had a positive balance that allowed the County to
do road maintenance. Mr. Handy expressed appreciation for the funding exchange that had occurred the
previous year and expressed commitment for continued funding for Buckley House.
Mr. Handy observed that the staffing requirements for 42 beds would be the same as for 84 beds and
suggested that the County might as well target the larger number of beds. Mr. Sorenson emphasized the
importance of short-term jail capacity as means to gain compliance with drug and alcohol programs.
Mr. McDonald determined from Mr. Sorenson that he envisioned a City-County Road Fund exchange as
one means of funding the jail pod and continued to hope the City reconsidered its allocation of jail beds.
Responding to a question from Mr. McDonald about the merit of Mr. Sorenson’s suggestions, City
Manager Ruiz expressed concern about the allocation of City beds. In regard to any funding exchange, he
said that until the council made a decision on the Road Fund, he did not consider the money available.
Mr. Sorenson reminded those present of past failed public safety funding measures. He did not think it
made sense to go to the voters now. He suggested that the City’s contract for 15 beds might have been a
good policy when there were more jail beds, but he questioned whether it was good policy to keep taggers
in jail when other inmates were released. Mr. McDonald suggested that the issue of jail beds was best
addressed at the staff level. Mr. Sorenson concurred, adding that the board was really more interested in
the issue of HSC and jail funding. Mr. Handy suggested that the committee could give direction to the
City Manager in regard to the jail beds at this time.
Ms. Syrett said she had intended to offer the committee a motion to restore the additional funding that the
City provided last year to the HSC as a means of continuing to provide cost of living increases for the staff
of nonprofit providers.
Mr. Pryor recommended that Lane County address the issue of jail beds with City Manager Ruiz, Police
Chief Pete Kerns, and the Municipal Court Judge. He believed that if the committee talked about moving
money, it had to be new money. He said a countywide vehicle registration fee could generate new money
and help “float all the boats” in Lane County. He suggested that the City could use those revenues to
supplant the General Fund revenues going to the Road Fund and use the General Fund revenues for jail
beds and to reduce the deficit in future years. He said that such a fee needed to be enacted quickly.
Mr. Handy agreed with Mr. Pryor. He further maintained that the County should be the venue for decision
making about such things as local gas taxes to ensure coordination between the cities. He noted that the
Metropolitan Policy Committee would discuss Mayor Piercy’s suggestion for a transportation summit the
next day, and that could be another venue for discussion.
Mr. Sorenson determined from City Manager Ruiz that $1 million in General Fund revenues was directed
toward the City Road Fund. Mr. Sorenson advocated for a funding exchange involving the Road Fund.
He expressed appreciation for the suggestion for a countywide vehicle registration fee, which he believed
the current board was interested in pursuing.
Ms. Holser suggested the construction of the Springfield jail would take pressure off the County jail. Mr.
Sorenson concurred. He said that it would result in greater capacity for lower risk inmates at the Lane
County jail.
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Mr. Zelenka also favored a countywide vehicle registration fee. He believed it would be relatively easy to
administer and the fee did not have to be high to produce much revenue. He pointed out that in regard to
gas taxes, most of the gas stations were in Eugene-Springfield and both those cities already had gas taxes.
Mr. Zelenka wanted to know the pros and cons of the County’s request to release the 15 beds and asked
the City Manager to involve the municipal judge in that discussion.
Mr. Zelenka suggested that the committee could fund jail beds for $1.6 million, the HSC for $166,000, and
five new police officers for $737,000 using the Facility Reserve as a trust fund. He found that an
interesting idea. He also wanted to know more about the pros and cons of the Road Fund exchange
mentioned by Mr. Sorenson, and wanted to know if it was possible to open the jail in sections as suggested
by Mr. Poling.
Mr. Clark asked if Lane County would responsible for the costs of incarceration if a Circuit Court judge
ordered that a prisoner be held in an adjacent county or Springfield jail. Mr. Sorenson said a Circuit Court
judge could order such a prisoner to be held in another jail. There was no case law governing the issue.
The County that received the prisoner would have to pay the immediate costs and it could take that entity
some time to recover the costs. He did not think that such an approach had been used.
Mr. Clark continued to question who was responsible for running the jail. He was interested in a funding
exchange that would be mutually beneficial to both parties. He did not believe the release of the City’s 15
beds would be in the City’s interest and would leave Municipal Court judges without effective sanctions.
Mr. Sorenson said those judges would have the same problem as Circuit Court judges have. Mr. Clark
said that got back to the issue of who was responsible for the service. The City had the responsibility to
run Municipal Court and contracted with the County for beds to make that court work. He feared that
changing that agreement would harm the Municipal Court.
Mr. Clark suggested that the larger question was the $20 million in federal timber money the County had
received; as a constituent, he respectfully suggested it was outrageous for the County to not spend that
money on the public’s highest priority, the provision of public safety services. He said if the County
wanted to get out of the business of providing jail services, he wanted some legal advice about that issue.
For the sake of the citizens that both jurisdictions served, he wanted to find some mutually beneficial
agreements.
Mr. Handy said that after the County addressed its structural deficit and other commitments, it had $7
million in timber money. He advocated for a broader view of services. Mr. Clark suggested that the board
had budgetary choices it must make. He offered to partner with the board on other solutions, but
encouraged Mr. Handy and Mr. Sorenson to reconsider their current approach to public safety funding.
Mr. McDonald hoped the committee would ask the City Manager to examine the issue of the risk
assessment and City’s contract for jail beds.
Responding to a request for input from Mr. McDonald, City Manager Ruiz said the City was looking at a
$12 million shortfall this year and he anticipated another shortfall next year. He recalled that in fiscal year
2009, the committee added an additional $150,000 to the base HSC allocation due to the need. That was
intended to be a one-time expenditure but now the County was suggesting it was part of the City’s base
contribution, and he feared any additional contribution to the jail would be considered in the same light
next year. City Manager Ruiz believed that the committee’s use of one-time money to fund ongoing
expenses was a continuing problem. It was not a sustainable financial practice. City Manager Ruiz said
essentially, the City was being asked to use its one-time money as opposed to the County’s one-time
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money. He also believed that the City contributed quite a bit to the current jail. The City already paid
$1.5 million for the use of jail beds. He reiterated that his concerns were financial and not about the need,
which was real.
City Manager Ruiz noted the City’s contribution to the HSC was increasing this year.
Mr. Sorenson acknowledged that the County frequently asked Eugene for money and the 11 other cities in
Lane County did not contribute proportionately. As a Eugene taxpayer, he appreciated the City’s fiscal
discipline. However, he believed there were ways the two jurisdictions could work together to achieve the
desired end in a way that benefited all residents.
Mr. McDonald suggested that mutual work on a vehicle registration fee would be one of the better ways in
which the two jurisdictions could get together to address long-standing needs.
Mr. Poling concurred with the remarks of Mr. Clark in regard to the use of the federal timber revenues.
Speaking to the subject of a vehicle registration fee, he thought the Eugene council supported such a fee.
He said if there was any momentum toward changing the jail bed contract, he would first like to see a cost
comparison between what Eugene was paying the County and what Springfield might charge. He
suggested that the City could send its low-crime prisoners to Springfield when that city opened its new jail.

III.

MINUTES APPROVAL
Mr. Poling, seconded by Mr. Pryor, moved to approve the minutes of January 28, 2009.
The motion passed unanimously, 12:0.

IV.

INTENDED MOTIONS

Mr. Barofsky solicited intended motions from committee members.
Mr. Clark anticipated that he and Mr. Brown would offer the committee a motion calling for funding for
additional officers.
Mr. Poling said he would offer a motion to amend the City’s contract with Lane County Animal Services
to remove the cap, retain the current General Fund contribution, and retain the current license fee.
Mr. Zelenka said he intended to make three motions: one to encourage Lane County to institute a
countywide vehicle registration fee; one to use $16 million in the Facility Reserve with the interest accrued
to fund jail beds at a cost of $1.6 million for jail beds, the HSC Fund at a cost of $166,000, and five new
officers at a cost of $737,000; and one calling for another Road Fund exchange with Lane County if there
was General Fund money directed toward the Road Fund.
Mr. Potwora indicated he would offer a motion that any motion proposing to increase the budget must be
accompanied by a budget offset.
Mr. Barofsky clarified the details of the current Eugene Water & Electric Board contribution-in-lieu oftaxes (CILT) with Ms. Raile. She indicated that while that revenue stream would be greater than
anticipated, other revenue streams, including property tax revenue collections, would be lower than
anticipated, and the higher CILT helped offset those losses.
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Mr. Poling recalled that the council had passed a motion directing the staff and Budget Committee not to
use any of the Facility Reserve in the current budget process and said he wanted more information about
the ramifications of using that money now. Mr. Clark asked the cost of changing direction given the
discussions about the use of that money that had already occurred.
Ms. Syrett suggested that part of the problem with proposing an offsetting reduction was that the reduction
also became a subject of debate. The proposed reduction could also be quite arbitrary.
Ms. Syrett referred to the General Fund revenue projections associated police patrol services and the 9-1-1
center and the fact they were higher than projected in the past, and suggested that there could be additional
funding in the future the committee would want to be prepared to spend. She suggested the committee’s
current discussion could inform future supplemental budget discussions or the use of unanticipated funds.
She requested information about how the General Fund revenues were projected.
At the request of Mr. Poling, City Manager Ruiz reviewed the motion passed by the City Council
regarding the use of the Facility Reserve:
Until the council makes decisions after receiving the information described above, the city
manger shall not include in his proposed budget the use of any portion of the Facility Reserve.
Mr. Poling recalled that his motion encompassed the Budget Committee. Ms. Medary said staff would do
further research.
Mr. Barofsky took some exception to the council’s action as thought the budget should be considered as a
whole and it was his role to bring his values to the discussion. He pointed out that the council had final
say on the budget, which came to it as a recommendation from the committee. Ms. Holser agreed.
Mr. Poling expressed appreciation for Mr. Barofsky’s comments, but said in the past, he had been
concerned about committees being on “shopping expeditions” for funding for pet projects. If the council
did not want something to be part of that “shopping list,” it had to hold it back. He did not have the same
concern about the current committee. He thought that the core element of the motion was a sound
approach for the council but did not object to hearing the committee’s perspective, which he thought Mr.
Zelenka’s motion would accomplish. He said the council depended on the committee’s lay members for
fresh and creative ideas.
Mr. Poling said he meant no disrespect, but was concerned that the Facility Reserve, which was designed
for a specific purpose, had been reduced from $40 million to $22 million because of committee actions.
His intent was to protect those moneys for the one-time uses they were initially set aside for. He did not
support funding ongoing expenditures, no matter how worthy, with one-time funding.
Mr. Brown thought the intent of the motion he intended to offer and Mr. Zelenka’s motion was not to stir
up controversy but rather to stimulate creative thought about the proper use of the money left in the fund.
Once it was spent, it was gone.
Mr. Smith appreciated Mr. Pryor’s expression of confidence in the committee.
V.

ADJOURN

Mr. Barofsky adjourned the meeting at 9:25 p.m.
(Recorded by Kimberly Young)

MINUTES—Budget Committee

May 13, 2009
55

MINUTES
Eugene Budget Committee
Public Hearing
Council Chamber, City Hall
777 Pearl Street—Eugene, Oregon
May 18, 2009
7 p.m.
PRESENT:

John Barofsky, Chair; Claire Syrett, Vice Chair; George Brown, Mike Clark, Andrea
Ortiz, George Poling, Chris Pryor, Jennifer Solomon, Betty Taylor, Alan Zelenka, Mary
Ann Holser, Kate Davidson, Joseph Potwora, Doug Smith, members.

ABSENT:

Terry McDonald, Noah Kamrat, members.

Mr. Barofsky called the meeting of the Eugene Budget Committee to order. He noted that tomorrow was
Election Day and reminded everyone to drop off their ballots. He congratulated City employee Pavel
Gubanikhin on becoming a United States citizen.
Mr. Barofsky opened the public hearing and reviewed the rules for providing testimony.
I.

PUBLIC HEARING ON THE FY10 BUDGET RECOMMENDATIONS

Kitty Piercy, Mayor, City of Eugene, reflected on recent proposals by two county commissioners to make
the City’s 15 municipal court jail beds available to the general jail population. She welcomed discussions
with the commission about regional economic issues and looked forward to exploring solutions at the joint
elected officials level, but making the municipal court beds available to the County would mean the City
would have no capacity and its public safety system would be rendered ineffective like the County’s. She
said that did not make good sense and agreed with Judge Wayne Allen about the need to keep the City’s
part of the system as functional as possible.
Ms. Piercy commended the city manager’s budget proposal, which endeavored to protect services and
retain employees within financial constraints. She urged the Budget Committee to identify what services
would be cut if any additional expenditures from the General Fund were authorized.
Irene Alltucker, Relief Nursery, thanked the Budget Committee for its difficult work during the budget
process. She said the need for human services was ever increasing while the cost of doing business
continued to climb. She spoke in favor of the proposal for a $150,000 cost-of-doing-business increase to
the City’s Human Services Commission (HSC) contribution. She said the human services network was
faced with increases in the costs of fuel, food and providing services to clients and the additional funding
would make a wonderful impact on agencies’ ability to deliver services. She said the Relief Nursery had
seen a 48 percent increase in the calls for services during the month of February 2009 over the demand in
February 2008. She urged the committee to approve the proposal for additional funding.
Mark Spence, municipal court judge, echoed Ms. Piercy’s comments regarding the municipal court jail
beds. He said the court viewed any transfer of those resources out of the court’s control as a very bad idea
which would directly impact the quality of life and public safety in Eugene. He said there were a number
of violations that were only prosecuted by the City because of the County’s lack of resources and a number
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of people were held in jail solely because the City had that capacity. He said examples of those violations
were shoplifting, bicycle thefts, criminal trespass and prostitution, all of which affected the community’s
quality of life and protections would not be in place if the City relinquished those beds.
Jorge Navarro, Centro Latino Americano, stated that human services continued to experience reductions
in funding, but in the face of that agencies still provided quality services. He said the proposed cost-ofdoing-business increase would help them continue to deliver invaluable services to the community. He
said resources of non-profit agencies were stretched to the maximum extent and a little funding would go a
long way toward helping. He asked the committee to seriously consider the proposal.
Bob Richards, Buckley Center, spoke in support of the proposal for additional human services funding.
He said although there were not enough resources to go around agencies were still providing services, but
it was becoming increasingly difficult. He urged the Budget Committee to support the proposal for a costof-doing-business increase and perhaps place some funds in reserve until the State and County budgets had
been finalized. He stressed that human services saved lives.
Scott Bartlett, Lane County Budget Committee, asked the committee to consider lifting the cap on the
City’s current contract with the County for animal services. He said the City’s partnership with Lane
County began in 1978 and currently the City was responsible for the spay and neuter clinic while the
County handled animal rescue and shelter functions. He recommended stipulating earmarks for accountability if the cap was lifted. He said there was large unmet need because of the exploding population of
feral cats and it took resources to address the problem. Another need was the disproportionate number of
pit bulls that came to the shelter and they disproportionately died. He said lifting the $250,000 cap for dog
licenses by $100,000 could give the City that amount to allocate to spay and neuter vouchers, pit bull
vouchers, enhanced retention efforts and responsible pet ownership.
Lisa Wolverton, Lane County Animal Services Advisory Committee, echoed Mr. Bartlett’s comments
regarding lifting the cap on the City’s contract with the County. She said that would not require the City to
provide additional funds; it would only generate more license revenue that could be used specifically to
help animals with spay and neuter vouchers low income pet owners. She said that would dramatically
reduce the number of animals going into the shelter and urged the committee to lift the cap and earmark
revenue for those programs.
Zachary Vishanoff, Eugene, distributed copies of email correspondence between him and City staff
regarding a May 20 meeting related to development around Walnut Station and the University of Oregon
basketball arena. He said staff had indicated that the meeting was private and he would not be allowed to
attend. He objected to being excluded and felt that the meeting should be open to the public.
Juan Carlos Valle, member of the Police Commission and Centro Latino Americano board, said he was
speaking as a private citizen about the tools and resources for police officers. He was aware of the police
department’s staffing needs and cognizant of the community’s expectations. He said relying on officers to
work overtime highlighted the department’s needs and he was concerned about the impact of overtime on
officers’ physical and mental health. He said while the department’s effectiveness and efficiency was not
compromised at this point, the situation could not continue. He favored the community policing model
and hoped that the committee would support the proposal for five more officers in the next budget cycle.
He understood the Eugene Police Department’s mandate to protect and serve and hoped that officers could
expect the appropriate level of support to meet the community’s expectations for service.
Mr. Barofsky closed the public hearing and thanked those who spoke. He called for comments from
Budget Committee members.
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Ms. Syrett echoed Ms. Piercy’s remarks about the staff and city manager’s work on the budget and the
importance of identifying the source of funds for any additions to the budget. She intended to make a
motion for increasing human services funding in acknowledgment of the growing need for services in the
community and the incredible work of agencies in providing those services.
Ms. Solomon felt that Mr. Vishanoff should be allowed to attend the meeting he described and asked staff
to provide an explanation and perhaps reverse the decision. Assistant City Manager Sarah Medary said
she would respond to the request tomorrow.
Ms. Holser asked how the services identified by Mr. Bartlett would reduce the number of animals that
were euthanized. Mr. Bartlett said most impounded animals came from the bottom quartile of the
population and there was a direct correlation between the ability to pay for spay and neuter services and
getting that done, as was seen by the exploding population of feral cats and pit bulls. He described an
incident in which a dog was euthanized simply because the resources were not available to deal with a
minor infection. Funding to deal with health issues would be directly invested to save animals.
Mr. Clark agreed with those who spoke in opposition to the County’s proposal regarding municipal court
jail beds.
Mr. Poling asked that his proposed motion regarding animal services include the proposals Mr. Bartlett
made during his testimony. He stressed that the City would not be required to provide additional funding
and there would be accountability for the use of the additional revenue.
Mr. Potwora asked what services would not be provided if the $150,000 increase to human services
funding was not approved. Ms. Alltucker replied that the funds would be contributed to the Human
Services Commission for allocation to agencies. She said for example the Relief Nursery provided home
visits and reimbursed employees for mileage traveling to and from clients’ homes; the increased cost of
fuel would mean providing fewer home visits if funding was not augmented. She said because of the
economy human services were being requested by people who had never before accessed them.
Ms. Medary pointed out that the city manager’s budget proposed a cost-of-living increase in the baseline
contribution to HSC, raising the previous contribution of $1.15 million to $1.35 million. The budget did
not include a one-time payment made in the previous year to provide a cost-of-living adjustment.
Mr. Pryor said it would be a very difficult decision for him as he was both a City official and part of the
human services network. He pointed out that the City of Eugene had consistently provided a high level of
support for human services, even when other jurisdictions contributed nominal amounts. He hoped that
the committee could explore the possibility of contributing an additional $150,000, but questioned where
those resources would be found in a budget that had already been subjected to $12 million in cuts.
Mr. Barofsky announced that, time permitting, the Budget Committee would reconvene at 8:30 p.m. for an
hour-long work session to address as many of committee members’ 11 proposed motions as possible.
Mr. Zelenka stated that any proposal to add expenditures to the budget, which had already been reduced by
$12 million, should identify the source of those funds and not leave that to staff to try to determine. He
wanted to see that requirement formalized by the committee.
Mr. Barofsky determined there were no objections to considering the motions proposed by staff during the
time remaining in the meeting.
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Mr. Barofsky, seconded by Ms. Solomon, moved to amend the Proposed Budget
to:
•
•
•

Remove Proposed FY10 Right-of-Way Fee on city Utilities (Wastewater and
Stormwater) as directed by the City Council on April 27, 2009
Add FY10 Interfund Transfers totaling $500,000 from the Local Wastewater
($100,000) and Stormwater Utility ($400,000) Funds to the Road Fund as approved by the City Council on April 27, 2009
Add $1.4 million of Local Gas Tax to the Road Fund for Operations and
Maintenance and remove the same amount from the Pavement Preservation
Program (Capital)

Mr. Barofsky encouraged the committee to support the motion. He said the action had already been
approved by the council, but had not yet been incorporated into the budget document.
Mr. Zelenka asked if the motion implied a garbage haulers fee. Mr. Barofsky said the motion only
allocated gas tax revenue, plus the wastewater/stormwater transfer, for road operations and maintenance.
Kitty Murdoch, Central Services, said if the motion was passed there would still be a $900,000 shortfall in
operations and maintenance. She pointed out that there was still a 10 percent haulers fee in the proposed
budget and the committee would need to reduce or eliminate it; the motion did not address that fee.
The motion passed unanimously, 14:0.
Mr. Barofsky, seconded by Ms. Syrett, moved to transfer the General Fund budget
for legal services into the City Attorney’s Office.
Kristie Hammitt, Central Services, explained that the motion would establish a City Attorney Budget
within the General Fund by pulling in funding sources available in other departments to create that budget.
Ms. Holser asked how the City determined that it would require up to three additional attorneys on an asneeded basis, in addition to the services of in-house attorneys. Ms. Hammitt said the need was based on an
analysis of the City’s previous requirements for legal counsel. Ms. Medary said the analysis by staff
demonstrated the City currently used the equivalent of six to seven full time attorneys annually. She
pointed out that the motion did not represent the addition of new attorney services or an additional
expenditure for legal counsel; it simply consolidated dollar amounts budgeted in various departments for
legal services.
Mr. Smith supported the idea of an in-house attorney. He asked if the amounts budgeted for legal services
in departments had been compared to actual expenditures. Ms. Medary said the budgeted amounts were
based on departments’ previous expenditure experience.
The motion passed unanimously, 14:0.
ADJOURN
The meeting adjourned at 7:50 P.M.
(Recorded by Lynn Taylor)
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MINUTES
Eugene Budget Committee
McNutt Room—City Hall
777 Pearl Street
May 18, 2009
8:30 p.m.

PRESENT:

ABSENT:

John Barofsky, Chair; Claire Syrett, Vice Chair; Betty Taylor, Jennifer Solomon,
Chris Pryor, Mike Clark, Andrea Ortiz, Kate Davidson, Mary Ann Holser, Joseph Potwora, Doug Smith, George Brown, Alan Zelenka, George Poling, members; Assistant City
Manager Sarah Medary; Kristie Hammitt, Central Services Department; Dee Ann Raile,
Kitty Murdoch, John Huberd, Pavel Gubanikhin, Karen Burling, Financial Services; Glen
Svendsen, Central Services Facilities Management; Susan Muir, Scott Luell, Planning and
Development Department; Kurt Corey, Public Works Department; Renée Grube, Library,
Recreation, and Cultural Services Administration; AIC Chief Pete Kerns, Eugene Police
Department; Fire Chief Randall Groves, Fire & Emergency Medical Services; Glenn
Klein, City Attorney; Kitty Piercy, Mayor.
Noah Kamrat, Terry McDonald, members.

Mr. Barofsky reconvened the City of Eugene Budget Committee meeting to order at 8:30 p.m.

I.

INTENDED MOTIONS, DISCUSSION, AND POSSIBLE ACTION
Mr. Barofsky, seconded by Ms. Davidson, moved that the Budget Committee recommend
that the City Council impose a five percent transportation surcharge on solid waste haulers
to generate an estimated $900,000 for road maintenance and operations; the surcharge will
be for one year, all monies collected to be designated to local streets for operations and
maintenance. Should the City receive any extra road funding from the State or other
sources in the year 2010 budget cycle, that money should be used first to offset the fees as
a priority in order to rescind the surcharge.

Mr. Barofsky said he had offered the motion because the City Council had requested input from the
Budget Committee. He believed it was prudent to look at this as a funding mechanism for local streets.
He said should the State decide to impose a gas tax, with some of the funds collected to be returned to the
City, this should be used to offset the fee.
Ms. Ortiz thanked Mr. Barofsky for placing the motion on the table. She indicated her support for it.
In response to a question from Mr. Potwora, Mr. Barofsky said no other motion to provide this type of
funding “had hit the floor.” Ms. Solomon added that there had been other options in the proposed budget.
Assistant City Manager Sarah Medary stated that the two other items that had been mentioned at the
Budget Committee were using the money that had been allocated in the road fund “swap” with the County
and cutting services.
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Mr. Clark asked why they were not mentioning the idea of a gas tax as an alternative to the garbage hauler
fee. Ms. Medary said the reason she had not mentioned it was because she did not think it would be
feasible by July 1.
Mr. Pryor said since they were really focusing on a one-time one-year solution for $900,000, he considered
the options to be making the point “the hard way” or “the easy way.” For him, the interesting discussion
would be whether they were willing to impose a fee for one year given the amount of controversy it would
bring about. He asked if they would not want to do this the easier way and take $900,000 of the pothole
money and “be done with it… without the hailstorm.”
Ms. Syrett appreciated the political question. She thought it could go either way – people could be very
angered by the surcharge or they could be glad that streets were getting repaired at a faster rate. She
believed that implementing the fee for one year would allow them to see the effect. She preferred a
systemic approach, but no such approach was apparent at this point. She intended to support the motion.
Mr. Poling had opposed the fee at the council level and had not been one of the councilors who suggested
sending the item to the Budget Committee. He contended that the fee made an easy target of the garbage
haulers and he was certain there was a way to address all of the other heavy trucks that traversed the city
streets. He agreed with Mr. Pryor: did they really want to fund it for one year? He said he would oppose
this motion and would continue to oppose it at the council level.
Mr. Barofsky had reviewed the Budget Committee minutes from the previous year regarding the $1
million allocation for pothole repair. He recalled that it had failed the first time, but had been brought up a
second time and had passed. He felt that if this did not pass, it would be like saying that if it was an
election year they would fix the roads but if it was not an election year they would not do so. He averred
that this was disingenuous.
Mr. Clark had seen an analysis that indicated that the fee would have an impact of 98 cents per household.
But in looking at the costs of implementing the mechanisms for collecting it and what that would do to the
garbage company, he recalled that one source showed that the impact would be more along the lines of $6
per household for garbage haulers to become a tax collection authority. He wondered if instituting the fee
for a shorter period of time would increase the amortized cost of implementation to the households. Ms.
Medary said she would follow up on that. Mr. Clark added that he was sensitive to Mr. Pryor’s argument
regarding the political implications.
Kurt Corey, Director of the Public Works Department, commented that he had not seen the analysis Mr.
Clark referred to. He thought that one advantage of charging a fee to garbage haulers was that they already
had a billing system in place.
Ms. Holser supported the motion. She did not foresee that a “rabid group of people” would come forward
to protest it. She did not want to dip into the Facility Reserve fund for this money.
Mr. Zelenka did not like the one-year sunset; he supported a longer term use of the fee. He averred that to
take away the pothole overlay would be a reduction of services. He noted that the Council Committee on
Transportation had recommended the fee as a long-term fix and he had supported it. He related that the
committee had not been able to find ways to get at monies for other heavy trucks.
Ms. Davidson liked the motion. She felt that garbage service was very affordable and an increase would
serve to encourage recycling and sustainability. She asked if the money could be used to help the Crest
Drive residents with their street assessments. She opined that it was unbelievable how much they were
being assessed.
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Mr. Potwora thought it seemed simple; no one wanted to cut services and the potholes needed to be fixed.
He believed that the motion offered a good short-term solution. He wanted the committee to show some
leadership, quit talking and make some decisions.
Mr. Zelenka, seconded by Ms. Ortiz, moved to eliminate the sunset clause from the motion.
Ms. Ortiz asked if anyone on the committee had concern about taking out the sunset because she did not
want it to be a “deal breaker.”
Ms. Holser asked if it would be a problem to take it out. Mr. Corey responded that everything the City
Council did had a sunset and, to change something, one just had to bring it up. Regarding this topic, he
said when the council committee had reviewed the problem in 2007, they found there was a gap in funding
in the operations and maintenance and to begin to handle it the City needed approximately $18 million per
year. He stated that thus far they had passed the bond measure. From a public policy standpoint he
believed they needed to continue gaining on the gap. He averred that inasmuch as the garbage surcharge
was an ongoing part of the most recent council committee’s recommendation, it would speak against
attaching a one-year sunset to the fee.
Ms. Syrett stated that it would not be a “deal breaker” for her to eliminate the sunset; she supported its
removal.
Mr. Barofsky noted that he had placed the sunset in the motion to help it be more palatable to some
members of the committee. He did believe if the gas tax increase at the State level was approved, it would
be prudent to use it to offset the citizens’ cost.
Mr. Potwora had initially favored limiting it to one year, but he had come to believe that it would be best
to make the “tough decision” and implement the fee in an ongoing way.
Ms. Davidson supported the change. She wanted to talk more about the issue of unimproved streets, such
as those in the Crest Drive area. She asked how they were going to “deal with that;” could something like
the fee be applied to improvement of unimproved streets?
Mr. Pryor thought the discussion had been fruitful. For him, elimination of the sunset made the fee more
palatable. He appreciated that the money would be designated for local streets and operations and
maintenance. He said he would be instructed by the discussion and the resulting vote when the item came
before the council.
Ms. Medary reminded the committee that next year it would be having another discussion about where it
would find funding for this ongoing issue.
Ms. Taylor said if the fee would work to help the people in the Crest Drive area she would vote for it “in a
minute.” She indicated she would support the amendment. She asserted that they had “never tried” to get
a vehicle registration fee increase for this purpose. She thought the City should work to do so.
Mr. Zelenka related that he had asked the County Commissioners if they were willing to consider a vehicle
registration fee on several occasions and they were not. He said the City could not impose that fee, by law.
He supported the fact that the money collected by this mechanism would only go toward fixing streets. He
noted that every penny of the gas tax and most of the road funds went toward that purpose.

MINUTES—Eugene Budget Committee

May 18, 2009
62

The motion to amend the motion to eliminate the sunset clause passed unanimously, 14:0.
The main motion passed as amended, 10:4; Ms. Solomon, Mr. Clark, Mr. Poling, and Ms.
Taylor voting in opposition.
Mr. Barofsky, seconded by Ms. Solomon, moved that any Budget Committee motion to
increase funding include an offsetting expenditure reduction and/or revenue increase elsewhere in the budget.
Mr. Potwora said staff had counseled him in crafting the language. He averred that with a $12 million gap,
it seemed very clear that no budget item should even be suggested unless the person setting it forth clearly
delineated from which fund it would come from.
Mr. Clark thought it was a good idea, but he wanted to offer one change.
Mr. Clark offered a friendly amendment that would add the phrase ‘or identify another
available city resource’ after ‘increase’ and before the phrase ‘elsewhere in the budget.’
The maker and the second accepted the friendly amendment.
Mr. Zelenka understood that the intent of the motion was to make funding proposals more specific. He
said unanticipated revenue was speculative and should not be planned on.
Mr. Barofsky hoped that staff would work with the newer members of the Budget Committee to help them
find the offsets.
Ms. Syrett agreed that it was a responsible approach. She was somewhat concerned that it could make
committee members more focused on cuts than on adds. She had mixed feelings about the motion and was
not certain how she would vote.
Mr. Potwora said if finding cuts became a show stopper, he would favor speaking to funding mechanisms
in more general terms.
Ms. Ortiz commented that this seemed to fit with what was happening in the future. Ms. Medary related
that staff had been talking about going out to the community about relative values “around the different
services.” She said they would be seeking the strategies the City would fund to “move those dials.”
Ms. Ortiz envisioned this as working in tandem. She hoped that as they moved forward in the budget
process, it would be more reflective of what the community wanted.
Ms. Holser said the budget would not stop anyone from getting grants and placing them in the Supplemental Budget. She observed that the budget was somewhat of a moveable document. She had no objections
to the current process for putting forward motions. She believed that the more the committee members
specified the details of what was funded and from where, the more they would be troubled by it. She
thought the budget could be changed later when more was known.
Mr. Pryor believed that the motion was relatively harmless. The caution he had was with what the motion
could give permission to do, which was to start the “shopping expeditions” that had dominated past budget
processes. He said they had gone to a new system of budgeting: the outcome-based budget. He underscored that the City prepared a budget to be the best reflection of what those outcomes were. He said if
they came to Budget Committee meetings and started shopping proposals, it would be “a whole new ball
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game” and a new idea could pull pieces of an already established puzzle out. He thought they could
potentially defeat the purpose of the outcome-based budgeting.
Mr. Zelenka agreed with Mr. Pryor and Ms. Syrett. For him, the reality however was that they were faced
with a zero sum budget; if something was added, something else had to go. He thought a discussion about
what would have to “go away” would be appropriate.
Ms. Taylor said she would not support the motion. She declared that the committee members were not the
professional finance people, no matter “how smart [they were].”
Mr. Clark favored the hybrid. He said he and Mr. Brown had been working on a motion that would
require that the committee members identify two potential sources of revenue and then leave it up to staff,
who could then decide to find the revenue for a given program or service from another area of funding.
Mr. Zelenka stressed that it was not his intent not to ask staff for input. He said if he had a proposal for
funding he would talk to staff first to look for ideas of where the money could come from. He would hate
to have a motion that said staff should just figure it out.
Mr. Poling understood that the motion to require the identification of an offset did not mean that would be
the ending result. He said it was staff’s responsibility to advise the committee that taking funding from
one service would have a certain level of implications and what those implications were so that the
committee would make well-informed decisions.
Ms. Medary reiterated that the budget was very different from past budgets because it included a plan for
how they could close the $12 million gap, though it was not “locked tight.” They had identified $1.7
million as an operational footprint reduction including positions, fleet, and facilities. She said they still
had to “get there” and if they could not, the committee would still be looking at $157,000 remaining in the
Reserve for Revenue Shortfall. She related that the budget also identified $750,000 in new grant revenue
that staff still had to achieve. She stressed that they had to work very hard from this point forward to find
the $12 million and if the committee wanted staff to find places in the budget for money, it would be
challenging.
Mr. Barofsky thought sometimes the Budget Committee had different ideas. He averred that there were
times that the Budget Committee and the public had different ideas about the budget.
The motion passed, as amended, 11:3; Ms. Davidson, Ms. Syrett, and Ms. Taylor voting in
opposition.
Mr. Barofsky instructed the committee to submit any additional motions electronically. He noted, though,
that motions could be made at any time. He stated that the next meeting was scheduled for 5:30 p.m. on
May 20 in the McNutt Room.
ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 9:28 p.m.
(Recorded by Ruth Atcherson)
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PRESENT:

ABSENT:

John Barofsky, Chair; Claire Syrett, Vice Chair; Betty Taylor, Jennifer Solomon, Chris
Pryor, Mike Clark, Andrea Ortiz, Kate Davidson, Mary Ann Holser, Joseph Potwora,
Doug Smith, George Poling, George Brown, Alan Zelenka, members; City Manager Jon
Ruiz; Assistant City Manager Sarah Medary; Kristie Hammitt, Central Services Department; Dee Ann Raile, Kitty Murdoch, John Huberd, Pavel Gubanikhin, Karen Burling, Financial Services; Glen Svendsen, Central Services Facilities Management; Susan Muir,
Scott Luell, Planning and Development Department; Kurt Corey, Becky Carlson, Public
Works Department; Mike Magee, Library, Recreation, and Cultural Services Administration; AIC Chief Pete Kerns, Eugene Police Department; Fire Chief Randall Groves, Fire &
Emergency Medical Services; Glenn Klein, City Attorney; Kitty Piercy, Mayor.
Noah Kamrat, Terry McDonald, members.

Mr. Barofsky called the City of Eugene Budget Committee meeting to order.
I. FINAL ACTION ON THE FY10 CITY OF EUGENE AND URBAN RENEWAL AGENCY
BUDGET RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CITY COUNCIL
City Manager Jon Ruiz highlighted the handout entitled FY09 General Fund Revenue Estimates. He
stressed that because of the economic climate, the revenue estimates were changing often. He reviewed
the plan to save $12 million, which included a footprint reduction and continued negotiation with the
unions to reduce employee costs.
Mr. Zelenka arrived.
Mr. Ruiz stated that they intended to initiate a public process to garner input on how city services could be
adjusted.
Mr. Barofsky thanked staff for putting the revenue estimate handout together.
Mr. Clark observed that the amount of the Contribution In Lieu of Tax (CILT) that was listed in the
handout was increased by $1.5 million, but he had seen a different amount in an email from Eugene Water
& Electric Board (EWEB) General Manager Randy Berggren. He asked why there was a difference of
$250,000. Finance Director, Dee Ann Raile, responded that this was staff’s estimate based on the
wholesale and retail revenues of EWEB. She said if EWEB said differently, she could not argue with that.
Mr. Clark ascertained from Ms. Raile that the CILT number could be different at the end of the fiscal year.
Ms. Raile added that all of the numbers could change.
Mr. Barofsky called on Mr. Clark to make the first motion.
Mr. Clark stated that he had worked with Mr. Brown to craft the motion. He said the Ending Fund
Balance (EFB) would be one resource, noting that the $250,000 increase in the CILT could play a role in
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this, and the sale of excess properties could be another source. He explained that he had asked for, and
received, a list of the City’s land holdings and it included approximately 40 properties that were currently
underutilized. He estimated that the City could sell those properties for between $7 and $10 million. He
pointed out that if some of this property was sold, it would begin to generate revenue in the form of
property taxes, possibly as much as $100,000 per year. He thought the City could sell some property to
bridge the funding gap over the short-term, or it could sell $10 million worth of property and place it in a
fund to generate money on an ongoing basis.
Mr. Clark, seconded by Mr. Brown, moved to fund five new police officer positions with
$730,000 on an ongoing basis, with funding coming out of two places or potentially three;
the first possible source could be the Ending Fund Balance (EFB), the second possible
source could be from the sale of excess properties.
In response to a question from Mr. Ruiz, Mr. Clark clarified that he included the possibility of a third
source of revenue because he did not want to tie staff’s hands. He wanted to emphasize that adding five
officers was important; it was a priority and should the use of the EFB or the sale of properties not be
practical, a third source would need to be determined.
Ms. Ortiz wanted to ensure that any excess property considered for selling was not being land banked for
future parks or low-income housing developments.
Mr. Pryor called this “outside the box thinking.” He observed that to sell a great deal of property and set
up a fund would be akin to creating an endowment. He asked what rate of return was expected from such
a fund. Ms. Raile replied that the City was earning 2.5 percent interest currently. She stated that the City
was limited in the type of investments it was legal to participate in. She said preservation of principal was
the highest priority in order to protect the taxpayers’ money.
Mr. Pryor remarked that the tradeoff was whether the amount of money such a fund would generate would
compensate for having the $10 million in property taken out of the City’s use. He agreed that there was a
critical need to increase the number of officers.
Mr. Potwora said he would be in favor of the motion if they would make tough decisions about where the
funding was coming from. He averred that it was going backwards to throw out ideas that would come
from one-time funding resources.
Mr. Brown reiterated that there would be a gain in the property taxes. He thought this was at least a
starting point. He added that he and Mr. Clark acknowledged that in reality the City would not be able to
double the police force, but they could take some baby steps.
Ms. Holser asked if the properties were on the market. Mr. Clark responded that he understood that the
City Manager had assembled a task group to study this, but they had not done the work yet.
Ms. Holser remarked that the market was pretty “iffy” at present. She asked if five officers were needed
for any particular positions.
Mr. Zelenka recalled that he and a co-maker had made a motion to create a fund from money from the
Facility Reserve. He said the motion was a little speculative, but he could see that the money would not be
perpetual but it would get a substantial number of officers on the street. He echoed Ms. Holser’s concern
that selling in a down market might not be a good idea.
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Mr. Ruiz said he was supportive of adding officers. He wanted to point out that they City was not through
the economic downturn. He was not ready to add anything to the budget at this point.
Mr. Barofsky thought one way to look at this would be to sell the property and place $900,000 for the
capital budget in it and then dedicate the first $900,000 of the marginal beginning working capital to public
safety.
In response to a question from Ms. Syrett, Budget Manager Kitty Murdoch stated that the financial
management goals and policies were approved by the City Council, after being recommended by the
Budget Committee. She added that the reason capital was chosen for using the marginal beginning
working capital was because it was a one-time expense; it was easier to take money out of it for things than
it would be for an ongoing cost.
Ms. Syrett asked how Mr. Clark had arrived at the amount. Mr. Clark replied that it was his understanding
from staff that it would cost $500,000 for the officers and the rest of it would pay for equipment.
Ms. Syrett shared the concern expressed about providing one-time funding for an ongoing expense. She
thought, given that it was not known how much selling properties would bring in, the motion could be
stipulated to say that only as many officers as were affordable would be funded. She asked what power the
Budget Committee had to pass motions that would affect the Supplemental Budget. Ms. Murdoch replied
that the committee could make any recommendation; the council would make the decision.
Ms. Taylor commented that it was not a good time to sell property. She thought the City had a lot of
urgent needs. She favored selling off excess property when there was improvement in the market, but
thought they should then discuss what things the money should be used for. She pointed out that there was
an urgent need for maintenance on the City Hall buildings and also on the roads.
Mr. Clark pointed to the goals on the wall, which placed a safe community at the top of the list. He stated
that it was also part of the strategic plan to add five officers per year and it was a component of the
downtown public safety discussions. He said the argument made against the Downtown Public Safety
Zone repeatedly had been that what the City should have, in its place, was more officers in the downtown
area. He agreed with this. He likened the discussion to arguing about stocking up on garden hoses when
the house was on fire. He related that there were two bike patrol officers that did the work downtown and
they had shared with him that there had been a lot of “pre-gang activity” and drug activity in the
downtown core and, in particular, in front of the library. He said one man had been arrested for intimidating a developmentally disabled man into signing his Supplemental Security Income (SSI) checks over to
him. He said the level of activity had become “crazy.” He noted that the jail played a big part in this,
adding that everyone knew the results of the previous night’s Lane County budget session in which the
County Budget Committee had decided not to fund 83 jail beds by a 6:4 vote.
Mr. Clark said the properties that the City could sell were surplus and were not designated for another use.
He reiterated that if the City sold $10 million it would receive $100,000 in property tax revenue because
the land would then be privately owned.
Mr. Pryor considered it to be an intriguing and creative idea. He was concerned about the timing given
that the budget had to be “locked down” by July 1; it would take some amount of time to identify, sell, and
realize the revenue from properties. He said at any point if the source of funding became viable, they
could create a Supplemental Budget process to add it.
Mr. Zelenka felt that adding a third option for the City Manager to identify another source of funding was
in violation of the motion the Budget Committee passed on May 18, which directed the committee
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members to identify the source of funding. He took issue with hiring permanent staff with “speculative
money.”
In response to a question from Mr. Zelenka, Police Chief Pete Kerns stated that the Eugene Police
Department (EPD) was running a hiring process all of the time at present. He related that the EPD had 13
vacancies presently, but this could come down to 11 vacancies if the University of Oregon only hired two
in the next year. He did not believe it would be feasible to fill all of the positions that were open before the
end of the year.
Mr. Zelenka thought it was a good idea, but he was not certain they should vote on it at present given that
they did not have the property list. He thought they should ask the City Manager to look into it.
Ms. Holser asked if it would be possible to give some direction to the City Manager to look at the real
estate that was in excess and then determine how many officers could be hired.
Ms. Davidson said she would be hesitant to support the motion without a sustainable long-term funding
source. She believed they did need more officers, but she wondered if more training money could be
added. She averred that Eugene was a unique environment and it seemed to her that a general statewide
training was not adequate to support EPD officers.
Mr. Clark did not believe that the motion did violate the motion passed on May 18 as it included two
funding sources. He felt that the Budget Committee set the City’s priorities in the budget form; it said that
doing something was important and directed how the budget document would be altered or not to reflect
those priorities. He reiterated that having the appropriate number of officers on the street to do the job was
a high priority and the City was falling down on the job of doing it. He said if the motion would not pass,
he would accept the idea of scheduling a future council work session to discuss the excess properties.
Mr. Potwora believed it was a degree of will. He said no one would refute the need for more officers, but
he felt that if there was a will to do so, they would find the funding sources.
Mr. Brown underscored that the plan would not work if the City did not sell the property, the values of
which were as yet unknown. He said this motion was a start and the City had to start somewhere. He
stated that the intent behind the motion was to see if the Budget Committee agreed that it was an idea to
pursue. He thought it could be appropriate to push the idea to a council work session.
Mr. Barofsky noted that Chief Kerns had indicated that the best place for money would be in jail beds. He
could envision a motion in which the Budget Committee directed the City Manager to look into liquidating
city properties that were identified as excess for the use in a public safety trust fund, the use of which
would be determined by the Budget Committee either in a Supplemental Budget or the budget process in
the next year.
Mr. Clark said he would consider accepting Mr. Barofsky’s suggestion as a friendly amendment without
the language regarding a public safety trust fund; he wanted his motion to remain focused on hiring more
officers.
Mr. Barofsky offered a friendly amendment to direct the City Manager and staff to investigate the possibility of sales of surplus properties that have not been identified for other
uses by the City and use proceeds to fund officers and bring back options to Council or
Budget Committee for work session and possible supplemental budget. The maker and
the second accepted the friendly amendment.
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Mr. Poling appreciated that Mr. Brown and Mr. Clark had come up with this motion, which he considered
to be creative. He said public safety was his number one priority.
Mr. Zelenka asked to add into the analysis the possibility of creating a sinking fund dedicated to public
safety. He did not think it needed to be added to the motion.
The motion, as amended, passed, 13:1; Ms. Taylor voting in opposition.
Mr. Barofsky asked Mr. Zelenka to offer his motion which would move to use Facility Reserve money to
fund five additional officers, to increase Human Services Commission funding by $166,000, and to
increase jail bed funding by $1.6 million.
Mr. Zelenka said he might not choose to put the motion on the table, based on the County Budget
Committee’s actions of the previous night. He noted that they had considered a motion to open 83 jail
beds at a cost of $3.2 million.
Mr. Clark reported that the County Administrator, Jeff Spartz, had put the motion forward as part of the
use of the $20 million in Save Rural Schools (SRS) funding from the federal government.
Mr. Zelenka asked how this would relate to the request made by Commissioners Peter Sorenson and Rob
Handy that the City pay for half of it.
Mr. Barofsky had watched the proceedings. He reported that the motion failed; it had been brought up
again to fund it at the full $3.2 million and that motion had failed. He said there had then been a motion to
fund it at 50 percent starting January 1 at $1.6 million and that motion had failed.
Mr. Zelenka did not want to make his motion because of the County’s actions. He believed that the need
for five more police officers might be handled by the motion made by Mr. Clark and that Ms. Syrett
intended to place a motion on the table that would address his concerns about the Human Services
Commission need for more funding.
Mr. Barofsky asked Ms. Syrett to place her motion on the table.
Ms. Syrett, seconded by Mr. Barofsky, moved to add $150,000 to the City of Eugene’s
Human Services Commission contribution for FY10, to be taken out of the Marginal Beginning Working Capital.
Ms. Syrett stated that she had made the motion given the current situation, in which so many people were
faced with economic crises. She said her motion would help the Human Services Commission closer to
whole. She stressed that she understood that the base contribution had already been increased, but wanted
to increase it further. The human service providers were facing unprecedented need. She pointed out that
the service providers themselves were not paid very much. She believed that the benefit to the community
outweighed the cost to the City.
Mr. Barofsky observed that the City Manager would have to prioritize costs in the coming year. He
believed that the motion represented a “sort of a prioritization.” He felt that giving money to the human
service providers would do better for the community than topping off the capital budget would.
Ms. Holser averred that the money would combine with the allocations from Springfield and the County
and this would stretch it further. She believed that if they did not support the motion, they would be
shirking their duty.
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Mr. Poling stated that, over the years, a substantial amount of his council stipend had gone to the human
service organizations. He said he and his wife did a lot of volunteer work of “one sort or another.” He
related that 96 people had testified before the County Budget Committee the previous night, with 10 to 12
testifying on behalf of the Human Services Commission. He said a majority of those people linked human
services with public safety. He reiterated that public safety was his top priority and indicated he would
support the motion.
Mr. Potwora declared that $150,000 was “13-100ths of a percent” of the general main sub-fund. He called
it absurd that they were considering something this important and basing it in money that might not be
available. He asserted that basing it on money that they “hoped would happen” did not show a lot of will;
it was the “chicken way out.”
Mr. Pryor appreciated that it was the City Manager’s job to push back on budget issues. He believed it
became the obligation of politicians to determine the value-set they would pursue. He said will was
measured in votes. He indicated he would support the motion because of its relation to public safety and to
help people in need by helping to increase the capacity to help.
Ms. Ortiz was proud of the committee for recognizing the needs of the community, which was in crisis,
and for doing the best it could to help people.
Mr. Ruiz acknowledged that the need was great. He was concerned about taking the money from the
Marginal Beginning Working Capital and suggested taking it from contingency funds.
Ms. Syrett, seconded by Mr. Barofsky, amended her motion to reflect the City Manager’s
suggestion.
Ms. Taylor wanted to clarify that Ms. Syrett’s motion was in addition to money already being given to the
Human Services Commission and asked the City Manager to elaborate. Ms. Murdoch clarified that the
City was contributing $1.3 million and some stimulus money. Mr. Ruiz noted that counting the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds, the City was giving $2 million to human services and the
stimulus money included an additional $500,000 to $600,000 for the homelessness program.
Ms. Murdoch reminded the committee that one piece of the Marginal Beginning Working Capital was the
spending side. Ms. Raile explained that if the City under-spent in a given year, this money was usually
committed to a contract, earmarked, or encumbered. She predicted that there would be very little underspending in the coming year that would not be encumbered.
Mr. Zelenka complimented Ms. Syrett on the specificity of her motion. He said he understood from the
police that human services and public safety issues were linked. He declared that the more they could do
with human services, the more prevention it would provide. He underscored that the need was greater in
the present than the norm.
Mr. Barofsky thought that having it come out of the contingency fund was prudent, because the beginning
working capital could potentially be completely encumbered and was not a dependable way to fund the
intent of the motion.
Mr. Poling said he had put out a draft motion that was intended to help finance Ms. Syrett’s motion. He
decided to withdraw it, adding that it was something they should look at in the coming year. He recalled
his years in law enforcement and related that he had been glad that there were organizations in the
community like Womenspace and other assistance programs.
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The motion passed, 12:1:1; Ms. Taylor voting in opposition and Ms. Davidson abstaining.
BREAK
The Budget Committee recessed for ten minutes, reconvening at 7:07 p.m. Ms. Taylor left the meeting

II. FINAL ACTION ON THE FY10 CITY OF EUGENE AND URBAN RENEWAL AGENCY
BUDGET RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CITY COUNCIL (Continued)
Mr. Barofsky asked Mr. Zelenka to place his motion on the table for a funding swap with the County.
Mr. Zelenka explained that his original intent would take the money designated for potholes to use for the
swap. He wanted to change this so that if the garbage hauler fee was passed, the $1 million for potholes
would not be used. He said this would provide the money to the County for more public safety.
Mr. Zelenka, seconded by Ms. Syrett, moved to authorize a swap of Lane County’s Road
Fund money for a $1 million transfer from the Facility Reserve to the City of Eugene
Road Fund, contingent on the passage of the garbage hauler fee.
Mr. Clark asked what the County would use the money for. Mr. Zelenka responded that the City would
require the County to use it for public safety.
Mr. Clark said normally he would be in favor of the idea, but after witnessing the County budget
proceedings he would have difficulty trusting the Board of Commissioners to do the right thing with the
money.
Mr. Ruiz stated that he and Mr. Spartz had signed an agreement in the previous year and the County was
still implementing that agreement as it was specified, for public safety and public safety related things.
Mr. Clark understood this and agreed with the goals of it. He said the Board had changed and the
composition of the Board was such that he would need a great deal more information and a great deal more
assurance about what they would use that money for before he would want to make this deal. His
experience, after watching the previous night’s deliberations, would lead him to believe that they might
spend the money in unwise ways and ways that he would disagree with.
Mr. Zelenka asked what the agreement from the previous year had said. Mr. Ruiz could not recall the
specific dollar amounts that the agreement had indicated, but in general it had gone for jail beds, the
Buckley House, the Phoenix program, and other public safety items.
Mr. Clark asked how many jail beds the motion on the table would pay for. Mr. Ruiz did not know the
answer at this point.
Mr. Clark questioned whether it would affect the County Commissioners’ desire for the City to sign over
its Municipal Court beds.
Ms. Ortiz ascertained from Mr. Zelenka that the swap was contingent on the garbage hauler fee.
Ms. Ortiz surmised that the money the City would be “taking a hit for” for would be swapped to the
County, so it could put the money into its General Fund, but Eugene would be the one with the bad press
from it. She said she was chiefly concerned with the voters’ ire over the fee; she wanted the City to spend
the money on what the City had intended it for, if the fee was going to be instituted.
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Mr. Ruiz said the reason the motion made it contingent on the garbage hauler fee was that if the fee did not
pass at the council, his recommendation would be to take the $1 million allocated for pothole repair and
use it for road operations and maintenance. He believed, regarding the swap, that the services it would pay
for would be the same.
Ms. Ortiz was not certain how she would vote on the motion.
Mr. Poling agreed “100 percent” with Mr. Clark. He said after watching the County’s budget proceedings
the previous evening he also had a lack of confidence that the County Commissioners would use the City’s
money wisely and correctly, even though Mr. Ruiz and Mr. Spartz had worked out an agreement.
Ms. Holser commented that she would hate to see the issue become contentious between the City and the
County. She thought the fact that they did not vote for the increase in jail beds would mean that they
would use the swap for something other than what the City intended it for. She suggested that they could
put a caveat in the agreement that would require the County to say it agreed to use the funding for public
safety.
In response to a question from Mr. Potwora, Mr. Clark explained that Senator Ron Wyden had written a
letter to the County Commissioners emphasizing to them that the SRS funding had only been renewed
because the dire state of public safety in this area, which had been likened to a state of emergency. He
stressed that the Commissioners had promised the federal government that it would spend the SRS money
predominantly on public safety. He said the County had decided to go back on their word and for this
reason he did not feel it wise to trust them. He reiterated that he had a great degree of skepticism.
Mr. Barofsky shared Mr. Clark’s concern. He thought one way to structure the motion would be to specify
that the money should go to “new and enhanced” public safety programs.
Mr. Clark, seconded by Mr. Poling, moved to substitute a motion to provide the exact
same amount of money in a swap for one purpose: for jail beds to be opened, contingent
on the County Board of Commissioners matching the swap with $2.28 million for a total
of $3.28 million necessary for opening the 84 jail beds.
Mr. Clark related what had happened in the budget proceedings – an initial motion to defund the 84 beds
proposed in the County Administrator’s budget had been made and passed in the first few minutes. He
believed that the motion he offered would give them a new opportunity to open those beds immediately,
and to do so for almost the amount of money that they were willing to do it for. He did not feel it was the
City’s job to run jail beds at the County; it was their duty and they received money from the federal
government to do so. He averred that they had not shown the leadership to do so and if the City needed to
“prime the pump,” it should.
Mr. Zelenka asked if that meant that Mr. Clark would be willing to support the garbage hauler fee. Mr.
Clark replied that he doubted he could do so.
Mr. Zelenka was reluctant to go down the path that the substitute motion set forth. He was trying to come
up with a “replacement deal” for the one that had been negotiated for the previous year. He trusted that the
County would not do a “bait and switch.”
Ms. Holser said the Eugene citizens would use the jail beds. Because of this, she believed it was in the
City’s best interest to ensure that the beds were available.
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Mr. Pryor was intrigued, but he was concerned that making it contingent on the garbage hauler fee placed
the funding in limbo. He was inclined to like Mr. Clark’s motion. He recalled the visit from the
Commissioners at an earlier Budget Committee meeting; he felt the substitute motion was not very far off
from the very deal they came and offered the City. He thought this could be a way to get part way to
something they had already offered the City. He said he would like to nail the money to a specific use.
Mr. Barofsky shared his disappointment in the County’s budget proceedings. He said a lot of people spoke
to the Commissioners, who had also heard from the elected representatives in Washington, D.C. Much
public testimony had been provided. He stressed that they knew that public safety was one of the City’s
priorities and the Chief had expressed that one of the best ways to help his system would be to increase jail
beds. He called the substitute motion “one more arrow in the quiver” to try to convince the County
Commissioners of the necessity to open those jail beds. He felt that if they came to the City after this
proposal and said they did not have the money, the “ice they were standing on [would get] thinner and
thinner.” He planned to support the motion.
Mr. Poling asked Mr. Clark if the substitute motion was contingent on the garbage hauler fee. Mr. Clark
replied that he would be happy to accept a friendly amendment to remove the contingency.
Mr. Poling offered a friendly amendment to delete the contingency on the garbage hauler
fee from the motion. The maker accepted the amendment. Mr. Poling had been the
second.
Mr. Poling predicted that even if the garbage hauler tax passed it would go to the voters and be repealed.
Mr. Smith thought the process regarding the swap was good. He asked the City Manager to give his best
opinion about the direction he should proceed in.
Mr. Ruiz was comfortable that he could work something out with Mr. Spartz. He was concerned about not
including the contingency for the garbage hauler fee. He said the $1 million was the backup plan for the
Road Fund and if the City swapped the money away he did not know where they would get the money
from. He wanted to make sure the City took care of its own financial obligations before it took care of the
County’s obligations.
Mr. Barofsky was convinced by this to change his vote to one in opposition of the motion.
Mr. Clark reconsidered the friendly amendment at this time.
Mr. Potwora was also not comfortable with the elimination of the contingency.
Mr. Clark did not understand why this would be a problem because the money would come back from the
County’s Road Fund as a result of the swap. He stressed that all they were doing was taking unencumbered funds and swapping the money for encumbered funds from the County that could only be used for
roads.
This clarified the swap for Mr. Ruiz.
Mr. Clark reaccepted the friendly amendment to eliminate the contingency on the garbage
hauler fee from the substitute motion.
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Mr. Clark said “at the end of the day” he did not think it was the City’s responsibility to pay for jail beds;
it was clearly a County responsibility. He reiterated his analogy – “the house was on fire” and they should
not be arguing about garden hoses, the fire should just be extinguished.
Mr. Zelenka asked the City Manager if he was reasonably certain the swap could take place without the
passage of the garbage hauler fee. Mr. Ruiz indicated that he was certain.
The substitute motion, as amended, passed unanimously, 13:0.
Mr. Barofsky asked Mr. Poling to place his motion on the table.
Mr. Poling, seconded by Ms. Solomon, moved to raise the cap to $357,000 on animal registration license revenue that can be retained by Lane County, maintain the City of Eugene
General Fund contribution towards animal services at the current level, and do not increase fees for animal licenses. Use the Eugene dog license revenue beyond $257,000 for
low income vouchers and pit bull spay and neuter vouchers, education of Eugene citizenry
about responsible pet ownership, and outreach and access for Eugene citizenry regarding
pet retention, education, and consultation. Lane County will make semi-annual reports to
the City of Eugene about how the additional dog license revenue above $257,000 has been
spent.
Mr. Poling felt that animal advocate Scott Bartlett had done a good job of presenting on this issue. He said
this was not new money; it was money in excess from license fee revenue and would be an incentive to
educate the area residents on the reasons for licensing. He underscored that more spayed and neutered
animals would mean less strays and less animals facing euthanasia.
Mr. Barofsky ascertained from Mr. Poling that his intent was to raise the cap to $357,000.
Mr. Pryor liked the idea; he underscored that the motion only dealt with revenue beyond the $257,000 cap
and would hold the City harmless.
Ms. Syrett took issue with the specificity to pit bulls in the motion. Mr. Poling assured her that the motion
was for vouchers for animals in low-income families as well.
Mr. Clark understood that 60 percent of the dogs were not licensed. He believed this would be an
incentive to get more dogs licensed.
Ms. Holser averred that animal control was a health and safety issue for everyone. She said it was very
important that animal services were well-funded.
In response to a question from Mr. Zelenka, Ms. Raile stated that based on the canvassing efforts of the
Lane County Animal Services (LCAS), the licensing revenue for Eugene would probably be around
$230,000 for the fiscal year.
The motion passed unanimously, 13:0.
Ms. Ortiz, seconded by Mr. Clark, moved to have the City Manager incorporate the Ambulance Transport Fund moved into the General Fund budget in FY11 budget.
Ms. Ortiz stated that she and Mr. Clark were serving on a subcommittee of the Joint Elected Officials
(JEO) that was looking globally at the issues around ambulance transport. She said currently it was funded
through an enterprise fund and received no General Fund dollars. She explained that Medicare payments
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for ambulance transport had declined and the community was becoming less insured because of current
economic conditions. She related that on top of this, ambulances were sometimes called when they were
not really needed. She said the Lane County Commissioners assigned areas to the ambulance transport
services. She wanted to make sure the services remained in place for the community.
Mr. Clark stressed that the service was facing ever-increasing costs while simultaneously experiencing
decreasing revenue. He noted that the councilors had sat through a JEO meeting earlier in the year where
the idea had been brought up that the community should perhaps change its expectations for how long it
should take an ambulance to arrive. He did not agree with this at all. He believed ambulance service to be
a core service and, because of this, it made it a good candidate for being considered in the General Fund.
He underscored that there were many components of the ambulance fund that were not related to the
service, such as administrative functions and the salary of the Chief. He felt that those services definitely
fell under the auspice of the General Fund.
Mr. Ruiz asked if the motion was to completely fund the $7 million ambulance fund with General Fund
money or was it to fund the gap not covered by Medicare. He also wondered if the JEO committee would
be coming up with other recommendations and whether this motion would preclude something the
committee would bring to the table. Ms. Ortiz responded that she understood that the fund the Medicare
dollars went into paid for a lot of things in addition to the cost of the ambulance and the medics.
Fire Captain Randy Groves explained that no monies currently came from the General Fund for ambulance
services. At present, he said, they were trying to raise rates as a stop gap measure while the task force
completed its work.
Ms. Ortiz was not certain what would come out of the task force. Her goal was to keep services at the
same level.
Mr. Clark suggested that he offer an amendment to the motion that would direct the City Manager to study
the components that were non-transport related that were currently covered in the enterprise fund and
come back to the council with a Supplemental Budget that would cover those things in the General Fund.
Capt. Groves stated that there were a number of components such as the Emergency Medical Services
(EMS) first response that was provided by the fire suppression crews and the equipment on the engines
and ladder trucks that was part of the first response that were covered by the Ambulance Transport Fund.
As another example, he cited the component of the Full Time Equivalent (FTE) employees on ambulances
that was used on fire and rescue calls, conservatively estimated at approximately 5 percent of the work.
He said in doing the analysis on staff, he had come up with a total cost of $1 million that was not directly
related to ambulance transport.
Mr. Ruiz asked if the $1 million would include the Central Services Allocation (CSA) and management
support. Capt. Groves replied that the CSA had been left in the Ambulance Transport Fund because it was
apportioned by the FTE account in the annual transport fund and was strictly used for ambulance transport.
He said the portion proposed to be paid by the General Fund would include equipment and administration
costs such as the six line district chiefs – two on each 24-hour shift, one-third of which were funded by the
Ambulance Transport Fund though ambulance services were a small part of what they oversaw. He noted
that 12 percent of the work force pertained to ambulance services.
Ms. Ortiz stressed that it was a priority for her that the service remain intact and whole and that, regardless
of the Medicare funding, the City should provide the same level of service to the community.
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Mr. Ruiz asked if it would be helpful to bring this to the council for a more indepth discussion. Ms. Ortiz
affirmed that it would. She wanted to hear from the community.
Ms. Solomon asked if all of the entities involved in ambulance services were making this request. Ms.
Ortiz replied that they were. Mr. Clark added that there were other questions that the committee was
working on such as whether the service should go all the way to Walton or not and what could be done
about that.
Ms. Solomon asked if there had been discussion of forming a special district that could incorporate
ambulance services and fire protection. She noted that her family paid her Fire Med dues. She asked if the
low cost of Fire Med dues was contributing to the high ambulance rates. Capt. Groves responded that the
base rate for ambulance transport was $1150 and $15.50 per mile. He noted that Springfield had just
raised its rates to $1500 for a base rate and $20 per mile, and $1800 base rate if a person lived outside the
County. He said the committee was charged with looking at short-term, medium-term, and long-term
solutions and one long-term solution they were looking at was an ambulance tax district. He said West
Lane County had a 25 cent per $1000 tax base to support their ambulance system. He stated that the
component in the tax base was the third leg of a stool, with a reasonable fee for service and the Fire Med
subscription being the other to parts of it.
Capt. Groves explained that when a person joined Fire Med, the insurance company was still billed but
there was no out of pocket expense to the patient. He stated that Medicare and Medicaid were capitated
payments; EMS was only able to collect 40 percent or less of what the bill would actually be. He said
Lane Rural always had a certain level of General Fund support because it could not make ends meet
otherwise. He said the City of Springfield had also started to use some General Fund dollars to make up
the difference. He stated that the ambulance transport services projected more than a $400,000 deficit for
FY10 that the department was trying to cover with the rate increase. He observed, anecdotally, that one of
the first things people let go of in times of economic decline was their health insurance.
Mr. Zelenka thought this could just “make the problem [with the deficit] worse.” He ascertained that the
motion was just to have the issue studied. He wanted to ensure that the analysis extended into the out
years and what impact to the General Fund adding the ambulance transport deficit in would create.
Ms. Davidson left the meeting.
Ms. Ortiz said looking at things globally and countywide was part of the JEO process. She remarked that,
given the decisions that the County Commissioners were making currently, she would be uncomfortable
proceeding with any joint efforts in this regard.
Mr. Clark stressed that the fundamental question was whether the ambulance transport was a core service.
He said if it was a core service, they needed to find out what it would take to ensure that it remained at the
current level. He believed that, because it was a core service, it needed to be covered by the General Fund
to make sure the community did not suffer from a lack of service based on a lack of funding.
Mr. Barofsky said, while he liked the conversation, he had some trouble thinking of this only in terms of
the General Fund. He noted that Capt. Groves had spoken of the equipment involved and suggested that
this could potentially be funded from the Fleet Fund or the Telecom Fund.
Mr. Ruiz observed that the motion directed to look at possible funding solutions; staff would take this as
direction to look at more than just the General Fund.
Ms. Holser concurred with Mr. Clark’s belief that ambulance transport was a part of public safety.
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Mr. Smith asked why ambulance transport was so expensive. Capt. Groves replied that it was mainly
because the majority of patients transported could not pay for it. He explained that the expenses included
the FTE employees, equipment, and training.
Mr. Smith asked if it really cost that much. Capt. Groves assured him that it really did. He agreed that it
was expensive.
Ms. Solomon ascertained from Capt. Groves that people who lived within the Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB) paid the same fee as those who lived within the City limit.
The motion passed unanimously, 12:0.
Mr. Barofsky asked Mr. Zelenka to place the next motion on the table.
Mr. Zelenka, seconded by Mr. Clark, moved to send a letter to the County supporting the
implementation of a countywide vehicle registration fee by Lane County to provide funding for street operations and maintenance.
Mr. Zelenka explained that this motion had arisen from the recommendation made by the Council
Committee on Transportation Funding.
Mr. Poling supported the motion. He noted that Ms. Taylor had been a longtime advocate for this. He
hoped that the other outlying communities were watching this because the County Commissioners had
indicated that they were not interested in pursuing this unless other cities were interested in it. He said all
of the cities in Lane County needed road funds. He asserted that they should “call them on their bluff.”
Mr. Pryor pointed out that the Commissioners had said they would think about it if all of the cities had
asked for this. He said the mayors and city managers of all of the cities in Lane County had done so and
the Commissioners had not responded.
Mr. Barofsky offered a friendly amendment to direct the City Manager to contact the other
cities to see how many co-signatures they could get on the letter.
Mr. Barofsky thought this should come from the Budget Committee.
Mr. Zelenka commented that he liked the idea, but it would take six months to gather all of the signatures
and it had already been done once.
Mr. Barofsky withdrew his friendly amendment.
Ms. Holser said she would happily support the motion.
Mr. Zelenka noted that the airport rental car fee was also prohibited for the same reason. He thought a
vehicle registration fee would also allow the City to tap into this.
Mr. Poling related that he had been at an event at which someone from the Department of Motor Vehicles
was giving a presentation. He said the State of Oregon had the third lowest vehicle registration fee in the
nation; if the fee was doubled, according to the presenter he had seen, it would place Oregon at the fifth
from the bottom. He did not believe a minor increase would be a big problem and it would directly
address the issues of wear on the roads caused by vehicles.
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Mr. Barofsky had heard from Intergovernmental Affairs Manager, Brenda Wilson, that there was some
legislation to address this. He thought such a move might have to go to the vote, and any fee sent to the
voters was a tough sell.
Ms. Solomon had also heard there was legislation pending. She asked if it would include preemption
preventing counties from adding more to a statewide vehicle fee increase. No one knew the answer to this
and she decided that it was not germane to the current motion.
Mr. Brown wondered if the City could annex the airport. Ms. Solomon explained that the City would have
to annex all of the land in between.
The motion passed unanimously, 12:0.
Mr. Barofsky asked Mr. Potwora to place his motion on the table. Mr. Potwora indicated that he had
decided not to do so. He understood that the public process to determine the community’s priorities would
help the City face its tough budget questions in 2011 and 2012.
Mr. Barofsky asked Mr. Brown to place his motion on the table.
Mr. Brown stated that the intent of his motion was to stimulate the thinking of the people around the table
of the very best use for the remaining $22 million in the Facilities Reserve. He wanted to determine how
to best address the problems of the condition of the buildings, how a new police patrol facility could be
built or purchased, how to help the administration buildings either be updated or replaced, and so on. He
did not believe, as a practical matter, that these things could be solved in a half an hour. He commented
that they could have discussed it the previous week, but the Commissioners had taken a lot of the Budget
Committee’s time.
Mr. Brown, seconded by Mr. Barofsky, moved to direct the City Manager to work with
the full Budget Committee on the disposition of the Facility Reserve as a component of
the City’s entire budget, inviting the citizen members of the Budget Committee to the discussions regarding the police facility and City Hall.
Mr. Brown averred that the idea was to garner citizen input and he believed that the citizens at the table
had a great deal of experience.
Ms. Holser expressed appreciation for all of the work of the City Councilors. She believed there was still a
need for citizen members to take a further look at the expenditure of this money. She supported the
revised motion.
While he agreed completely, Mr. Clark had some reservations about formalizing the process of having it
filter through the Budget Committee. He thought it could bind the council.
Mr. Clark offered a friendly amendment to add that as a part of the public process and the
process of gathering public opinion on the disposition of these funds that they had already
directed the City Manager to engage in, it should incorporate the Budget Committee specifically in the process.
Mr. Brown wanted the motion to go forward as he had presented it.
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Mr. Clark asked the City Manager how he would interpret the motion; was there anything that appeared to
create a time constraint or that would change the decision-making process. Mr. Ruiz replied that he did
not think so. He interpreted the motion to place the Budget Committee in the process to ensure that they
had input in the discussion. Mr. Clark indicated he could support the motion.
Mr. Poling recalled that the council had passed a motion on February 11 that directed the City Manager to
bring information to the council and until the council made the decision how to utilize the Facility Reserve
the City Manager was not to use any portion of the Facility Reserve and the Budget Committee was to be
directed not to use any portion of the Facility Reserve. He believed the current motion went against the
motion passed by council, adding that because of how it was worded it was not likely a legally binding
motion.
Mr. Poling, seconded by Mr. Clark, moved to amend the motion to read that the committee would move to direct the City Manager to work with the full Budget Committee on the
disposition of the Facility Reserve by inviting the members of the Budget Committee to
the discussions regarding the police facility and City Hall.
Mr. Brown noted that the City Council had to approve what the Budget Committee did.
Mr. Barofsky observed that the council wanted more information from the public on the issue. He
believed that the City Manager had “tools in his box” and the Budget Committee was “one of the tools.”
He thought getting information from the community could be “phase one” and then the Budget Committee
could delve into it in ways that other people could not.
Mr. Zelenka said the use of the Facility Reserve was not in the budget, so passing this motion or not did
not have an impact on the budget. He indicated that he intended to offer a motion at a council meeting to
clarify the motion that talked about public involvement prior to the council break on August 13 so that the
forum would be a council meeting. He thought it would be “great” to have the Budget Committee
members invited.
Mr. Pryor considered the critical component to be the notion of advice versus consent. He did not think
they were looking for the consent of the Budget Committee; everyone was talking about how to best make
the advisory function go well. He looked forward to having the advice of the Budget Committee on the
use of the Facility Reserve.
Mr. Pryor offered a friendly amendment to direct the City Manager to incorporate the
Budget Committee’s advice on the disposition of the Facility Reserve and then inviting
citizen members.
Mr. Pryor wanted to be explicit about asking for the Budget Committee’s advice. He stressed that the
Budget Committee was the fiduciary body for the City and this should be acknowledged. He underscored
that the Budget Committee was more informed than the average individual about the City’s budget.
Ms. Syrett was more supportive of Mr. Brown’s original motion than the more restrictive one. Personally,
she was supportive of using the Facility Reserve for the purpose it was originally established for, but she
did not know that the conversation should be restricted only to the police facility or City Hall, unless that
was the will of the council.
Mr. Brown thought the patrol facility and the City Hall were only two components of a much larger
problem. He felt that the Facility Reserve was the only one that was “wide open” and had some latitude as
to how it could be used.
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Ms. Holser did not understand why the Facility Reserve was not in the budget discussion. Ms. Raile
responded that the Facility Reserve was incorporated in the non-departmental part of the budget. She said
the money was in a reserve because it was money that was to be saved; it was not in the budget to be spent
at this time.
Mr. Smith appreciated that the Budget Committee members were considered to be smart people, but he felt
that the smarter people were the city executives. He liked the idea that it was a flexible reserve for
facilities. He ascertained from the City Manager that citizen members of the Budget Committee could
contact executive staff and ask for advice, information, and recommendations.
Mr. Poling did not want to limit citizen involvement; he thought incorporating the Budget Committee
would expand it. He said he had placed the more restrictive motion on the table because the Facility
Reserve had dropped from $40 million to $22 million in four years and he wanted to maintain the integrity
of the reserve fund while they were having a very fast-moving and aggressive discussion about the police
facility and City Hall.
Mr. Barofsky called for a vote on the motion that was displayed on the screen.
The motion passed unanimously, 12:0.
Mr. Barofsky called for a motion to extend.
Mr. Poling, seconded by Mr. Clark, moved to extend the meeting by ten minutes. The
motion passed unanimously, 12:0.
Ms. Syrett, seconded by Ms. Solomon, moved that the Budget Committee recommend to
the Eugene City Council an FY10 Budget for the City of Eugene that consists of the Manager’s Proposed FY10 Budget, including the property tax levies and/or rates contained
therein, amended to reflect appropriations for prior year encumbrances and prior year
capital projects and the amendments approved by the Budget Committee. The motion
passed unanimously, 12:0.
Ms. Syrett, seconded by Ms. Solomon, moved that the Budget Committee recommend to
the Eugene City Council, acting as the Urban Renewal Agency Board of Directors, an
FY10 Budget for the Eugene Urban Renewal Agency that consists of the City Manger’s
FY10 Proposed Budget, including the property tax levies and/or rates contained therein,
amended to reflect appropriations for prior year encumbrances and prior year capital
projects, and the amendments approved by the Budget Committee. The motion passed
unanimously, 12:0.
Mr. Barofsky thanked the committee members and the city staff for all of the hard work. There was a
round of applause.
Mr. Clark complimented the work of the chair and co-chair. There was another round of applause.
ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 9:02 p.m.
(Recorded by Ruth Atcherson)
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Colleagues,

I oppose the proposed police facility move to Country Club Rd. for several reasons.
Viewed in total isolation of every other consideration, I fully understand why this
proposal is attractive to its supporters. However, as you know, there are currently only
$22 mil in the Facility Reserve Fund, which was created to help build a new City Hall
and maintain existing structures. If we spend $16 mil to move the police, that would
leave only $6 mil in reserve. It would cost $8 mil to seismically retrofit City Hall to
“essential” standards (meaning not only would everyone survive, but the building could
still function).
Other City-owned buildings are well below “life-safety” standards, including the
airport terminal, the Overpark, and the Atrium. There would be no money left to address
their needs, and they house City and Federal staff, travelers, shoppers, renters, and
downtown employees.
Merely moving the police station does nothing to improve public safety: it doesn’t hire
one new cop, open one new jail bed, etc. The current police staffing level would only
occupy slightly over half the building. At our current rate of adding FTEs to police, the
building would be fully occupied in 30 years or so.
I think it is bad policy to move a major City department out of downtown, an area we
are trying to make more active, not less. We talk about sustainability, but now we are
encouraged to embrace a strategy of abandonment, this time with the very real possibility
for a new “pit” covering a whole city block. Whatever happened to the idea of (reuse,
refit, recycle”?
Finally, I believe it’s important for the police, whom we’ve invested with enormous
responsibilities and powers, to always be in close proximity to the ultimate source of their
authority—the elected civilian leadership and the City Manager.
So, what should we do instead? We could:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Spend $8 mil to bring City Hall up to “essential” standards.
Spend $2 mil to create secure parking for police vehicles across 8th ave.
Spend $1mil to upgrade police locker rooms.
Spend $1 mil to expand police into old Fire Station #1 at City Hall.
This would leave around $10 mil to address seismic problems at the airport, the
Overpark, and the Atrium
6. Sunset the Downtown Urban Renewal District and hire 10-15 new police
personnel with the $1 mil plus per year in tax increment divisions and
administrative expense that would be restored to the General Fund.
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This plan, or something like it, would use the Facility Reserve to address a broader set
of needs, while making real, ongoing public safety improvements. 300 Country Club Rd.
would stay on the tax rolls. As the Crest-Storey-Friendly project showed us, bids are
competitive and building material costs are down; so we shouldn’t be surprised if the $22
mil goes 1/3 further than expected. For those with cash, this is a very good time to build
and remodel.
Community reaction to the move idea has been mixed. The majority who attended the
public forum at the Atrium were opposed: most at the Sheldon forum were supportive.
Most of the emails to Council have been negative: around 2-1 against. My guess is that, if
it were referred to ballot, it would fail.
I welcome your comments and criticism and look forward to hearing your ideas next
Monday.
Thanks for your consideration,

George Brown
Wed. July 22
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Agenda

•
•
•
•
•
•

Introduction and Background
City Hall Issues
Country Club Road Building
Civic Campus Concept
Existing City Hall Site
Q & A and Closing

1

Introduction

Why are we here tonight?
The City Council wants input on 2 questions:
•

What do you think about moving Police to
proposed
p
Countryy Club Road building?
g
the p

•

What should be the future of the City Hall
site?

Background

City
i Hall
ll Master Planning
l
i

2

Background
Project Values
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.

H.
I.

Exercise
i fiscal
fi l responsibility
ibili
Produce government efficiency
Be user-friendly
Embody environmental stewardship
Enhance downtown
Inspire
p civic p
pride
Maximize use of City Hall public spaces by the public and
access to government and its representatives
Strive for simplicity
Plan for the future
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City Hall Issues

City Hall Issues

•
•
•
•
•

Earthquake safety
Failing building systems
High energy consumption
Poor civic presence and connection
Dispersed services

4
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City Hall Issues

•
•
•
•
•

Earthquake safety
Failing building systems
High energy consumption
Poor civic presence and connection
Dispersed services
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City Hall Issues

•
•
•
•
•

Earthquake safety
Failing building systems
High energy consumption
Poor civic presence and connection
Dispersed services

City Hall Issues

•
•
•
•
•

Earthquake safety
Failing building systems
High energy consumption
Poor civic presence and connection
Dispersed services
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City Hall Issues

•
•
•
•
•

Earthquake safety
Failing building systems
High energy consumption
Poor civic presence and connection
Dispersed services

8

300 Country Club Road

9

10

Police Presence Downtown

• Regular car and bike patrols to continue
• Downtown Public Safety Station
o

Front counter services

o

Community Service Officers

o

Bike Patrol

o

Downtown Guides

11

Police Facility Costs
• New Police Facility – Patrol only
o
o

Estimated project cost: $16-17 million
Remaining Police functions stay at City Hall

• New Police Facility – all Police functions
o
o

Estimated project cost: $34 million
Consolidates all City Hall Police functions

• Country Club Road Building
o
o

Estimated project cost: $16 million
Consolidates all City Hall Police functions

Discussion

What do you think about moving Police to
the proposed Country Club Road building?
•

Small group discussion: 15 minutes

•

Large group discussion: 15 minutes

12

Civic Campus Concept

13

Existing City Hall Site

Discussion

What should be the future
of the City Hall site?
•

Small group discussion: 15 minutes

•

Large group discussion: 15 minutes

14

Closing

Questions?
Comments?
Thank You!
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Planning Commission (3 openings)
The Planning Commission makes
recommendations to the City Council on revisions
and updates to the Metropolitan Area General
Plan, special area studies, neighborhood plans,
and other planning documents, as well as land
use regulations and the capital improvement
program. The Planning Commission helps guide
the growth and development of the community,
and decides appeals from the Hearings Ofﬁcial
on certain land use applications.

Get Involved!

Sustainability Commission (4 openings)
The Sustainability Commission works to create
a healthy community now and in the future
by proposing measurable solutions to pressing
environmental, social and economic concerns
to the City of Eugene, its partners and its people.
The commission focuses on all three aspects of
sustainability - social equity, environmental health
and economic prosperity.

The City of Eugene is recruiting for
motivated volunteers who reﬂect
the richness of the community’s
perspectives, neighborhoods, and
population to serve on boards,
commissions, and committees.

Toxics Board (2 openings)
The Toxics Board makes policy governing the
City of Eugene hazardous material reporting
program; by Charter amendment it is authorized
to enforce the reporting requirements and
impose penalties.

STANDING COMMITTEE OPENINGS
Budget Committee (2 openings)
The Budget Committee reviews the proposed
operating and capital budget each ﬁscal year
and makes a recommendation to the City
Council for ﬁnal enactment. The committee
also makes recommendations on the Financial
Management Goals and Policies, multi-year
service, capital, and funding plans and speciﬁc
issues as directed by the council.

Tentative Recruitment Schedule
Application deadline
Candidate Interviews
Appointments

Civilian Review Board (3 openings)
The Civilian Review Board was established
to increase the transparency of, and public
conﬁdence in, the police complaint process.
The CRB evaluates the work of the independent
Police Auditor and reviews completed complaint
investigations involving sworn police employees.

September 18
October 12
October 26

Prospective candidates are requested to apply
online at
http://www.eugene-or.gov/bccapplication
Candidates who are chosen for interviews
will be notiﬁed the week of September 28.
Candidates who are chosen for appointment
will be notiﬁed the week of November 2.

Human Rights Commission (5 openings)
The Human Rights Commission works to advise
City government and educate the community
about human rights issues, and respond to
incidents of bias. Commissioners also help
organize and carry out public forums and attend
community education events to represent the
commission.

For a complete list of board, commission, and
committee openings, go to
http://www.eugene-or.gov/boardsandcommissions

Information: (541)682-5010
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