
 MEETING NOTICE FOR THE 
 CITY OF HUBBARD 
 
TUESDAY JULY 14, 2020 
............................................................................................................................................................ 
CITY COUNCIL: ROSTOCIL, AUDRITSH, PRINSLOW, DODGE, THOMAS 
............................................................................................................................................................ 

The Hubbard City Council will meet for its regular council meeting.  Due to distancing 
requirements, the Workshop portion of the meeting will be for members of the City 
Council and Staff only.  Members of the public may attend via conference call.  This is 
to enable interested citizens to listen to the meeting.  All public comment is suspended 
during this meeting due to platform restrictions.  Should you wish to speak at the 
meeting, you may sign up by completing the form on the City’s webpage or calling City 
Hall 48 hours prior to the meeting. (Comments may be limited at the Mayor’s and/or Council 
President’s discretion.) 
https://www.cityofhubbard.org/bc/webform/sign-if-you-want-speak-meeting) 

 
One tap mobile 
+12532158782,,82569001168#,,,,0#,,886387# US (Tacoma) 
+13462487799,,82569001168#,,,,0#,,886387# US (Houston) 
 
Dial by your location 
        +1 253 215 8782 US (Tacoma) 
        +1 346 248 7799 US (Houston) 
        +1 408 638 0968 US (San Jose) 
        +1 669 900 6833 US (San Jose) 
        +1 646 876 9923 US (New York) 
        +1 301 715 8592 US (Germantown) 
        +1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago) 
 
Meeting ID: 825 6900 1168 
Password: 886387 
 
Find your local number: https://us02web.zoom.us/u/kbUaJC6kph 
 

*****ACCESSABILITY NOTICE****** 
Please contact the Director of Administration/City Recorder, Hubbard City Hall, 3720 2nd 
St., Hubbard OR 97032 (Phone No. 503-981-9633) prior to the scheduled meeting time if 

you need assistance accessing this electronic meeting.  TTY users please call Oregon 
Telecommunications Relay Service at 1-800-735-2900. 

 
Agendas are posted at City Hall and on the City website at www.cityofhubbard.org.  
 
You may schedule Agenda items by contacting the Director of Administration/City 
Recorder Vickie Nogle at 503-981-9633. (TTY / Voice 1-800-735-2900) 
 

SEE ATTACHED AGENDA 
 

Posted 7/1/2020, 4:00 p.m. 
 
Vickie L. Nogle, MMC 
Director of Administration/City Recorder 
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HUBBARD CITY COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA 
CITY HALL:  (503)981-9633   

JULY 14, 2020 – 7:00 PM 
LOCATION:  Council and Staff -HUBBARD FIRE HALL (3161 2ND STREET) 

(MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC CONFERENCE CALL - 
Refer to Cover Sheet for details) 

 
 

MEETING Notice:  Due to distancing requirements, the Workshop portion of 
the meeting will be for members of the City Council and Staff only.  Members 
of the public may attend via conference call.  This is to enable interested 
citizens to listen to the meeting.  All public comment is suspended during this 
meeting due to platform restrictions.  Should you wish to speak at the meeting, you 
may sign up by completing the form on the City’s webpage or calling City Hall 48 hours 
prior to the meeting. (Comments may be limited at the Mayor and/or Council President’s discretion.) 

https://www.cityofhubbard.org/bc/webform/sign-if-you-want-speak-meeting 
 
 
Workshop 7:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m. 
1) CALL TO ORDER. 

A) Flag Salute. 
B) Roll call. 

 
2) WORK SHOP - CONTINUED. 

A) GOAL SETTING / STRATEGIC PLANNING – Sue Diciple. 
 

Approximate start time 8:05 p.m. 
3) PUBLIC HEARING CONTINUED. 

A) City of Hubbard –Sewer Reimbursement District (Kooiman Estates Subdivision)- Matt 
Wadlington, Civil West Engineering – REQUEST TO CONTINUE TO SEPTEMBER 
8, 2020. 

 
4) FARMERS MARKET UPDATE – Bethany Zito. 

 
5) MAYOR’S AND/OR COUNCIL’S PRESENTATIONS. 

 
6) COOPERATION AGREEMENT FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK 

GRANT FUNDS FOR THREE FEDERAL FISCAL YEARS 2021-2023 – Lisa 
Trauernicht, Sr. Policy Analyst Board Of Marion County Commissioners’ Office. 
 

7) STAFF REPORTS. 
A) Hubbard Fire District – Fire Chief Joseph Budge. 

B) Police Department–Police Chief Dave Rash. 

C) Administrative Department–Director of Admin/Recorder Vickie Nogle. 

D) Finance-Finance Director Judy Smith. 

E) Public Works Department–Public Works Superintendent Mike Krebs. 
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8) DISCUSSION REGARDING SPLASH FOUNTAIN SEASON-Public Works. 
 

9) DISCUSSION REGARDING “G” STREET (BETWEEN 2ND AND 3RD STREETS) 
SIDEWALK PROJECT- Public Works. 

 
10) DISCUSSION REGARDING 7TH STREET DRAINAGE ISSUE-Public Works. 

 
11) CONSENT AGENDA. 

(Matters listed within the Consent Agenda have been distributed to each member of the Hubbard City Council for 
reading and study, are considered to be routine, and will be enacted by one motion of the Council with no separate 
discussion. If separate discussion is desired, that item may be removed from the Consent Agenda at the beginning of 
the meeting and placed on the Regular Agenda by request.) 
 
A) Approval of Minutes: 

1. May 18, 2020, Budget Committee. 
2. June 9, 2020, City Council. 

 
B) Approval of the June 2020 Check Register Report. 

 
C) Approval to move Tim Steele (Utility Worker I) to step D of the Hubbard Salary 

Schedule, effective July 1, 2020. (Refer to Public Works report) 
 

D) Accept and award the base bid only for 5th Street Improvements (between “G” and “J” 
Streets) to S-2 Contractors, Inc. in the amount of $117,290, and to direct Staff to move 
forward to execute contract documents as approved by the City Attorney and schedule 
construction.  (Refer to Public Works report) 
 

12) APPEARANCE OF INTERESTED CITIZENS. 
(Should you wish to speak at the meeting, you may sign up by completing the form on the 
City’s webpage or calling City Hall 48 hours prior to the meeting. Comments may be limited at 
the Mayor’s discretion.) 
https://www.cityofhubbard.org/bc/webform/sign-if-you-want-speak-meeting) 
 

13) OTHER CITY BUSINESS. 
 

14) DISCUSSION REGARDING REOPENING CITY HALL / POLICE DEPARTMENT. 
 

15) COUNCIL RECESS OPEN PUBLIC MEETING AND CONVENE CLOSED 
EXECUTIVE SESSION TO REVIEW AND EVALUATE EMPLOYMENT-RELATED 
PERFORMANCE OF EMPLOYEES, AND TO CONSIDER INFORMATION OF 
RECORDS THAT ARE EXEMPT BY LAW FROM PUBLIC INSPECTION UNDER 
ORS 192.660(2)(i) AND 192.660(2)(f).  PURSUANT TO ORS 192.660(4) COUNCIL 
SPECIFICALLY REQUEST THAT MEMBERS OF THE MEDIA AND OTHER 
ATTENDEES NOT DISCLOSE MATTERS DISCUSSED IN THE EXECUTIVE 
SESSION. 

 
16) COUNCIL CLOSE EXECUTIVE (CLOSED) SESSION AND RECONVENE PUBLIC 

(OPEN) MEETING. 
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17) CALENDAR OF ORDINANCES. 

A) Ordinance No. 369-2020.  An Ordinance  repealing and replacing Chapter 5.05 to 
prohibit Door-To-Door Solicitation at residences with posted “No Soliciting” signs; 
regulating hours; providing for procedures and penalties; and declaring an emergency.  
(a) Motion to read by title only for first reading. (Reading by title only by the Mayor) 
(b) Motion to read by title only for second reading. (Reading by title only by the Mayor) 
(c) Motion to adopt Ordinance. 
 

18) ADJOURNMENT. (Next regular scheduled City Council Meeting August 11, 2020, at 7:00 
p.m.) 

 
 
 

*****ACCESSABILITY NOTICE****** 
Please contact the Director of Administration/City Recorder, Hubbard City Hall, 3720 2nd St., 
Hubbard OR 97032 (Phone No. 503-981-9633) prior to the scheduled meeting time if you need 

assistance accessing this electronic meeting.  TTY users please call Oregon 
Telecommunications Relay Service at 1-800-735-2900. 

 



Hubbard	City	Council	July	14,	2020	

Public	Hearing	Script	

REIMBURSMENT	DISTRICT	
	

MAYOR:			This	is	the	time	and	place	set	for	the	public	hearing	in	the	matter	of:							
	

City	of	Hubbard	Sewer	Reimbursement	District	(Kooiman	Estates	Subdivision).		
	

The	hearing	was	continued	from	the	June	9,	2020,	City	Council	meeting	and	is	now	open.	It	is	

______	PM.		
	

MAYOR:				 A	written	memo	from	Staff	and	a	letter	from	Multi‐Tech	Engineering	Services,	Inc.	

were	included	in	the	packet	requesting	the	public	hearing	be	Continued	to	allow	

time	to	gather	additional	information.		Due	to	scheduling	conflicts,	staff	is	

requesting	the	public	hearing	be	held	over	to	the	September	8,	2020,	City	Council	

meeting.	
	

MAYOR:				 Are	there	any	questions	of	staff	from	the	City	Council.		If	not,	is	there	a	motion	to	

continue	the	public	hearing	to	September	8,	2020,	City	Council	meeting.	

	



I:\Users\MOlinger\Documents\COUNCIL\2020 07 14 Kooiman Reimbursement District - Kooiman STAFF MEMO.doc 

INTER-OFFICE MEMORANDUM 
 

TO:  Mayor & City Council 

DATE: July 14, 2020 
FROM: Public Works 

RE: Kooiman Estates Subdivision Sewer Reimbursement 
District – Public Hearing Continuance Request 

 
A public hearing in regards to the Kooiman Estates Subdivision Sewer Reimbursement District 
took place at the June 9, 2020 Council meeting. Following testimony, Council determined 
additional information was needed. To allow time for additional information to be gathered, 
Council moved to continue the public hearing to the July 14, 2020 Council meeting. 
 
On June 15, 2020, Staff received a request from Mark Grenz, Multi/Tech Engineering Services, 
Inc. to continue the Kooiman Estates Subdivision Sewer Reimbursement District public hearing 
to the August Council meeting. Due to Staff scheduling conflicts for the August Council meeting 
date, Staff confirmed a continuance to the September 8, 2020 Council meeting would work for 
Multi/Tech Engineering Services’ schedule. 

 
Staff recommends Council continue the Public Hearing of the Kooiman Estates Reimbursement 
District to the September 8, 2020 Council meeting. 
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(s03) 363-9227

ENGINEERING SERVICES, INC.

June l5tn, 2o2o

Mayor Rostocell

and

Vickie Nogle, MMC

Director of Administration

City of Hubbard

372c^ Second Street

Hubbard, OR

RE Kooiman Estates

Reimbursement District

Dear Mayor

At the end of the Public Hearing last week, June 9th, 2O?O, the Public Hearing was held open to allow

time for our office to work with your staff in the clarifications needed regarding the reimbursement

District (Resolution No. 6 95-2O2O).

It is our assessment that a misunderstanding exists between the Council, Staff, and Our group as to

what the District is intended to accomplish. We know that it is hard to keep track of the processes,

when they occur over a few years as this one did.

Some of the confusion likely is the result of the changes in City Staff and City Engineering team

Page 1 of4
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We would like to note the following information in moving toward a better understanding by all

ln May of 29^13, the City Engineer William l. Peterson, P.E. of Peterson Engineering, prepared a

Public Facilities Financing Plan for the City of Hubbard. This document outlined the needed public

facilities within four (4) different plan areas. (copy is attached),

The area that covers the Kooiman Estates project is "Area 3"

ln that document, it notes that during the land use approvals for this Area conditions would be included

that would the extension and construction of the Offsite Public Facilities related to Sanitary Sewers.

ln that document it was envisioned that a Master Plan would need to be developed for Sewer Service

to this area at the time of future development, that the costs for the extension of the off-site facilities

would be covered as part of the land development within Area 3, with No Public Funding needed.

During the land use process for the Kooiman Estates project, a condition was set out that required the

developer to work with City Staff and develop a Sewer Master Plan for this area.

ln 2O17 our office on behalf of the developer, worked with the City Engineer, then with AKS

Engineering & Forestry in the development of the Sewer Master Ptan for the City of Hubbard Pubtic

Facilities Financing Plan -Area 3. (Resolution 66o-2o18) (A copy is attached).

This document set out the system needs that were to be constructed with the proposed development.

The intention was to make sure that the system had the capacity to serve all of the developable area

within Area 3. lT also set out the manner to ensure the equitable formula to credit the developer for

their up-front costs in the sewer master plan facilities.

The document sets out that the expected costs for the construction of the 1O" trunk sewer would be $

147,OOO. (to be adjusted based on actual construction costs). That the expected developable area

would be 3Z acres ( which included the 1 acre of Kooiman annexed into the City).

M u nt/rrcu eucllv EERTN G sElvtcEs, tNc, Page 2 of 4
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Based on that, it was expected that the Kooiman Developer would be reimbursed $ l44,OOO from the

portions of Area 3 outside of the Kooiman project. (lOtZlx $147,OOO) This is $ 4,OOO per acre of

benefited property.

As noted in this document it was not anticipated that the Kooiman Developer was only to get the

"oversize costs" back but rather that the majority of the costs for the new trunk sewer would be borne

by the remaining 35 acres (gZ.l%) of Area 3.

Our actual cost for the lO" Trunk Sewer is $ 212,O7O.21which would be $ 5,231 .62 per acre for the

3Z acres of land that benefited from the project.

As a side note, the City Engineer, Bill Peterson, P.E. had concerns about the capacity of the sewer

line in J Street and wanted us to take all of the sewer from Kooiman to the new trunk line.

We would concede that all of the Kooiman project benefited and believe that the actual cost per acre

of benefit for the 10" sewer trunk is $ 5,172.44 per acre for a basin area of 41 acres (all 5 acres of

the Kooiman development).

We would concede that the balance of the sewer main construction in 4th Street was the responsibility

of the development.

ln November 2O18 the City Council adopted Ordinance No. 359-20'18 to establish a mechanism to

create a Reimbursement District. One of the Findings is for the District to allow the Developer to

recover a proportionate share of the cost of the improvement from properties that benefit from the

improvements. That would appear to be in keeping with the Master Plan analysis noted above and

attached.

We do not find anything in the records that support the assertion by Council President Audritsh that

the developer was only asking for the oversize costs of the Trunk Sewer. (the payment of oversize

Muut/recu meweentNa sERvlcEs, tvc. Page 3 of 4
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costs is normally done through SDC Credits in keeping with State Statues, not sure how Hubbard has

handled in the past, not offered by City Staff at the time of the project).

It is our opinion that the intent of the Reimbursement District Ordinance and the Master Plan

Resolution was that the Developer would be treated the same as all other benefiting properties

As such, it is also our opinion that the Developer is entitled to receive (it atl of the properties develop

within the time frame of the district) a total of $ I 86,2O7 .84 back from benefited properties, plus

interest as set out in the Ordinance.

Again, we are willing to meet and discuss this matter in more detail with all parties, prior to this matter

returning to Council.

At present, our staff will be out of the office for two weeks starting June 2Oth, 2O2O so time to discuss

the matter before the July meeting is very restricted.

We would ask for consideration to continue this matter to the August Council Meeting so that we can

assist in resolving the issue.

Please let us know if you have any questions on this matter

Thanks.

D , E.N., G.E

EXPIRES:

M u ut/rccn ruGr N EERTNG sElvlcEs, r Nc. Page 4 of 4
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

On January 12, 2010, Ordinance 309-2010 was passed amending the City's Comprehensive Plan and
Urban Growth Boundary OGB) to include the four Plan Areas included in this Public Facilities
Financing Plan (PFFP). Plan Area 1 is zoned Low Density Residential (R-1) and Plan Area2 is zoned
Industrial (I). Plan Area 3 is zoned Medium Density Residential (R-2) and High Density Residential R-
3. Plan Area4 is zoned Public Use (PU).

Existing public facilities (infrastructure) were examined to identify deficiencies. Plan Area 4 does not
require public facilities therefore there are no deficiencies. Hubbard's Development Code requires that
all public and private infrastructure costs within the developing areas be bome by the developer. For
that reason, only off-site infrastructure costs are identified by infrastructure type, i.e., Sanitary Sewer,
Storm Water, Water, Transportation, and Parks. Cost estimates are presented for each deficiency by
Plan Area and by Facility Type.

Plan Area t has the greatest deficiency cost, due to the $1,115,762.00 estimate for the park (land and
development). The total of all financing costs for all plan areas including the park in Plan Area I is
51,299,762.00. This total cost is broken out by Plan Area on Page 10 and by Facility Type on Page 11.

Financing options are identified and the most practical methods of financing are presented on page 15.
Many of the minor, low cost, deficiencies are deemed eligible for developer extractions, i.e., as a
condition of approval for a development, developers are required to construct offsite infrastructure
improvements at their expense. Public financing is not required for developer extractions, so the costs
thereof are not included in this PFFP.

City of Hubbard
Public Facilities Financing Plan

Page I



BACKGROUND:

In 2007, the City of Hubbard, with the help of the Mid-Willamette Valley Council of Govemments
(MWVCOG), began planning for an expansion of its Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) and on August
12,2008, Ordinance 300-2008 was passed amending the City's Comprehensive Plan and Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) to include Plan Area 2. On January 12, 2010, Ordinance 309-2010 was passed
amending the City's Comprehensive Plan and Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) to include the Plan Areas
1,3, and 4. All four (4) of these areas are included in this Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP).

As part of the Boundary Location Analysis, required by Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 660-024-
0060 to amend an UGB, an evaluation and comparison of the relative costs, advantages and
disadvantages of UGB expansion areas with respect to the provision of public facilities and services was
conducted in coordination with public service providers consistent with OAR 660-024-0060(8). Public
Facilities as referenced in OAR 660-024-0060(7) include water, sanitary sewer, storm water,
transportation, and park facilities. Comments regarding public facilities and services were provided by
the Hubbard Public Works and Marion County Public Works Departments and the Oregon Department
of Transportation (ODOT). Out of seven (7) areas studied, four (4) areas were selected for inclusion into
Hubbard's Urban Growth Boundary. See Attachment A - Public Facility Plan Areas.

These areas, clockwise from the southeast are listed below.

Plan Area 1:
Fifty-three point one (53.1) acres south of Whiskey Hill Road and east of the industrial area served by
Industrial Avenue. The eastern boundary is Painter Loop. This area is zoned Low Density Residential
(R-1). Plan Area t has not been annexed. See Attachment B - Plan Area l.

Plan Area 2:
Sixteen point fifty-four (16.54) acres south of Little Bear Creek and west of the Pacific Highway (99 E).
This area is zoned Industrial (I). This area contains tax lots 400, 500, 800,900, 1000 and 1100 (tax lots
500 and 800 have been consolidated into 400) (Marion County Assessor's Map 41W33DC). Most of this
area was recently annexed and developed. The remaining un-annexed area was developed years ago.
See Attachment C - Plan Area 2.

Plan Area 3:
Fifty-six point three (56.3) acres west of the Union Pacific Railroad and south of Broadacres Road. Mill
Creek forms its westerly boundary. The northerly half is zoned High Density Residential (R-3) and the
southerly half is zoned Medium Density Residential (R-2). Plan Area 3 has not been annexed. See
Attachment D - Plan Area 3.

Plan Area 4: (no public facilities required)
Three (3.0) acres along the east bank of Mill Creek, north of D Street, and west of the recent Mineral
Springs Park Subdivision. This area is zoned Public Use (PU). Page 64 of Hubbard's Parks Master Plan,
dated May 8,2007, proposes that this area become part of a recreational trail system linking Broadacres
Road at the south end of Hubbard to the North Marion School District Properties adjacent to Boones
Ferry Road (several miles north of Hubbard).

Because of the City's requirements for riparian easements and the steep topography, there is no
buildable land within in the boundaries of this area. Therefore, no facilities, as defined in OAR 660-024-
0060(7) will be required. Plan Area 4 has not been annexed. See Attachment E - Plan Area 4.

City of Hubbard
Public Facilities Financing Plan
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PUBLIC FACILITY DEFICIENCIES BY PLAN AREA:

On September 28, 2012, a meeting between the City's Public Works Superintendent and William I.
Peterson Engineering Consultants, Inc. (WIP) took place to determine each plan area's infrastructure
deficiencies. As Hubbard's Development Code requires all onsite improvements to be constructed at the
expense of the developer, it was determined only offsite Public Facilities Deficiencies need to be
identified in this Plan document.

Onsite improvements are required when development of any area within the plan areas are proposed. As
a condition of approval of annexation of any of the property within the study area Master Plan updates
for water distribution mains and sanitary sewer trunk lines will be required. Actual routing of water
mains and sanitary sewer trunk lines cannot be determined until roadway locations are known.
Therefore, Master Plans are typically prepared in conjunction with development. All public and private
infrastructure costs within developing areas of the city are the responsibility of developers. Exceptions
have been made for over-sizing of water mains or sewer trunk lines designed to serve areas outside of
the developer's property. Over-sizing reimbursements require City approval. Appropriate areas to be
assessed are recorded for future reference and reimbursement is made when development occurs.

In general, on-site residential development costs are usually expressed in cost per lot. Single family
developments of the small lot sizeare typicallybeing developed at a cost in the range of $15,000.00 to
$25,000.00 per lot. That cost does not include land costs or dwelling unit costs. Included in the costs
are planning, engineering, surveying and plating costs, clearing for construction, street construction
(excavation, base rock, pavement, curbs, sidewalks), storm dtainage, sanitary sewer lines and laterals,
water system mains and service connections for future homes. The range of costs for subdivision
developments depends largely on the size of the project. Smaller projects usually incur larger costs per
lot.

It was also determined that Hubbard's Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP), including all existing lift
stations, have ample capacity to serve the anticipated requirements of the plan areas. Likewise,
Hubbard's water supply (wells) and storage system have ample capacity to serve the anticipated
requirements of the plan areas.

The offsite deficiencies were identified for each plan area and are discussed below

Plan Area 1: (See Attachment F - Plan Area I - Potential Offsite Improvements)

Sanitarv Sewer:
There is a l0-inch sanitary sewer trunk line which flows west from Industrial Avenue under Pacific
Highway (998) and the Union Pacific Railroad to the Third Street lift station. The City's Public Works
Superintendent believes an extension of this lO-inch line across 2700 Industrial Avenue is preferred to
the only alternate route: west along J Street (or G Street), then north along Pacific Highway (99E) to D
Street and then west to the lift station at the WWTP. Therefore, a lO-inch sanitary sewer extension and
easement is required across 2700 Industrial Avenue to the west boundary of the plan area.

Offsite Public Facilitlr Deficiencies:
Extend the 1O-inch sanitary sewer in an easement across 2700 Industrial Avenue

City of Hubbard
Public Facilities Financing Plan
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Storm Water:
The natural drainage is southeasterly to Brandy Creek. Brandy Creek crosses under Painter Loop
through a culvert near the southeastem corner of the plan area. Previous Storm Water Master Plans
identified Brandy Creek as the approved point of discharge for storm water in the area. According to one
of Marion County's Public Works Department engineers, "the existing l2-inch concrete culvert under
Painter Loop is not known to have problems." However, minor flooding has occurred along Dunn Street.
The County recommends that Dunn Street be drained by a storm water line flowing east from Dunn
Street to Painter Loop. This extension would be an onsite rather than an offsite deficiency. The PFFP
recommends that preparation of a Storm Water Master Plan for all of Plan Area 1 be made a condition
of approval for any annexation. Storm water detention could be incorporated in the Park. See the
discussion under the "Parks" heading below.

Offsite Public Facility Deficiencies:
None; provided preparation of a Storm Water Master Plan for Area 1 be made a condition of
approval for annexation.

Water:
A l0-inch water main exists along the northern plan area in Whiskey Hill Road to Oak Street. A 6-inch
water main extends from a l0-inch water main in Industrial Avenue to the southern property line of
2400 Industrial Drive. The 6-inch offsite main needs to be upgraded to a lO-inch line and extended to
the west boundary of the plan area. The onsite water system will eventually loop from Whiskey Hill
Road to lndustrial Drive, but the onsite cost is the responsibility of the developers. The extent of the
looping will be made on a case by case basis as the area develops by the City Engineer as it is dependent
on the size and location of the development within the plan area.

Offsite Public Facility Defrciencies:
Extend the 10-inch water line in Industrial Drive 640-feet to the west boundary of the plan area.

Transportation:
Figure 6.2 of the City's Transportation Plan indicates that no offsite roads are required to serve the plan
area however, new sidewalks are identified in the City's Transportation System Plan (TSP) along
Whiskey Hill Road. The PFFP recommends that the sidewalk identified along the south side of
Whiskey Hill Road, adjacent to Plan Area 1, be made a condition of approval for any adjacent
development. However, the PFFP does not recommend installation of the sidewalks on the north side of
Whiskey Hill Road.

Offsite Public Facilitlr Deficiencies:
None; provided the installation of sidewalks on the south side of Whiskey Hill Road is made a

condition of approval for any adjacent development.

Figure 6.3 of the City's Transportation Plan indicates a suggested onsite roadway layout for Plan Area 1.

As stated under Public Facility Deficiencies on Page 4, "As Hubbard's Development Code requires all
onsite improvements to be constructed at the expense of the developer, it was determined that only
offsite Public Facilities Deficiencies need to be identified in this plan document." The actual feasibility
of the street system in the TSP is dependent on many variables that may be unknown to the
transportation planners. The suggested layout shown on Figure 6.3 is only one possible layout.
Therefore onsite roads (and sidewalks) are not aparl of the PFFP.

City of Hubbard
Public Facilities Financing Plan

Page 4



Parks:
A 5* acre park is identified in the City's Park Master Plan on the east side of Pacific Highway (99E),
but the exact location has not been determined. The City's Land Use Planner, recommends that the park
be located in Plan Area 1 to avoid the potential zoning issues associated with developing a park on land
zoned by Marion County as Exclusive Farm Use (EFU) that is also outside of the Urban Growth
Boundary. If the planned park is located in Plan Area 1, a means to acquire the land must be determined.
If a developer acquires sufficient acreage, a portion of the development can be set aside for the planned
park. The Park Master Plan states, "Prior to the time land is annexed or developed, the City should work
with property owners to acquire the 5+ acre site." The City could consider acquiring land for the park in
stages. A storm water detention system could also be incorporated into the park.

Public Facility Deficiencies :

Acquire land and develop the planned east side park within Plan Area 1

City of Hubbard
Public Facilities Financing Plan

Page 5



Plan Area 2: (See Attachment G - Plan Area2 - Potential Offsite Improvements)

Sanitary Sewer:
An 8-inch sanitary sewer line was extended to the south across tax lots 400 and 900 (Marion County
Assessor's Map 41W33DC) along Pacific Highway (99E) and is ready to serve tax lots 1000 and 1100
(Marion County Assessor's Map 4IW33DC). Upon annexation the 8-inch sanitary sewer line needs to
be extended south across tax lots 1000 and I 100 to serve any future UGB expansion to the south. There
are no offsite sanitary sewer deficiencies.

Offsite Public Facilitv Deficiencies:
None; provided the extension of the 8-inch sanitary sewer line and easement (if required) across
tax lots 1000 and 1100 is made a condition of approval of the annexation of either of these tax
lots.

Storm Water:
As the area is mostly developed, storm water requirements are minor, provided Hubbard's Storm Water
Detention Design and Construction Standards are followed. An existing l8-inch storm water line in
Pacific Highway (99E) and should be extended southerly along tax lots 1000 and 1100 (Marion County
Assessor's Map 41W33DC) to serve any future UGB expansion to the south. There are no offsite storm
water system deficiencies.

Offsite Public Facility Deficiencies:
None; provided the extension of the l8-inch storm water line and easement (if required) across
tax lots 1000 and 1100 is made a condition of approval of the annexation of either of these tax
lots.

Water:
A l0-inch water main was extended south across tax lots 400 and 900 (Marion County Assessor's Map
4IW33DC) along Pacific Highway (99E). It should be extended southerly across tax lots 1000 and
1100 to serve any future UGB expansion to the south.

Offsite Public Facility Deficiencies:
None; provided the extension of the l0-inch water main and easement (if required) across tax
lots 1000 and 1100 is made a condition of approval of the annexation of either of these tax lots.

Transportation:
The area is accessed by Pacific Highway (99E). The Transportation System Plan (TSP) calls for a
phased approach to widening the Highway, which includes providing for south bound through and right
turn lanes and the preservation of right-of-way needed to construct a S-lane cross section in the long
term future. See page 115 of the TSP, Preferred Plan Roadway Improvements. (The City of Hubbard
City Council adopted Ordinance 324-2012 on June 12, 2012, adopting the Transportation Plan.)The
adopted plan recognizes that improvements to Highway 998 are necessary and provides an analysis as to
how the improvements can be accomplished over a period of several years. Improvements to the
Highway within Area 2 are likely to be development driven based upon the impacts of future
development and redevelopment of businesses within the area. The Hubbard Development Code
requires development to construct full street improvements to all existing streets adjacent to, within or
necessary to serve the property, unless the applicant demonstrates to the satisfaction of the City Engineer
and ODOT when the subject property abuts a state highway,that the condition of the existing streets
meet the City standards and are in satisfactory condition to handle projected traffic loads (HDC

Publicru"liti"rcitiy.":'l",Tf ffi :
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2.202.03.F). A portion of the Highway within Area2 was recently improved to the Major Arterial Phase
II (4 Lane) street width (See also land use approvals for ANX 2008-02lZC 2008-01/DR 2008-02 and DR
2008-03). City staff anticipates the remaining highway frontage within Area 2 will be required to
complete similar street improvements consistent with the Major Arterial Phase II (4-lane) street design
standard found in Figure 6.4 of the Hubbard TSP. Adequate right-of-way exists for the highway
widening; however, an easement will be required to extend the sidewalk.

Offsite Public Facilitv Deficiencies
None; provided an easement for a 6-foot wide sidewalk beyond the existing 80-foot wide
highway right-of-way is made a condition of approval of the annexation of either of these tax
lots.

Parks:
There are no park requirements for industrial zones

Public Facil D
None.

City of Hubbard
Public Facilities Financing Plan
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Plan Area 3: (See Attachment H - Plan Area 3 - Potential Offsite Improvements)

Sanitary Sewer:
The Third Street lift station is nearly adjacent Plan Area 3. The lift station has an existing l2-inch
influent line whose invert elevation is 159.06-feet. The system alarm is also set at this elevation.
Therefore, most of the buildable area of this plan area can be served by this lift station. See Attachment
"Plan Area 3 - Potential Offsite Improvements. As the lift station is within 100-feet of the most easterly
corner of this plan area, only a short extension of offsite sanitary sewer line needs to be constructed. The
PFFP recommends that the construction of this extension be made a condition of approval for any
development in the plan area to avoid the need for public facility financing. A Master Sanitary Sewer
Plan for all of Plan Area 3 is required as a condition of approval for any development in any portion of
this area.

The onsite sanitary sewer system is the responsibility of the developers.

Offsite Public Facility Defi ciencies:
None; provided the offsite sewer line extension be made a condition of approval of future
development.

Storm Water:
The natural drainage is to Little Bear Creek and Mill Creek, which flow through the plan area. An open
ditch along the west side of Third Street needs to be filled in prior to extending the sidewalk system to
this plan area. See discussion under Plan Area 3's "Transportation" heading below. A l0-inch storm
water pipe needs to be extended 700-feet along the west side of Third Street, from "J" Street to Little
Bear Creek, prior to filling the ditch. Catch basins and curbs will need to be extended along the west
side of Third Street to convey storm water into the l0-inch storm drain pipe.

The onsite storm water system, including detention and treatment, is the responsibility of the developers.
Riparian, flood plain, and drainage easements along the creeks will be required as a condition of
annexation approval.

Offsite Public Facilitv Deficiencies:
Extend 700-feet of l0-inch storm drain, including catch basins, along the west side of Third
Street

Water:
The City of Hubbard's main water storage and distribution center is located on the east side of the Union
Pacific Railroad just east of Plan Area 3. Currently, a lO-inch water main delivers water to the area west
of the railroad but the l0-inch main ends on J Street just west of Third Street. To supply adequate water
during peak times, the lO-inch main should be extended further west 1000-feet to connect to the existing
lines in Fourth through Seventh Streets and extend to the east side of the plan area. This extension will
increase the water supply to existing users and Plan Area 3.

The l0-inch line also needs to be extended 690-feet south from J Street, along Third Street to the
northern edge of the plan area. The water lines need to be looped within the plan area, but this is the
responsibility of the developers. The extent of the looping will be made on a case by case basis as the
area develops by the City Engineer as it is dependent on the size and location of the development within
the plan area. A Master Water Plan for all of Plan Area 3 may be required as a Condition of Approval

Pub I i c ."",,,,, "rti1l;,1"T;'il;lPage 8



for any development in any portion of this area. The requirement for a master plan should be made by
the City Engineer upon submittal of a development plan.

Offsite Public Facility Defi ciencies :

Extend 1000-feet of lO-inch water line along J Street, just west of Third Street to the eastern edge of
the plan area connecting to the existing lines in Fourth through Seventh Streets.
Extend 690-feet of lO-inch water line south from J Street along Third Street to the northem edge

of the plan area.

Transportation:
This plan area is served from the north by Broadacre Road and Third Street. Both are minor arterials per
the TSP. The 2012 TSP identifies the installation of new sidewalks and curbs along the west side of
Third Street and both sides of Broadacre Road.

Offsite Public Facilitv Deficiencies:
Extend 690-feet of sidewalk and curb along the west side of Third Street.
Extend 250-feet of sidewalk and curb along each side of Broadacre Road.

Figure 6.3 of the City's Transportation Plan indicates a suggested onsite street layout for this plan area.

See attached Figure 6.3. Under Public Facility Deficiencies on Page l, "Hubbard's Development Code
requires all onsite improvements to be constructed at the expense of the developer. The actual feasibility
of a street system is dependent on numerous variables that may be unknown to the transportation
planners. Figure 6.3 indicates only one potential layout. Therefore, for these reasons, onsite roads (and
sidewalks) are not a part of the PFFP.

Parks:
As of August 28, 2012, the City's Public Works Superintendent indicated that no parks are planned
inside this plan area. As the plan area is zoned residential, residential SDCs provide financing for
present and future park improvements throughout Hubbard.

Offsite Public Facilitv Deficiencies:
None.

Plan Area 4: (See Attachment E - Plan Area 4)

No public facilities are required within Plan Area 4 and, therefore, there are no deficiencies.

City of Hubbard
Public Facilities Financing Plan
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PUBLIC FACILITY COST ESTIMATES BY PLAN AREA
Plan Area I Item Cost / Unit Estimate ($)

Sanitary Sewer Extend 100'of 10" sanitary sewer in an
easement across 2700 Industrial
Avenue. $45.00 per Foot $4s,000.00

Storm Water None
Water Extend 100' of 10" water main from

Industrial Avenue to west boundary of
Plan Area 1. $35.00 per Foot $35,000.00

Transportation None
Parks Acquire land and construct the east

side park.
From Parks

Master Planr $1,035,762.00
Total Plan Area 1 $1.115.762.00

Plan Area 2 Item Cost / Unit Estimate ($)

Sanitary Sewer None.
Storm Water None.

Water None.
Transportation None.

Parks None.
Total Plan Area? $ 0.00

Plan Area 3 Item Cost / Unit Estimate
Sanitary Sewer None

Storm Water
Extend 700-feet of 1O-inch storm
water pipe along the west side of Third
Street. s50.00 / LF $3s.000.00

Water Extend 1000-feet of l0-inch water line
along J Street, just west of Third Street
to the eastern edee ofthe plan area. $60.00 i LF $60,000,00
Extend 690-feet of l0-inch water line
south from J Street along Third Street
to the northern edge of the plan area $60.00 / LF $41,400.00

Transportation
Extend 690' of 6' wide sidewalk and
curb along the west side of Third
Street. $40.00 / LF $27.600.00
Extend 250' of 6' wide sidewalk and
curb along each side ofBroadacre
Road $40.00 / LF $20.000.00

Parks None
Total Plan Area 3 $184,000.00

Plan Area 4 Item Cost / Unit Estimate
Sanitary Sewer None

Storm Water None
Water None

Transportation None
Parks None

Total Plan Area 4 $ 0.00

TOTAL $1,299,762.00

City of Hubbard
Public Facilities Financing Plan

Page 10
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PUBLIC FACILITY COST ESTIMATES BY FACILITY TYPE:

Sanitary Sewer:
Plan Area I
Plan Area 2
Plan Area 3
Plan Area 4

45,000.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

$

$

$

$
Total Sanitary Sewer: $ 45,000.00

Storm Water:
Plan Area I
Plan Area 2
Plan Area 3

0.00
0.00

35,000.00

$ 35,000.00
$ 00.00
$ 101,400.00

$ 0.00

$

$

$
PlanArea4 $ 0.00

Total Storm Water $ 35,000.00

Water:
Plan Area 1

Plan Area2
Plan Area 3
Plan Area 4

Total Water: $ 136,400.00

Transportation:
Plan Area I
Plan Area 2
Plan Area 3
Plan Area 4

Total Transportation

Parks:
PlanArea I $ 1,035,762.00
PlanArea2 $ 0.00
PlanArea3 S 0.00
PlanArea4 $ 0.00

Total Parks $ 1,035,762.00

TOTAL 81,299,762.00

s 0.00
$ 0.00
$ 47,600.00
$ 0.00

,600.007$4

City of Hubbard
Public Facilities Financing Plan
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PUBLIC FACILITY FINANCING OPTIONS:

Many financial options are available in Oregon for the construction of the needed offsite public facilities
identified in this plan. The following is a brief description of these options:

System Development Charge (SDC) - An SDC is an impact fee charged on a new development. Fees
collected are used to help pay a portion of the cost for needed expansion of offsite improvements.
Currently, the City charges such fees for water, sewer, and transportation improvements and applies park
SDCs only to new residential developments. SDCs are paid by the developer when building permits are
issued.

Supplemental System Development Charge - As the name implies, this is an SDC in addition to the
regular SDCs to pay for infrastructure improvements outside of what is considered normal. These
charges would only be applied to new development within the plan areas as identified in the PFFP.

Advance Financing District - An Advance Financing District allows a developer to pay for the
extension of infrastructure for a development outside of the normal development sequencing pattern.
The developer is repaid for portions of the extension by other parties along the extension as development
occurs. A District is used mostly by developers with access to significant capital.

Development Exactions - As a condition of approval for a development, developers are required to
construct offsite infrastructure improvements at their expense.

Local Improvement District (LID) - An LID is created through an atrangement between property
owners in a specified neighborhood and the City that provides for the funding of improvements needed
in that district. Property owners benefiting from the improvements within the District pay for the
improvements over time. Pa)rments for the improvements are usually made annually over a l0-year
period.

General Obligation Bond (GO Bond) - General Obligation Bonds are issued for the construction of
public facility improvements. The bond is repaid over time through assessment of all properties within a
jurisdiction where the improvements are constructed. For the City of Hubbard, the properties include
the entire City. Exercising this option requires voter approval.

Revenue Bond ("backed" by a utility surcharge) - Revenue Bonds are issued for the construction of
public facility improvements. The bonds are repaid based upon a revenue producing utility. For
Hubbard, this could be applied to water and sewer improvements.

Local Tax - A local gas tax increases gas taxes collected at fueling stations. Uses of the tax
increase are limited to transportation facilities. A state-wide moratorium on local govemments
implementing this option is in effect until2013.

Tax Increment Financing - Funding to pay for public facility improvements using tax increment
financing is accomplished through the increase in property taxes from new development within the plan
areas. Taxes collected for this purpose apply only to lands located within an urban renewal district.

The following page provides additional information regarding these finance mechanisms

City of Hubbard
Public Facilities Financing Plan
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Comments
Most widely used financing option for public facilities financing in
Oregon. Rates need to be maintained in order for revenue to cover
costs. Council Approves project priorities through the budget
process. Cash flow uncertainty is a problem.

Funds are dedicated to a small batch ofprojects, but there is an
accompanying loss of Council flexibility for managing the timing
and sequence of funded improvements. Cash flow uncertainty
becomes a larger problem.

Often used in conjunction with SDC's to let large projects move
forward on their own schedule. Districts typically sunset after l0 -
years, but may be extended with Council approval. Works best with
large developments or consortiums.

There is an added risk that reliance on exactions may result in
scattered improvements and fragmented service delivery
capabilities.

LID's require majority approval by property owners within the
district. The process can be difficult, but also flexible regarding
when the assessments are due. Takes time to initiate the district.
Requires voter approved bond measure. State approval of tax-free
private activity bonds may be difficult to secure. Likely to increase
land holding costs.

Cons
Higher financing costs
and uncertainty about
revenue timing. May
not fully fund needed
improvements.

Adds to development
costs.

Adds to capital and
financing costs. Risk
that other property
owners may not
develop and repay their
fair share.

Adds capital costs. May
reduce land values.
Limited application
based on fair share

doctrine.
Adds to land holding
costs; may reduce land
value.
Requires voter
approval. May affect
city's debt capacity and
rating. High cost to
secure approval.

Pros
Fee is proportional to
development impacts.
Costs are spread
across broad base.
Easy to enact through
Council
Fee is proportional to
impact. Addresses

"equity" issues for
improvements that
only benefit a few

Allows projects to
proceed ahead of
normal sequencing.
Payback by other
property owners

themonitored
Privatizes the cost of
certain offsite
improvements.

Low interest rates,
secure financing,

City's full faith and
credit backs the bond
issue. Lowest
borrowing rate.

One-time fee
collected
when building permit
is issued.

One-time fee
collected when
building permit is
issued.

At the time of
development as a
condition of
approval.

At the time of
development.

Annual property tax
assessment.

Varies based on
financing structure.

Who
Developer

Developer

Developer

Developer

Developer

Generally
property
assessmen
ts,

depending
on
revenue

CITY OF'HUBBARD
Public

System
Development
Charge
(sDC)

Add-on SDC
(ssDC)

Advance
Financing
District
(Reimbursement
District)

Developer
Exhactions (i.e.
conditions of
approval)

District

Local
Improvement

General
Obligation Bond
(GoB)

City of Hubbard
Public Facilities Financing Plan

Page 13



Without a current street utility, the city would have to form one to
utilize this approach on transportation projects. Bond holders
typically require general rate backing to ensure against default.
Capital reseryes and borrowing capacity present significant
limitation.

Local gas tax and street utility funding mechanisms are under
examination across the state due to a growing street maintenance
backlog and lack ofrevenue to finance the non-SDC portion of
local capital improvement programs.

TIFDs can be expensive to set up and voter approval would be
necessary. Vacant industrial land generally provides the highest
value-added use ofthis financing tool.

Shifts capital bwden to
operations. Utility
must have sufficient
reseryes and debt
ceiling. Puts general
ratepayers at risk.

Requires voter
approval. Historically
an unpopular tax.

Defers general fund
revenue to taxing
districts from affected
properties until district
sunsets. Limited debt
capacity early on.

Shifts capital burden
to operations. May
reduce borrowing
costs if it lowers the
interest rate on
borrowed funds.
Council may approve.
Limited to transporta-
tion projects. Could
free up funding for
other projects outside
the plan area. Very
efficient collection.
Capital improvements
in essence become
self-financing. Ability
to add "general public
benefit" projects.

Monthly fee added to
utility bill. May be
consumption based or
flat rate.

With every fuel
purchase.

Annually through
regular property tax
payments.

Utility
customers
(i.e. the
property
owner or
lessee).

City
residents
and pass-
through
drivers.

Property
owner

Revenue Bond
with Utility
Swcharge
backing

GBruS)

Local Gas Tax
(LGr)

Tax Increment
Financing
District
(TrFD)

City of Hubbard
Public Facilities Financing Plan
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PUBLIC FACILITY FINANCING METHOD BY PLAN AREA
Plan Area I Estimate ($) Best Financine Method Alt. f inancins Method

Sanitary Sewer $45,000.00 LID DE
Storm Water N/A' N/A N/A

Water $35,000.00 LID DE
Transportation N/AI N/A N/A

Parks $1,035,762.00 SDCs' DE,
Total Plan Area 1 $1,115,762.00
Plan Area 2 Estimate ($) Best Financinq Method Alt. Financins Method

Sanitary Sewer N/AI N/A N/A
Storm Water N/AI N/A N/A

Water N/AI N/A N/A
Transportation N/A' N/A N/A

Parks N/A N/A N/A
Total Plan Area,2 0.00
Plan Area 3 Estimate ($) Best Financins Method Alt. Financing Method

Sanitary Sewer N/A' N/A N/A
Storm Water $ 35,000.00 AFD DE

Water $ 101,400.00 AFD DE
Transportation $ 47,600.00 AFD DE

Parks N/A N/A N/A
Total Plan Area 3 $ 166,000.00
Plan Area 4 Estimate ($) Best Financine Method Alt. Financins Method

Sanitary Sewer N/A N/A N/A
Storm Water N/A N/A N/A

Water N/A N/A N/A
Transportation N/A N/A N/A

Parks N/A N/A N/A
Total Plan Aret 4 $ 0.00

TOTAL $1,299.762.00

Notes:
1. See Public Facility Deficiencies by Plan Area starting on Page 3 for recommendations that often are

a Developer Extraction or a requirement for developers to prepare Master Plans. These items are low
in cost and commonly figured into the developer's budget. These do not normally require Public
Financing and therefore no estimate is given.

2. Depending on the size of the development(s), the best financing method may be a combination of
SDCs and DEs.

Acronyms that mav be used on this page:
SDC . System Development Charge
SSDC. Supplemental System Development Charge
AFD.. Advance Financing District
DE.... DeveloperExtractions

.. Local Improvement District
General Obligation Bond

..... Utility Bond with Utility Surcharge
,.... Local Gas Tax
.... Tax Increment Financing District

City of Hubbard
Public Facilities Financing Plan
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PLAN AREA 4

PLAN AREA J

PLAN AREA 
.I

PLAN AREA 2

- City Limits
o .. o.. .Urbon Growth Bndy.

Property Lines

Plon Areos

Public Facility Financing
Plan Areas

Attachment
"A"



I
N

s
0

t
,

!
I

t.

'l*r
'., J '.

.i --','i' I I
''st

r:,.-:

.:l
_-t

,!

..,',t

*:" ';rr ,j
)

. .::.s

'[ 
-

; rli

;+ i ,fr

a

t

I

I

I

l,

h
,:
ql
*

i*
E
f"

.',.',.-.:1.

r- .i
_t

I

-_t

' '!r'
t
J
t
i
?t
a

a
t
a
a

a
t
t
a
a

,,8,,

luouiLleeuv , eorv ueld
sDarv uold 

i

saull 
^lJadord(pug q1nol9 uoqJn. o.... c

sll'rit-'l /(llc

J

'i..i
ll I 1i:

l

ti,

,*f #
,tr,

ll &

I

tl

ti
tk
F :l'

lr
t J

taa
* &.

!
I

'
?+



=;L

a
a

.;"'n'"""-

a
€

a

a
5

@

0
a
I
0

o
o
o

o
o

$
s
o
q

t\o

"7\
t,

lt
//'

o
o

o
(0

a
a

a

@&
u

OR
*b
rE

!
On
*$

I&b
Cc}
J+
H<
o3'
i#
e

@
l

Y

-U

o
($

6-

@

E

g,

ru
,n\
}JJ

FT
q[J

tlJ
R.\
4\j,*

o)
o

ls
f

o



.l

City Limits
. .. o.. oUrbon Growth Bndy.

Property Lines

Plon Areos
Plan Area 3 Attachment

'D"



- City Limits
. o.... .Urbon Growth Bndy.

Property Lines

ffil Pton Areos
Plan Area 4 Attachment

E



N

s

;1.

I .;:

*
I

I

f
I

t ,'i 
1'fi

,l

..L ,1
t
a

I

a

+
a
a

+i
a

| /\

--.-I 

'

!'

5

tt
t

i

a
a
a

t
a
a
a

?t

II
I
E

_J

f-a-
IT
II

= t"
-.--,--g

4
- --,.. t

*l
.' ',

I

.i, 1
frl

/

&opunog qpo€ uogtn . o . . . . .
s1;t15,(119

,,1,,

]uourLlcellv

sluaura^ordu I o]lsJJo letlualod

, eorv ueld
soaly uo16

relo A r.^rrols
ulon Jelol

raruaS Alo11uos

I



:: '

* eity Limits
6 s @ @ e @ e Urbon C*owth Boundcrry

i':.::'
-..i

a
i9

a
I

"/

/
\

/

4.
a

a

t
I

\'

/

a

Sonitory Sevrer
$/ater Main
Storm Sewer

Plern Areers

Flan Anea P-

Peitcntial Offsite I rnprovements
Attachment

,,C;'



s

N

o o o . . . o Urbon Growth Boundory

City Limits

Sonitory Sewer
Woter Moin
Storm Woter

Plon Areos

Area 3
Potential Offsite lmprovements

Attachment
"H'



B

RESOLUTION NO. 660-2018

A RESOLUTTON ADOPTING A SANITARY SEWER MASTER PLAN FOR THE
PUBLIC FACILITIES F'INANCING PLAN - AREA 3.

Findines
A. The City Council finds it to be in the best interest of the public to construct a

sewer line in the portion defined in the May 13,2013, Public Facilities Financing
Plan (PFFP) as Area 3,

The City deems it necessary and beneficial to adopt a sanitary sewer Master Plan
for the Public Facilities Plzur Alea 3.

Based on the lindings, the City of Hubbard resolves as follows:

The City of Hubbard hereby adopts tlie Sanitary Sewer Master Plarr for the
city of Flubbard Public Facilities Financing PIan - Area 3 as set forth in
the attached document rnarked "Exhibit A" attached hereto and by this
reference incorporated herein and entitled "Sev,er Master Plctn.fbr the City
o/'Hubbard Public Facilities Financing Plan * Area 3. "

ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL this 13th day of Novernber 2018

CITY OF ORE

BY:
OR

RE RD

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

A

BY

a t
ATTORNEY

BY

Page One - Resolutiorr No. 660*2018 Adopted November 1 3, 2018



Sewer Master Plan
For the City of Hubbard
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City Engineer
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Chapter I - lntroduction

1,1 AUTHOBIZATION
ln spring of 2017, the Chy of l'lubbard (Clty) recelved the 31-lot Kooiman Estate Subdivislon application.
The application lncludes the annexatlon of a portlon of the Urban Growth Boundary deftned ln the May
13, 2013 Publlc Faclllties Financing Plan (PFFP) as Area 3. The City authorlzed AKS to evaluate the
ultimate build-out and future sewer servlce for PFFP Area 3 since the PFFP states thatr as a condition of
approval, any proposed development within PFFP Area 3 wlll requlre the development of a Sewer
Master Plan (SMP) for the area.

1.2 PURPOSE/OBTECflVE
The purpose of thls SMP is to gulde expanslon of the sanitary sewer syrtem for development within
PFFP Area 3. Objectives include:

7.2.1

1.2.2

ldentlfication of a conceptual sewer trunkllne route that could serve the undeveloped and un-
sewered areas in PFFP Area 3, includlng an assessment of the possible need for a wastewater
pump station.

Confirm that adequate system capaclty will be available to ,"r. the needs of PFFP Area 3 and
verlfy that the pipe proposed for the Kooiman Estates Subdlvlsion has adequate depth and size
for future gravity sewer €xtenslons to serue the future build-out of PFFP Area 3.

t'2.? Establishment of design criteria that willconsidertopography, area, comprehenslve plan
designations, and lnfiltration and lnftow (l&ll.

1,2.4 Preparation of cost estimates for the sewer system required to serve PFFP Area 3 and develop
of an equltable formula to credlt the lnitial developer a portion of their up-front investment in
the sewer pipellne needed to serve their subdivislon and PFFP Area 3.

1.3 NATURE ANDSCOPE
This SMP lncludes the following elements:

1.3'1 A review of the study area's physical envlronment, lncludlng topography, gcography, soils, land
use, and City population.

1.3.2 Determinatlon of factors that affect the deslgn of the sewer system such as basin slze,
topography, land use, antlclpated future infiltration/inflow, etc,

Chapter 2 - StudyArea Physical Environment

2,L GEOGRAPHY, TOFOCRAPHY, AND pOpUtATtON
As defined in the PFFP, Area 3 encompasses approximately 56 acres in the southwest corner of the City.
Most of PFFP Area 3 can be developed except for the banks of Mill Creek. which are steep and may have
environmenta I permltting restrictions.

Sewer l[aster Plan
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The topography for thls srea conslsts prlmarlly of relatlvely flat farrnland bounded to the west by Mlll
Creek. The area is traversed by several dralnage gullies that rnay llrrit development unless they are filled
and regraded with engineered fill, Development of the property within pFFp Area 3 will require
consultatlon wlth a natural resource speclalist to fully assess envlronrnental conditions and
development limitatlons,

The City's Comprehensive Plan identifles the zonlng for PFFP Area 3 as a comblnatlon of Medium-
Density Resldential (R2l and High:Density Reslde ntlal (R31.

2,2 SOIIS
A geotechnical report was not prepared as part of this $Mp. However, historical farming of the
developable area lndlcates that the soils are probably consistent with most mid-Wlllamette Valley soil
types, which are usually poorly dralned clayey silts. These soil types make construction during the wet
months difflcult but should not present any unusual challenges for the consffuction of the underground
utility infrastructur€ when approprlate constructlon methods are used.

2,3 I.AND USE

As designated by the Clty's Comprehenslve Plan, PFFP Area 3 ls composed of a mixture of R2 and R3 land
use zones. To be generally consistent wlth the City of Hubbard Comprehenslve plan, this SMp assumed
the southern 7O% of PFFP Area 3 will develop as R2 and the northern 30% as R3. A copy ofthe
Comprehensive Plan is attached for reference ln Exblblt A.

Chapter 3 - Exlstlng Facilldes

3.T GENERAL OVERVIEW OF EXFTNG FACIUTIES
As descrlhed in the PFFP, the exlsting Clty of Hubbard 3d St. pumping statlon is locared wlthln the 3d St.
rlght-of-way near PFFP Area 3, and most of the developable area of PFFp Area 3 can be served by this
pumping station.

The Clty provlded runtime data and seasonal operational lnformation for the 3rd Street pump statlon,
along with a summary of their visualfield observations and evaluation of surcharges in the gravity
system during recent heavy raln events, Based on the lnformatlon provlded by the City, the purnp
station and downstream gravlty conveyaoce system appear to have adequate capaclty to handle future
flow from the Kooiman Estate subdivision. However, as development in pFFp Area 3 and the industrlal
area east of the railroad tracks progresses, each development phase will need to reanalyre the existlng
capacity of the 3d street pump stadon and downstream conveyance system.

3,2 INTEGRATION OF NEW FACIIITIES INTO THE EXISTING SEWER SYSTEM
Consistent with the PFFP, the Kooiman Estate$ Subdlvlslon is proposing to install a gravity sewer
trunkline extenslon ftorn the 3'd 5t pumplng statlon, A 10-inch gravlty sewer trunkllne is proposed to
run down the 3'd St right-of-way and lnto PFFP Area 3 as shown ln Exhiblt C. A gravtty sewer'extenslon
from the termination of this t0-lnch trunkline ls proposed to continue north and east to serve the
Koolman Estate Subdivision, Future sewer flows from the R2 area of pFFp Area g can also connect to
this same lO-inch gravity trunklhre and flow to the 3rd street pumphg station,

$olYcr Mffiter Plan
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Chapter4 - Design Methodology

4,I FACTORSAFFECTINGI.OADING
The study area for this SMP was llrnited to the developable land within PFFP Area 3 with land use
deslgnations of R2 and R3, as dlscussed above. Required capaclty was determlned by the application of
englneering design standards and flow projections derived from land use deslgnations rnd
correspo nding po pulatlon projections,

4.2 DETERMINATION OFTHE DESIGN IOADIiIG
Wastewat€r flow estimates were generated based on land use and area. The components making up the
flovtts within this SMP are average daily resldentialflows corresponding to the land use deslgnations of
R2, lncludlng peaking factors and l&l contrlbutlons.

The area withln PFfP Area 3 that can be served by gravity sewer ls approximately the same as the R2
area as showrt on Exhibit B, except for the steep slopes along Mill Creek. The developable area ls
approximately 33 acres as shown on Exhlblt C.

The average daily resldential flows were determlned by uslnga population denslty of 12 dWelling units
per acre and 2.5 persons per dwelling unit for a total populatlorr of 990 persons in the R2 area. Applying
a wastewater flow value of 100 gallons per person per day resulted ln a dally flow of 99,000 gallons (59
gallons per minute) for the 33-acre servace area. ln addition, a peaklng fuctor of 4 was applled,
increasing the flow rate to 276 gallons per rnlnute. An additional !600 gallons per acre per day, which
equates to a constant flow of 37 gallons per minute, was added to account for future l&1. The aggregate
flow rate, with the applicatlon of peaklng factors and l&t, equals 313 gallons per minute (0.70 cublc feet
per second|. A summary of this analysls ls lncluded ln Table 1 below:

4.3 DETERMINATION OFSEWER PIPE 5IZC5
The sewer extension from the lO-lnch trunkllne needed to serve the R2 area of PFFP Area 3 ls
anticipated to be an 8-inch gravity pipe at mlnimum slope. We used Manning's Equation to determlne
that for the anticipated flow rate of 313 gallons per mlnute at full bulld-out, the depth of flow ln the 10-
indr trunkllne would he 0.5 feet {n=0,013, s=0,396}. Based on thls calculation, the l0-inch sewer

Sewer Master Plan
Clty ofHubbard Publlc Fscilities Pinanclng Plan . ArGa 3
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trunkllne will have adequate capacity for full development of the R2 area of pFFp Area 3, plus the
Kooima n Estates subdivlslon.

However, and as descrlbed earlier in thir SMP, the existlng 3'c 5t. pumplng station should have capacity
to handle the addltional flow from the Kooiman Estates Subdfuision, but it may not have available
capacity to handle the addltlonal flow from PFFP Area 3 when lt fully develops, As future development

"ln 
PFFP Area 3 progresses, the capaclty of the pumping statlon should be reevaluated at each phase of

development.

4:4 SEWER 5ERV1CE FOR NORTHERN AREA OF PFFP AREA 3
As descrlbed above, thls SMP has determlned that the R2 area of PFFP Area 3 can be served vla gravity
by connecting to the l0-lnch gravity sewer trunkline proposed to he lnstalled for the Kooiman Estates
Subdivision. The nofihern area (the R3 area) of PFFP Area 3 cannot be served by the same gravity
system due to the existing topography and limltatlons of how far the gravlty pipe systern originating
from the 3'd Street pump station can be extended at minlrnum slope. Future sewer flows from the R3
area of PFFP Area 3 were not factored lnto this study since the flow will need to be routed to the north
with a futur€ pump station. Additionally, thls SMP dld not attempt to determine the volurne of flow or
size of the pump station. This will need to be determlned when the R3 area develops.

Chapter 5 - CostAnalysis

5.1 ESTIMATED COST OF KOOIMAN ESTATES SUBDIVISION SEWER THAT WIII BENEFT
FUTURE DIVELOPMEf{T

The Kooiman Estates Subdlvlslon b proposing to install the trunkllne $at wlll serve the subdlvision plus
future flows from PFFP Area 3. This trunkline will include 820 feet of l0-inch gravity sewer plpe sewer
plpe and flve manholes. Applying unit construcilon costs of 975 per foot for l0-lnch pipe and gg,OOO per
manhoh, the total estimated cost for the Kooiman Estates Subdivision investment in $ewer
infrastructure that wlll eventually beneflt the PFFP Area 3 developrnent is expecred to be approximately
$122,000 {including a conting€ncy factor of Z0%). ln addition, the Kooiman Estates Subdlvlston
developer ls also paying for the surveying, engineerlng and permltting of the PFFP Area 3 trunkline, as
well as the cost of developing this SMP, Ihe survey, engineering permlttlng and SMP costs are
estimated to be approximately $25,000 which brings the total estlmated cost for the trunkllne to
$147,000 ($122,000 plus $25,0001. 

,

5.2 COSTSHARE FOR FUTURE DEVETOPMENT
To balance the Kooiman Estates Subdlvislon's initlal investment in sewer infrastructure with future
developments in PFFP Area 3, it wlll be necessary to dlstribute the estimated $147,000 tnttlal investment
on a pro'lata basls proportlonal to the area. PFFP Area 3 has a total area of 56 acres, but we esflmate
that approxirnately 37 ages lies wlthtn the southern 70% of the area (as shown jn Exhibit Bf . The
Koolman Estates Subdivislon wlll develop 31 lots on a total of 5 acres - I acre of trlhlch was annexed lnto
the City from PFFP Area 3 while rhe other4 acres were already within City limits, A total of 3Z acres of
land in PFFP Area 3 has the potentlal to benefit from the gravity sewer trunkllne lnstalled by the
developer of the Koolman Estates Subdivision, On a per-acre pro-rata basis, future development should
relmburse the Kooiman Estates Subdivlslon developer at an estlmated rate of approxlmately $4,000 per
acre ($147,000 dlvided by 37 acres). The final reirnbursement rate is subject to recalculatlon based on
actual constructlon dnd engineering costs as verified and approved by the City of Hubbard.

SewerMasler Plnn
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B.

c.

D.

E.

ORDINANCE NO.359-2018

AN ORDINANCD ENACTING CHAPTER 3.07 IN TIIE MUNICIPAL CODE TO
PROVIDE FOR THE CREATION OF REIMBURSEMENT DISTRICTS

Findings.
A. Providing necessary and adequate public irnprovements and infrastructure to new

development in the City of Hubbard requires a broad range of regulatory and financing
mechanisms;and

The City Council wishes to encourage tirnely investrnent in public irnprovements and
infrastructure while assuring that development contributes only its fair share of the cost
ofneeded infrastructure to the extent practicable; and

Current infrastructure financing involves a complex set of sources and regulations and
the City Council wishes to provide a new option to assure that needed infrastructure is in
place when it is needed to serve development; and

Reimbursement districts are a financing mechanism that can provide for private
investment in needed infrastructure improvements while allowing the developer to
recover a proportionate share of the cost of the improvements from properties that benefit
from the improvunents; and

The Hubbard Municipal Code does not currently provide for or authorize the creation of
reimbursement districts.

BASED ON THE FINDINGS, THE CITY OR I{UBBARD ORDAINS AS F'OLLOWS:

Section 1. Chapter 3.07 is hereby added to the Hubbard Municipal Code as follows:

Chapter 3.07 REIMBURSEMENT DISTRICT TINANCING

3.07.010 Definitions
The following definitions apply unless in-consistent with the context:
(l) "Developer" means a person who is required to or chooses to finance some or all of the

cost of a public street, water or sewer improvement such that it will be available to
provide service to property, other than property owned by the person, and who applies to
the city for reimbusement for the expense of the improvement.

(2) 'Development Permif' means any final land use decision, limited land use decision,
expedited land division decision, partition, subdivision, planned unit development,
applicable public or private infrastructure permit, or drivewaypermit,

(3) '?erson" means a nafural person, the person's heirs, executors, adrninistrators or assigns;
a firm, partnership, corporation, association or legal entity; the person's successoru or
assigns; and any agent, employee, or representative thereof.

(4) "Public Improvemenf' means any construction, reconstruction or upgrading of public
watero stormwater, sanitary sewer, or street improvements.

Ordinance No. 359-2018



(5) "Reimbursement Agreementn'means an agreement between the developer and the city
that is authorized by the city council and provides for the installation of, and
reirnbursement for, the cost ofpublic improvements.

(6) "Reirnbursement District" means the area which is determined by the city council to
derive a benefit from the construction of public improvements, financed in whole, or in
part,by the developer.

(7) "Reimbursemont Fee" means a fee described in the reimbursement agreement and set by
city council resolution that is required to be paid by a person who develops property that
benefits from the public improvement,

(8) "Resolution" means a resolution approved by city council that determines the boundaries
of the reimbursement district and the rnethodology for allocating a reimbursement fee to
each benefitted property Ihat consiclers the cost of reimbwsing the developer for
financing the construction of the public improvement(s).

3.07 .020 Application process
(1) A person who is tequired to or chooses to finance sorne or all of the cost of a public

improvement that will be available to provide service to property other than the person's
property may by written application filed with the city recorder request that the city
establish a reimbursernent dishict. The public improvenent rnust be of a size greater than
would otherwise ordinarily be required in connection with an application for a building
perrrit or development permit or rnust be available to provide service to property other
than property owned by the developer, so that the public will benefit from the
improvonent.

(2) The application shall be accompanied by an application fee, set by the city council, that
is reasonably calculated to cover 'rhe city's cost of preparing the report and notice
pursuant to section 3,07.030,

(3) The application shall include the following:
(A)A written description of the locatiorl type, and size of each public improvement

for which reimbursement is sought.
(B) A map that shows the boundaries of the proposed reimbursement district, the legal

boundary of each property in the proposed dishict, and the tax lot nunber and
size of each property.

(C)A map that shows the properties to be included in the proposed reimbursement
district; the zoning designation, the front footage and square footage of each
property, or similar data necessary for calculating the apportionment of the cost;
the property or properties owned by the developer; and the names and mailing
addresses of owners of other properties to be included in the proposed
reimbursement district.

(D)The actual or estimated cost of each public irnprovement(s) prepared by an
architect, engineer or other licensed professional in accordance with established
eligibility criteria and guiclelines.

(4) The application rnay be submitted to the city prior to the installation of the public
improvement but not later than 270 days after completion and acceptance of the public
improvements by the city. This time period may be extended by the council for good
cause shown,

Ordinance No, 359-2018



3.07.030 Report
The city shall review an applioation to establish a reimbursement district and evaluate whether

the district should be formed. The city may require that the applicant provide additional
information to assist in the evaluation. The city shall prepare a written report for the council that
considers ancl makes a reconmsndation concerning each of the following factors:

(1) Whether the developer will financg or has financed some or all of the cost of the public
improvement, thereby making service available to property other than the developer's
property.

(2) The size and boundary of the reimbrnsement district.
(3) The actual or estimated cost of ttre public improvement(s) serving the area of the

proposed reimbursement district and the portion of the cost for which the developer
should be reimbursed for each public improvement.

(4) A methodology for spreading the cost among the properties within the reirnbursement
district and, where appropriate, defining a "unit" for applying the reimbursernent fee to
property that rnay be partitioned, subdivided, altered or modifred in the future. The city
may use any methodology for apportioning costs to a benefitted propefiy that is just and
reasonable. The methodology should account for unbuildable areas such as dedicated
right-of-way utility easements or open space.

(5) fhe amount to be charg"d by the crty as an administration fee for the reimbursement
agreement. The administration fee shall be fixed by the council and included in the
resolution approving the reimbursement district. The administration fee may be a
percentage of the total reimbursement fee expressed as an interest figure, or may be a
flat fee per unit to be deducted from the total reimbursement fee.

(6) Whether the public improvements meet, or will meet, city standards.
(7) Whether it is fair and in the public interest to create a reimbursement district.

3.07.040 Amount to be reimbursed
(1) A reimbursement fee shall be computed by the city for all lots or parcels within the

reimbursement district that will benefit frorn the public improvement(s), including the
developer's property. The fee shall be calculated separately for each lot or parcel and
each public irnprovement. The developer is not entitled to reimbursement of the fee that
is allocated to the developer's property.

(2) The cost to be reimbursed to the developer is limited to ttre cost of construction
engineeringn construotion, and off-site dedication of right-of-way. Conshuction
engineering rnay include surveying and inspection costs but may not exceed 13.5 percent
of eligible public improvement construction cost. Costs to be reirnbursed for right-of-way
shall be limited to the reasonable market value of land or easernents purchased by the
developer from a third party in order to complete off-site improvements.

(3) Reimburssment is not allowed for the cost of legal expenses, design engineering,
financing costs, permits or fees required for construction permits, land or easements
dedicated by the developer, the portion of costs that are eligible for systenrs developrnent
charge credits, other costs conkibuted to the infrastructure by another public or private
entitg the application fee required under section 3.07.020, or any cost that cannot be
clearly documented.

3.07.050 Public hearing
(1) Within 45 days after the city has completed the report required in section 3.07.030, the

council shall hold a public hearing on the proposed reimbursement district and provide an
Ordinance No. 359-2018



opportunity for public comment. Developer shall provide the city with documentation
illushating the proposed infrasfucture for consideration and proposed properties for
inclusion within the district. Because formation of the reimburssment district does not
result in an assessment against property or lien against property, the public hearing is for
informational purposes only and is not subject to rnandatory termination due to
remonstrance. The council has the sole discretion after the public hearing to decide
whether to approve forming the reimbursement district.

(2) Not less than 10 days prior to the public hearing the developer and all owners of property
within the proposed district shall be notified by the city of the public hearing and the
purpose thereof. Notice shall be accomplished by regular and certified mail or by
personal service. Notice is deemed effective on the date the notice is mailed. Failure of
the developer or an affected property own€r to receive notice does not invalidate or
otherwise affect the reirnbursement district resolution or the council's authority to
approve the same.

3.07.060 City council action
(l) After the public hearing held pursuant to section 3.07.050, the council shall approve,

reject or modify the recomrnendations contained in the report. The council's decision
shall be set forth in a resolution. If a reirnbursement district is approved, the resolution
shall include the report as approved or modified, and specify that payment of the
reirnbursement fee for each designated lot or parcel is a precondition of receiving any city
development permits, building permits or other city permits necessary to develop the lot
or parcel as provided for in section 3.07.100.

(2) The resolution rnay establish an interest rate to be applied to the reimbursement fee as a
return on the investment of the developer, The interest rate, if established, shall be fixed
and cornputed against the reimbursement fee as simple interest and will not compound.

(3) The resolution shall instruct the city recorder to enter into an agreement with the
developer regarding the public improvement(s). If the agreement is entered into prior to
construction, the agreernent shall be contingent upon the improvunents being accepted
by the city. The agreement shall include at least the following:
(A)The public improvernent(s) shall meet all applicable city regulations and standards.
(B) The total amount that may be reirnbursed to the developer.
(C) The total amount of reirnburssmflrt shall not exceed the developer's actual cost of the

public irnprovement(s), subject to the limitation of section 3,07.040(8).
(D)The developer shall guarantee the public improvement(s) for the city required

minimum maintenance period after the date of acceptance by the city.
(E) A clause in a form acceptable to the city attorney stating that the developer shall

defend, indemnifu and hold harmless the city from any and all losses, clairns,
darnage, judgments or other costs or exp€nse arising as a result of or related to the
city's establishment of the teimbursement district, including any city costs, expenses
and attorney fees related to collection of the reimbursernent fee should the council
decide to pursue collection of an unpaid reimbursement fee under section 3.07.100(J).

(F) A clause in a form acceptable to the city attorney stating that the developer agrees
that the city is not liable for any of the developer's alleged damages, including all
costs and attorney fees, under the agreement or as a result of the fonnation or
administration of the reimbursement disficto and that the developer waives any claim,
suit or other action of any kind against the city, including a claim in inverse
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condemnation, because the developer has benefited by the cityrs approval of its
development and the required improvements.

(G)Other provisions the city determines necessary and proper to cary out the provisions
of this subchapter,

(a) If a reimbursement district is established by the council, the date the district is formed is
the date that the council adopts the resolution forming the district.

3.07.070 Notice of council desision
The city shall notify the developer and all owners of real property within the district of the

council's decision to adopt or reject the reimbunsement dishict. If the council approves the
district, the notice shall include a copy of the resolution, the date it was adopted, and a short
explanation that describes the amount of the reimbursement fee and that the property owner is
legally obligated to pay the fee pursuant to this subchapter.

3.07.080 Recordation of resolution
The city recorder shall cause notice of district formation and nature of the reimbursement

district to be filed in the office of the Marion County clerk to provide notice to a potential
purchaser of property within the district, Filing notice with the clerk shall not create a lien.
Failure to make such filing shall not affect ttre legality of the resolution or the obligation to pay
the reimbursement fee.

3.07.090 Contesting the reimbursement district
kgal action to contest formation of the dishict or the reimbursement fee, including the

arnount of the fee for any lot or parcel, rnust be filed within 60 days following the date the
resolution approving the reimbursement dishict is adopted. Any such legal action shall be
exclusively by Writ of Review pursuant to ORS 34.010 to ORS 34.102.

3.07.100 Obligation to pay reimbursement fee
(1) A person who applies to the city for a permit to develop property within a reimbursement

district shall, upon approval of the permit, pay the city, in addition to any other applicable
fees and charges, the reimbursernent fee established by the council, if within 10 years
from the date of the resolution forming the reirnbursement district, the person applies for
any of the following permits:
(A)A building permit for a new building;
(B)Building pennit(s) for any addition(s) of a building, which cumulatively exceed 25

percent of the existing square footage in any 36-month period;
(C) A development permit as defined in this subchapter;
(D)A pemit issued for connection to a public improvernent.

(2) The city's determination of the person responsible for palng the reimbursement fee and
when the fee is due is final.

(3) In no instance shall the city, or any officer or employee of the city, be liable for payment
of any reimbursement fee, or pofiion thereofl as a result of the city's determination of the
person responsible to pay the reimbursement fee. Only those payments the city receives
from or on behalf of those properties within a reimbursement district shall be payable to
the developer. The city's general fund or other revenue sources shall not be liable for or
subject to payment of outstanding and unpaid reimbursement fees imposed upon private
property.
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(4) Nothing in this subchapter is intended to modify or limit the auttrority of the city to
provide or require access management.

(5) Nothing in this subchapter is intended to modifli or limit the authority of the city to
enforce developrnent conditions which have been or may be imposed against property in
the reimbursement district.

(6) Nothing in this subchapter is intended to modify or limit the authority of the city to
impose deveiopment conditions against property in the reimburcement district as it
develops.

(7) A person is not required to pay a reimbursement fee for a public improvernent if the
reimbursement fee allocated to property for that public irnprovement has been previously
paid. A peunit will not be issued for any of the activities listed in section 3.07.100(A)
unless the reirnbursement fee, together with the amount of accrued interest, has been
paid in full. Where a land use permit has been approved but no subsequent building
permits or other development perrnits are requested or issued, the requirement to pay the
reirnbwsement fee expires if the underlying land use approval expires.

(8) A reimbursernent district established under this subchapter shall remain in firll force and
effect for a period of 10 years from the date of the resolution approving district
formation. The developer may file with the city a written application to extend the
reimbursement district for up to five additional yearu. The application shall describe the
remaining useful life of the improvement(s), the continuing benefit to subject properties,
and explain why there is good cause for the extension. In considering an application for
an extension, the council must provide notice in accordance with section 3.07.070 and
hold a public hearing at which the council will receive public comrnffrt. After the public
hearing the council may by resolution, approve the extension for up to five additional
years after determining that the developer has demonstrated good cause for the extension
and that the value of the improvement(s) to the subject properties rsmains sufficient to
wartant reimbursement. If an extension is approved by the council, the city shall provide
notice of the council's decision as provided in section 3.07.070 and file a copy of the
resolution with the county clerk as provided in section 3.07.080.

(9) The reimbursernent fee is irnmediately due and payable to the city upon issuance of a
permit or connection to a public improvunent as provided in this section 3.07.100, If
connection is made or construction commenced without required city permits, then the
reimbwsement fee is immediately due and payable upon the earliest date that any such
permit was required.

(10) Whenevsr the full reimbursernent fee has not been paid and collected for any
reason after it is due, the city recorder shall report to the council the amount of the
uncollected reimbursement, the legal description of the property on which the
reimbursernent is due, the date upon which the reimbursement was due and the name or
names of the person(s) responsible for payment. The council shall set a public hearing
date af,d provide notice of the hearing to the owner(s) of the subject property and the
person(s) responsible for payrng the reimbursement fee if different. Notice rnay be made
byregular mail, certified rnail or personal service. At the public hearing, the council may
accept, reject or modify the report required by section 3.07.030. If the council determines
that the reirnbursernent fee is due but has not been paid for any reason, the council rnay,
in its sole discretion and by resolution, take any action it deems appropriate, including all
legal or equitable means necessary to collect the unpaid amorurt. However, nothing in
this subchapter requires the city to take action to collect such amounts.
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3.07. 110 Public improvements
Public irnprovements installed pursuant to reimbursement district agreements shall becorne

and remain the sole property of the city upon acceptance by the city.

3.07,120 Multiple public improvements
A reimbursement dishiot may be formed and reirnburssment collected for more than one

public improvement.

3.07.130 Collection and payment-Other fees and charges
(l) The developer shall receive all reimbursement fees collected by the city from persons

developing property within the district, subject to section 3.18.100(H). The
reimbursernent fees shall be delivered to the developer for as long as the reimbursement
district agreement is in effect. Such payrnents shall be made by the city within 90 days
of receipt of the reimbursements. The city may retain an amount as set forth in the
council resolution creating the reimbursement district to cover its administrative costs.

(2) The reimbursement fee is not intended to replace or limit, and is in addition to, any other
existing fees or charges collected by the city.

3.07.140 Nature of the fees
The council finds that the fees irnposed by this chapter are directly related and proportionate to

the benefit conferred on property within the reimbursement dishict, and are not a tax subject to
the property tax limitations of Article XI, Section 11(b) of the Oregon Constitution.

3.07.150 Severability
If any section, phrase, clause, or part of fhis chapter is found to be invalid by a court of

competent jurisdiction, the remaining phrases, clauses, and parts shall rernain in full force and
effect.

Section 2. This Ordinance shall be effective thirty days from its adoption-

The foregoing Ordinance was passed by the City Council of the City of Hubbard
this 13th day of November 2018, by the following vote:

Ayes
Nays
Absent

Whereupon, the Mayor declared the motion to be carried and the Ordinance adopted.

Passed nnd approved try the City Council of the City of Hubbard this 13th day of November
2018.

Ordinance No. 359-2018

Charles Rostocil, Mayor



4Ayes
Nays
Absent t

Whereupon, the Mayor declared the motion to be earried and the Ordinance adopted.

Passed and approved by the City Council of the City of Hubbard this l3th day of November
2018.

Director of ity Recorder
No

by City Attomey

LLP
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COOPERATION	AGREEMENT	FOR	COMMUNITY	DEVELOPMENT	BLOCK	GRANT	FUNDS	
FOR	THREE	FEDERAL	FISCAL	YEARS	2021‐2023		

	

1	
Marion	County	–	City	of	________________________	

DRAFT	6/16/20	
	

This	Cooperation	Agreement	For	Community	Development	Block	Grant	Funds	“AGREEMENT”	is	
made	and	entered	into	this	_________	day	of___________,	2020,	by	and	between	Marion	County,	a	
subdivision	of	the	State	of	Oregon,	hereinafter	referred	to	as	“COUNTY”,	and	the	City	of	____________,	a	
municipal	corporation	within	County,	hereinafter	referred	to	as	“CITY”.	

WHEREAS,	the	Housing	and	Community	Development	(HUD)	Act	of	1974,	as	amended	(24	
U.S.C.	93‐383	et	seq.),		“ACT”,	provides	that	Community	Development	Block	Grant,	hereinafter	
referred	to	as	“CDBG”,	funds	may	be	used	for	the	support	of	activities	that	provide	decent	housing	
and	suitable	living	environments	and	expanded	economic	opportunities	principally	for	persons	of	
low‐	and	moderate‐income;	and,	

WHEREAS,	CDBG	regulations	allow	contiguous	units	of	general	government	to	join	together	
to	qualify	as	an	urban	county	under	the	CDBG	program;	and,		

WHEREAS,	any	urban	county	and	metropolitan	city	located	within	that	county	can	ask	HUD	
to	approve	the	inclusion	of	the	metropolitan	city	as	part	of	the	urban	county	for	purposes	of	
planning	and	implementing	a	joint	community	development	and	housing	assistance	program;	and,	

WHEREAS,	HUD	requires	that	the	County	and	City	enter	into	a	Cooperation	Agreement	for	
joint	participation	in	the	CDBG	Program,	the	HOME	Investment	Partnership	Program,	and	
Emergency	Solutions	Grants	Program	(ESG)	for	Fiscal	Years	2021	through	2023	to	define	their	
rights	and	obligations	as	a	prerequisite	to	participation	in	the	CDBG	program;	and	

WHEREAS,	the	CDBG	regulations	issued	pursuant	to	the	Act	provide	qualified	urban	
counties	must	submit	an	application	to	HUD	for	funds,	and	cities	and	smaller	communities	within	
the	metropolitan	area	not	qualifying	as	metropolitan	cities	may	join	County	in	said	application	and	
thereby	become	a	part	of	a	more	comprehensive	County	effort;	and	

WHEREAS,	City	and	County	wish	to	enter	an	Agreement	for	a	successive	three‐year	period	
effective	in	2021;	and		

WHEREAS,	the	proposed	Agreement	is	consistent	with	City	and	County	policies	encouraging	
cooperation	between	parties	on	issues	of	regional	significance	such	as	affordable	housing;	and	

WHEREAS,	it	is	the	desire	of	County	and	City	that	this	Agreement	be	automatically	renewed	
every	three	years	unless	County	or	City	elect	not	to	participate	in	the	urban	county	program	in	an	
upcoming	qualification	period;	and	

WHEREAS,	the	United	States	Department	of	Housing	and	Urban	Development,	will	review	
and	certify	this	Agreement	in	order	to	assure	compliance	with	HUD	requirements;	and,	

WHEREAS,	as	the	urban	county	applicant,	County	must	take	responsibility	and	assume	all	
obligations	of	an	applicant	under	federal	statues,	including:	the	analysis	of	needs,	the	setting	of	
objectives,	the	development	of	community	development	and	housing	assistance	plans,	the	
consolidated	plan,	and	the	assurances	of	certifications;	and	
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WHEREAS,	by	executing	this	Agreement,	the	Parties	hereby	give	notice	of	their	intention	to	
participate	in	the	urban	county	CDBG,	HOME,	and	ESG	Programs.	

NOW	THEREFORE,	in	consideration	of	the	mutual	promises,	recitals	and	other	provisions	
hereof,	the	parties	agree	as	follows:	

1. GENERAL	

County	and	City	agree	to	cooperate	to	undertake,	or	assist	in	undertaking,	community	renewal	
and	lower	income	housing	assistance	activities,	specifically	urban	renewal	and	publicly	assisted	
housing;	economic	development,	neighborhood	facilities,	housing	rehabilitation,	and	other	
appropriate	housing	assistance	to	primarily	benefit	lower	and	moderate	income	people.	This	
Agreement	includes	participation	in	the	Community	Development	Block	Grant	(CDBG),	the	
HOME	Investment	Partnership	Program	and	the	Emergency	Solutions	Grants	(ESG)	Program.		

2. TERM		

The	term	of	this	Agreement	shall	be	for	Federal	Fiscal	Years	2021,	2022,	and	2023	after	which	
the	term	shall	be	automatically	renewed	unless	action	is	taken	by	City	to	terminate	this	
Agreement.	As	provided	by	HUD	rules	and	regulations,	this	Agreement	shall	automatically	be	
renewed	for	participation	in	successive	three‐year	qualification	periods,	unless	County	or	City	
provides	written	notice	it	elects	not	to	participate	in	a	new	qualification	period,	provided	
however,	that	this	Agreement	shall	remain	in	effect	until	CDBG,	HOME	and	ESG	funds	and	
income	received	with	respect	to	the	three‐year	qualification	period	are	expended	and	the	
funded	activities	completed.	County	and	City	cannot	terminate	or	withdraw	from	this	
Agreement	while	the	Agreement	remains	in	effect.	County	and	City	may	not	withdraw	from	this	
Agreement	prior	to	expiration	of	Federal	Fiscal	Year	2023.		

By	the	date	specified	in	HUD's	urban	county	qualification	notice	for	a	subsequent	qualification	
period,	County	will	notify	City	in	writing	of	its	right	not	to	participate.	Should	there	be	changes	
necessary	to	meet	the	requirements	for	cooperation	agreements	set	forth	in	the	urban	county	
qualification	notice	applicable	for	a	subsequent	three‐year	urban	county	qualification	period,	
amendment(s)	to	this	Agreement	shall	be	executed	between	County	and	City.	Such	
amendment(s)	shall	be	submitted	to	HUD;	failure	to	do	so	will	void	the	automatic	renewal	of	
such	qualification	period.		

3. APPLICANT	RESPONSIBILITY		
	

a. County	has	final	responsibility	for	selecting	CDBG,	HOME,	and	ESG	activities	and	submitting	
the	Consolidated	Plan	to	the	Department	of	Housing	and	Urban	Development.		

County	and	City	shall	take	all	actions	necessary	to	assure	compliance	with	the	urban	
county's	certifications	under	Sections	104(b)	of	Title	I	of	the	Housing	and	Community	
Development	Act	of	1974,	that	the	grant	will	be	conducted	and	administered	in	conformity	
with	Title	VI	of	the	Civil	Rights	Act	of	1964	and	the	Fair	Housing	Act	and	will	affirmatively	
further	fair	housing.	See	24	CFR	91.225(a)	and	5.105(a).		County	and	City	will	comply	with	
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section	109	of	Title	I	of	the	Housing	and	Community	Development	Act	of	1974,	which	
incorporates	Section	504	of	the	Rehabilitation	Act	of	1973,	Title	II	of	the	Americans	with	
Disabilities	Act,	the	Age	Discrimination	Act	of	1975,	and	Section	3	of	the	Housing	and	Urban	
Development	Act	of	1968.	County	and	City	agree	to	comply	with	all	other	applicable	laws.		

County	shall	not	provide	CDBG,	HOME	or	ESG	funds	for	activities	in,	or	in	support	of,	any	
cooperating	city	that	does	not	affirmatively	further	fair	housing	within	its	own	jurisdiction	
or	for	activities	that	impede	County's	actions	to	comply	with	its	fair	housing	certification.		

b. Further,	pursuant	to	24	CFR	570.501(b),	County,	as	applicant,	has	the	responsibility	for	
ensuring	that	CDBG,	HOME	and	ESG	funds	are	used	in	accordance	with	all	program	
requirements,	for	determining	the	adequacy	of	performance	under	agreements	and	
procurement	contracts,	and	for	taking	appropriate	action	when	performance	problems	
arise.	Therefore,	before	disbursing	any	CDBG,	HOME	or	ESG	funds	to	City	or	projects	in	the	
City,	County	will	require	City,	and	City	agrees	to	enter	into	a	written	agreement	for	each	
individual	project.		
	

c. City	may	not	sell,	trade,	or	otherwise	transfer	all	or	any	portion	of	such	funds	to	another	
such	metropolitan	city,	urban	county,	unit	of	general	local	government,	or	Indian	tribe,	or	
insular	area	that	directly	or	indirectly	receives	CDBG	funds	in	exchange	for	any	other	funds,	
credits	or	non‐Federal	considerations,	but,	must	use	such	funds	for	activities	eligible	under	
Title	I	of	the	Act.	This	new	requirement	is	contained	in	the	Transportation,	Housing	and	
Urban	Development,	and	Related	Agencies	Appropriation	Act,	2014,	pub.	L113‐76.		

	
4. CITY	SUBJECT	TO	SAME	REQUIREMENTS	AS	SUBRECIPIENTS:		

Pursuant	to	24	CFR	570.501(b),	the	City	is	subject	to	the	same	requirements	applicable	to	sub	
recipients,	including	the	requirements	of	a	written	agreement	set	forth	in	24	CFR	570.503.		

5. THE	CITY	AFFIRMS	THAT	IT	HAS	ADOPTED	AND	IS	ENFORCING:	
	
a. A	policy	prohibiting	the	use	of	excessive	force	by	law	enforcement	agencies	within	its	

jurisdiction	against	any	individuals	engaged	in	non‐violent	civil	rights	demonstrations;		
	
b. A	policy	of	enforcing	applicable	state	and	local	laws	against	physically	barring	entrance	to	

or	exit	from	a	facility	or	location	which	is	the	subject	of	such	non‐violent	civil	rights	
demonstrations	within	jurisdictions.		

	
6. BY	EXECUTING	THIS	AGREEMENT,	THE	CITY	UNDERSTANDS	THAT	IT:		

	
a. May	not	apply	for	grants	from	appropriations	under	the	Small	Cities	or	State	CDBG	

Programs	for	fiscal	years	during	the	period	in	which	it	participates	in	the	urban	county's	
CDBG	program;			
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b. May	receive	a	formula	allocation	under	the	HOME	Program	only	through	the	urban	county.	
Thus,	even	if	Marion	County	does	not	receive	a	HOME	formula	allocation,	City	cannot	form	a	
HOME	consortium	with	other	local	governments.	This	does	not	preclude	County	or	City	
from	applying	to	the	state	for	HOME	funds,	if	the	state	allows;	and	

	
c. May	receive	a	formula	allocation	under	the	ESG	Program	only	through	the	urban	county,	

although	this	does	not	preclude	the	urban	county	or	a	unit	of	government	participating	with	
the	urban	county	from	applying	to	the	State	for	ESG	funds,	if	the	state	allows.		

	
7. COUNTY'S	RESPONSIBILITY	TO	CITY	

In	addition	to	the	foregoing	obligations,	County	agrees:	
		
a.		 County	shall,	in	preparing	future	plans	under	the	Act,	solicit	to	the	extent	allowed	by	the	Act	

and	all	lawful	HUD	regulations,	City's	participation	in	the	development	of	such	future	plans	
which	refer	to	City's	activities	under	the	Act.		

	
b.		 In	accordance	with	instructions	from	HUD,	County	agrees	to	permit	City	to	carry	out	the	

essential	community	development	and	housing	assistance	activities	provided	for	in	the	
application	and	in	future	plans.		

	
c.		 County	agrees	to	distribute	funding	it	receives	in	accordance	with	the	terms	and	provisions	

therein	contained,	or	in	accordance	with	such	terms	and	conditions	as	required	by	the	Act	
of	HUD.		

	
8. CITY'S	RESPONSIBILITIES	TO	COUNTY	

In	addition	to	the	foregoing	obligations:		
	
a.		 City	agrees	to	expend	any	funds	received	by	virtue	of	any	of	urban	county's	plans	only	in	

accordance	with	the	terms	and	conditions	stated	therein,	or	amended	by	HUD.		
	
b.		 City	agrees	to	cooperate	with	urban	county	on	the	development	of	future	plan	applications	

for	funds	under	the	Act,	with	regard	to	housing	and	community	development	activities	to	be	
continued	or	undertaken	by	City	within	its	boundaries.		

	
9. PROGRAM	INCOME	

a.		 City	must	inform	County	of	any	income	generated	by	the	expenditure	of	CDBG,	HOME	or	
ESG	funds	received	by	City.		

	
b.		 Any	such	program	income	must	be	paid	to	the	County,	or	City	may	retain	the	program	

income	subject	to	requirements	set	forth	in	this	Agreement.		
	
c.		 Any	program	income	City	is	authorized	to	retain	may	only	be	used	for	eligible	activities	in	

accordance	with	all	CDBG,	HOME	or	ESG	requirements	as	may	then	apply.		
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d.		 County	has	the	responsibility	for	monitoring	and	reporting	to	HUD	on	the	use	of	any	such	
program	income	and	County	shall	require	appropriate	recordkeeping	and	reporting	by	City	
as	may	be	needed	for	this	purpose.	

	
e.		 In	the	event	of	close‐out	or	change	in	status	of	City,	any	program	income	that	is	on	hand	or	

received	subsequent	to	the	close‐out	or	change	in	status	shall	be	paid	to	County.		
	

10. ACQUISITION,	CHANGE	IN	USE,	AND	DISPOSITION	OF	REAL	PROPERTY	ACQUIRED	OR	
IMPROVED	WITH	CDBG	FUNDS	
	
a. City	shall	notify	County	of	any	change	in	use	including	disposition	of	real	property,	within	

the	control	of	City,	which	was	acquired	or	improved	in	whole	or	in	part	with	CDBG	funds,	
from	that	approved	at	the	time	CDBG	funds	were	authorized	for	acquisition	or	
improvement.		

	
b. City	shall	reimburse	County	in	an	amount	equal	to	the	current	fair	market	value	(less	any	

portion	thereof	attributable	to	expenditures	of	non‐CDBG	funds)	of	property	acquired	or	
improved	with	CDBG	funds	that	is	sold	or	transferred	for	a	use	which	does	not	qualify	under	
the	CDBG	regulations	at	any	time	prior	to	or	subsequent	to	the	close‐out,	change	of	status	or	
termination	of	this	Agreement	between	the	County	and	City.		

	
11. MINOR	AMENDMENTS	TO	THE	AGREEMENT	

Notwithstanding,	Section	2	above,	should	it	become	necessary	to	change	the	language	of	this	
Agreement	to	meet	HUD	approval,	without	making	major	changes	and	without	altering	the	
intent	of	the	Agreement,	such	changes	may	be	made	administratively	by	the	city	administrator	
of	City.	All	remaining	provisions	of	said	Agreement	shall	remain	in	full	force	and	effect	for	the	
term	provided	herein.		

	
IN	WITNESS	WHEREOF,	the	parties	hereto	have	executed	this	Agreement	on	the	day	and	year	first	
above	written.	
	
MARION	COUNTY,	OREGON	

	
____________________________________________________	
Jan	Fritz	
Chief	Administrative	Officer	
	
Dated:	___________________________	

CITY	of	__________________________	
	
	
______________________________________________________	
Name	
City	Administrator	
	
Dated:	_________________________	
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APPROVED	AS	TO	FORM	AND	CERTIFIED	THAT	
THE	TERMS	AND	PROVISIONS	OF	THIS	
AGREEMENT	ARE	FULLY	AUTHORIZED	UNDER	
STATE	AND	LOCAL	LAWS	AND	THAT	THIS	
AGREEMENT	PROVIDES	FULL	LEGAL	
AUTHORITY	FOR	THE	COUNTY	TO	UNDERTAKE	
THE	ACTIONS	DESCRIBED	HEREIN.		
	
	
____________________________________________________	
Jane	Vetto	
County	Counsel	
	
Dated:	___________________________	
	

	



   

 

 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 

Community Planning and Development 

  
 

Special Attention of: 

       Notice:  CPD-20-03 

All Regional Administrators 

All CPD Division Directors                          Issued:  March 9, 2020 

All CDBG Grantees     Expires: March 9, 2021 

 

                                                   Supersedes:  CPD Notice 19-04 

 

SUBJECT:  Instructions for Urban County Qualification for Participation in the Community  

                    Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program for Fiscal Years (FYs) 2021-2023 

 

 INTRODUCTION 

 

 This Notice establishes requirements, procedures and deadlines to be followed in the 

urban county qualification process for FYs 2021-2023
1
.  Information concerning specific 

considerations and responsibilities for urban counties is also provided.  HUD Field Offices and 

urban counties are expected to adhere to the deadlines in this Notice. 

 

 This Notice provides guidance for counties wishing to qualify or requalify for entitlement 

status as urban counties, as well as for existing urban counties that wish to include previously 

nonparticipating communities.  Please send copies of this Notice to all presently qualified 

urban counties, to each county that can qualify for the first time or requalify for FYs 2021-

2023, and to each state administering the State CDBG program which includes a 

potentially eligible urban county.  If you are notified later of one or more new potential 

urban counties, each should be provided a copy of this Notice.  This Notice includes seven 

attachments which contain listings of:  Attachment A, all currently qualified urban counties; 

Attachment B, counties that requalify this qualification period (2021-2023); Attachment C, 

counties scheduled to qualify or requalify in FY 2021 for FY 2022-2024; Attachment D, counties 

scheduled to qualify or requalify in FY 2022 for FY 2023-2025; Attachment E, currently 

qualified urban counties that can add nonparticipating units of government for the remaining one 

or two years of their qualification period; Attachment F, list of counties that may qualify as 

urban counties if metropolitan cities relinquish their status; and Attachment G, list of counties  

previously identified as eligible but have not accepted urban county status.  Additions to 

Attachment B may be provided separately, should any counties be identified as potentially 

eligible for the first time in 2020.  

 

                     
1
 The contents of this document, except when based on statutory or regulatory authority or law, 

do not have the force and effect of law and are not meant to bind the public in any way.  This 

document is intended only to provide clarity to the public regarding existing requirements under 

the law or agency policies. 

  



   

 

 The schedule for qualifying urban counties is coordinated with qualifying HOME 

consortia in order to be able to operate both the CDBG and HOME programs using the same 

urban county configurations.  The CDBG urban county qualification process for the FY 2021-

2023 qualification period will start in March 2020 and run through September 11, 2020.  This 

will provide HUD sufficient time before the September 30th deadline for FY 2021 funding under 

the HOME Program to notify counties that they qualify as urban counties under the CDBG 

Program.  Language is being added to this Notice to emphasize the importance of completing all 

of the steps of the urban county qualification/requalification process by mid-September to ensure 

that there is no detrimental effect on the HOME consortia qualification/requalification process. 

Urban county worksheets will be accessible via CPD’s Grants Management Process (GMP) 

system.  The CPD Systems Development and Evaluation Division will provide guidance on 

completing, submitting and verifying urban county qualification data in the GMP system. 

 

 HUD revised the requirements in Section V.H, second paragraph, regarding Cooperation 

Agreements in 2013 to more clearly delineate the fair housing and civil rights obligations to 

which urban counties and participating jurisdictions are subject.  By this time, all existing urban 

counties should have incorporated the required language in their cooperation agreements 

regarding fair housing and civil rights obligations.  Urban counties should review the language in 

their existing cooperation agreements regarding fair housing and civil rights obligations to 

determine whether they still need to revise their existing agreements.  The use of automatically-

renewing cooperation agreements does not exempt existing urban counties from incorporating 

the required language in Section V.H.  HUD will not accept any cooperation agreements or 

approve any urban county’s qualification/requalification that does not incorporate this language. 

 

 Urban counties have the option of drafting a separate amendment to their existing 

agreements that includes these provisions rather than drafting a new cooperation agreement that 

contains the provisions.  However, the separate amendment must still be executed by an official 

representative of each of the participating units of general local government and the urban 

county. 

 

 Jurisdictions that are qualifying as an urban county for the first time must submit all 

required documents outlined in Section IV to the Entitlement Communities Division in HUD 

Headquarters in addition to their local HUD offices (see Section IV for details).  In addition, if 

new jurisdictions are seeking to qualify as urban counties because they contain metropolitan 

cities willing to relinquish their entitlement status, the Entitlement Communities Division in 

HUD Headquarters should be notified as soon as possible, but no later than two weeks after the 

jurisdictions notify the Field Office of their intent to qualify as an urban county (see Section VIII 

for details). 

 

 A unit of general local government may not sell, trade, or otherwise transfer all or any 

portion of such funds to a metropolitan city, urban county, unit of general local government, or 

Indian tribe, or insular area that directly or indirectly receives CDBG funds in exchange for any 

other funds, credits or non-Federal considerations, but must use such funds for activities eligible 

under Title I of the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as amended.  This 

requirement first arose as a result of discovering that units of general local government located 

within an urban county were trading CDBG funds for unrestricted local funds.  Congress has 



   

 

prohibited this practice.  Urban counties qualifying in 2020 for FYs 2021-2023 must incorporate 

this provision into cooperation agreements by revision or amendment.  HUD will not accept any 

cooperation agreements or approve any urban county’s qualification/requalification that does not 

incorporate this language. 

 

A Section F was added to Section VIII., Special Considerations, to address the 

implications of an incorporated unit of general local government dissolving and the effect it will 

have on the urban county qualification/requalification process. 

 

A Section G was added to Section VIII., Special Considerations, to address factors that 

arose during the 2017 qualification/ requalification period regarding qualification of New York 

Towns as metropolitan cities.  

 

 Policy questions from Field Offices related to this Notice should be directed to Gloria 

Coates in the Entitlement Communities Division at (202) 708-1577 or at 

gloria.l.coates@hud.gov.  Data questions should be directed to the Systems Development and 

Evaluation Division at (202) 708-0790.  Requests for deadline extensions should be directed to 

Gloria Coates.  The TTY number for both divisions is (202) 708-2565.  These are not toll-free 

numbers. 

 

 The information collection requirements contained in this notice have been approved by 

the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) under the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 

U.S.C. 3501-3520) and assigned OMB control number 2506-0170, which expires August 31, 

2021.  In accordance with the Paperwork Reduction Act, HUD may not conduct or sponsor, and 

a person is not required to respond to, a collection of information unless the collection displays a 

currently valid OMB control number.  

 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

DGBE:  Distribution: W-3-1 
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 

URBAN COUNTY QUALIFICATION 

Fiscal Years 2021-2023 

 

 In accordance with 24 CFR 570.307(a) of the Community Development Block Grant 

(CDBG) regulations, the information below explains HUD’s process for qualifying and 

requalifying urban counties for purposes of the CDBG program. 

 

I. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 

 

 A. Threshold 

 

In order to be entitled to receive CDBG funds as an urban county, a county must qualify 

as an urban county under one of the following thresholds: 

 

1. Have a total combined population of 200,000 or more (excluding metropolitan cities) from 

the unincorporated areas and participating incorporated areas; or 

 

2. Have a total combined population of at least 100,000 but less than 200,000 from the 

unincorporated areas and participating incorporated areas, provided that, in the aggregate, 

those areas include the majority of persons of low and moderate income that reside in the 

county (outside of any metropolitan cities).  Under this provision, the county itself is still 

required to have a minimum population of 200,000 (excluding metropolitan cities) to be 

potentially eligible.  However, the urban county does not have to include each unit of 

general local government located therein, provided that the number of persons in the areas 

where the county has essential powers and in units of general local government where it 

has signed cooperation agreements equals at least 100,000.  In addition those included 

areas must in the aggregate contain the preponderance of low and moderate income 

persons residing in the urban county (calculated by dividing the number of low and 

moderate income persons residing in the county by two and adding one).  Metropolitan 

cities are not included in these calculations.  

 

3. Meet specific requirements of Sec. 102(a)(6)(C) or (D) of Title I of the Housing and 

Community Development Act of 1974, as amended (the Act). 

 

HUD must conduct a review to determine that a prospective urban county possesses 

essential community development and housing assistance powers in any unincorporated 

areas that are not units of general local government (UGLGs).  HUD must also review 

all of the UGLGs within the county to determine those, if any, in which the county lacks 

such powers.  The county must enter into cooperation agreements with any such units of 

local government that are to become part of the urban county.  Such agreements would 

bind an UGLG to cooperate in the use of its powers in carrying out essential activities in 

accordance with the urban county's program.  See Section IX for additional information 

on Determinations of Essential Powers. 
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 B. Consolidated Plan Requirements 

 

In order to receive an Entitlement Grant in FY 2021, an urban county must have an 

approved Consolidated Plan (pursuant to 24 CFR 570.302 and Part 91).  This includes 

urban counties newly qualifying during this qualification period; urban counties that 

continue to include the same communities previously included in the urban county; and 

those urban counties that are amending their urban county configurations to add 

communities that chose not to participate previously.  Where an urban county enters into 

a joint agreement with a metropolitan city for CDBG purposes, a Consolidated Plan is 

submitted by the urban county to cover both governmental entities for the CDBG 

program. 

 

Pursuant to 24 CFR Part 91, submission of a jurisdiction's Consolidated Plan may occur 

no earlier than November 15, and no later than August 16, of the Program Year for which 

CDBG, HOME, Emergency Solutions Grants (ESG) and Housing Opportunities for 

Persons With AIDS (HOPWA) funds are appropriated to cover the Federal fiscal period 

of October 1, 2020, through September 30, 2021.  An urban county's failure to submit 

its Consolidated Plan by August 16, 2020, will automatically result in a loss of 

CDBG funds for the 2020 program year (24 CFR 570.304(c)(1)) and termination of 

its qualification as an urban county (24 CFR 570.307(f)).  The Consolidated Plan must 

meet all requirements of 24 CFR Part 91, including all required certifications.   

 

 C. Consolidated Plan Requirements Where the Urban County Is in a HOME Consortium 

 

Where UGLGs form a "consortium" to receive HOME funding, the consortium submits 

the Consolidated Plan for the entire geographic area encompassed by the consortium (24 

CFR 91.400).  Therefore, if an urban county is a member of a HOME consortium, the 

consortium submits the Consolidated Plan, and the urban county, like all other CDBG 

entitlement grantees in the consortium, is only required to submit its own non-housing 

Community Development Plan (24 CFR 91.215(f)), an Action Plan (24 CFR 91.220) and 

the required Certifications (24 CFR 91.225(a) and (b) as part of the consortium's 

Consolidated Plan.  If an urban county has a CDBG joint agreement with a metropolitan 

city and both jurisdictions wish to receive HOME funds, they must form a HOME 

consortium to become one entity for HOME purposes.  [For additional information on the 

requirements for consortia agreements, see 24 CFR 92.101 and the Notice of Procedures 

for Designation of Consortia as a Participating Jurisdiction for the HOME Program 

(CPD-13-002).]  Although an urban county as a member of a HOME consortium is only 

required to submit its own non-housing Community Development Plan, Action Plan and 

required certifications, the program responsibilities as stated in Section VII of this notice 

are important regardless of whether the urban county is a member of a consortium.  In 

this regard, and in light of the requirement to submit its own affirmatively furthering fair 

housing certification per 24 CFR 91.225(a), an urban county is encouraged to work with 

the lead entity for the consortium in developing and seeing to the submission of a 

Consolidated Plan that reflects fair housing strategies and actions.  However, if the urban 

county is the lead entity rather than simply a participant in the HOME consortium, the 

urban county must submit the housing and homeless needs assessment, market analysis, 
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strategic plan, and the Action Plan on behalf of the consortium.  The urban county and 

other entitlement communities that are members of the consortium must separately 

submit the certifications required at 24 CFR 91.225(a) and (b).  

 

 D. Synchronization of Urban County and HOME Qualification Periods 

 

The CDBG urban county's and HOME consortium's qualification periods are for three 

successive years.  If a member urban county's CDBG three-year cycle is not the same as 

the HOME consortium's, the HOME consortium may elect a qualification period shorter 

than three years to get in sync with the urban county's CDBG three-year qualification 

cycle, as permitted in 24 CFR 92.101(e).  (All consortium members must also have the 

same program year start date.)  See the March 24, 2016, memorandum from Harriet 

Tregoning to all CPD Formula Program Grantees and All CPD Field Office Directors on 

Incorporating 24 CFR Part 5 Affirmatively Furthering Fair Housing into 24 CFR 91.10 

Consolidated Program Year, 24 CFR 91.105 Citizen Participation Plans for Local 

Governments and 24 CFR 91.115 Citizen Participation Plans for States, accessible at 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/CPD-Memo-Incorporating-24-CFR-

Part-5-AFFH-into-the-Consolidated-Program-Year-and-Citizen-Participation-Plan.pdf. 

 

Urban counties have requested extensions until the middle to end of September to submit 

all required documents to the HUD Field Office because some of the governing bodies of 

units of government in urban counties do not meet during the summer months.  When 

there are automatically renewing cooperation agreements, the urban county must submit a 

legal opinion from the county’s counsel that the terms and provisions continue to be 

authorized under state and local law and that the agreement continues to provide full legal 

authority for the county.  Copies of any executed amendments to automatically renewed 

cooperation agreements (if any) and, if locally required, governing body authorizations 

must also be submitted.   

 

Although flexibility exists to permit extensions in unusual situations, Headquarters will 

not grant any extensions past mid-September.  Urban counties must factor in instances 

such as the meeting schedules of elected bodies of units of general local government 

while completing the requalification process, perhaps by submitting the cooperation 

agreement for execution before the summer recess begins.  There are urban counties that 

are also completing the qualification/ requalification process for HOME consortia at the 

same time they are completing the urban county qualification/requalification process.  

The qualification/requalification process for HOME consortia must be completed by the 

statutory deadline of September 30 in order for a HOME consortium to receive a formula 

allocation under HOME.  If the urban county qualification/requalification process has not 

been completed by September 30, the consortium will not receive a HOME grant.  To 

prevent this, all required documents must be received by HUD Field Offices by mid-

September.  This will allow Field Counsel time to review the cooperation agreements or 

amendments for legal sufficiency. 

 

 

 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/CPD-Memo-Incorporating-24-CFR-Part-5-AFFH-into-the-Consolidated-Program-Year-and-Citizen-Participation-Plan.pdf
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/CPD-Memo-Incorporating-24-CFR-Part-5-AFFH-into-the-Consolidated-Program-Year-and-Citizen-Participation-Plan.pdf
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II. QUALIFICATION SCHEDULE 

 

 The following schedule will govern the procedures for urban county qualification for the 

three-year qualification cycle of FYs  2021-2023.  Unless noted otherwise, deadlines may only 

be extended by prior written authorization from Headquarters.  Deadlines in paragraphs D, E, G, 

and I may be extended by the Field Office as specified below.  However, no extension may be 

granted by the Field Office if it would have the effect of extending a subsequent deadline that the 

Field Office is not authorized to extend.   

 

A. By April 17, 2020, the HUD Field Office shall notify counties that may seek to qualify or 

requalify as an urban county of HUD's Determination of Essential Powers (see Section IX) 

as certified by the Field Office Counsel (see Attachment B, Counties Scheduled to Qualify 

or Requalify in 2020 for the 2021-2023 Qualification Period).  

 

B. By April 17, 2020, counties must notify split places of their options for exclusion from or 

participation in the urban county (see Attachment B and Section III, paragraph D, for an 

explanation of split places).  

 

C. By April 17, 2020, counties must notify each included unit of general local government, 

where the county is authorized to undertake essential community development and housing 

assistance activities without the consent of the governing body of the locality, of its right to 

elect to be excluded from the urban county, and the date by which it must make such 

election (see paragraph E, below).  Included units of government must also be notified that 

they are not eligible to apply for grants under the State CDBG program while they are part 

of the urban county, and that, in becoming a part of the urban county, they automatically 

participate in the HOME and ESG programs if the urban county receives HOME and ESG 

funding, respectively.  Moreover, while units of general local government may only 

receive a formula allocation under the HOME and ESG programs as part of the urban 

county, this does not preclude the urban county or a unit of government participating with 

the urban county from applying for HOME or ESG funds from the State, if the State 

allows.    

 

Section 854(c) of the AIDS Housing Opportunity Act was amended by the Housing 

Opportunity Through Modernization Act of 2016 (HOTMA) to preserve the continued 

eligibility of FY 2016 HOPWA formula grantees, including Wake County, North Carolina, 

which is the HOPWA grantee for the Raleigh, NC, Metropolitan Statistical Area. Wake 

County is the only urban county that receives a HOPWA formula award from HUD under 

this arrangement. HOTMA also amended section 854(c) to allow a HOPWA formula 

grantee to enter into an agreement with an eligible alternative grantee, including a unit of 

general local government (which includes a county), to receive and administer the 

HOPWA formula allocation in its place. More information is available in Notice CPD-17-

12, available at: https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Notice-CPD-17-12-

Implementation-of-HOTMA-Changes-to-the-HOPWA-Program.pdf 

 

A county that is already qualified as an urban county for FY 2020 (see Attachment E, 

Counties Qualified through 2021 or 2022 that Contain Nonparticipating Communities) 

https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Notice-CPD-17-12-Implementation-of-HOTMA-Changes-to-the-HOPWA-Program.pdf
https://www.hudexchange.info/resources/documents/Notice-CPD-17-12-Implementation-of-HOTMA-Changes-to-the-HOPWA-Program.pdf
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may elect to notify nonparticipating units of government that they now have an opportunity 

to join the urban county for the remainder of the urban county's qualification period (see 

paragraph H, below).   

 

D. By May 15, 2020, any county which has executed cooperation agreements with no 

specified end date is required to notify affected participating units of government in writing 

that the agreement will automatically be renewed unless the unit of government notifies the 

county in writing by June 7, 2020, (see paragraph F, below) of its intent to terminate the 

agreement at the end of the current qualification period (see Attachment B).  Any extension 

of this deadline must be authorized in writing by the Field Office.  An extension of more 

than seven days requires the Field Office to notify the Entitlement Communities Division 

by email or telephone. Does not apply at this time. 

 

E. By May 15, 2020, any included unit of general local government, where the county does 

not need the consent of its governing body to undertake essential community development 

and housing assistance activities, that elects to be excluded from an urban county must 

notify the county and its HUD Field Office, in writing, that it elects to be excluded. 

Potential new entitlement cities are identified by the Census Bureau on or around July 1.  

Any unit of general local government that met metropolitan city status for the first time in a 

requalifying urban county will be given additional time to decide if it wants to be included 

or excluded since it will be notified of its status after the March 23 deadline (see Section 

VIII.E.).  Any extension of this deadline must be authorized in writing by the Field Office.  

An extension of more than seven days requires notification of the Entitlement 

Communities Division by email or telephone.  

 

F. By June 19, 2020, any unit of government that has entered into a cooperation agreement 

with no specified end date with the county and elects not to continue participating with the 

county during the FY 2021-2023 qualification period must notify the county and its HUD 

Field Office in writing that it is terminating the agreement at the end of the current period.  

The county may allow additional time provided any such extension does not interfere with 

the county's ability to meet the deadline in paragraph J, below. Does not apply at this time. 

 

G. By June 19, 2020, any unit of general local government that meets "metropolitan city" 

status for the first time and wishes to defer such status and remain part of the county, or to 

accept such status and become a joint recipient with the urban county, must notify the 

county and the HUD Field Office in writing that it elects to defer its metropolitan city 

status or to accept its status and join with the urban county in a joint agreement.  Any 

metropolitan city that had deferred its status previously or had accepted its status and 

entered into a joint agreement with the urban county, and wishes to maintain the same 

relationship with the county for this next qualification period, must notify the county and 

the HUD Field Office in writing by this date.  Any unit of general local government that 

meets metropolitan city status for the first time and is notified in early July by HUD thereof 

will have until August 21, 2020, to comply with the requirements of this paragraph.  A 

potential metropolitan city that chooses to accept its entitlement status, but chooses not to 

enter into a joint agreement with the urban county, or a current metropolitan city that 

chooses not to maintain a joint agreement with the urban county, must also notify the urban 
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county and the HUD Field Office by June 5, 2020.  Any extension of this deadline must be 

authorized in writing by the Field Office.  An extension of more than seven days requires 

the Field Office to notify the Entitlement Communities Division by email or telephone.  

Does not apply at this time. 

 

H. By July 17, 2020, any unit of general local government that is not currently participating in 

an urban county and chooses to participate for the remaining second or third year of the 

county's qualification period must notify the county and the HUD Field Office in writing 

that it elects to be included.  The county may allow additional time provided any such 

extension does not interfere with the county's ability to meet the deadline in paragraph J, 

below. Does not apply at this time. 

 

I. By July 17, 2020, HUD Field Offices must notify CPD’s Systems Development and 

Evaluation Division via e-mail (Abubakari.D.Zuberi@hud.gov) whether cities that are 

already identified as potentially eligible metropolitan cities elect to defer or accept their 

status.  For units of general local government that meet metropolitan city status for the first 

time and are notified in early July thereof, they must elect to defer or accept their status (as 

discussed in paragraph G, above) by August 21, 2020.  For units of general local 

government notified in early July of their status as potential new metropolitan cities, Field 

Offices have until September 11, 2020, to notify the Systems Development and Evaluation 

Division of their decisions. 

 

J. By July 24, 2020, any county seeking to qualify as an urban county (see Attachment B) or 

to include any previously nonparticipating units of general local government into its 

configuration (see Attachment E) must submit to the appropriate HUD Field Office all 

qualification documentation described in Section IV, Documents to be Submitted to HUD.  

Any extension of this deadline must be authorized in writing by the Field Office and 

should not interfere with the Field Office's ability to meet the deadline in paragraph M.  

The Entitlement Communities Division and Field Counsel must be notified by email or 

telephone if an extension of more than seven days is needed.  For HOME program 

purposes, the urban county configurations are final as of September 30 of every year.  The 

HOME deadline is statutory and cannot be extended. 

 

K. By August 21, 2020, Field Office Counsel should complete the reviews of all cooperation 

agreements and related authorizations and certify that each cooperation agreement meets 

the requirements of Section V, Cooperation Agreements.  Any delay in completion of the 

review must not interfere with the Field Office's ability to meet the deadline in paragraph 

M.  The Entitlement Communities Division should be notified by email or telephone of 

any delay in the Field Counsel's review.  Note:  If a county is using a renewable 

agreement and has submitted a legal opinion that the terms and conditions of the 

agreement continue to be authorized (see Section IV, paragraph E), review of such 

opinion by Field Office Counsel is optional.  However, field counsel must review the 

agreement to ensure that any new requirements implemented by statute or regulation 

are incorporated into the agreement or added by an amendment to the agreement. 
 

L. During mid to late June, Headquarters will post the urban county worksheets for each 

mailto:Abubakari.D.Zuberi@hud.gov
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qualifying and requalifying urban county (listed on Attachment B) on the CPD Grants 

Management Process (GMP) system.  All information on included units of government 

must be completed via GMP.  Specific instructions for completing these electronic 

worksheets will be provided by the CPD Systems Development and Evaluation Division at 

the time they are posted on GMP. 

 

M. By August 28, 2020, Field Offices shall update and complete the form electronically for 

each qualifying or requalifying county.  The revised worksheet must be sent to the 

appropriate county for verification of data (via FAX, email, or regular mail).  The Systems 

Development and Evaluation Division will have access to the completed worksheets in 

GMP.  Field Offices shall also concurrently make available to the Systems Development 

and Evaluation Division (and each affected urban county) a memorandum that identifies 

any urban county already qualified for FY 2020 that is adding any new units of 

government, together with the names of the newly included units of government (see 

Attachment E).  THIS DEADLINE MAY NOT BE EXTENDED WITHOUT PRIOR 

WRITTEN AUTHORIZATION FROM THE ENTITLEMENT COMMUNITIES 

DIVISION. 

 

N. By September 11, 2020 (or soon thereafter), Headquarters will complete its review of 

the urban county status worksheets and memoranda for those urban counties adding new 

units of government.  The Field Offices will have access to the updated worksheets and, 

where necessary, an indication of any apparent discrepancies, problems or questions – 

all noted in GMP.  The Field Office is to verify the data (on the website at 

http://hudatwork.hud.gov/po/d/field/participation/index.cfm) and notify the Systems 

Development and Evaluation Division within seven days if any problems exist.  If there 

are no problems, Field Offices will notify each county seeking to qualify as an urban 

county of its urban county status for FY 2021-2023 by September 25, 2020. 

 

III. QUALIFICATION ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN BY COUNTY 

 

 The following actions are to be taken by the urban county: 

 

A. Cooperation Agreements/Amendments   

 

Urban counties that must enter into cooperation agreements or amendments, as 

appropriate, with the units of general local government located in whole or in part 

within the county, must submit to HUD executed cooperation agreements, together 

with evidence of authorization by the governing bodies of both parties (county and 

UGLG) executed by the proper officials in sufficient time to meet the deadline for 

submission indicated in the schedule (see Section V, Cooperation Agreements, 

paragraph A).  Cooperation agreements must meet the standards in Section V of this 

Notice. 

 

Where urban counties do not have the authority to carry out essential community 

development and housing activities without the consent of the unit(s) of general local 

government located therein, urban counties are required to have executed 
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cooperation agreements with these units of government that elect to participate in the 

urban counties’ CDBG programs. 

 

B. Notification of Opportunity to Be Excluded 

 

Units of general local government in which counties have authority to carry out 

essential community development and housing activities without the consent of the 

local governing body are automatically included in the urban county unless they 

elect to be excluded at the time of qualification or requalification.  Any county that 

has such units of general local government must notify each such unit that it may 

elect to be excluded from the urban county.  The unit of government must be 

notified: 

 

1. That if it chooses to remain with the urban county, it is ineligible to apply for 

grants under the State CDBG program while it is part of the urban county; 

 

2. That if it chooses to remain with the urban county, it is also a participant in the 

HOME program if the urban county receives HOME funding and may only 

receive a formula allocation under the HOME Program as a part of the urban 

county, although this does not preclude the urban county or a unit of government 

within the urban county from applying to the State for HOME funds, if the State 

allows; 

 

3. That if it chooses to remain with the urban county, it is also a participant in the 

ESG program if the urban county receives ESG funding and may only receive a 

formula allocation under the ESG Program as a part of the urban county, 

although this does not preclude the urban county or a unit of government within 

the urban county from applying to the State for ESG funds, if the State allows; 

 

4. That if it chooses to be excluded from the urban county, it must notify both the 

county and the HUD Field Office of its election to be excluded by the date 

specified in Section II, Qualification Schedule, paragraph E; and 

 

5. That such election to be excluded will be effective for the entire three-year 

period for which the urban county qualifies, unless the excluded unit specifically 

elects to be included in a subsequent year for the remainder of the urban county's 

three-year qualification period. 

 

C. Notification of Opportunity to Be Included  

 

If a currently qualified urban county has one or more nonparticipating units of 

general local government (see Attachment E), the county may notify, in writing, 

any such unit of local government during the second or third year of the 

qualification period that the local government has the opportunity to be included 

for the remaining period of urban county qualification.  This written notification 

must include the deadline for such election, and must state that the unit of general 



 9 

 

local government must notify the county and the HUD Field Office, in writing, of 

its official decision to be included.  If cooperation agreements are necessary, the 

unit electing to be included in the county for the remainder of the qualification 

period must also execute, with the county, a cooperation agreement meeting the 

standards in Section V, Cooperation Agreements.  The agreement must be received 

by the HUD Field Office by the date specified in Section II, Qualification 

Schedule, paragraph J.   

 

 D. Notification of Split Places  

 

Counties seeking qualification as urban counties and having units of general local 

government with any population located only partly within the county must notify 

these units of their rights by the date provided in Section II, Qualification Schedule, 

paragraph B.  Specifically, the county must provide the following notifications: 

 

1. Where a split place is partly located within only one urban county, one of the 

following rules applies: 

 

a. If it is a split place in which the county has essential powers, the entire area of 

the split place will be included in the urban county for the urban county 

qualification period unless the split place has opted out; or 

 

b. If the split place can only be included in the county upon the execution of a 

cooperation agreement, the entire area of the split place will be included in 

the urban county for the urban county qualification period upon execution of 

such an agreement.  Mill City? Idahna. Gates. 

 

  2. Where the split place is partially located within two or more urban counties, the 

split place may elect one of the following:   

 

a. to be excluded from all urban counties; 

 

b. to be entirely included in one urban county and excluded from all other such 

counties; or 

 

c. to participate as a part of more than one of the urban counties in which it is 

partially located provided that a single portion of the split place cannot be 

included in more than one entitled urban county at a time, and all parts of the 

split place are included in one of the urban counties. 

 

E. Notification of Opportunity to Terminate Agreement  

 

Urban counties that have agreements that will be automatically renewed at the end 

of the current qualification period unless action is taken by the unit of government 

to terminate the agreement must, by the date provided in Section II, Qualification  
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Schedule, paragraph D, notify such units that they can terminate the agreement 

and not participate during the 2021-2023 qualification period. 

 

IV. DOCUMENTS TO BE SUBMITTED TO HUD 

 

Any county seeking to qualify as an urban county for FY 2021-2023 or that wishes to 

exercise its option to include units of government that are not currently in the urban 

county's CDBG program must submit the following to the responsible HUD Field 

Office: 

 

A. A copy of the letter that notified applicable units of general local government (and a 

list of applicable units of government) of their right to decide to be excluded from 

the urban county along with a copy of letters submitted to the county from any such 

units of general local government requesting exclusion (see Section III, Qualification 

Actions to Be Taken by County, paragraph B).  This does not apply to an already 

qualified urban county adding communities. 

 

B. A copy of the letter from any unit of general local government joining an already 

qualified county that officially notifies the county of its election to be included (see 

Section III, paragraph C). 

 

C. Where applicable, a copy of the letter from:  
 

1. Any city that may newly qualify as a metropolitan city but seeks to defer that 

status;  

 

2. Any city currently deferring metropolitan city status that seeks to continue to 

defer such status; 

 

3. Any city accepting metropolitan city status stating that it will enter into a joint 

agreement with the urban county and a letter from the county affirming its 

willingness to enter into a joint agreement with that city;  

 

4. Any city accepting metropolitan city status that will cease participation in the 

urban county’s CDBG program.  (See Section II, Qualification Schedule, 

paragraph G.) 

 

D. For a county that has cooperation agreements in effect that provide for automatic 

renewal, a copy of the letter sent by the county that notified affected units of 

government that the agreement will be renewed unless the county is notified by the 

unit of government to terminate the agreement, and a copy of any such letter from 

any unit(s) of government requesting termination (see Section III, paragraph E). 

 

E. Where applicable, copies of fully executed cooperation agreements, amended 

agreements, or stand-alone amendments between the county and its included units of 

general local government, including any cooperation agreements from applicable 



 11 

 

units of general local government covered under Section III, Qualification Actions to 

be Taken by County, paragraph C, and the opinions of county counsel and governing 

body authorizations required in Section V, Cooperation Agreements, paragraphs B 

and C. 

 

For a county that has cooperation agreements in effect that provide for automatic 

renewal of the urban county qualification period as provided under Section V, 

Cooperation Agreements, paragraph E, at the time of such automatic renewal, the 

documents to be submitted are:  (1) a legal opinion from the county’s counsel that 

the terms and provisions continue to be authorized under state and local law and that 

the agreement continues to provide full legal authority for the county; (2) copies of 

any executed amendments to automatically renewed cooperation agreements (if 

any); and, (3) if locally required, governing body authorizations. 
 

F. Any joint request(s) for inclusion of a metropolitan city as a part of the urban county 

as permitted by Section VIII, paragraph A, Metropolitan City/Urban County Joint 

Recipients, along with a copy of the required cooperation agreement(s).  If either the 

urban county or the metropolitan city fall under the "exception criteria" at 24 CFR 

570.208(a)(1)(ii) for activities that benefit low- and moderate-income residents of an 

area, the urban county must notify, in writing, the metropolitan city of the potential 

effects of such joint agreements on such activities.  See Section VIII, paragraph A, 

for further clarification. 

 

All jurisdictions seeking to qualify as an urban county for the first time must 

ensure that all documents outlined in this Section that are submitted to the HUD 

Field Office are also submitted to the Entitlement Communities Division in HUD 

Headquarters for review. The original documents should be submitted to the HUD 

Field Office and the copies to HUD Headquarters. 

 

V. COOPERATION AGREEMENTS  

 

All cooperation agreements must meet the following standards in order to be found 

acceptable: 

 

A. The governing body of the county and the governing body of the cooperating unit of 

general local government shall authorize the agreement and the chief executive 

officer of each unit of general local government shall execute the agreement. 

  

B. The agreement must contain, or be accompanied by, a legal opinion from the 

county's counsel that the terms and provisions of the agreement are fully authorized 

under State and local law and that the agreement provides full legal authority for the 

county.  Where the county does not have such authority, the legal opinion must state 

that the participating unit of general local government has the authority to undertake, 

or assist in undertaking, essential community renewal and lower income housing 

assistance activities.  A mere certification by the county's counsel that the agreement 

is approved as to form is insufficient and unacceptable. 
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C. The agreement must state that the agreement covers the CDBG Entitlement program 

and, where applicable, the HOME Investment Partnership (HOME) and Emergency 

Solutions Grants (ESG) Programs (i.e., where the urban county receives funding 

under the ESG program, or receives funding under the HOME program as an urban 

county or as a member of a HOME consortium). 

 

D. The agreement must state that, by executing the CDBG cooperation agreement, the 

included unit of general local government understands that it: 

 

1. May not apply for grants from appropriations under the State CDBG Program for 

fiscal years during the period in which it participates in the urban county's 

CDBG program; and 

 

2. May receive a formula allocation under the HOME Program only through the 

urban county.  Thus, even if the urban county does not receive a HOME formula 

allocation, the participating unit of local government cannot form a HOME 

consortium with other local governments.  (Note:  This does not preclude the 

urban county or a unit of government participating with the urban county from 

applying to the State for HOME funds, if the state allows.  An existing renewable 

agreement need not be amended to add this Note.  It is included here only for 

purposes of clarification.); and 

 

3. May receive a formula allocation under the ESG Program only through the urban 

county.  (Note:  This does not preclude the urban county or a unit of general local 

government participating with the urban county from applying to the State for 

ESG funds, if the state allows.  An existing renewable agreement need not be 

amended to add this Note.  It is included here only for purposes of clarification.) 

 

E. The agreement must specify the three years covered by the urban county 

qualification period (e.g., Federal FYs 2021-2023), for which the urban county is to 

qualify to receive CDBG entitlement funding or, where applicable, specify the 

remaining one or two years of an existing urban county's qualification period.  At the 

option of the county, the agreement may provide that it will automatically be 

renewed for participation in successive three-year qualification periods, unless the 

county or the participating unit of general local government provides written notice it 

elects not to participate in a new qualification period.  A copy of that notice must be 

sent to the HUD Field Office. 

 

Where such agreements are used, the agreement must state that, by the date specified 

in HUD's urban county qualification notice for the next qualification period, the 

urban county will notify the participating unit of general local government in writing 

of its right not to participate.  A copy of the county's notification to the jurisdiction 

must be sent to the HUD Field Office by the date specified in the urban county 

qualification schedule in Section II. 
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F. Cooperation agreements with automatic renewal provisions must include a 

stipulation that requires each party to adopt any amendment to the agreement 

incorporating changes necessary to meet the requirements for cooperation 

agreements set forth in an Urban County Qualification Notice applicable for a 

subsequent three-year urban county qualification period, and to submit such 

amendment to HUD as provided in the urban county qualification notice (see Section 

IV, Documents to be Submitted to HUD, paragraph E), and that such failure to 

comply will void the automatic renewal for such qualification period.   

 

G. The agreement must provide that it remains in effect until the CDBG (and, where 

applicable, HOME and ESG) funds and program income received (with respect to 

activities carried out during the three-year qualification period, and any successive 

qualification periods under agreements that provide for automatic renewals) are 

expended and the funded activities completed, and that the county and participating 

unit of general local government cannot terminate or withdraw from the cooperation 

agreement while it remains in effect. 

 

H. The agreement must expressly state that the county and the cooperating unit of 

general local government agree to "cooperate to undertake, or assist in undertaking, 

community renewal and lower-income housing assistance activities." If the county 

does not have such powers, the agreement must expressly state that the cooperating 

unit of general local government agrees to "undertake, or assist in undertaking, 

community renewal and lower-income housing assistance activities." As an 

alternative to this wording, the cooperation agreement may reference State 

legislation authorizing such activities, but only with the approval of the specific 

alternative wording by HUD Field Counsel.   

 

The agreement must contain an explicit provision obligating the county and the 

cooperating units of general local government to take all actions necessary to assure 

compliance with the urban county's certification under section 104(b) of Title I of the 

Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, that the grant will be conducted 

and administered in conformity with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the 

Fair Housing Act and will affirmatively furthering fair housing.  See 24 CFR 

91.225(a) and 5.105(a).  The provision must also include the obligation to comply 

with section 109 of Title I of the Housing and Community Development Act of 

1974, which incorporates Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 of Title II of 

the Americans with Disabilities Act, the Age Discrimination Act of 1975, and 

Section 3 of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968.  The provision must 

also include the obligation to comply with other applicable laws.  The agreement 

shall also contain a provision prohibiting urban county funding for activities in, or in 

support of, any cooperating unit of general local government that does not 

affirmatively further fair housing within its own jurisdiction or that impedes the 

county's actions to comply with the county's fair housing certification. This provision 

is required because noncompliance by a unit of general local government included in 

an urban county may constitute noncompliance by the grantee (i.e., the urban  
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county) that can, in turn, provide cause for funding sanctions or other remedial 

actions by the Department.  

 

Periodically, statutory or regulatory changes may require urban counties to amend 

their agreements to add the new provision(s).  Urban counties may draft a separate 

amendment to their existing agreements that includes the new provision(s) rather 

than drafting a new cooperation agreement that contains the new provisions.  

However, the separate amendment must be executed by an official representative of 

each of the participating units of general local government and the urban county. 
 

I. The agreement must expressly state "that the cooperating unit of general local 

government has adopted and is enforcing: 

 

1. A policy prohibiting the use of excessive force by law enforcement agencies 

within its jurisdiction against any individuals engaged in non-violent civil rights 

demonstrations; and 

 

2. A policy of enforcing applicable State and local laws against physically barring 

entrance to or exit from a facility or location which is the subject of such non-

violent civil rights demonstrations within jurisdictions." 

 

J. The agreement may not contain a provision for veto or other restriction that would 

allow any party to the agreement to obstruct the implementation of the approved 

Consolidated Plan during the period covered by the agreement.  The county has final 

responsibility for selecting CDBG (and, where applicable, HOME and ESG) 

activities and submitting the Consolidated Plan to HUD, although if the county is a 

member of a HOME consortium, the consortium submits the Plan developed by the 

county (see Section I, General Requirements, paragraph C). 

 

K. The agreement must contain language specifying that, pursuant to 24 CFR 

570.501(b), the unit of local government is subject to the same requirements 

applicable to subrecipients, including the requirement of a written agreement as 

described in 24 CFR 570.503 (see Section VIII, Special Considerations, paragraph 

B). 

 

L. A county may also include in the cooperation agreement any provisions authorized 

by State and local laws that legally obligate the cooperating units to undertake the 

necessary actions, as determined by the county, to carry out a community 

development program and the approved Consolidated Plan and/or meet other 

requirements of the CDBG (and, where applicable, HOME and ESG) program and 

other applicable laws. 

 

M. The county must also include a provision in the cooperation agreement that a unit of 

general local government may not sell, trade, or otherwise transfer all or any portion 

of such funds to another such metropolitan city, urban county, unit of general local 

government, or Indian tribe, or insular area that directly or indirectly receives CDBG 
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funds in exchange for any other funds, credits or non-Federal considerations, but 

must use such funds for activities eligible under title I of the Act.  Urban counties  

 

requalifying in 2020 for FYs 2021-2023 must incorporate this language into 

cooperation agreements by revision or amendment. 

 

VI. PERIOD OF QUALIFICATION 

 

A. General 

 

Any county that qualifies as an urban county will be entitled to receive funds as an 

urban county for three consecutive fiscal years regardless of changes in its 

population or boundary or population changes in any communities contained within 

the urban county during that period, provided funds are appropriated by Congress 

and the county submits its annual Action Plan by August 16 of each year.  

However, during the period of qualification, no included unit of general local 

government may withdraw from the urban county unless the urban county does not 

receive a grant for any year during such period. 

 

The urban county's grant amount is calculated annually and will reflect the addition of 

any new units of general local government during the second and third years of the 

period of qualification. 

 

Any unincorporated portion of the county that incorporates during the urban county 

qualification period will remain part of the urban county through the end of the three-

year period.   

 

Any unit of general local government that is part of an urban county will continue to 

be included in the urban county for that county's qualification period, even if it meets 

the criteria to be considered a “metropolitan city” during that period.  Such an 

included unit of general local government cannot become eligible for a separate 

entitlement grant as a metropolitan city while participating as a part of an urban 

county (see Section VIII, paragraph E). 

 

B. Retaining Urban County Classification  

 

Any county classified as an urban county in FY 1999 may, at the option of the 

county, remain classified as an urban county.  

 

Any county that became classified as an urban county in FY 2000 or later and was so 

classified for at least two years will retain its classification as an urban county, unless 

the urban county qualified under section 102(a)(6)(A) of Title I of the Housing and 

Community Development Act of 1974, as amended, and fails to requalify under that 

section due to the election of a currently participating non-entitlement community to 

opt out or not to renew a cooperation agreement (for reasons other than becoming an 

eligible metropolitan city).   
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VII. URBAN COUNTY PROGRAM RESPONSIBILITIES 

 

The county, as the CDBG grant recipient, either for the urban county or a joint 

recipient (see Section VIII, paragraph A, Metropolitan City/Urban County Joint 

Recipients) has full responsibility for the execution of the community development 

program, for following its Consolidated Plan, and for meeting the requirements of 

other applicable laws (e.g., National Environmental Policy Act, Uniform 

Relocation Act, Fair Housing Act, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, Section 

504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, Section 109 of Title I of the Housing and 

Community Development Act of 1974, the Americans with Disabilities Act of 

1990).  The county's responsibility must include these functions even where, as a 

matter of administrative convenience or State law, the county permits the 

participating units of general local government to carry out essential community 

development and housing assistance activities.  The county will be held 

accountable for the accomplishment of the community development program, for 

following its Consolidated Plan, and for ensuring that actions necessary for such 

accomplishment are taken by cooperating units of general local government. 

 

VIII.  SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS  

 

A. Metropolitan City/Urban County Joint Recipients 

 

Any urban county and any metropolitan city located in whole or in part within that 

county can ask HUD to approve the inclusion of the metropolitan city as a part of 

the urban county for purposes of planning and implementing a joint community 

development and housing assistance program.  HUD will consider approving a joint 

request only if it is signed by the chief executive officers of both entities and is 

submitted at the time the county is seeking its qualification as an urban county. A 

joint request will be deemed approved unless HUD notifies the city and the county 

otherwise within 30 days following submission of the joint request and an executed 

cooperation agreement meeting the requirements specified under Section V, 

Cooperation Agreements.  An urban county may be joined by more than one 

metropolitan city, but a metropolitan city located in more than one urban county 

may be a joint recipient with only one urban county at a time. 

 

Upon urban county qualification and HUD approval of the joint request and 

cooperation agreement, the metropolitan city becomes a part of the urban county for 

purposes of program planning and implementation for the entire period of the urban 

county qualification and will be treated by HUD as any other unit of general local 

government that is a part of the urban county.  When a metropolitan city joins an 

urban county in this manner, the grant amount is the sum of the amounts authorized 

for the individual metropolitan city and urban county.  The urban county becomes 

the grant recipient. 

 

A metropolitan city in a joint agreement with the urban county is treated the same as 
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any other unit of general local government that is part of the urban county for 

purposes of the CDBG program, but not for the HOME or ESG programs.  If the 

metropolitan city does not qualify to receive a separate allocation of HOME funds, 

to be considered for HOME funding as part of the urban county, it may form a 

HOME consortium with the urban county.  If the metropolitan city qualifies to 

receive a separate allocation of HOME funds, it has two options:  (1) it may form a 

HOME consortium with the county, in which case it will be included as part of the 

county when the HOME funds for the county are calculated; or (2) the metropolitan 

city may administer its HOME program on its own.  NOTE:  The execution of a 

CDBG joint agreement between an urban county and metropolitan city does not in 

itself satisfy HOME requirements for a written consortia agreement.  For additional 

information on the requirements for consortia agreements, see 24 CFR 92.101 and 

the Notice of Procedures for Designation of Consortia as a Participating Jurisdiction 

for the HOME Program (CPD-13-002).   

 

The ESG program does provide for joint agreements among certain grantees; 

however, there are separate requirements that apply to those joint agreements.  A 

metropolitan city and an urban county that each receive an allocation under ESG 

and are located within a geographic area that is covered by a single Continuum of 

Care (CoC) may jointly request the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development 

to permit the urban county or the metropolitan city, as agreed to by such county and 

city, to receive and administer their combined allocations under a single grant.  For 

more information about joint agreements for the ESG program, contact Marlisa 

Grogan at 603-666-7510, Ext. 3049 or Marlisa.M.Grogan@hud.gov.  

 

Counties and metropolitan cities considering a joint request should be aware that 

significant effects could occur where either the urban county or the metropolitan city 

would otherwise fall under the "exception rule" criteria for activities that benefit 

low-and moderate-income residents on an area basis (see 24 CFR 570.208(a)(1)(ii)).  

Joint agreements result in a modification to an urban county's configuration, and a 

change in the mix of census block groups in an urban county is likely to change the 

relative ranking of specific block groups by quartile, thus affecting the minimum 

concentration of low- and moderate-income persons under the "exception rule."  

HUD will make a rank-ordering computer run available to counties and 

metropolitan cities considering joint participation to assist them in determining the 

possible effects of inclusion and how such an agreement may impact their respective 

programs.  

 

B. Subrecipient Agreements 

 

The execution of cooperation agreements meeting the requirements of Section V, 

Cooperation Agreements, between an urban county and its participating units of 

local government does not in itself satisfy the requirement for a written subrecipient 

agreement required by the regulations at 24 CFR 570.503.  Where a participating 

unit of general local government carries out an eligible activity funded by the urban 

county, the urban county is responsible, prior to disbursing any CDBG funds for any 

mailto:Marlisa.M.Grogan@hud.gov
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such activity or project, for executing a written subrecipient agreement with the unit 

of government containing the minimum requirements found at 24 CFR 570.503.  

The subrecipient agreement must remain in effect during any period that the unit of 

local government has control over CDBG funds, including program income. 

 

C. Ineligibility for State CDBG Program 

 

An urban county's included units of general local government are ineligible to apply 

for grants from appropriations under the State CDBG Program for fiscal years 

during the period in which they are participating in the Entitlement CDBG program 

with the urban county. 

 

D. Eligibility for a HOME Consortium 

 

When included units of local government become part of an urban county for the 

CDBG Program, they are part of the urban county for the HOME Program and may 

receive HOME funds only as part of the urban county or from the State.  Thus, even 

if the urban county does not receive a HOME formula allocation, the participating 

unit of local government cannot form a HOME consortium with other local 

governments.  This does not preclude the urban county or a unit of government 

within an urban county from applying to the State for HOME funds, if the State 

allows.  However, a unit of local government that chooses to opt out of the urban 

county may become part of a HOME consortium by signing the HOME consortium 

agreement. Would this apply to Keizer if they stay with the HOME consortium with 

Salem?  

 

E. Counties with Potential Metropolitan Cities 

 

If a county includes an unit of general local government that believes its population 

meets the statutory threshold to enable it to receive CDBG entitlement funds as a 

metropolitan city directly, but the city and county have not yet received notification 

from HUD regarding metropolitan city eligibility, HUD has identified two options a 

county may use to address such situations: 

 

1. The county and community can negotiate a schedule that will provide the community 

additional time to receive notification from HUD of its eligibility as a potential new 

metropolitan city and, if the community does not reach metropolitan city status (or 

becomes eligible and elects to defer its status), execute a cooperation agreement and 

still meet the deadlines identified in this Notice; or 

 

2. If a county believes delaying the execution of a cooperation agreement until HUD 

provides such notification will prohibit it from meeting the submission deadlines in 

this Notice, the county may want to include a clause in the agreement that provides 

that the agreement will be voided if the community is advised by HUD, prior to the 

completion of the requalification process for FY 2021-2023, that it is eligible to 

become a metropolitan city and the community elects to take its entitlement status.  If 
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such a clause is used, it must state that if the agreement is not voided on the basis of 

the community’s eligibility as a metropolitan city prior to July 24, 2020 (or a later date 

if approved in writing by HUD), the community must remain a part of the county for 

the entire three-year period of the county’s qualification. 

 

Option 1 is preferred.  Option 2 is available if a county wishes to use it, although there is 

concern that a community may believe that the use of a clause that may void the 

agreement will enable it to “opt out” later in the three-year period of qualification if it 

reaches the population during that time to be a metropolitan city.  Therefore, any such 

clause must be clear that it applies only for a limited period of time. 

 

There are jurisdictions that may potentially qualify as urban counties for the first time 

because they contain one or more metropolitan cities that may consider relinquishing 

their status as entitlement grantees.  If a county has a metropolitan city or cities that are 

willing to relinquish its/their status as entitlement grantee(s) and the county wants to 

begin the process of qualifying as an urban county, the Entitlement Communities 

Division in HUD Headquarters should be notified as soon as possible, but no later than 

two weeks after the county notifies the Field Office of its intent to qualify as an urban 

county.  A list of these counties is provided as Attachment F. 

 

F. Incorporated Unit of General Local Government Dissolution 

 

A unit of general local government located in an urban county may unincorporate or 

dissolve or merge with another unit of general local government.  Assuming the urban 

county possesses essential community development and housing assistance powers, the 

dissolved unit of general local government will automatically be considered as part of the 

urban county for CDBG program purposes.  If the dissolved unit of government merges 

into another unit of general local government that already participates in the urban 

county, then the newly expanded unit of government will be a participant in the urban 

county’s CDBG program.  The cooperation agreement between the urban county and the 

expanded unit of general local government will need to be submitted to the Field Office 

for Field Counsel review. 

 

The Bureau of Census’ (Census) designation of a former incorporated unit of general 

local government as dissolved or a former unincorporated unit of general local 

government as incorporated is important because Section 102(b) of the Housing and 

Community Development Act of 1974, as amended, requires the definitions in Section 

102(a) such as city, metropolitan city, and urban county to be based on the most recent 

data compiled by Census.  Therefore, Census must recognize the former incorporated unit 

of general local government as dissolved for it to be recognized by HUD as no longer 

being an incorporated unit of general local government.   

 

If the urban county is requalifying this year or the following year, and the unit of general 

local government is recognized as dissolved by Census, the former unit of general local 

government will be considered a part of the unincorporated area of the urban county.  In 

that instance, CDBG funds may be used to assist activities that will be located in the 
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former unit of general local government, and its residents may benefit from CDBG-

assisted activities. 

 

If the urban county is requalifying this year, and the unit of general local government is 

not recognized as dissolved by Census (although dissolution has occurred), it will 

become part of the urban county, since the unit of government will legally cease to exist. 
 

G. Qualification of New York Towns as Metropolitan Cities 

 

In the state of New York, there are towns that can qualify as metropolitan cities.  

These towns are required to secure the participation of all of the incorporated 

villages located within their boundaries to attain metropolitan city status.  As 

metropolitan cities, these towns may receive their own CDBG grants.  New York 

towns requalify every three years. 

 

There are eight New York towns (Greensburgh, Hempstead, North Hempstead, 

Oyster Bay, Clarkstown, Ramapo, Smithtown, and Southampton) that are located 

in existing urban counties and are eligible to be metropolitan cities, but have not 

taken steps to qualify as metropolitan cities.  They decided to participate in their 

respective urban counties’ CDBG programs as participating units of general 

government.  However, when the urban counties in which the towns are located 

requalify, these eight towns may decide to become metropolitan cities and 

administer their own CDBG programs.  This means that the towns have elected to 

leave the urban counties in which they were participating as units of general local 

government.  If a New York town decides to become a metropolitan city and 

administer its own CDBG program, the following steps must be taken: 

 

  1. The New York town should decide before the urban county requalification 

process starts (usually March or April) whether it will accept its metropolitan 

city status.  Past experience has demonstrated that units of general local 

government need a lot of time to complete all of the necessary processes, so 

HUD recommends that this decision-making process start in the year before the 

urban county’s requalification year.  The town must secure the participation of 

all of the villages located within its boundaries by execution of a cooperation 

agreement with those villages.  Depending on local circumstances, it may take 

several months to notify every village in writing of its intent to become a 

separate entitlement community and to secure the participation of all of the 

villages.  The town cannot qualify as an entitlement grantee unless it secures 

the participation of all of the villages.  For example, Blue County is 

requalifying in 2021 for 2022-2024.  The town of Orange has been participating 

in the county’s CDBG program but would like to become an entitlement 

grantee and administer its own CDBG program.  It is advisable that the town 

make this decision during 2020 so it can begin to contact the villages and 

secure their participation in the town’s CDBG program. 

 

  2. The urban county is required to notify all participating units of general local 



 21 

 

government in writing (typically, in April) that they may choose to opt out of 

participation in the urban county’s CDBG program.  The units of general local 

government must notify the urban counties in writing of their decisions by the 

due date (typically, in June) in Section II of the urban county Qualification/ 

Requalification Notice.  The New York town must respond to the urban 

county’s correspondence by that date.  If the town has an automatically 

renewing cooperation agreement with the urban county, it must notify the 

county (typically by mid-June) that it is terminating the cooperation agreement.  

The urban county must be notified by the established deadlines in this Notice so 

that it may complete the requalification process in a timely manner.  Failure to 

meet the established deadlines may result in the New York town having to 

remain as part of the urban county for the next three-year qualification period.  

Furthermore, if a town notifies its respective urban county that it is leaving, and 

then does not sign up all the villages, then the town and any villages that have 

signed on to the towns may be excluded from the urban county but cannot 

receive separate metropolitan city funding because it did not qualify. 

 

IX.  DETERMINATIONS OF ESSENTIAL POWERS 

 

A. For new urban counties, HUD Field Office Counsel must initially determine 

whether each county within its jurisdiction that is eligible to qualify as an urban 

county has powers to carry out essential community renewal and lower-income 

housing assistance activities.  For requalifying urban counties, the Field Office 

Counsel may rely on its previous determination(s) unless there is evidence to the 

contrary.  In assessing such evidence, Field Office counsel may consider 

information provided by the county and its included units of general local 

government as well as other relevant information obtained from independent 

sources. 

 

For these purposes, the term “essential community development and housing 

assistance activities” means community renewal and lower-income housing 

assistance activities.  Activities that may be accepted as essential community 

development and housing assistance activities might include, but are not limited to 

(1) acquisition of property for disposition for private reuse, especially for low- and 

moderate-income housing; (2) direct rehabilitation of or financial assistance to 

housing; (3) low rent housing activities; (4) disposition of land to private 

developers for appropriate redevelopment; and (5) condemnation of property for 

low-income housing. 

 

In making the required determinations, Field Office Counsel must consider both 

the county’s authority and, where applicable, the authority of its designated 

agency or agencies.  Field Office Counsel shall make such determinations as 

identified below and concur in notifications to the county(ies) about these issues. 

 

B. For new and requalifying counties, the notification by the Field Office required 

under Section II, paragraph A, must include the following determinations: 
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1. Whether the county is authorized to undertake essential community 

development and housing assistance activities in its unincorporated areas, if 

any, which are not units of general local government. 

 

2. In which of the county’s units of general local government the county is 

authorized to undertake essential community development and housing 

assistance activities without the consent of the governing body of the 

locality.  The population of these units of local government will be counted 

towards qualification of the urban county unless they specifically elect to be 

excluded from the county for purposes of the CDBG program and so notify 

both the county and HUD in writing by June 5, 2020 (see Section II, 

paragraph E); and, 

 

3. In which of the county’s units of general local government the county is 

either (a) not authorized to undertake essential community development and 

housing assistance activities or (b) may do so only with the consent of the 

governing body of the locality.  The population of these units of local 

government will only be counted if they have signed cooperation 

agreements with the county that meet the standards set forth in Section V of 

this Notice. 

What is this process? Is there concern that we would not qualify? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ATTACHMENT A 
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ALL CURRENTLY QUALIFIED URBAN COUNTIES 

  NEW ENGLAND FIELD OFFICES 

  MAINE CUMBERLAND COUNTY 

  NEW YORK/NEW JERSEY FIELD OFFICES 

  NEW JERSEY ATLANTIC COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY BERGEN COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY BURLINGTON COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY CAMDEN COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY ESSEX COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY GLOUCESTER COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY HUDSON COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY MIDDLESEX COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY MONMOUTH COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY MORRIS COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY OCEAN COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY PASSAIC COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY SOMERSET COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY UNION COUNTY 

  NEW YORK DUTCHESS COUNTY 

NEW YORK ERIE COUNTY 

NEW YORK MONROE COUNTY 

NEW YORK NASSAU COUNTY 

NEW YORK ONONDAGA COUNTY 

NEW YORK ORANGE COUNTY 

NEW YORK ROCKLAND COUNTY 

NEW YORK SUFFOLK COUNTY 

NEW YORK WESTCHESTER COUNTY 

 MID-ATLANTIC FIELD OFFICES 

  DELAWARE NEW CASTLE COUNTY 

  MARYLAND ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY 

MARYLAND BALTIMORE COUNTY 

MARYLAND HARFORD COUNTY 

MARYLAND HOWARD COUNTY 

MARYLAND MONTGOMERY COUNTY 
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MARYLAND PRINCE GEORGES COUNTY 

  PENNSYLVANIA ALLEGHENY COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA BEAVER COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA BERKS COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA BUCKS COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA CHESTER COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA CUMBERLAND COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA DAUPHIN COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA DELAWARE COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA LANCASTER COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA LEHIGH COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA LUZERNE COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA MONTGOMERY COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA NORTHAMPTON COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA WASHINGTON COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA WESTMORELAND COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA YORK COUNTY 

  VIRGINIA ARLINGTON COUNTY 

VIRGINIA CHESTERFIELD COUNTY 

VIRGINIA FAIRFAX COUNTY 

VIRGINIA HENRICO COUNTY 

VIRGINIA LOUDOUN COUNTY 

VIRGINIA PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY 

  SOUTHEAST/CARIBBEAN FIELD OFFICES 

  ALABAMA JEFFERSON COUNTY 

ALABAMA MOBILE COUNTY 

  FLORIDA BREVARD COUNTY 

FLORIDA BROWARD COUNTY 

FLORIDA COLLIER COUNTY 

FLORIDA ESCAMBIA COUNTY 

FLORIDA HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY 

FLORIDA JACKSONVILLE-DUVAL COUNTY 

FLORIDA LAKE COUNTY 

FLORIDA LEE COUNTY 

FLORIDA MANATEE COUNTY 

FLORIDA MARION COUNTY 

FLORIDA MIAMI-DADE COUNTY 
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FLORIDA ORANGE COUNTY 

FLORIDA OSCEOLA COUNTY 

FLORIDA PALM BEACH COUNTY 

FLORIDA PASCO COUNTY 

FLORIDA PINELLAS COUNTY 

FLORIDA POLK COUNTY 

FLORIDA SARASOTA COUNTY 

FLORIDA SEMINOLE COUNTY 

FLORIDA ST. JOHNS COUNTY 

FLORIDA VOLUSIA COUNTY 

  GEORGIA CHEROKEE COUNTY 

GEORGIA CLAYTON COUNTY 

GEORGIA COBB COUNTY 

GEORGIA DE KALB COUNTY 

GEORGIA FULTON COUNTY 

GEORGIA GWINNETT COUNTY 

GEORGIA HENRY COUNTY 

  NORTH CAROLINA CUMBERLAND COUNTY 

NORTH CAROLINA MECKLENBURG COUNTY 

NORTH CAROLINA UNION COUNTY 

NORTH CAROLINA WAKE COUNTY 

  

SOUTH CAROLINA CHARLESTON COUNTY 

SOUTH CAROLINA GREENVILLE COUNTY 

SOUTH CAROLINA HORRY COUNTY 

SOUTH CAROLINA LEXINGTON COUNTY 

SOUTH CAROLINA RICHLAND COUNTY 

SOUTH CAROLINA SPARTANBURG COUNTY 

  TENNESSEE KNOX COUNTY 

TENNESSEE SHELBY COUNTY 

  MIDWEST FIELD OFFICES 

  ILLINOIS COOK COUNTY 

ILLINOIS DU PAGE COUNTY 

ILLINOIS KANE COUNTY 

ILLINOIS LAKE COUNTY 

ILLINOIS MADISON COUNTY 

ILLINOIS MCHENRY COUNTY 
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ILLINOIS ST, CLAIR COUNTY 

ILLINOIS WILL COUNTY 

  INDIANA HAMILTON COUNTY 

INDIANA LAKE COUNTY 

  MICHIGAN GENESEE COUNTY 

MICHIGAN KENT COUNTY 

MICHIGAN MACOMB COUNTY 

MICHIGAN OAKLAND COUNTY 

MICHIGAN WASHTENAW COUNTY 

MICHIGAN WAYNE COUNTY 

  MINNESOTA ANOKA COUNTY 

MINNESOTA DAKOTA COUNTY 

MINNESOTA HENNEPIN COUNTY 

MINNESOTA RAMSEY COUNTY 

MINNESOTA ST. LOUIS COUNTY 

MINNESOTA WASHINGTON COUNTY 

  OHIO BUTLER COUNTY 

OHIO CLERMONT COUNTY 

OHIO CUYAHOGA COUNTY 

OHIO FRANKLIN COUNTY 

OHIO HAMILTON COUNTY 

OHIO LAKE COUNTY 

OHIO MONTGOMERY COUNTY 

OHIO STARK COUNTY 

OHIO SUMMIT COUNTY 

OHIO WARREN COUNTY 

  WISCONSIN DANE COUNTY 

WISCONSIN MILWAUKEE COUNTY 

WISCONSIN WAUKESHA COUNTY 

  SOUTHWEST FIELD OFFICES 

  LOUISIANA JEFFERSON PARISH 

LOUISIANA ST. TAMMANY PARISH 

  OKLAHOMA TULSA COUNTY 
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TEXAS BEXAR COUNTY 

TEXAS BRAZORIA COUNTY 

TEXAS DALLAS COUNTY 

TEXAS FORT BEND COUNTY 

TEXAS HARRIS COUNTY 

TEXAS HIDALGO COUNTY 

TEXAS MONTGOMERY COUNTY 

TEXAS TARRANT COUNTY 

TEXAS TRAVIS COUNTY 

TEXAS WILLIAMSON COUNTY 

  GREAT PLAINS FIELD OFFICES 

  KANSAS JOHNSON COUNTY 

  MISSOURI JEFFERSON COUNTY 

MISSOURI ST, LOUIS COUNTY 

MISSOURI ST. CHARLES COUNTY 

  ROCKY MOUNTAIN FIELD OFFICES 

  COLORADO ADAMS COUNTY 

COLORADO ARAPAHOE COUNTY 

COLORADO EL PASO COUNTY 

COLORADO JEFFERSON COUNTY 

  UTAH DAVIS COUNTY 

UTAH SALT LAKE COUNTY 

UTAH UTAH COUNTY 

  PACIFIC/HAWAII FIELD OFFICES 

  ARIZONA MARICOPA COUNTY 

ARIZONA PIMA COUNTY 

ARIZONA PINAL COUNTY 

  

CALIFORNIA ALAMEDA COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA FRESNO COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA KERN COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA MARIN COUNTY 
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CALIFORNIA MONTEREY COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA ORANGE COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA RIVERSIDE COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA SACRAMENTO COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA SAN DIEGO COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA SAN MATEO COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA SONOMA COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA STANISLAUS COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA VENTURA COUNTY 

  NEVADA CLARK COUNTY 

  NORTHWEST/ALASKA FIELD OFFICES 

  OREGON CLACKAMAS COUNTY 

OREGON MULTNOMAH COUNTY 

OREGON WASHINGTON COUNTY 

  WASHINGTON CLARK COUNTY 

WASHINGTON KING COUNTY 

WASHINGTON KITSAP COUNTY 

WASHINGTON PIERCE COUNTY 

WASHINGTON SNOHOMISH COUNTY 

WASHINGTON SPOKANE COUNTY 

WASHINGTON THURSTON COUNTY 
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ATTACHMENT B 

 

COUNTIES SCHEDULED TO REQUALIFY IN 2020 FOR FYS 2021-2023 

  NEW YORK/NEW JERSEY FIELD OFFICES 

  NEW JERSEY BERGEN COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY BURLINGTON COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY CAMDEN COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY ESSEX COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY HUDSON COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY MIDDLESEX COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY MONMOUTH COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY MORRIS COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY UNION COUNTY 

  NEW YORK ERIE COUNTY 

NEW YORK MONROE COUNTY 

NEW YORK NASSAU COUNTY 

NEW YORK ONONDAGA COUNTY 

NEW YORK ORANGE COUNTY 

NEW YORK ROCKLAND COUNTY 

NEW YORK SUFFOLK COUNTY 

  MID-ATLANTIC FIELD OFFICES 

  DELAWARE NEW CASTLE COUNTY 

  MARYLAND ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY 

MARYLAND BALTIMORE COUNTY 

MARYLAND HARFORD COUNTY 

MARYLAND MONTGOMERY COUNTY 

MARYLAND PRINCE GEORGES COUNTY 

  PENNSYLVANIA ALLEGHENY COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA BEAVER COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA BERKS COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA BUCKS COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA CHESTER COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA DELAWARE COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA LANCASTER COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA LUZERNE COUNTY 
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PENNSYLVANIA MONTGOMERY COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA WASHINGTON COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA WESTMORELAND COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA YORK COUNTY 

  VIRGINIA ARLINGTON COUNTY 

VIRGINIA FAIRFAX COUNTY 

  SOUTHEAST/CARIBBEAN FIELD OFFICES 

  ALABAMA JEFFERSON COUNTY 

  FLORIDA BROWARD COUNTY 

FLORIDA ESCAMBIA COUNTY 

FLORIDA HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY 

FLORIDA LAKE COUNTY 

FLORIDA MIAMI-DADE COUNTY 

FLORIDA ORANGE COUNTY 

FLORIDA PALM BEACH COUNTY 

FLORIDA PINELLAS COUNTY 

FLORIDA POLK COUNTY 

FLORIDA VOLUSIA COUNTY 

 

GEORGIA CHEROKEE COUNTY 

GEORGIA COBB COUNTY 

GEORGIA DE KALB COUNTY 

GEORGIA FULTON COUNTY 

GEORGIA HENRY COUNTY 

  SOUTH CAROLINA CHARLESTON COUNTY 

SOUTH CAROLINA GREENVILLE COUNTY 

SOUTH CAROLINA LEXINGTON COUNTY 

  TENNESSEE KNOX COUNTY 

  MIDWEST FIELD OFFICES 

  ILLINOIS COOK COUNTY 

ILLINOIS DU PAGE COUNTY 

ILLINOIS LAKE COUNTY 

ILLINOIS MADISON COUNTY 

ILLINOIS ST. CLAIR COUNTY 
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ILLINOIS WILL COUNTY 

MICHIGAN GENESEE COUNTY 

MICHIGAN KENT COUNTY 

MICHIGAN MACOMB COUNTY 

MICHIGAN OAKLAND COUNTY 

MICHIGAN WASHTENAW COUNTY 

MICHIGAN WAYNE COUNTY 

  MINNESOTA HENNEPIN COUNTY 

  OHIO CLERMONT COUNTY 

OHIO CUYAHOGA COUNTY 

OHIO FRANKLIN COUNTY 

OHIO HAMILTON COUNTY 

OHIO LAKE COUNTY 

OHIO MONTGOMERY COUNTY 

OHIO STARK COUNTY 

OHIO SUMMIT COUNTY 

OHIO WARREN COUNTY 

  WISCONSIN MILWAUKEE COUNTY 

  SOUTHWEST FIELD OFFICES 

  LOUISIANA JEFFERSON PARISH 

  TEXAS DALLAS COUNTY 

TEXAS HARRIS COUNTY 

TEXAS HIDALGO COUNTY 

TEXAS TARRANT COUNTY 

TEXAS TRAVIS COUNTY 

  GREAT PLAINS FIELD OFFICES 

  MISSOURI ST. LOUIS COUNTY 

  ROCKY MOUNTAIN FIELD OFFICES 

  COLORADO EL PASO COUNTY 

COLORADO JEFFERSON COUNTY 

  UTAH SALT LAKE COUNTY 
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PACIFIC/HAWAII FIELD OFFICES 

  ARIZONA MARICOPA COUNTY 

  CALIFORNIA ALAMEDA COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA CONTRA COSTA COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA FRESNO COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA KERN COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA MARIN COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA ORANGE COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA RIVERSIDE COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA SACRAMENTO COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA SAN DIEGO COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA SAN MATEO COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA SONOMA COUNTY 

  NEVADA CLARK COUNTY 

  NORTHWEST/ALASKA FIELD OFFICES 

  OREGON CLACKAMAS COUNTY 

OREGON WASHINGTON COUNTY 

  WASHINGTON CLARK COUNTY 

WASHINGTON KING COUNTY 

WASHINGTON PIERCE COUNTY 

WASHINGTON SNOHOMISH COUNTY 

WASHINGTON SPOKANE COUNTY 
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ATTACHMENT C 

 

COUNTIES SCHEDULED TO REQUALIFY IN 2021 FOR FYS 2022-2024 

 

NEW ENGLAND FIELD OFFICES 

  

MAINE     CUMBERLAND COUNTY 

 

NEW YORK/NEW JERSEY FIELD OFFICES 

  

NEW JERSEY    ATLANTIC COUNTY 

  

NEW YORK     DUTCHESS COUNTY 

NEW YORK     WESTCHESTER COUNTY 

  

MID-ATLANTIC FIELD OFFICES 

  

PENNSYLVANIA    LEHIGH COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA    NORTHAMPTON COUNTY 

  

VIRGINIA     CHESTERFIELD COUNTY 

VIRGINIA     LOUDOUN COUNTY 

VIRGINIA     PRINCE WILLIAM COUNTY 

  

SOUTHEAST/CARIBBEAN FIELD OFFICES 

  

FLORIDA     BREVARD COUNTY 

FLORIDA     COLLIER COUNTY 

FLORIDA     JACKSONVILLE-DUVAL COUNTY 

FLORIDA     OSCEOLA COUNTY 

FLORIDA     PASCO COUNTY 

FLORIDA     SEMINOLE COUNTY 

FLORIDA     ST. JOHNS COUNTY 

  

GEORGIA     CLAYTON COUNTY 

GEORGIA     GWINNETT COUNTY 

  

NORTH CAROLINA    CUMBERLAND COUNTY 

NORTH CAROLINA    MECKLENBURG COUNTY 

NORTH CAROLINA    UNION COUNTY 

NORTH CAROLINA    WAKE COUNTY 

  

SOUTH CAROLINA    SPARTANBURG COUNTY 

  

TENNESSEE     SHELBY COUNTY 
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MIDWEST FIELD OFFICES 

  

ILLINOIS     KANE COUNTY 

ILLINOIS     MCHENRY COUNTY 

  

INDIANA     HAMILTON COUNTY 

INDIANA     LAKE COUNTY 

  

MINNESOTA     RAMSEY COUNTY 

MINNESOTA     WASHINGTON COUNTY 

  

SOUTHWEST FIELD OFFICES 

  

TEXAS     BEXAR COUNTY 

TEXAS     BRAZORIA COUNTY 

TEXAS     FORT BEND COUNTY 

TEXAS     MONTGOMERY COUNTY 

TEXAS     WILLIAMSON COUNTY 

  

GREAT PLAINS FIELD OFFICES 

  

KANSAS     JOHNSON COUNTY 

  

MISSOURI     JEFFERSON COUNTY 

  

ROCKY MOUNTAIN FIELD OFFICES 

  

COLORADO     ADAMS COUNTY 

COLORADO     ARAPAHOE COUNTY 

  

PACIFIC/HAWAII FIELD OFFICES 

  

ARIZONA     PINAL COUNTY 

 

CALIFORNIA    MONTEREY COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA    SANTA BARBARA COUNTY 

CALIFORNIA    VENTURA COUNTY 

  

NORTHWEST/ALASKA FIELD OFFICES 

  

OREGON     MULTNOMAH COUNTY 

 

WASHINGTON    THURSTON COUNTY 
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ATTACHMENT D 

 

COUNTIES SCHEDULED TO REQUALIFY IN 2022 FOR FYS 2023-2025 

  NEW YORK/NEW JERSEY FIELD OFFICES 

  NEW JERSEY GLOUCESTER COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY OCEAN COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY PASSAIC COUNTY 

NEW JERSEY SOMERSET COUNTY 

  MID-ATLANTIC FIELD OFFICES 

  MARYLAND HOWARD COUNTY 

  PENNSYLVANIA CUMBERLAND COUNTY 

PENNSYLVANIA DAUPHIN COUNTY 

  VIRGINIA HENRICO COUNTY 

  SOUTHEAST/CARIBBEAN FIELD OFFICES 

  ALABAMA MOBILE COUNTY 

  FLORIDA LEE COUNTY 

FLORIDA MANATEE COUNTY 

FLORIDA MARION COUNTY 

FLORIDA SARASOTA COUNTY 

  SOUTH CAROLINA HORRY COUNTY 

SOUTH CAROLINA RICHLAND COUNTY 

  MIDWEST FIELD OFFICES 

  MINNESOTA ANOKA COUNTY 

MINNESOTA DAKOTA COUNTY 

MINNESOTA ST LOUIS COUNTY 

  OHIO BUTLER COUNTY 
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WISCONSIN DANE COUNTY 

WISCONSIN WAUKESHA COUNTY 

  SOUTHWEST FIELD OFFICES 

  LOUISIANA ST. TAMMANY PARISH 

  OKLAHOMA TULSA COUNTY 

  GREAT PLAINS FIELD OFFICES 

  MISSOURI ST. CHARLES COUNTY 

  ROCKY MOUNTAIN FIELD OFFICES 

  UTAH DAVIS COUNTY 

UTAH UTAH COUNTY 

  PACIFIC/HAWAII FIELD OFFICES 

  ARIZONA PIMA COUNTY 

 

CALIFORNIA STANISLAUS COUNTY 

  NORTHWEST/ALASKA FIELD OFFICES 

  WASHINGTON KITSAP COUNTY 
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ATTACHMENT E 

 

COUNTIES QUALIFIED THROUGH 2021 OR 2022 THAT CONTAIN 

NON-PARTICIPATING COMMUNITIES 

 

 

 

 NEW ENGLAND FIELD OFFICES 

  CUMBERLAND COUNTY MAINE 

    

NEW YORK/NEW JERSEY FIELD OFFICES 

    

ATLANTIC COUNTY NEW JERSEY 

PASSAIC COUNTY NEW JERSEY 

WESTCHESTER COUNTY NEW YORK 

    

MID-ATLANTIC FIELD OFFICES 

    

DAUPHIN COUNTY PENNSYLVANIA 

    

SOUTHEAST/CARIBBEAN FIELD OFFICES 

    

MOBILE COUNTY ALABAMA 

BREVARD COUNTY FLORIDA 

COLLIER COUNTY FLORIDA 

JACKSONVILLE-DUVAL COUNTY FLORIDA 

LEE COUNTY FLORIDA 

MANATEE COUNTY FLORIDA 

MARION COUNTY FLORIDA 

PASCO COUNTY FLORIDA 

ST. JOHNS COUNTY FLORIDA 

GWINNETT COUNTY GEORGIA 

MECKLENBURG COUNTY NORTH CAROLINA 

UNION COUNTY NORTH CAROLINA 

WAKE COUNTY NORTH CAROLINA 

HORRY COUNTY SOUTH CAROLINA 

RICHLAND COUNTY SOUTH CAROLINA 

SPARTANBURG COUNTY SOUTH CAROLINA 
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MIDWEST FIELD OFFICES 

    

KANE COUNTY ILLINOIS 

HAMILTON COUNTY INDIANA 

DAKOTA COUNTY MINNESOTA 

WASHINGTON COUNTY MINNESOTA 

DANE COUNTY WISCONSIN 

WAUKESHA COUNTY WISCONSIN 

    

 

SOUTHWEST FIELD OFFICES 

    

TULSA COUNTY OKLAHOMA 

BEXAR COUNTY TEXAS 

BRAZORIA COUNTY TEXAS 

FORT BEND COUNTY TEXAS 

MONTGOMERY COUNTY TEXAS 

WILLIAMSON COUNTY TEXAS 

    

GREAT PLAINS FIELD OFFICES 

    

JEFFERSON COUNTY MISSOURI 

ST. CHARLES COUNTY MISSOURI 

    

ROCKY MOUNTAIN FIELD OFFICES 

    

ADAMS COUNTY COLORADO 

ARAPAHOE COUNTY COLORADO 

UTAH COUNTY UTAH 

    

PACIFIC/HAWAII FIELD OFFICES 

    

PINAL COUNTY ARIZONA 

MONTEREY COUNTY CALIFORNIA 

SANTA BARBARA COUNTY CALIFORNIA 

STANISLAUS COUNTY CALIFORNIA 
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ATTACHMENT F 

LIST OF COUNTIES THAT MAY QUALIFY AS URBAN COUNTIES IF 
METROPOLITAN CITIES RELINQUISH THEIR STATUS 

 

 

STATE             NAME ENTITLEMENT POP2018 

 

AL  Madison County    366,519 

AL    Huntsville city (pt.)  195,308 

AL  Montgomery County    225,763 

AL    Montgomery city  198,218 

AL  Tuscaloosa County    208,911 

AL    Tuscaloosa city  101,113 

AR  Benton County    272,608 

AR    Rogers city     67,600 

AR    Springdale city (pt.)      7,362 

AR  Pulaski County    392,680 

AR    Jacksonville city    28,287 

AR    Little Rock city  197,881 

AR    North Little Rock city    66,127 

AR  Washington County    236,961 

AR    Fayetteville city    86,751 

AR    Springdale city (pt.)    73,667 

AZ  Yavapai County    231,993 

AZ    Prescott city     43,314 

AZ  Yuma County    212,128 

AZ    Yuma city     97,908 

CA  Butte County     231,256 

CA    Chico city     94,776 

CA    Paradise town     26,800 

CA  Merced County    274,765 

CA    Merced city     83,316 

CA  Placer County    393,149 

CA    Rocklin city     67,221 

CA    Roseville city   139,117 

CA  Santa Cruz County    274,255 

CA    Santa Cruz city    64,725 

CA    Watsonville city    53,920 

CA  Solano County    446,610 

CA    Fairfield city   116,884 

CA    Vacaville city   100,154 

CA    Vallejo city   121,913 

CA  Yolo County     220,408 

CA    Davis city     69,289 

CA    West Sacramento city    53,727 

CA    Woodland city     60,531 
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STATE             NAME ENTITLEMENT POP2018 

 

CO  Boulder County    326,078 

CO    Boulder city   107,353 

CO    Longmont city (pt.)    95,988 

CO  Larimer County    350,518 

CO    Fort Collins city  167,830 

CO    Loveland city     77,446 

FL  Alachua County    269,956 

FL    Gainesville city  133,857 

FL  Leon County     292,502 

FL    Tallahassee city  193,551 

FL  Okaloosa County    207,269 

FL    Crestview city     24,664 

FL    Fort Walton Beach city   22,284 

FL  St. Lucie County    321,128 

FL    Fort Pierce city    46,071 

FL    Port St. Lucie city  195,248 

GA  Chatham County    289,195 

GA    Savannah city   145,862 

GA  Hall County     202,148 

GA    Gainesville city    41,464 

IA  Linn County     225,909 

IA    Cedar Rapids city  133,174 

ID  Ada County     469,966 

ID    Boise City   228,790 

ID    Meridian city   106,804 

ID  Canyon County    223,499 

ID    Caldwell city     56,541 

ID    Nampa city     96,252 

IL  Champaign County    209,983 

IL    Champaign city    88,029 

IL    Rantoul village    12,691 

IL    Urbana city     42,046 

IL  Winnebago County    284,081 

IL    Rockford city (pt.)  146,524 

IN  Allen County     375,351 

IN    Fort Wayne city  267,633 

IN  Elkhart County    205,560 

IN    Elkhart city     52,367 

IN    Goshen city     33,566 

IN  St. Joseph County    270,771 

IN    Mishawaka city    49,931 

IN    South Bend city  101,860 

KS  Sedgwick County    513,607 

KS    Wichita city   389,255 
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STATE             NAME ENTITLEMENT POP2018 

 

LA  Caddo Parish     242,922 

LA    Shreveport city (pt.)  186,423 

LA  Calcasieu Parish    203,112 

LA    Lake Charles city  78,001 

MD  Frederick County    255,648 

MD    Frederick city     72,146 

ME  York County     412,458 

ME    Biddeford city     43,028 

MI  Ingham County    292,735 

MI    East Lansing city (pt.)    46,015 

MI    Lansing city (pt.)  113,561 

MI  Kalamazoo County    264,870 

MI    Kalamazoo city    76,545 

MI    Portage city     49,216 

MO  Clay County     246,365 

MO   Kansas City city (pt.)   126,460 

MO  Greene County    291,923 

MO    Springfield city (pt.)  168,120 

MO  Jackson County    700,307 

MO    Blue Springs city    55,104 

MO    Independence city (pt.) 116,925 

MO    Kansas City city (pt.)  315,801 

MO    Lee's Summit city (pt.)   96,380 

MS  Harrison County    206,650 

MS    Biloxi city     45,968 

MS    Gulfport city     71,870 

MS  Hinds County     237,085 

MS    Jackson city (pt.)  163,803 

NC  Buncombe County    259,103 

NC    Asheville city     92,452 

NC  Cabarrus County    211,342 

NC    Concord city     94,130 

NC    Kannapolis city (pt.)    39,308 

NC  Durham County    316,739 

NC    Chapel Hill town (pt.)      2,993 

NC    Durham city (pt.)  274,251 

NC    Raleigh city (pt.)      1,292 

NC  Forsyth County    379,099 

NC    High Point city (pt.)           94 

NC    Winston-Salem city  246,328 

NC  Gaston County    222,846 

NC    Gastonia city     77,024 

NC  Guilford County    533,670 

NC    Burlington city (pt.)         822 
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STATE             NAME ENTITLEMENT POP2018 

 

NC    Greensboro city  294,722 

NC    High Point city (pt.)  106,723 

NC  New Hanover County   232,274 

NC    Wilmington city  122,607 

NE  Douglas County    566,880 

NE    Omaha city   468,262 

NE  Lancaster County    317,272 

NE    Lincoln city   287,401 

NJ  Mercer County    369,811 

NJ    Ewing township    36,421 

NJ    Hamilton township    87,552 

NJ    Princeton     62,772 

NJ    Trenton city     83,974 

NM  Bernalillo County    678,701 

NM    Albuquerque city  560,218 

NM    Rio Rancho city (pt.)             2 

NM  Dota Ana County    217,522 

NM    Las Cruces city  102,926 

NV  Washoe County    465,735 

NV    Reno city   250,998 

NV    Sparks city   104,246 

NY  Albany County    307,117 

NY    Albany city     97,279 

NY    Colonie town     83,194 

NY  Niagara County    210,433 

NY    Niagara Falls city    48,144 

NY  Oneida County    229,577 

NY    Rome city     32,204 

NY    Utica city     60,100 

OH  Delaware County    204,826 

OH    Columbus city (pt.)      8,432 

OH  Lorain County    309,461 

OH    Elyria city     53,881 

OH    Lorain city     64,028 

OH  Lucas County     429,899 

OH    Toledo city 274,975 

OH  Mahoning County    229,642 

OH    Alliance city (pt.)           34 

OH    Youngstown city (pt.)    64,955 

OK  Cleveland County    281,669 

OK    Moore city     62,103 

OK    Norman city   123,471 

OK    Oklahoma City city (Pt.)   69,235 
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STATE             NAME ENTITLEMENT POP2018 

 

 

OK  Oklahoma County    792,582 

OK    Edmond city     93,127 

OK    Midwest City city    57,325 

OK    Oklahoma City city (pt.) 522,613 

OR  Jackson County    219,564 

OR    Ashland city     21,263 

OR    Medford city     82,347 

OR    Lane County   379,611 

OR    Eugene city   171,245 

OR    Springfield city    62,979 

PA    Erie County   272,061 

PA    Erie city     96,471 

PA    Millcreek township    53,037 

PA  Lackawanna County    210,793 

PA    Scranton city     77,182 

SC  Anderson County    200,482 

SC    Anderson city     27,380 

SC  York County     274,118 

SC    Rock Hill city     74,309 

TN  Hamilton County    364,286 

TN    Chattanooga city  180,557 

TN  Montgomery County    205,950 

TN    Clarksville city  156,794 

TN  Rutherford County    324,890 

TN    Murfreesboro city  141,344 

TN  Williamson County    231,729 

TN    Franklin city 80,914 

TX  Bell County     355,642 

TX    Killeen city   149,103 

TX    Temple city     76,256 

TX  Brazos County    226,758 

TX    Bryan city     85,445 

TX    College Station city  116,218 

TX  Cameron County    423,908 

TX    Brownsville city  183,392 

TX    Harlingen city     65,436 

TX    San Benito city    24,385 

TX  El Paso County    840,758 

TX    El Paso city   682,669 

TX  Galveston County    337,890 

TX    Galveston city     50,457 

TX    League City city (pt.)  104,260 

TX    Texas City city (pt.)    49,153 



 44 

 

STATE             NAME ENTITLEMENT POP2018 

 

 

TX  Hays County     222,631 

TX    San Marcos city (pt.)    63,506 

TX  Jefferson County    255,001 

TX    Beaumont city   118,428 

TX    Port Arthur city (pt.)    55,010 

TX  Lubbock County    307,412 

TX    Lubbock city   255,885 

TX  McLennan County    254,607 

TX    Waco city   138,183 

TX  Nueces County    362,265 

TX    Corpus Christi city (pt.) 326,554 

TX  Smith County     230,221 

TX    Tyler city   105,729 

TX  Webb County     275,910 

TX    Laredo city   261,639 

UT  Weber County    256,359 

UT    Ogden city     87,325 

WA  Benton County    201,877 

WA    Kennewick city    82,943 

WA    Richland city     57,303 

WA  Whatcom County    225,685 

WA    Bellingham city    90,665 

WA  Yakima County    251,446 

WA    Yakima city     93,884 

WI  Brown County    263,378 

WI    Green Bay city  104,879 
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ATTACHMENT G 

 

COUNTIES PREVIOUSLY IDENTIFIED AS ELIGIBLE BUT 

HAVE NOT ACCEPTED URBAN COUNTY STATUS 

 

NEW ENGLAND FIELD OFFICES 
 

NEW HAMPSHIRE     HILLSBOROUGH COUNTY 

ROCKINGHAM COUNTY 

 

NEW YORK/NEW JERSEY OFFICES 

 

NEW YORK      SARATOGA COUNTY 

 

MID-ATLANTIC FIELD OFFICES 

 

DELAWARE      SUSSEX COUNTY 

 

SOUTHEAST/CARIBBEAN FIELD OFFICES 

 

FLORIDA      CLAY COUNTY 

 

GEORGIA      FORSYTH COUNTY 

 

SOUTH CAROLINA     BERKELEY COUNTY 

 

MIDWEST FIELD OFFICES 

 

MICHIGAN      OTTAWA COUNTY 

 

SOUTHWEST FIELD OFFICES 

 

TEXAS      COLLIN COUNTY 

TEXAS      DENTON COUNTY 

 

GREAT PLAINS FIELD OFFICES 

 

IOWA       POLK COUNTY 

 

ROCKY MOUNTAIN FIELD OFFICES 

 

COLORADO      DOUGLAS COUNTY 

COLORADO      WELD COUNTY 
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PACIFIC/HAWAII FIELD OFFICES 
 

ARIZONA      MOHAVE COUNTY* 

 

CALIFORNIA     TULARE COUNTY 

 

 

*Mohave County may only qualify as an urban county if the cities of Kingman and Lake Havasu 

both decide not to accept their entitlement status. 
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Chief’s Report 
“Committed to our community” 

 
TO:  Mayor and City Council Members 
 
FROM: David J. Rash, Chief of Police 
 
DATE: July 1, 2020 
 
RE:  July 2020 Police Department Report 
 

The Success Of Teamwork 
“Coming together is a beginning; keeping together is progress; working together is 

success.” – Henry Ford 
 
 

• Notable Police Activity June 2020 
 

Please refer to the monthly statistical report for a complete list of incidents 
we responded to. 
 
 

      • Code Enforcement  
 

Citizens should have received a letter with the June City Newsletter 
giving citizens until October 1, 2020 to resolve any right away violation 
they may be committing before enforcement action is taken.   Please 
review the correspondence and don’t hesitate to contact the department if 
you have any questions. 

 
 Community Outreach 

 
In the last couple of weeks we have had several citizens come to the police 
department or stop officers on the street with letters or words of 
encouragement in these difficult times.  We thank each of you!   
 

 

 POLICE 
HUBBARD 

David J. Rash, Chief of Police 



 3720 Second St.  P.O. Box 380  Hubbard, OR 97032  Phone: 503.981.8738  Fax: 503.981.8743  www.cityofhubbard.org 

 
 

Respectfully Submitted,  
 
 
 
David J. Rash, Chief of Police 
Hubbard Police Department         



HUBBARD POLICE       
PO Box 380/3720 Second Street 
Hubbard, OR  97032       503‐981‐8738      
 
 
 
 

Monthly Statistical Report  
 
 
 

 
To:   Mayor and City Council Members 
 
From:  Chief David Rash 
 
Date:   July 1, 2020 
 
RE:  June 2020 Statistics 
 
 
 
Arrests:     17  
 
Citations Issued:  108 
 
Towed Vehicles:     6 
 
Calls for service: 559 
 



Call Type Total

911 Investigation 5

Alarm ‐ Burg 7

Animal Complaint 6

Area Check 11

Assist ‐ Fire 1

Assist ‐ Medical 1

Assist ‐ Police 16

Assist ‐ Traffic 2

Attempt to Locate 8

Bar Check 4

Civil Situation 4

Crash ‐ Hit and Run 3

Crash ‐ Injury 2

Crash ‐ Non Injury 3

Disturbance 1

EDP 1

Extra Patrol 2

Family Disturbance 6

Fight 1

FIR 13

Fireworks 1

Foot Patrol 2

Harassment ‐ Verbal 2

Info 5

Insecure Premise 5

Intoxicated Subject 3

Narcotic Investigation 1

Noise Complaint 12

Ordinance ‐ Aban MV 1

Ordinance ‐ Other 5

Parking Violation 4

Property Lost/Found 3

Public Assist 50

Radar 4

Reckless Driving 6

Restraining Order Violation 2

Sex Offense 1

Shots Fired 1

Stolen Vehicle 2

Suicide Threats/Attempt 2

Suspicious Activity 10

Suspicious Vehicle/Person 26

Theft ‐ Other 2

Traffic Stop 297

Trespass 1

Warrant Service 14

HPD Calls for Service

Jun‐20



Welfare Check 5

Total:  559
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- MONTHLY REPORT –  
 
DATE: July 14, 2020 
TO:  City Council  
FROM: Public Works Department  
 
 
ITEM #1  On Wednesday, July 24, 2020 bids were opened for the 2020 SCA 
5th Street Improvements Project. Three bids were received, with a high base bid of 
$140,878.75 and a low base bid of $117,200.00. Included in the bid request was the 
option of completing an additional block of improvements on 5th Street between “F” 
and “G” Streets in the hope that bids would come in low enough to include this 
additional block. At $40,291.00, bid costs were too high for the Street Construction 
budget at this time.  
 
On the Consent Agenda is a request to accept and award the base bid only for the 
2020 SCA 5th Street (between “G” and “J” Streets) Improvements Project to S-2 
Contractors, Inc. in the amount of $117,290.00, and to direct Staff to move forward 
to execute contract documents as approved by the City Attorney and schedule 
construction. 
 
ITEM #2 On the Consent Agenda is a request for authorization of an annual 
step increase for Utility Worker I Tim Steele to Step D of the Hubbard Salary 
Schedule effective July 1, 2020. 
 
Tim continues to bring his unique combination of enthusiasm, dedication and work 
ethic to his role within the City and is a valuable member of our Public Works team! 
He strives to continue his professional education and hone his skills within the public 
works profession 
 
Public Works recommends Council approve an annual step increase to Step D of 
the Hubbard Salary Schedule effective July 1, 2020. 
 
ITEM #3  Staff has included a discussion item on the agenda in regards to the 
Splash Fountain 2020 season.  
 
ITEM #4 Staff has requested a discussion item on the agenda in regards to the 
“G” Street (between 2nd and 3rd Streets) Sidewalk project. 
 
ITEM #5  Staff has requested a discussion item on the agenda in regards to the 
7th Street drainage issue. See attached documents. 
 
ITEM #6  The Water Master Plan Update project close-out, including the grant 
reimbursement request, has been completed. 
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ITEM #7 Attached is a staff memo in regards to the continuance of the Kooiman 
Estates Subdivision Sewer Reimbursement District to the September 8, 2020 
Council meeting.  
 
ITEM #8 Staff is in the process of obtaining updated quotes for the City Hall 
interior paint and carpet projects. Interior paint will be white ceilings, office/historic 
wall color, and one accent wall color in each office. All walls in the Council Chambers 
will be the same color, i.e. no accent color. 
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ITEM #9 Per the June 17, 2020 Council Goal Setting meeting, Staff requests 
direction from Council to move forward to obtain a cost estimate and plans for the 
static water pressure project.  
 
ITEM #10 Requests for Proposals have gone out for the 2020 City Hall Signage 
Project, and are due no later than 10:00 a.m. on Monday, July 13, 2020. Signage 
includes:  
 

1. City of Hubbard 
City Hall / Police Department 

2. Address numbers (x2) 
3. City Hall  

o Police Department 
o Administration 
o Municipal Court 
o Utility Payments 

Water / Sewer 
o Land Use Planning 

4. The Armory 
1892  

 
  
 

The Public Works Department completed 19 requests for locates for the month of 
June. 
 
 









 

 

CITY OF HUBBARD 
BUDGET COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 
MAY 18, 2020 
 
 
CALL TO ORDER.  The Budget Committee Meeting was called to order by Budget Committee 
Chairperson James Yonally at 6:33 p.m. virtually through ZOOM due to COVID-19. 
 
FLAG SALUTE.  Led by Budget Committee Chairperson James Yonally.  
 
Budget Committee Members Present:   Budget Committee Chairperson Joan Viers, Budget 
Committee Member Ally Sobo, Budget Committee Member James Yonally, Mayor Charles 
Rostocil, City Councilor Robert Prinslow, City Councilor Michelle Dodge, City Councilor James 
Audritsh, City Councilor Tyler Thomas came late at 6:40. 
 
Staff Present: Public Works Administrative Manager Melinda Olinger, Director of 
Administration/City Recorder Vickie Nogle, Finance Director Judy Smith, Public Works 
Superintendent Mike Krebs, Police Chief Dave Rash, and Administrative Assistant Julie Hedden. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING – CONTINUED FROM MAY 5, 2020. 
A. 2020-21 BUDGET 
 
Budget Committee Chairperson James Yonally opened the Public Hearing on the 2020-21 
Budget at 6:36 p.m. 
 
Finance Director Judy Smith said she wanted to point out a few corrections she made in the 
Budget that was presented at the May 5, 2020 meeting.  The correction that was done in the 
Budget Message is the 3rd paragraph reflecting the Property Taxes has been corrected, the 
original document submitted May 5, 2020, showed the amount of $963,272 as the property tax 
revenue estimate and the corrected amount is $924,740.  She went on to say on the top of page 
19 the property taxes have been changed to the corrected amount of $924,740 and also on page 
19 the ECO Dev Comm Project originally showed $15,000 it has been corrected to $30,000.  
Furthermore she said on Page 31, the Reserve Fund, which is money saved throughout the years 
for equipment and projects, that was originally presented on May 5, 2020, was confusing, this is 
a total Capital Outlay Fund and was utilizing this fund like a regular fund, so that is where the 
mistake and confusion was, now the funds are showing in the budget allocated to the correct 
individual projects.  
 
City Councilor Tyler Thomas entered the meeting at 6:40 p.m. 
 
Finance Director Judy Smith said she wanted to reiterate this Budget is put together with the 
COVID-19 in mind, so with revenues to come in much lower it has been budgeted very slim.  
She stated there are projects we want to get done throughout the year, and Public Works can 
address those, but some of those have been cut, and those funds have been put back into Reserve 
for Future Expenditures. J. Smith stated if we do use our contingency, which is the amount that 
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we can use without a supplemental budget, and we need to go into the Reserve for Future 
Expenditures, there would need to be a supplemental budget for any of those funds. 
 
Budget Committee Chairperson James Yonally asked for comments and questions from the 
Budget Committee.  
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked if there is a general overall Reserve for Future Expenditures, that 
is not broken down by departments. 
 
Finance Director Judy Smith said on page 24, in the General Fund it shows the Reserve for 
Future Expenditures in the amount of $ 832,270. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked why there was a drop in the Contingency on page 24 from the 
2021 proposed budget.  The 2020 adopted budget showed $688,068 and the 2021 proposed 
showed $284,802, a difference of $439,266, and where did the approximately $400,000 go from 
the contingency. 
 
Finance Director Judy Smith said she did talk to the consultant about this and that is why the 
requested is looking the way it is, because it is correct.  She stated NOW CFO did the budget for 
2018 & 2019, and she would need to audit it to see exactly what they did. 
 
City Councilor James Audritsh said at the first budget meeting Finance Director Judy Smith said 
that money had been put in the wrong area, and it came up on the audit the money that was put in 
some of these areas was not correct, so this has now been corrected and it is reflected on page 24, 
but because it was done wrong in 19-20 it is being corrected now in 20-21. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said he is still trying to figure out where the $400,000 is and will have to 
take a closer look at it so he can try to understand. 
 
Finance Director Judy Smith said she will get more information and get back to him with a more 
thorough answer.  
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said on page 49 there is the personnel expenses summary, but he does 
not see the correlation between the amounts on page 49, and the amounts listed on page 26 under 
personnel services. 
 
Finance Director Judy Smith said page 26 is the salaries across all funds; the salaries are split up 
between the different funds, and several different employees.  She said on page 49 is the total of 
all department’s compensation per job title. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil made a request to add the 19-20 budget numbers to page 49, the 
summary page to better understand the numbers and be able to compare this year from last year.  
Finance Director Judy Smith said she will try and get that added. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked if franchise fees are truly expected to go up this year especially 
with the possible risk of business going out of business because of COVID-19. 
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Finance Director Judy Smith said franchise fees are steady, and we get those fees from the bigger 
companies that are able to stay in business through these types of crisis. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked Public Works Superintendent Mike Krebs and Public Works 
Administrative Manager Melinda Olinger what the justification is to why we are raising the 
sewer and water rates again. 
 
Mike Krebs answered the rates are being raised because every year the cost of services go up and 
to keep up with inflation. 
 
The Budget Committee, City Council, and Staff discussed at length the issue of raising the water 
and sewer rates and the strain that it could put on Citizens because many are struggling this year 
because of the effects that COVID -19 virus has had.  Per the 2012 Water and Wastewater Rate 
Study recommendations, a sewer rate increase of $2.18 per billing cycle and a water rate increase 
of $1.74 per billing cycle is included in this budget.  After much discussion it was decided the 
increase in the water and sewer rate would be offset by a reduction in the Static Water Pressure 
Project fee for the 20-21 budget year.  This will take effect July 1, 2020 and something will be 
put in the newsletter about this. 
 
Budget Committee Chairperson James Yonally asked for comments and questions from the 
Public.  
 
Budget Committee Chairperson James Yonally closed the Public Hearing on the 2020-21 Budget 
at  7:25 p.m. 
 
COMMITTEE APPROVES THE TAX LEVY AMOUNT.  MSA/City Council President 
James Audritsh / City Councilor Tyler Thomas made a motion to approve the Tax Levy of 
$3.9921 ($3.9772) per $1000 assessed.  Budget Committee Member Joan Viers, Budget 
Committee Chairperson Jim Yonally, Budget Committee Member Ally Sobo, Mayor Charles 
Rostocil, City Council President James Audritsh, City Councilor Michelle Dodge, City 
Councilor Robert Prinslow, and City Councilor Tyler Thomas were in favor.  Motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
COMMITTEE APPROVES THE BUDGET FOR FY 2020-2021.  MSA/City Council 
Michelle Dodge / City Councilor James Audritsh made a motion to approve the Budget for FY 
2020-2021 with the discussed changes of off-setting the water and sewer increase with a 
reduction in the Static Water Pressure fee.  Budget Committee Member Joan Viers, Budget 
Committee Chairperson Jim Yonally, Budget Committee Member Ally Sobo, Mayor Charles 
Rostocil, City Council President James Audritsh, City Councilor Michelle Dodge, City 
Councilor Robert Prinslow, and City Councilor Tyler Thomas were in favor.  Motion carried 
unanimously. 
 
ADJOURNMENT. MSA/ City Councilor Tyler Thomas/ Mayor Charles Rostocil moved to 
adjourn the Budget Committee Meeting at 7:29 p.m. Budget Committee Memeber Joan Viers, 
Budget Committee Chairperson Jim Yonally, Budget Committee Member Ally Sobo, Mayor 
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Charles Rostocil, City Councilor James Audritsh, City Councilor Tyler Thomas, City Councilor 
Robert Prinslow, City Councilor Michelle Dodge in favor.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
 
 
           
Charles Rostocil, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
           
Vickie L. Nogle, MMC, Director of Administration/City Recorder 
 
 
           
Julie Hedden, Administrative Assistant, Transcribing/ Recording 
 

 



 

 

CITY OF HUBBARD 
CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES 
JUNE 9, 2020 
 
CALL TO ORDER:  The Hubbard City Council meeting was called to order by Mayor Charles 
Rostocil at 7:00 p.m. virtually through ZOOM because of COVID-19. 
 
FLAG SALUTE:  Mayor Charles Rostocil led the group in reciting the Pledge of Allegiance. 
 
CITY COUNCIL PRESENT:  Mayor Charles Rostocil, City Councilor Robert Prinslow, City 
Councilor Tyler Thomas, City Councilor James Audritsh. 
 
EXCUSED:  City Councilor Michelle Dodge. 
 
STAFF PRESENT:  Director of Administration/City Recorder Vickie Nogle, Finance Director 
Judy Smith, Public Works Superintendent Michael Krebs, Police Chief Dave Rash, Public 
Works Administrative Manager Melinda Olinger, Administrative Assistant / Court Clerk Julie 
Hedden, City Attorney Chad Jacobs-Berry Elsner, City Engineer Matt Wadlington-Civil West 
Engineering. 

OTHER ATTENDEES: Marty Sobo, Bethany Zito, Mark Grenz, Scott Stierle, Andrew 
Sprauer, Gus Wettstein, Peter Kooiman, Helen Kooiman, Matt Fryauf, James Halbirt “Ricky,” 
and 2 unidentified members of the public.  

PUBLIC HEARING.   
 

A) Continued from May 12, 2020 - Review proposed adoption of the 2019 Hubbard 
Water Master Plan (WMP), as an addendum to the Hubbard Comprehensive Plan 
(LA #2020-01). 
 

Mayor Charles Rostocil opened the Public Hearing at 7:07 p.m.   
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil read the legislative hearing statement. 
 
Director of Administration/City Recorder Vickie Nogle read the criteria standard script. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked for any declarations of ex parte contact, bias, or conflict of 
interest. 
 
Citizen James Halbirt said he objected to the notice that was published because the proposed 
Resolution was not with the letter for the Reimbursement District. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil explained this is the review for the 2019 Hubbard Water Master Plan 
and not the Reimbursement District, that it is the next agenda item. 
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Mayor Charles Rostocil said that a written Staff Report from the City Planner which included 
Goal 11 finding was submitted in the meeting agenda packet. 
 
Public Works Staff presented the Water Master Plan.  Public Works Superintendent Mike Krebs 
said this is the same information presented to the Planning Commission at their meeting last 
month.  He said this is updating the original plan that was done in 1996.  M. Krebs said it is 
required by the Oregon Administrative rules and it is a 20 year plan that takes us out to 2039.  He 
stated it also covers the water system goals, the future demands the City may need, and it 
includes a seismic risk assessment.  
 
Public Works Superintendent Mike Krebs summarized the Water System Master Plan that was 
put together by Murraysmith, and was included in the agenda packet: Section 1 is the 
Introduction to the Existing Water System and why we did it, Section 2 is the projected growth 
and water requirements, Section 3 is the planning and analysis criteria, Section 4 is the water 
system analysis, Section 5 is the seismic resilience evaluation, Section 6 deals with operation and 
maintenance, and Section 7 is the recommendations and capital improvement program. M. Krebs 
said essentially this is a 20 year road map of where we want to go with the water district. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked if there were any questions of staff from the City Council before 
we continue and accept public testimony.   
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil accepted public testimony regarding this case.  He asked if there is 
anyone who would like to speak in support of the plan adoption.   
 
Planning Commissioner Scott Stierle said as a member of the Planning Commission he backs the 
passage of the 2019 Hubbard Water Master Plan. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked if there was anyone that would like to speak in opposition of the 
plan adoption.  There was none.   
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked if there was anyone that would like to speak neither for nor 
against the plan adoption.  There was none. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked if the City Council would like Staff to address any of the 
testimony.  
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said before he closed or continued the public hearing are there any 
additional questions from the City Council of staff or anyone.  There was none. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil closed the public hearing at 7:20 p.m. and said he entertain discussion 
on the amendments and / or a motion. 
 
MSA/City Councilor James Audritsh/City Councilor Tyler Thomas moved to adopt the findings 
outlined in the staff report and approve the 2019 Hubbard Water Master Plan (WMP) by 
adopting it as an addendum to the Hubbard Comprehensive Plan as presented, and direct staff to 
prepare and enacting ordinance. Mayor Charles Rostocil, City Councilor Robert Prinslow, City 
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Councilor Tyler Thomas, and City Councilor James Audritsh were in favor.  Motion carried 
unanimously.  
 

B) City of Hubbard – Sewer Reimbursement District (Kooiman Estates Subdivision) – 
Matt Wadlington, Civil West Engineering. (Refer to Resolution No. 693-2020 in the 
Consent Agenda) 
 
1.  Resolution No. 693-2020.  A Resolution approving a Reimbursement District. 

 
Mayor Charles Rostocil opened the public hearing at 7:23 p.m. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked for any declarations of ex parte contact, bias, or conflict of 
interest. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil acknowledged that James “Ricky” Halbirt had an objection to the 
noticed that was published because it was not published with the proposed resolution.  Mayor 
Rostocil asked Director of Administration/City Recorder Vickie Nogle if we typically include 
the actual ordinance when we publish the notice. 
 
Director of Administration/City Recorder Vickie Nogle said it is a resolution and what was 
included in the mail was the notice of the hearing and also the sewer reimbursement information 
from Civil West Engineering, however everything was posted online last week, including the 
Resolution, the Civil West Study, and the application from the applicant. 
 
City Attorney Chad Jacobs said the public hearing notice is governed by Section 3.07050 of the 
Cities Code and that only requires the City provide notice of a public hearing and the purpose 
there of, there is no legal requirement to include the resolution itself within the notice. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked James “Ricky” Halbirt, regarding the ordinance not being readily 
available on the publication, did he feel that provided him insufficient time to have the 
opportunity to review this ordinance prior to this open discussion. 
 
James “Ricky” Halbirt responded he did not have prior notice to review the proposed resolution 
and he is concerned they have already come up with a resolution before there was even a public 
hearing. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said this discussion has been brought into Council 6 or 8 months ago.   
 
Director of Administration/City Recorder Vickie Nogle said it was approximately two months 
ago when the applicant addressed the Council about the reimbursement district.  She said the 
City Council had to approve the report at a previous meeting, and now holding the public hearing 
in regards to this report.  
 
James “Ricky” Halbirt, once again said his concern was that it was not published. 
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Director of Administration/City Recorder Vickie Nogle said the discussion about the application, 
accepting the application, and adopting an ordinance for them to file an application is not a 
public hearing requirement.  
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said he is going to note the objection and it is in the minutes.  He went 
on to ask for declarations of ex parte contact, bias, or conflict of interest.  There was none. 
 
Matt Wadlington with Civil West Engineering summarized the written staff report he submitted 
in the meeting agenda packet.  He said in February the applicant presented a plan for a sewer 
reimbursement district and the initial application showed there was a cost of $341,000 for the 
sewer improvements.  M. Wadlington said it proposed the allocation of those costs was pro-rated 
based on a percentage of the total frontage of the property associated with that improvement.  He 
stated after reviewing the improvements and the application they made the determination that it 
was more reasonable to allocate those cost based on a percentage of the total developable area 
within that district boundary.  He stated methodology presented in the report is based on acreage 
and includes an administration fee payable to the City to handle this cost. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked if there were any questions of staff from the City Council before 
continuing to accept public testimony. 
 
City Councilor James Audritsh said he remembers when this came to the City Council meeting.  
He stated they could put in larger lines to assist future needs, but they would pay their share, just 
the difference would be in what it would cost between a regular pipe and a larger pipe for sewer.  
J. Audritsh stated rather than having a second or third developer go back and rip up old pipe to 
put in bigger pipe, we thought that would be the best use of the developer’s funds.  
 
Matt Wadlington of Civil West Engineering said he is not aware of that discussion.  He stated 
was purposed was a reimbursement for the full cost of the sewer.  M. Wadlington said the 
subdivision that did the initial construction is include in that district, and their share of the cost is 
taken out of the total, but the total does include the full cost of the sewer, not just an oversized 
cost. 
 
City Councilor James Audritsh responded at the time those of us Councilors said that it sounds 
like a good idea, bigger pipe and as long as they pay their fair share when the time comes, he can 
collect some of that money back, the difference between the larger pipe and the smaller pipe.  He 
went on to say that he just wanted to make sure this is correct and that the $340,000 is the 
difference between the $1,000,000 it cost to put it in and the larger pipe. 
 
Matt Wadlington of Civil West Engineering said no, the $341,000 is the total cost of the sewer, 
there was not a breakdown provided in the application of the cost difference to upgrade the pipe, 
so it is based on the total cost of the sewer, not an upgrade cost. 
 
City Councilor James Audritsh asked that of the breakdown of the $341,000, what the share is of 
the current subdivision that is there. 
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Matt Wadlington of Civil West Engineering said the subdivision share is approximately $65,000 
of the $341,000 total cost. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said his original belief when they talked about the reimbursement 
district was that it would be reimbursed based off of those making connections into this line.  He 
said based off of that he was under the impression the greater burden of the connections would 
be pursuant to those that are developing the latest annexation into the city, but it now looks like it 
is based off of street frontage.  C/ Rostocil stated his concern is the equity that he sees on the 
distribution in terms of linear footage as opposed to acreage, or developmental opportunities 
within that acreage. 
 
Matt Wadlington of Civil West Engineering said he wanted to correct himself, he was wrong in 
his layout of how that is funded, the cost he presented was what was presented in the original 
application.  He stated they have reallocated based on acreage not on frontage.  M. Wadlington 
said the Kooiman subdivision would be allocated $25,000 of the $340,000 cost. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said that his understanding of this is that if Tax Lots 701, 2700, 100, etc. 
was to develop their land, then their costs would be in alignment with the purposed 
reimbursement, but then they would have to increase that sewer pipe. 
 
Public Works Superintendent said yes, what would have happened, when they developed the 
Kooiman Estates they would have been required to put in a minimum 6” sewer line, so if anyone 
else came along and was to develop, they would have had to rip out the entire sewer line and  
upgrade to an 8” sewer line.  He stated instead of doing twice the work at twice the cost there 
was the agreement with I & E Construction to upgrade the line to begin with.  M. Krebs said the 
thought was that if anyone else was to connect to that line, then that developer gets to offset I & 
E Constructions cost with their fare share of the bill. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked for clarification on what is defined as development.  He said he 
was under the impression that development in this case would be anytime a new connection was 
made to the sewer.  He wanted to know what is going to trigger the reimbursement fee? 
 
City Attorney Chad Jacobs said the allocation to pay the reimbursement district fee comes into 
play once you have received approval of permits, which is outlined in Section 3.07.100 of the 
code, this would include a building permit for a new building, a building permit for any additions 
of buildings, a development permit as defined by the code (defined by 3.07.010 of the code), or a 
permit issued for connection to a public improvement which in this case is the sewer. 
 
Public Works Superintendent said all those things would trigger this if they are in the City 
Limits.  He stated there is a section in the Ordinance that states the City cannot provide water or 
sewer service to anyone that is outside of the City Limits, they would have to be annexed into the 
City before any of these things could take place. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked what tax lots that would truly impact. 
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Public Works Superintendent said it would be Tax Lots 100 and 701, Tax Lots 2700 and 2800 
are not applicable because they are not in the City Limits. 
 
City Attorney Chad Jacobs said to be clear, if they annex into the City within the time period that 
the reimbursement district is in place, which could be a minimum of 10 up to 15 years, it still 
could apply at that point. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said his only contention still is that if he is the individual on Tax Lot 
701, and wants to put in a driveway, will they be hit with a $10,000 water connection fee. 
 
Public Works Superintendent said that Tax Lot 701 has already been annexed in and have 
already paid their fees and they do have an oversized pipe that is already in the sewer main for 
possible future development.  He said in his opinion when they do decide to develop, they will 
only have to pay SDC charges for the 2 lots that they are proposing in the future. 
 
Mayor Rostocil asked Matt Wadlington of Civil West Engineering how that will figure into the 
reimbursement proposal. 
 
Matt Wadlington of Civil West Engineering said if lot 701 is no longer considered as part of the 
reimbursement district, then that money that they would owe, $6689, would be redistributed to 
the other tax lots. 
 
City Attorney Chad Jacobs said that on page 2 of Matt Wadlington’s report, there is double ** by 
Tax Lot 701, and that note says what Public Works Superintendent Mike Krebs has been 
outlining.  
 
City Councilor Robert Prinslow said on Section 3 of the Resolution there is a 3% interest rate, 
and he wanted to know how that gets paid. 
 
City Attorney Chad Jacobs said under the Code the City is allowed to include an interest rate to 
take into account the economic loss the developer has over a period of time in which the money 
isn’t paid, so what was purposed was 3%, but that can be any amount of no amount if the 
Council  so chooses. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil accepted public testimony regarding this case.  He asked if there is 
anyone who would like to speak in support of the plan adoption. 
 
Mark Grenz with Multi-Tech Engineering said they came before the Council in February and 
their application to have a reimbursement district established was approved to move forward, and 
as was pointed out then.  He stated the purpose of the reimbursement ordinance that the City 
adopted was to make way for developments or anyone that has to extend services of a facility in 
excess of their frontage in order to get service.  M. Grenz said the other properties along that 
route that would benefit in the future would pay their fair share.  He stated they worked with the 
City Engineer at the time they were setting this up and they were the ones that suggested how 
they set this up as a means for assessment.  M. Grenz said the way that Civil West is presenting it 
is a more conventional methodology for sanitary sewer.  He stated the Kooiman subdivision only 
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represents about 7.4% of the total acreage that has the potential to benefit from this facility and 
Multi-Tech is willing to participate with our share of that but we ask those properties that 
someday, within the life of the reimbursement district, that connect will pay for their proportion 
share so they do not receive an unjust enrichment at the expense of another piece of property.  M. 
Grena stated we ask that the Council will proceed to approve the reimbursement district for 15 
years, so we have the opportunity to get a reasonable share of the money back in the future. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked if there was anyone that would like to speak in opposition of the 
plan adoption. 
 
Andrew Sprauer with Churchill Leonard Lawyers, representing James and Becky Halbirt (Tax 
Lot 2700), said he submitted a letter with objections which was answered by City Attorney Chad 
Jacobs earlier today.  He said the City Council has already answered one question that he was 
going to ask and that was based on the fact that Mr. Halbirt’s property is outside of the City 
Limits, so it is subject to the Marion County, not City rules.  A. Sprauer said it would take an 
annexation for them to be applicable under this reimbursement district, but as a property with 
only one homesite, not connected to City sewer or water, and not in the City Limits, being asked 
to contribute a significant amount of money for an improvement they are not hooked in to, seems 
very burdensome.  He went on to say in addition we have concerns that if his clients were 
annexed into the City, that any application to adjust a driveway, repair damage to house of more 
than 25%, or an application to replace a dwelling for a destroyed home site is a land use decision 
that would trigger this reimbursement whether connected to the improvements or not.  A. 
Sprauer said we were asking the properties outside of the City Limits be excluded, but if for 
some reason they were to be included the area reimbursement is more reasonable than frontage.  
He stated for tax lot 2700, the Halbirt property, there are wetlands portions that are not going to 
be developable under Oregon’s Land Use rules, so the actual developable portion of that 
property is approximately 50%, so there are other consideration of equity that are not fully being 
considered yet. He said he has extra concerns about Commissioner Audritsh’s comments that if 
Kooiman Estates had installed the pipe they were supposed to install, then there would be no 
reimbursement at all, there was an agreement for them to install a larger pipe at an increased 
cost, but the proposal before the Council in Mr. Wadlington’s report would reimburse the entire 
fee to the developers or Kooiman Estates, not the difference as Commissioner Audritsh 
suggested was previously discussed and potentially agreed to.  
 
James Halbirt “Ricky” said he talked to Matt Wadlington and he was unaware of the height of 
his property versus where the lift station is, which is about 20ft, so there is no way to hook to the 
sewer line toward 4th Street.  He stated Little Bear Creek runs through the middle of his property.  
J. Halbirt said this has been going on since 2017 and they have put up with all of their machinery 
and noise for the last 4 years, and now to come in and say they want some money out of us when 
that whole thing was put in specifically for that addition.  J. Halbirt stated we went to all the City 
Council meetings and Planning Commission meetings for this and there was never any mention 
of a reimbursement district in any of those meetings. 
 
Helen Kooiman owner of Tax Lot 701 said they submitted written comments, but also wanted to 
add it was her understanding that development costs are normally distributed among purchasers 
of newly constructed homes, so that homes in Kooiman Estates were sold with recouping those 
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costs in mind.  She said Public Works Superintendent Michael Krebs said they did pay Carl for 
the lot services for lots 19-21 and also 701, as part of the real estate transaction in which he 
purchased the land, and also paid for sewer and water development when Tax Lot 701 was 
developed to allow for future partitioning.  H. Kooiman stated she does not feel the applicant is 
owed anything by them and the applicant stands to further profit from developing Tax Lot 100, 
whether improvements already made to infrastructure benefit others in the community or not, the 
improvements were not done as a tax payer approved, city generated proposal, but rather as a 
private, for profit one, which again will be repaid by the sales of the homes he develops.  She 
said they would like clarification on something that Public Works Superintendent Mike Krebs 
touched on; the last line states if further development occurs on tax lot 701 the fee will be 
applied.  She wanted to know what the decision will be on that because they did pay to have 
some larger lines placed and some fees involved with that. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked if there was anyone that would like to speak neither for nor 
against the plan adoption.  There were no comments. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked if the City Council would like Staff to address any of the 
testimony. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked if there was any consideration taken into account on the full area 
that is developable. 
 
Matt Wadlington of Civil West Engineering said there was no consideration about the area of the 
tax lot that could be developable. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked is the reimbursement that is currently being sought, what is the 
actual difference between what would have been required by Kooiman Estates if they would 
have put in the basic requirement versus what was actually installed. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Mike Krebs said that he believes $290,000 was the approximate 
number. 
 
City Councilor James Audritsh said back when it was discussed having a little bit of payback for 
putting in a larger diameter sewer line, it was never thought it was going to be $340,000 at the 
time, it was thought to just be a small difference in price and that he could recoup a little bit.  
 
Public Works Superintendent Mike Krebs said the cost for the 10” Sanitary Sewer is $138,000, 
he does not have the amount for a 6” pipe, but the 8” is what they used to run through the 
subdivision and the cost is $82,000 and that takes into account 599 linear feet. 
 
City Councilor James Audritsh said that is more along the lines of the amount he was led to 
believe when it was originally discussed having a district to help reimburse the cost of it.  He 
said he agrees that anyone else that is going to hook up to it should pay something, but $340,000 
seems like a lot of money for a 10” pipe. 
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Public Works Superintendent Mike Krebs said it was 8” pipe from the edge of the subdivision 
600 ft south, they upgraded it to a 10” pipe at the City request, and put in 879 ft. of 10” pipe.  He 
stated he believes it loops completely around Lydia. 
 
City Councilor James Audritsh asked if there was any other way to connect into that other than 
the end of 4th Street. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Mike Krebs said they could have gone to north on 4th to J Street, 
which would have been considerably less of a distance. 
 
City Councilor James Audritsh said the reimbursement should come from 4th Street to J Street 
because the rest of it needed to be in there anyway for the subdivision to happen. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil clarified that what James is saying is the shared reimbursement should 
only be for the cost associated with them putting in the pipe between 4th and J, and not the one 
that goes through the subdivision.  
 
Public Works Superintendent Mike Krebs said he wanted to clarify, so whatever it would have 
cost initially to go from the edge of S. Lydia Loop to J Street, where the other closest sewer main 
would be located, is what they should end up having to be charged for. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said that is what should be in the reimbursement district. 
 
Public Works Superintendent said the reimbursement district goes from the edge of S. Lydia 
Loop down 4th Street to Front Street, and then back over to the lift station which was put in in 
1984 when they developed the industrial park.  
 
City Councilor James Audritsh said whoever has to hook up to this new line should have to pay 
the difference between what Kooiman was going to do anyway, and the difference to enlarge it.  
He said he does not believe there should be $340,000 going back to be considered. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil concurred. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked Matt Wadlington, Civil West Engineering, what the cost 
difference is between a 6” pipe and an 8” pipe. 
 
Matt Wadlington, Civil West Engineering, said they provided the cost for an 8” pipe and a 10” 
pipe and the difference between the 8” pipe and 10” pipe is about $20 a linear foot, so he 
assumes the difference between a 6” pipe and an 8” pipe would be similar.  He went on to say as 
a basis a 6’ pipe would be $115 a linear foot, 8” pipe would be $135 a linear foot and a 10” pipe 
would be $ 155 a linear foot. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said that difference in the cost of the pipe seems more like $24,000 
when doing the calculations, so where does the $340,000 come in. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Mike Krebs said the $340,000 is the entire cost of the project. 
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City Councilor James Audritsh said it was never discussed before Council to reimburse the entire 
cost of the project.  He said that he feels it should be divided amongst the difference in price.   
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil, City Councilor Robert Prinslow, and City Councilor Tyler Thomas 
concurred that it should be the difference, not the total cost of the project. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil addressed Helen Kooiman’s earlier question about her cost.  Mayor 
Charles Rostocil said that her current development is grandfathered in and there is no impact on 
her whatever the reimbursement may be, it would only be if there were any future development 
was to move forward. 
 
Public Works Superintendent said that is what is stated in the reimbursement district and he said 
his opinion was that they have already paid the price to put those lines in prior to the 
reimbursement district going in, so there should be no extra cost; Tax Lot 701 should be exempt.  
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said before he closed or continued the public hearing are there any 
additional questions from the City Council of staff or anyone. 
 
James Halbirt “Ricky” asked for clarification, he said for Tax Lot 2700 if there is reimbursement 
district and he applies for a permit with the County to fix his driveway or something similar, will 
this be charged to him. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil responded he does not incur the cost because he is currently outside the 
City Limits, so Tax Lot 2700 and Tax Lot 2800 are not in the City Limits, nor are they annexed 
in, at this point any building would go through Marion County and not the City so they would 
not be subject to any charges.   
 
James Halbirt “Ricky” asked if this reimbursement district is passed and his property is charged 
$10,246.28, if there were a reimbursement is there a 3% charge on that per year during that time.   
 
Mayor Rostocil said that is a 3% charge period, not per year, it would be assessed at one point 
and that is when you pay it; it is not a compounding thing year after year.   
 
James Halbirt “Ricky” stated again it is his understanding that the only way he would get 
charged is if he were to attach to the City sewer. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said the only way he could be assessed of the current proposed fee is 
that first the property would have to be annexed into the City, after that you would have to apply 
for a building permit, and after the land planning process started at that point is when you would 
be assessed that fee. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Mike Krebs said in the event that he annexes into the City, because 
that is a land use decision, it is at that point he would be assessed the fee, but he would have to 
annex into the City. 
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Mark Grenz of Civil West Engineering asked if the record could be kept open so they would 
have a chance to work with City Staff and the Engineering Staff to provide clarification on the 
different costs and alleviate confusion on what the costs are, so when Council does move 
forward they have accurate and real information. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil concurs.  
 
City Attorney Chad Jacobs said that if the Mayor wants to move forward and have Staff do some 
more work on this, then he recommends entertaining a motion to continue the hearing to the next 
City Council meeting so then you do not have to notice a whole new public hearing. 
 
James Halbirt “Ricky” asked if they will be notified again about this if it is continued. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said this discussion will be continued at the next Council meeting and he 
said he would be more than happy to chat with him personally between then and now, and he 
would like to sit with him and get his opinion.  Mayor Charles Rostocil stated he would like to sit 
down and speak with Mr. and Mrs. Kooiman as well. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said they would like the reimbursement district to go back and revisit 
their current proposed reimbursement district guidelines, and we would like it to take into 
account the actual reimbursement should be the cost difference between the 10” versus 8” versus 
6” pipe that was put in.  He stated the developer should be able to recoup those costs on the 
larger sewer.  He also said they are asking to revisit and make the distribution between those tax 
lots based off of land that is developable, as opposed to land that cannot be developed.   
 
MSA\City Councilor Tyler Thomas\City Councilor Robert Prinslow moved to continue the 
discussion on Resolution No. 693-2020 approving a Reimbursement District to the next City 
Council Meeting, July 14, 2020, at 7:00 p.m.  City Council Meeting. Mayor Charles Rostocil, 
City Councilor Robert Prinslow, and City Councilor Tyler Thomas were in favor.  City 
Councilor James Audritish lost connection from the meeting.  Motion carried unanimously.  
 

C) State Shared Revenue. (Refer to Resolution No. 695-2020 & 696-2020 in the Consent 
Agenda) 

 
Mayor Charles Rostocil opened the Public Hearing at 8:29 p.m. 
 
Budget Officer Judy Smith gave the State Shared Revenue Presentation.  She said the only thing 
she has to add is the State Shared Revenue is to establish our reimbursement from the Oregon 
Department of Revenue for State Funds regarding our services that we provide to our 
community. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked the public if there are any comments or questions.  There were 
none. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil closed the Public Hearing at 8:31 p.m. 
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D) Budget for Fiscal year 2020-2021. (Refer to Resolution No. 697-2020 in the Consent 
Agenda) 

 
Mayor Charles Rostocil opened the Public Hearing at 8:31 p.m. 
 
Budget Officer Judy Smith gave the 2020-2021 Budget Presentation.  Budget Officer Judy Smith 
added that during the last budget committee meeting on page 1 of the Budget Message, 
paragraph 2, the permanent tax levy needed to be correct to 3.9772. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked what it was before the change. 
 
Budget Officer Judy Smith responded it was 3.9921 and that number came from the consultants 
prior to her and since she found this error, she has deleted that information from the spreadsheets 
and replaced it with our permanent tax levy amount of 3.9772.  
 
MSA/City Councilor Tyler Thomas/City Councilor Robert Prinslow moved to amend the charge 
as stated by Budget Officer Judy Smith to correct the permanent tax levy to 3.9772.  Mayor 
Charles Rostocil, City Councilor Robert Prinslow, and City Councilor Tyler Thomas were in 
favor.  City Councilor James Audritish lost connection from the meeting.  Motion carried 
unanimously.  
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked the public if there are any comments or questions.  There were 
none. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil closed the Public Hearing at 8:33 p.m. 
 
CALENDAR OF ORDINANCES. 

A) Ordinance No. 368-2020.  An Ordinance adopting the City of Hubbard Water 
Master Plan as an attachment to the City of Hubbard’s Comprehensive Plan and 
declaring an emergency. 

 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked why we are declaring this and emergency. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Mike Krebs said because it needs to be put in the Comprehensive 
plan as quickly as possible because of the duration of time since our last one. 
 
MSA/City Councilor Tyler Thomas/City Councilor Robert Prinslow moved to read Ordinance 
No. 368-2020 by title only for the first reading.  Mayor Charles Rostocil, City Councilor Robert 
Prinslow, and City Councilor Tyler Thomas were in favor.  City Councilor James Audritish lost 
connection from the meeting.  Motion carried unanimously.  
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil read Ordinance No. 368-2020 by title only for the first reading. 
 
MSA/City Councilor Robert Prinslow/City Councilor Tyler Thomas moved to read Ordinance 
No. 368-2020 by title only for the second reading.  Mayor Charles Rostocil, City Councilor 
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Robert Prinslow, and City Councilor Tyler Thomas were in favor.  City Councilor James 
Audritish lost connection from the meeting.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil read Ordinance No. 368-2020 by title only for the second reading. 
 
MSA/City Councilor Robert Prinslow/City Councilor Tyler Thomas moved to adopt Ordinance 
No. 368-2020 adopting the City of Hubbard Water Master Plan as an attachment to the City of 
Hubbard’s Comprehensive Plan and declaring an Emergency. Mayor Charles Rostocil, City 
Councilor Tyler Thomas, and City Councilor Robert Prinslow were in favor. City Councilor 
James Audritish lost connection from the meeting.  Motion carried unanimously. 
 

B) Ordinance No. 369-2020.  An Ordinance repealing and replacing Chapter 5.05 to 
prohibit Door-To-Door Solicitation at residences with posted “No Soliciting” signs; 
regulating hours; providing for procedures and penalties; and declaring an 
emergency. (Refer to Police Chief’s Report) 

 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said that he has a question on this so he will probably not be doing a 
read by motion on this now.   
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said he talked to Police Chief Dave Rash on this last week and although 
he said he understands the reasoning behind it, he is hesitant to repeal the current Ordinance as 
is, because he believes it has benefited our City greatly in keeping away potential scam artists 
and unfavorable door to door salesmen.  He stated personally he has approached 2 different door 
to door sales people over the last year and when he has asked them to check in with City Hall to 
validate their business license and why they are here, they got in their van and left.  C. Rostocil 
said he does not see why any legitimate business person would find that as bad, and also Home 
Owners Associations as well as gated communities have similar type Ordinances and plans as 
well, so he would like to see us retain our current Ordinance unless we are being sued. 
 
City Councilor Tyler Thomas said he agrees with what Mayor Charles Rostocil says that it keeps 
potential thieves and scam artists out of the community.  He went on to say that he does not think 
it is a burden on them as a business person to pay a small fee to have the license to go door to 
door, and unless someone is actively pursuing us over this Ordinance, there is no reason to 
change it at this time. 
 
City Councilor Robert Prinslow said it is his understanding the reason that we are looking into 
changing it is because this type of Ordinance has been found to be improper and not meet current 
State or Federal standards.  He stated he does not know that as a City we can or should have a 
City Ordinance that does not meet standards because that sets the City up for potential bad 
issues.  R. Prinslow said that although he does respect both Mayor Charles Rostocil and City 
Councilor Tyler Thomas positions, he said he whole-heartily disagrees and we need to update 
this so it does meet the standards of the State. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said that suggests pushing this Ordinance discussion to the next Council 
meeting since there are 2 City Councilors missing from this meeting. 
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Director of Administration/City Recorder Vickie Nogle said this can be held over to the next 
City Council meeting, but suggested since the City Attorney is on the line, to inquiry with him 
any questions they may have.  She also stated it might be a good idea to address him regarding 
that if the City does get sued, what it would mean for the City as far as being covered since it is 
their recommendation to update the Code. 
 
City Attorney Chad Jacobs said they do not like to give legal advice of this nature at a public 
meeting but can provide written advice to give Council a better context of what is going on here 
in advance of the next meeting.  C. Jacobs said the liability issue is that anytime you have a law 
that raises Constitutional concerns, if some successfully sues the City for violation of their 
Constitutional Rights it does create liability to the City generally through a 1983 action which is 
done in Federal Court.  He stated that means you would have to pay damages and attorney fees 
on the other side, those types of lawsuits however are covered by the City’s insurance through 
CIS, so from a monetary perspective the City would have to pay the deductible and CIS would 
cover the rest. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked to push this to the next meeting and City Attorney Chad Jacobs 
can address any concerns.  Mayor Rostocil said he will touch bases with him as well, and maybe 
we can get some clarifications off-line as well. 
 
DISC GOLF PRESENTATION – Matt Fryauf.  Matt Fryauf said he had submitted his 
proposal for a Disc Golf Course at Jan LaFayette Park and hoped everyone had a chance to 
review those documents, he will answer any questions.  
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said he is well versed on this proposal because he has chatted with Matt 
Fryauf a lot about this and has also been in conversations with Matt Fryauf and Public Works 
Superintendent Mike Krebs and Public Works Administrative Manager Melinda Olinger 
regarding this proposal as well.  He stated the summarization he can take away from this for 
those not familiar with it is: the initial funding for this entire initiative is going to be through 
fund raising, the City expenses would be sustainment, Public Works Administrative Manager 
Melinda Olinger has already validated with the current namesake that they would like to see this 
because it would encourage more visitors to the park.  C. Rostocil said multiple phases are 
broken out (short-term vision which would encompass the current park and long-term vision 
expanding it through the wetlands), and also the concerns of how to deal with errant discs flying 
into neighbors yards.   C. Rostocil stated he agrees with the assessment from Public Works that 
this is a great opportunity to add an amenity to the community, to increase traffic to an under-
utilized park, and it also allows another opportunity for younger citizens to enjoy. 
 
City Councilor Robert Prinslow said the one thing he sees that has not been addressed is parking, 
since this park is at a dead-end road where will people park.  
 
Matt Fryauf said for the short term vision there will only be 5 total holes, and that would be 
about 10 cars max at one time playing, so he believes the street parking there, and the street 
parking on the blocks surrounding the park is sufficient right now.  M. Fryauf stated he does not 
think it would be an issue if people needed to walk a couple of blocks to play. 
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City Councilor Robert Prinslow said this is a dead-end street and there are 2 duplexes and a 
house, each of those duplexes has 1 or more cars and he sees them park on the street quite often, 
so his concern is there are 2 to 3 cars that come to play disc golf, that will take away 2 spots for 
the residents that live there normally use which could cause some unhappy residents.   
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said that when he went down there last week to walk the course, there 
was no one parked on that street.  
 
Director of Administration/City Recorder Vickie Nogle said there might be some development 
code issues when you are developing the park and part of that would be parking, so it might need 
to be discussed with the City Planner. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said for what purpose, at the end of the day he can see Robert’s concern 
if we expand this thing out, but we have a park and we have someone who is willing to fund 
raise and put in an amenity that would be no different than an exercise court at Barandse Park.  
He stated we have an opportunity to do something and so why would we put so much red tape up 
on something as simple as a few baskets for people to play at a park, because it will incur City 
time and costs if we bring in the Planner. 
 
Director of Administration/City Recorder Vickie Nogle said that it was merely a suggestion. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said his concern is that we bring in the City Planner, so now we have to 
do a land use planning fee of about $1000, it just seems a little silly in a small town.  
Furthermore, he said he is not trying to discount City Councilor Robert Prinslow’s concern 
regarding the parking, but if we are only putting in 4 or 5 little baskets in a Park for people to 
throw discs in he would hate to say that 200 square feet would have to be ripped up to put in a 
couple parking spaces when in the long term vision of our overall State we want to see less cars 
and more biking.  
 
City Councilor Tyler Thomas said he read through Matt Fryauf’s proposal and he likes the idea.  
He said it’s not really going to cost the City a lot of money since he is willing to fundraise the 
entire project, but his only concern is about parking as well, but since it is broken down into a 
short-term and long-term vision, and the short-term vision is such a small course that he does not 
think it will get the traffic that might be expected out of a full size course. T. Thomas said he is 
all for the short-term version without any question as soon as possible and then reassess the long 
term and if we are seeing any issues with parking, we can make changes at that time.  
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked if we could put up a sign that says there are only 2 spaces 
available and any overflow parking would have to go to Barandse Park.  
 
City Councilor Tyler Thomas said he thought that was a good idea. 
 
City Councilor Robert Prinslow said he thought that was something that could be looked into, 
but he does think that parking needs to be addressed however we choose to do that.  
 
Matt Fryauf said that a possible thing that could be done is if there was an issue with a complaint 
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from one of the residents on that road, a paint on the curb could be done making it a resident 
preferred spot during certain hours so they would have access to the parking spot during hours of 
the day where they would be home.   
 
MSA/Mayor Charles Rostocil/ City Councilor Tyler Thomas made a motion to move forward 
with Phase 1 with the understanding that we will look into limiting parking at the location, with 
the recommendation the overflow parking will go up to Barandse Park. Mayor Charles Rostocil, 
City Councilor Tyler Thomas, and City Councilor Robert Prinslow were in favor. City Councilor 
James Audritish lost connection from the meeting.  Motion passed unanimously.  
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said he will try and touch base with Public Works Superintendent Mike 
Krebs and Public Works Administrative Manager Melinda Olinger in the coming week to 
brainstorm on the parking concern.  
 
FARMERS MARKET UPDATE – Bethany Zito.  Bethany Zito left the meeting and asked 
Director of Administration/City Recorder Vickie Nogle to read her email:   “As of now the 
committee is waiting on phase 2 to decide on whether we will open for the season or not. We 
know that phase 2 will allow for the size crowds that the market expects. We don’t know at what 
point our County will enter that phase, we will discuss at our next meeting our steps moving 
forward. We decided “no” on the Facebook farmer’s market group as the turnout and workload 
would not be worth it. The garden is growing super great, thank you so much to Public Works 
for helping us keep it up! Serenity has said that it would be ok if we decided to not proceed with 
a market this year. I also brought up that I would be stepping back come the end of June, I will 
continue organizing and participating in meetings as well as all the other duties I take part in, but 
I will be severely limiting my involvement due to my future business necessities. There has been 
no one who has stepped forward.” 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked Marty Sobo, who was present, if there is anyone that will pick up 
when Bethany steps back as the Chairperson. 
 
Marty Sobo said it has been discussed but have not come to a decision as to what they are going 
to do, but right now Jessica is the Co-Chair with Bethany and she said she would be willing to 
continue to Co-Chair if there would be someone to step up and Co-Chair with her, she does not 
want to do it alone.  M. Sobo said they have not put a lot of conversation into it yet because they 
do not know if and how they are going to move forward due to State Regulations on what will be 
allowed and what rules will be in place if they open.   
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said he will take an action item to circle back around with him and 
brainstorm some ideas.  He said he does know that he is confused with a lot of the guidelines 
coming from the State on the reopening. 
 
Marty Sobo said some of the Farmers Markets are privately run and do not have to go by the 
City regulation like the Hubbard Farmers Market does, so it is a different situation than most of 
the other markets.  
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said he will touch base with Marty Sobo in the coming weeks and also 
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with Bethany Zito to get more information.   
 
MAYOR’S AND/OR COUNCIL’S PRESENTATIONS.  Mayor Charles Rostocil asked 
Public Works Superintendent Mike Krebs there is an ETA on when the Parks and Playgrounds 
will be able to get back open. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Mike Krebs said going into Phase 2, they have made the decision 
to not open playgrounds or basketball courts.   
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said he read Phase 2 differently than Public Works Superintendent Mike 
Krebs did.  He stated he will touch base with him and Public Works Administrative Manager 
Melinda Olinger regarding this off-line.   
 
City Councilor Tyler Thomas said other Cities in the same County as us seemed to have the 
playgrounds open, and if the tape and those barricades disappeared he does not think anyone 
would be too worried about it. 
 
STAFF REPORTS: 
 
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT-Public Works Superintendent Michael Krebs. Public 
Works Superintendent Mike Krebs said he does not have anything to add at this time.   
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said he had a question on item numbers 5 & 6 on the Public Works 
Departments report that was included in the packet.  He asked if the probation of an additional 6 
months is it up to 6 months or as soon as they can get in and take the test would end their 
probation. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Mike Krebs said as soon as they pass the test they would be taken 
off of probation.  
 
Director of Administration/City Recorder Vickie Nogle asked how often the tests are available 
for each one of them to take. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Mike Krebs said up until the beginning of this month there was not 
any place that would be giving the test because of COVID-19.  He said Aaron is scheduled for 
next Thursday to take his test, and Juan is scheduled for Monday to take one test, and then he 
will need to be scheduled to take the other test.  M. Krebs stated if they pass they are done, but if 
not they will need to be rescheduled for a second test.  
 
Director of Administration/City Recorder Vickie Nogle asked before the COVID happened, how 
often were the tests being held for the certifications for Juan. 
 
Public Works Superintendent Mike Krebs said he had to make application with the Health 
Department, and they don’t process applications from November to the first of March, so when 
they were due to start processing the applications’ they were shut down due to COVID. 
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Mayor Charles Rostocil thanked Public Works Superintendent Mike Krebs for both he and 
Public Works Administrative Manager for looking at getting their comp time down.  
 
HUBBARD FIRE DISTRICT – Chief Joseph Budge. Chief Joseph Budge was not in 
attendance.  No report given.  
 
POLICE DEPARTMENT- Police Chief Dave Rash. Police Chief Dave Rash said Officer 
Holliman has been released to be on his own, so they now have 24/7 coverage.  He said he sent 
an email out after the incident in Minnesota and held a meeting with the officers regarding this 
issue.  D. Rash said he had them watch the video and had them identify what they thought was 
wrong in that video.  He stated all of them had great responses and how things should have been 
handled in that situation, covered their duty to intercede, and went over the use of force policy. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said he responded to the inquiry that was sent to him addressing the 
concerns about the Police Department.   
 
Police Chief Dave Rash said they will be sending out a letter in the June newsletter to citizens 
giving them 90 days to correct any violation of the Right-away Code.  He stated they will have 
until October 1, and after that they will take enforcement actions.  
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil thanked the Police Department and specifically Officer Bentley for their 
assistance and professionalism in how they handled the family tragedy that happened last month. 
 
ADMINISTRATION DEPARTMENT – Director of Administration/City Recorder Vickie 
Nogle. Director of Administration/City Recorder Vickie Nogle informed the City Council the 
filing the upcoming election is now open.  She stated the filing deadline is August 25.   V. Nogle 
stated the Strategic Goal Planning Session is scheduled for June 17, 2020 at 3:00 pm., and 
adhering to social distancing, we have marked out approximately 13 spots in the City Council 
Chambers, which is enough room for Staff and City Council.  She said her concern would be if 
there is public that wants to attend there may not be room to keep that amount of spacing.  V. 
Nogle said she could contact the Fire Department to see if the Fire Hall would be available, but it 
is up to the Council on how they would like to proceed.  
 
The City Council gave consensus to move to the Fire Department if they allow usage. 
 
The Director of Administration/City Recorder Vickie Nogle said she will contact the Fire 
Department and will get back to the City Council to let them know if it is available.  
   
FINANCE DEPARTMENT – Finance Director Judy Smith. Finance Director Judy Smith 
said this is the 2nd cycle we have not done a shut off day for utilities and that she is working with 
the Administrative Assistant to keep track of who is calling in to make payment arrangements 
and that is going pretty good.  She stated we have a few customers that are struggling but they 
understand they need to make their payment and the balance will be carried over to the next 
cycle.   
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Finance Director Judy Smith said she took the initiative well in advance of COVID-19 to get us 
signed up for Federal Funds through the CARES ACT.  She said there is a breakdown by 
departments of the amount that was requested.  J. Smith addressed her comp-time, it was 
supposed to be used up in March, but because of the pandemic it was carried over, and her goal 
is to have it below the 60 hours by the end of July.  She stated the Auditors have confirmed the 
dates of August 25 & August 26 for the audit. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said he appreciates that Finance Director Judy Smith took the initiative 
on the COVID-19 reimbursement. 
 
Director of Administration/City Recorder Vickie Nogle had questions about Utility fees and non-
payment.  She asked the City Council when they want to start assessing shut off fees and turning 
off water for non-payment.  Her other question or concern is the way the Ordinance reads, the 
property owner is responsible for the water and when they did payment arrangements in the past 
there was authorization from the property owner to allow the tenant the extended time to pay 
their bill.  She stated there are some people on the list that have not been in contact with us and 
they are not responding, so what would City Council like Staff to do at this point. 
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said on those few properties, please reach out to the property owners and 
let them know of the current situation and concern, so they can get in touch with their tenants.   
 
Finance Director Judy Smith said we have given 3 strikes your out, if we cannot get a hold of 
them we put door hangers on their doors, we continue to try and get a hold of them, and in those 
cases we do contact the owners of the property and they let us know if they will pay the bill or 
take care of it.  J. Smith said there are regulations put in place to contact these, but it has not 
gotten to that point, and she knows of 2 accounts out that will probably go to the next level of 
contacting the property owners.   
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil said to reach out to the property owner one more time and if we cannot 
get contact with the individuals to arrange a payment plan or there is no payment plan in place, 
bring those into City Council next month and we will move forward with shutting those 
properties off. 
 
City Councilor Tyler Thomas and City Councilor Robert Prinslow concur. 
 
Consensus of Council is to start shut offs, and charging late and shut off fees, in the next billing 
cycle if individuals are not reaching out to us for payment options or at least contacting the City.  
 
Mayor Charles Rostocil asked if the City Hall was back open yet. 
 
Director of Administration/City Recorder Vickie Nogle said no, that she is waiting for Phase 2. 
She stated Public Works installed plexiglass for the windows and marked spots on the aisle way.  
V. Nogle said there will be signage about COVID policies when the City Hall is open. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT. 
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A) Resolution No. 698-2020.  A Resolution amending Water Rates for the City of 
Hubbard and repealing Resolution No. 671-2019. 

There was none. 
 

B) Resolution No. 699-2020.  A Resolution amending Sewer Rates for the City of 
Hubbard and repealing Resolution No. 672-2019. 

There was none. 
 
CONSENT AGENDA. 
 

A) Approval of Minutes. 
1. May 5, 2020, Budget Committee 
2. May 12, 2020, City Council 

 
B) Resolution No. 701-2020.  A Resolution extending the City of Hubbard’s Workers’ 

Compensation coverage to volunteers of the City of Hubbard, and repealing 
Resolution No. 670-2019. 

 
C) Resolution No. 695-2020. A Resolution declaring the City of Hubbard’s election to 

receive State Revenues pursuant to ORS 221.770. 
 

D) Resolution No. 696-2020.  A Resolution certifying that the City of Hubbard provides 
four or more municipal services in order to be eligible to receive State-Shared 
Revenues. 

 
E) Resolution No. 697-2020.  A Resolution adopting the 2020-2021 Fiscal Year Budget, 

appropriating funds and levying property taxes for the fiscal year 2020-2021. 
 

F) Resolution No. 694-2020.  A Resolution amending compensation ranges for 
classified employees and repealing Resolution No. 676-2019. 

 
G) Approval of the May Check Register Report. 
 
H) Authorize an additional 6 month probation period, and an exception to the 

minimum qualification for the Utility Worker II job description, to allow Juan 
Hernandez to achieve the Water Treatment 1 Certification, and the Water 
Distribution 1 Certification (Previously granted June 11, 2019).  (Refer to Public 
Works Report) 

 
I) Authorize an additional 6 month probation period, and an exception to the 

minimum qualifications for the Utility Worker I job description, to allow Aaron 
Caballero to achieve the Certified Public Applicator License for Pesticides.  (Refer to 
Public Works Report) 
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J) Approval of the agreement between the Mid-Willamette Valley Council of 
Governments and the City of Hubbard for Land Use Planning Services July 1, 2020, 
through June 30, 2021, and authorizing the Mayor and/or Council President to sign. 
 

K) Approval for a 4% Incentive Pay Increase to Molly Schwartz (Administrative 
Assistant to Chief of Police) for obtaining a Certified Property and Evidence 
Specialist Certificate, and 600 hours for DPSST Training, effective June 1, 2020. 
 

L) Approve the Contract for services between Grove, Mueller & Swank, P.C., and the 
City of Hubbard. 
 

M) Accept the engagement letter from Grove, Mueller & Swank, P.C. for audit services 
year ending June 30, 2020, and authorize the Mayor and/or Council President to 
sign. 
 
 

MSA/City Councilor Tyler Thomas/City Councilor Robert Prinslow motioned to approve the 
Consent Agenda as written. City Councilor Robert Prinslow, Mayor Charles Rostocil, City 
Councilor Tyler Thomas were in favor. City Councilor James Audritish lost connection from the 
meeting. Motion passed unanimously.  
 
APPERANCE OF INTERESTED CITIZENS.  None. 
 
OTHER CITY BUSINESS.  None. 
 
ADJOURNMENT - (NEXT REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING IS JULY 14, 2020, 
AT 7:00 P.M). MSA/Mayor Charles Rostocil/City Councilor Tyler Thomas motioned to adjourn 
the meeting. City Councilor Robert Prinslow, City Councilor Tyler Thomas, Mayor Charles 
Rostocil, were in favor.  City Councilor James Audritish lost connection from the meeting. 
Meeting adjourned at 9:31 p.m. 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
       
Charles Rostocil, Mayor 
 

       
Vickie L. Nogle MMC 
Director of Administration / City Recorder 
Recording 
 
 
       
Julie Hedden 
Administrative Assistant / Court Clerk 
Transcribing 
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ORDINANCE NO. 369-2020 

AN ORDINANCE REPEALING AND REPLACING CHAPTER 5.05 TO PROHIBIT 
DOOR-TO-DOOR SOLICITATION AT RESIDENCES WITH POSTED “NO 
SOLICITING” SIGNS; REGULATING HOURS; PROVIDING FOR PROCEDURES 
AND PENALTIES; AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY 

 WHEREAS, Chapter 5.05 currently requires certain peddlers and solicitors to 
register with the City and to obtain and display a license; and 

 WHEREAS, recently numerous jurisdictions across Oregon have changed 
comparable provisions as Oregon and federal courts have invalidated similar 
requirements on the grounds that they violate the Oregon and United States 
Constitutions; and  

 WHEREAS, these judicial decisions have found that constitutional protections 
afforded to free speech and the free exercise of religion outweigh the City’s interest in 
the regulation of peddlers and solicitors; and 

 WHEREAS, the City Council and all City officials have the legal obligation to 
maintain constitutional ordinances and to conform to judicial rulings; and 

 WHEREAS, the City Council still desires to address public safety concerns of 
City residents and combat against nuisance, harassment, and invasion of individual 
privacy; and 

 WHEREAS, City enforcement of “No Soliciting” signs will substantially 
accomplish the City’s objectives but will not impinge on constitutional protections. 

NOW THEREFORE, 

 THE CITY OF HUBBARD ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Chapter 5.05 is repealed. 

Section 2.  Chapter 5.05 is replaced as described in Exhibit “A,” which is attached and 
incorporated into this ordinance. 

Section 3. This ordinance being necessary for the immediate preservation of the public 
peace, health and safety so the City is in compliance with court rulings, an emergency is 
declared to exist and this ordinance shall take effect immediately upon passage. 
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Whereupon, the Mayor declared the motion to be carried and the Ordinance adopted. 

Passed and approved by the City Council of the City of Hubbard this    day 
of  , 2020, by the following votes: 

 

AYES:                                                       

NAYS:                                                     

 

                                                     

Charles Rostocil, Mayor and/or 

James Audritsh, City Council President 

 

ATTEST:  

                                                     

Vickie Nogle, Director of Administration/City Recorder  

 

APPROVED BY THE CITY ATTORNEY: 

         

Beery Elsner and Hammond LLP 
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Exhibit A 

 
 
 

5.05.010. Purpose. To regulate residential soliciting hours and prohibit door-to-door 
solicitors at residences posting “no soliciting” signs. 

5.05.020 Definition.  For the purposes of this chapter, the terms “solicit” and 
“solicitation” shall mean the entry onto real property used for residential purposes by a 
person for the purpose of communicating with an occupant of the property, whether the 
communication is verbal, visual, or in writing. 

5.05.030. Prohibited Acts.  It is unlawful for any person to: 

A. Solicit before 9:00 a.m. or after 9:00 p.m. without the consent of the occupant 
to do so. 

B. Leave written materials upon real property where a “No Solicitation” sign 
conforming to the requirements of this chapter is posted.  

C. Solicit where a “No Solicitation” sign conforming to the requirements of this 
chapter is posted.  

D. Allow or permit any person soliciting on their behalf or under their direction to 
commit any act prohibited by this section. 

5.05.040.  Consent to Enter Real Property. 

A. It shall be an affirmative defense to an alleged violation of this chapter that 
the person charges received actual or constructive consent of the occupant 
prior to entering the real property. Constructive consent may be implied from 
the circumstances of each instance, the relationship of the parties and actual 
or implied contractual relationships. 

B. The occupant of real property shall be considered to have given constructive 
consent to enter real property for the purpose of solicitation between the 
hours of 9:00 a.m. and 9:00 p.m. if they have not posted a “No Solicitation” 
sign, pursuant to this chapter.  

5.05.050. Effect of Posting “No Soliciting” Sign. 

A. If an occupant of real property chooses to not invite solicitors, or certain types 
of solicitors, onto their property the occupant may post a sign indicating their 
preference, such as a sign stating “No Solicitation.” The effect of posting a 
sign stating “No Solicitation,” or similar words to that effect is to express the 
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refusal of the occupant to grant consent to any person to enter their real 
property to solicit. 

B. Signs posted pursuant to this section shall be posted on or near the 
boundaries of the property at the normal points of entry. 

C. For real property possessing no apparent barriers to entry at the boundaries 
of the property that limit access to the primary entrance of a structure located 
on the property, placement on the sign at the primary entrance to the 
structure constitutes compliance with this section. 

5.05.060. Violation - Penalty 

Any person violating any of the provisions of this chapter, upon conviction thereof, in the 
municipal court of the city of Hubbard, Oregon, shall be punished by a fine of not more 
than $100.00 

5.05.070. Criminal Penalty – Criminal Trespass.  A person who enters or remains 
unlawfully on property posted with a “No Solicitation,” “No Trespassing,” or similar sign 
is subject to prosecution for Criminal Trespass under Oregon state statute by the 
Marion County District Attorney’s Office in Marion County Circuit Court. 

5.05.080. Compatibility.  Nothing in this chapter shall relieve any person or entity who 
solicits and conducts business in the City from compliance with chapter 5.01 Business 
Registration. 

5.05.090. Severability. The sections and subsections of this chapter are severable.  The 
invalidity of any section or subsection shall not affect the validity of the remaining 
sections and subsections. 
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