Board of Commissloners Mesting
February 19, 2014

Present: Commissicner Steve McClurs
Commissicner Mark D. Davidson
Coramissioner Williar D. Rosholt

Chairman MeClure opened the meeting at §:00 a.m, with zll three
Commissioners present.

Public Comments
Thers were na public comments.

Grader Award/Early Lease Buyout

Doug Wright, Public Warks Director, and Butch Lafarge, Westem States
Equipment, brought an early grader lzase buyout of two graders to the
Commissioners for-considsration. They are all wheel drive gradsrs sc he would
put them i the La Grande district and the Elgin district because of the hills and
amount of snow those districts have. The cusrent contract is in the Sthyearefa s
year Isase. The current paymant s about $28,000 and the new lease payment
woukd be about $22,000. He is recommending that the buyout be approved as
submitted by Western States Equipment.

Cammissioner MeClure asked if the cument vehicles are two wheel drive and
they are being traded for four whee! drive. Doug explained that is correct.

Commissionar MeClure asked if these are convenlional wheel or joystick
steering. Buich explalnad that they are joystick which lakes some time to get
used to when first switching from one to the other but it doesn't usually take long
and they prefer the joystick steering after they switch to it.

Commlssmner Da\ndson muved approval of the Grader lease early buyout
asr Resholt ded. Motion carrisd
unanimously.

Consent Agenda
The fanuary 30 and February & claims jnurnals, and the February 5 Public
the

Werks claims Journals; wers aps d as 1 on the
agrenda.

Unanticipated Funds Court Order

Court Order 2014-15, In the Matter of Appropriating Unanticipated Funds, was
prasented for cansideration. Shelley Burgess, Administrative Oficer, explained
that this Court Order would authorize the acceptance and expenditure of funds
that eome: from the University of Oregen School of Law fer the Community
Dispute Resclution Program in the amount of $15,000. Cemmisslenar Reshalt
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moved approval of Gourt Order 2014-15 as presented. Commissioner
Davidson secanded. Motion carried unanimously.

Unantigipated Funds Court Order

Court Order 2014-14, In 1he Matter of Appropriating Unanticipated Funds, was
presented for consideration. Shelley Burgess explained that these funds became
available after the adoption of the Fiscal Year 13-14 budget from the Cregon
Departmant of Transportation for transpartation services for elderly and persens
with disabilitizs. This Court Order would appropriate the funds in the amount of
$94,500. She explained that these are the funds that the Commissioners
approved at the last Commission meeting te fund the Saturday transpariation
program through Community Connections of Northeast Oregon. Comeniasloner
Davidsun maved approval of Court Order 2014-14 as presented.

Motion carried unanimously,

STF Additional Funding Recomm
Shelley Burgess brought the STF Additional Funding Recommendation ta the
Commissioners for consideration. She explained that this is a recommendation
frem the STF Advisory Committee for additional funds that became available in
the 2012-15 Bienniurn. These are funds for Seniors and persans with disabilities.
The County was natified that there was an additional $30,000 availabls to UnIon
Caounty for the Blennium. Tha STF C: ittee solicited and revi 15
for those funds. They met and discussed those applications. Their
recemmendation is for FY 13-14 to award $5,000 to CHD and $10,000 to
Community Connections with the sama funding allocation for FY 14-15.
Cnmmlssmner Dawdsnn moved approval of the funding recoammendation
as Roshalt Motion carried
unammuusly

Appolniment to Unkan County Budget Committes

Court Order 2014-18, In the Matter of Appointment to the Union County Budget
GCommittee, was presented for consideration. This Court Order would appoint
Cedric Shanks to serve on the budget committes to replace Lanny Hikdebrandt
who has served the maximum number of terms. Cammlssloner Rosholt moved
approval of Court Order 2014-16 as pi D
seconded. Motion carried unammously.

Appainiment to Wolf Depredation Advi ommitt
Court Order 2014-18, [n the Matter of Reappeintment to the Welt Depredatien
Compensation Committee, was presented for consideration. Shelley Burgess
2xplained that this Court Order would re-appoint Rob Beck to the Wolf
Depredation Compensation Committes in the co-axister position. Commissioner
Davndsun muved approval of Court Qrder 2014-18 as presented.

McClure Mation carzied unanimously,
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Appointment to ths Union County Hespital Facility Authority

Court Order 2014-17, In the Matter of Appointmant to the Union Counly Hospital
Facility Autharity, was presented for consideration. Shelley Burgess explained
that this Court Order would appoint Dale Basso, Burr Betts, Mark Davidscn,
Wyatt Baum and Lynn Harris to the Hospital Facility Authority Board,
Commlssioner Davldsan maoved approval of Court Order 204417 as
Resholt S ded. Motion carried unanimously.

Elgi i nf 3 ental Agreeme;

Shalley Burgess brought an Ink nmental A b the City of
Elgin and the Union County Justice Court 1o the Commissieners for
consideration. She explained that the City of Elgin currently operates a Municipal
Court and they have a desire ta discontinue that operation. This IGA will transfer
those respensibilities to the Union County Justice Court. The City Council will
meet later this week and they anticipate approving this Agreement. Effective next
Monday February 24™ all citations issuzd with the City of Elgin for statutory
violations or County Ordinance violations will be mada Inte Justice Gourt. The
City will continue to operate the Municipal Court through the month of March ta
hear any citations that have been issued praviously. Once the Stale's portion of
the revenues are sent to them the rest of the revenues will be split 50/50
between the City of Elgin and the Justice Court. This Agreement aliows for a 60
day terminaticn notice otherwise it will be perpetual.

Commissionar Rosholi asked if it wilt be too much of a burden on the Jusfice
Court. The Justice Court employees don't fee! that it will greatly impact thelr
operations.

G is5i Davidson moved app [ of the Interg

Agresment between the City of Elgin and the Union County Justice Court
as presented. Commissioner Rosholt seconded, Motion carried
unanimously.

of Union | aw Enforcement Contra |
Shel\ey Burgess brought an Intergnvarnmamm Agresment for Law Enfercement
Bervices between Unlon County and the City of Unicn to the Commissianers for
consideration. She explained thal this is 8 renewal contract for the law
enforcement services that the Sheriif's department has been providing to the City
of Unlen. tis a two year renswal.

Commissioner Davidson asked if the hours have been reduced. Sholley
explained that they have besn reduced. He also asked if the agreed upan
amount that the City will pay covers the cost to the Sheriff's office. Shelley
explained that she feels that it does cover tha costs for the budget.
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cammlssloner Rosholt moved approval of the City of Union Law
renewal as p G Davidson
seconded. Motion carried unammously.

Zity of Uniop Animal Cantrol Contract Renewal

Shelley Burgess brought an Intergovemmental Agreement batwsen ihe City of
Union and the Union County Sheriff's affice to the Comimlssioners for
consideration. $he explalned that this Agreement is for Animal Contro! Services.
Thes City of Union also desires to contract with the County for Animal Control
services and is a continuation of an existing program as well. The last twe years
the City has been contracting 10 hours a week of Animal Control Services and
this new contract will be for 5 hours a week. This is a two year renewal.
Commissioner Davidson moved apprnval of the City of Unicn Animal
Centrel contract renewal as pi i Rosholt ded
Motion carried unammnusly.

Livestock District Annexation - Public Hearing

Hanley Jenkins I!, Planning Directar, received a petition to request saveral
praperties be brought Into Livesteck District #1. There is a formal process set up
In State Statute that the County is required to follow. Hanley explained there are
twe ways to da this. The first one is to create a new district and a new district
would not have to be adjacent to an existing district but it would have to be 2,000
acres in size ata minimum to make the application. The applicants in this casa
have asked to be annexed inta an existing district so the properties have to be
contiguous to the existing district boundary. The procedures identify a process
where the applicants submit a petition and if the petition is signed by 100% of the
property cuners requesting to be brought in then thers is no election necessary
in order to bring those properties [nto the District. The Commissicner's
responsibility is to accept the petition and then adopt a Court Order that identifies
when a hearing will be held. The Commissioners adopted that Court Crder an
January 8, 2014. The County is then required te give notice which was done.

The hearing today is scheduled for the Commissioners to evaluate the petition
and the boundary proposed by the petition for the annexation. Hanley explained
that this is unusual because it doesn't giva the Comimissloners tha autherity to
say yes or no to the patition. It only gives the Commissioners the apportunity to
et tha boundary. If 100% of the land owners have requesled and are configuous
then the Commissicners set the boundary for the land area to be taken in and it
is automatically brought into the District. Hanley explained that the
Commigsloners have a map that identifies the properties that have been ncluded
in the petition. In one case there is a propery that is not contiguous so the
Commissioners will need to address that property. n another case there was a
petitioner that signed the patition but that petitigner did not represent more than
50% of thase two properties. The properties gre tax Iot 1000 and 1100 and
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Hanley received a phone call from two of the other owners of those tax lots that
are oppesed to the pertion of their properties that ara proposed to be Included
into the annexation. Half of their property already is in the District the other half
that [s being petitioned to be brought in has the majority of the land owners are
opposed.

Commlssionar Rosholt asked what would happen if the boundaries de not
include tax lot 1000 and 1100. Hanley explained that because there are not
100% of the propery owners for these properties se if they were to bs included it
wauld necessitate an election.

Commissioner Davidsan asked if the praperty that is not contiuous doesn’t
qualify for inclusion. Hanley stated that it doas not qualify for inclusion at this
point because it doesm't meet the criteria for an annexation. The criteria state that
the property has to be contiguous.

Commissioner MeClure opened the hearing for testimony,

Bob Morgan, 83445 Owslay Canyon, explained that the reason his property is
not contiguous with the other property proposing to be annexed into the District is
because the County owns the property between his property and the others. That
land is Mt. Emily Recreation Area (MERA). He stated that the whole problem with
all of this stems from Don Shaw's caltle whese property is contiguous with MERA
property. The cattle go through MERA and go onto their property. If the County
sets the boundaries and included the County property his would then be
contiguous. Commissioner McClure pointed cut that part of MERA Is already in
the District. Ha explaned that the reason that he [s seeking to be part of the
District is bacause the cows come on his property and de a lot of damage, They
have caused him about $1500 worth of damage each year. The other reason is
that there is a MERA parking ot above their house. Thera is a ot of very good
intentioned people that go up there and use it. The calile will be out on the read
and thelr driveway gate will b closed so they cannct come in and thesa well
intentioned people who know those catile do not belong out on the road opan
thair gate let the cattle in and shut the gate. When the cows come in 1hey ruined
all the shrubs and broke Irigation.

Art Chase, 64578 Chemywood Road. stated that he has problems with cattle as
wall. When the cattle have come onto his property he was fortunate encugh to be
home and be able ta herd the cattle inte an area while he found the owners who
came and picked them up. He has been fortunate to be hame but his neighbers
have not been so lucky. That Is why ha is wanting te bs included in the Distriet.

Marfin Birnbaum, 64540 Cherrywood Road, explained that he was under the
impression that if 80% of the fand cwners wanted to become part of the Distriet it
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would go through. He was not aware of the 100% rule. When they drew up the
boundaries they included a couple of properties that they knew were not in favor
of being in the District but they did that to make the boundary moe regular. He is
not clear what effect their objection has on the boundaries. His concern about
leaving them qut would be that olher properties would then not be configuous.

Allen Brogoitti, 52576 Starr Lane, explained that he owns property on Mi. Emlly
that borders the District. He has owned the property for 44 years and every year
they have livestock on their place but not until the last year and the year before
has there ever been an issue. Because he borders the District his neighber has
the right to ask for help from law enforcement to solve the problem when cattle
ara on his property but he does not. [f his property was added 1o the District it
would give him the ability to decide fo have the cattle on the property or not. He
called the livestock owner this year and asked him to remove the cattle from his
preperty and the ewner gave him no response. He doesn't have a problem with
the cows he has a problem with someone who doesn't take care of their anlmals.
He would appreciate the Commissioners approving the annexation so they would
then be allowad to get assistance from law enforcement if they need it.

Dick Holecek, 62393 Stanley Lane, explained that it has been an annual event to
have to remove cattle frem his property. He doesn’t always have the time or the
energy to do that. He frequently has to hire someone to chase the animals
through tha timber off of the property. He would like to be able to call the Sheriff's
office and be able to get help with the problem. The nelghbor has land that he
leases or allows Don Shaw's cows to graze. This is timber land so there s very
little pasture there so after a few days the cows are looking for something to eat.
They will go through the fence and tear it down to find food or water. Last
Summer he ran them off of his land but where do you run them, either anto the
County road or a neighbor's praperty.

Bob Morgan stated that the problems with the cattle are getting worse. He
explainad that he hasn't had any problems with most of the ewners up thera but
there is one owner that is causing most of the problems which they can tell by the
Cow's ear tags.

Katie Martin, 63103 Haley Road, explained that she runs cattls on MERA. She
understands what the people that have testified are saying. She thinks itis sad
that they have to pay for someone’s cattle. Cattle do get out. She doesn't have a
problem with the District itself but she does have a problem with the liabflity that
is associated with it. She has no problem getting her cattle in when they do get
out but the gates do get apen on MERA. The Elk alsa knock fances down. She
spant theusands of dollars on fencing to get the fences in arder. She is
sympathetic o the land owners but is concemed about having to pay for
someane elses cattle when her caltle does get out. She feels that she has gone
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ahove and beyond as far 25 getting catlle in when they gat out. She received a
cali for some cattle that had been out that she knew wasn't hers but she loaded
them up and hauled them in so they could get off of the neighbors land. She has
no preblem with people having her number o call when cattle are on their
property.

Matt Martin, §3103 Haley Road, explained that his concern is that caltls are
going to get out. Each property owner has a gate that goes fram private land to
the MERA land and they cannat check those gates every day. He fecls that

yone is paying the 1ces from one person’s actions. They have
picked up cattle that were not theirs 1o keep the peace and keep everyone
happy. He is not really opposing It but his concem [s the liability he may now face
when his cows do get out. They cannet fix a problem if they do not know that
there is a problem. They try to respond as seon as they can. He doesn't know
what the best solution is. He explained that if the nelghbors hava cattle on thelr
property they can call the brand department and they can come out and identify
the brand on the cattle to see wha the owner is, If the owner deesn't do anything
about the catlle they will then be confiscated and hauled to a facility. There are
rules and other options other than law enforcement if there Ts a problem with
catile,

Allen Brogaitti, 62575 Starr Lane, explained that in the past there have only been
a few cows on his place and they haven't been 2 big issue but it is like cows were
tumed anto their proparty this year. He has calfed the brand department and go
through the process and was told they are on apen range and there was nothing
they could do.

Bill Howell, PC Box 151, Imbler, explained that he [s here to get information and
is representing Oregon Agriculture Foundation. He received a phone call from a
representative of EOU 1o have him leolc inta this and see If their praperty is
included or nat. He feels like they should be included if they are not. Hanlzy
stated that their property Is already withln the District.

Commissioner MoClure closed the hearing with no more testimany received.

Commissioner Davidson stated that the statutes are ¢lear that the applicants
have met the standard in all but two cases and the Commissioners have an
obligation to approve this annexation. Tax lot 1000 and 1100 doesn't have 100%
owner approval so those properties should be excluded. Mr. Morgan's request to
add the MERA property is something that the County should consider but he is
not prepared foday to support taking that action without some consultation with
the Advisery Committees, staff and the grazing lessee.
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Commissloner Rosholt agrees with Commissioner Davidson and alse thinks that
the Gounty shauld laok at Mr. Morgan's situation soaner rather than later.

Hanley explained that ORS 607.020{5} identifiss that any area may be annexed
info an existing Livestock District and identifies criteria in which to do that. It says
that partition of annexation shauld be signed by all of the awnars of the land in
the area proposed to be annsxed would not need to go through an election. Mr.
Birnbaum is comect that 66% can agree in order 1o submil a petition but i there is
not 100% it has o go to 2n election.

Commissioner Davidson stated that he understands what Hanley is explaiing
and his personal parspective Is that he [s not comfortable expanding the area to
be annexed and taking in properties that haven't signed up and forcing it through
an glection. He respects the applicents request and their right to be annexed.

Hanley stated that he undersiands Mr. Margan's situation and problems but the
County did not give notice for the portion of the MERA property that is outside of
the District. If the Commissloners choose to pursue that than they would have o
follow the same pracess that was followed for this hearing.

Commisskiner Davidson moved to set the boundary of the Livestock
Bistrict #1 ion to take in the propesties as described with the
exception of the Webster property tax et 1000 and tax tot 1100 as well as.
the Morgan property. C Raosholt d. Motion earried

unanimously.

Commissioner MeClure explained that the County needs o ok at the fence on
the MERA property and make sure it s up to standard to try and be goad
neighbors. There ara a lot of people that live on the face of the mountain. He
would hope that the MERA Advisory Committees would start having those
discussions on how the County can improve the situation as well.

Commissioner Davidsen stated that he feels that they should recognize based on
the testimony that the MERA grazing lessee is doing a good Job [n controlling his
cattle. The County appreciates that they are not the crux of this problem.

Circult Conrt Eeell
Shelley Burgess explained that she Is going to give a brief history on how the
County has got to where they are today because she is not sure if everyone is
aware of the process that has been involved with the Court Faeility. 'n 2008 the
Union County Circuit Court faciliies were ranked as the worst in the State. They
wera ranked number 48 out of 48 count facilities in 2 study commissicned by the
State. After that in August of 2008 Chief Justice Paul Debunez came to visit
Union Gounty and requested that the County address the problem. As a result of
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that request and a conversation with the Chief Justice the County formed the
Court Facility Task Force. That Task Force was charged with the responsitilities
of reviswing spaca needs, potential locatiens, costs and funding opporiunities.
The Task Force was co-chaired by Judge Russ West arnd retired Judge Warner
Wasley, Commissioner Nellie Hibbert was the Commissicn representative on the
Task Force. There ware subcommittees formed that looked at location, space
needs and financing. As part of the work of that committee maostly through Judge
West's efforts they secured funding for a completion on a Court Facilities Master
Plan which was finalized in Navember of 2008, The needs that were reviewed by
this committee over the course of their activities were for Circuit Court, Court
Administration, Judges and Judicial Support Staff, Union County Juvenils
Department, Community Comections, District Attarnay, Union County Sheriffs
office, La Grande Police Department and the Unien County Jail faciliies.

During the course of their activities they submitied two Federal appropriation
requests to fund a facility. The first one submitted in February of 2000 was an
appropriation request to Representative Walden and Senator Wyden and
Merkalay for $14,872,600, They hoped that thess funds would fund a full justice
center that weuld have housed all of the State and County offices that were
menticnsd before, That was not approved. In Febrzary of 2010 anather
appropriation reques! was submitied to Senator's Wyden and Merkeley and
Representative Walden for $5,118,257 and would have also utlized $1,781,000
in recovery zane facility bonds. That facility would have housed the Courls and
the: Support Staff. The Task Force felt that a facility to address all of those nesds
was beyond the funding abiliies. This request was also not approved.

As part of the Task Force's actions they considersd multiple sites and narrowed
down the choices lo thres which was submitted 10 the National Center for State
Courts for a Court Facility Master Pian. They were successful in receiving a grant
for $30,000 to have a facility planner from the National Center for $tate Courls
came out with a team o review the thres sites that the Commitiee had namowed
down out of all of the options they looked at. Two of the three sites reviewed
were off of the Caunty campus. The other was on fhe County campus.

In N ber 2010 the i luded their work having made the
recemmendalicn for the constructicn of a third floor on tha sxisting faw
enforcemant facility to house enly the State Courts. That is what was included in
the last appropriation request and the recommendation to the Commissianers.
They felt that they had fulfilled their tasks even thaugh they did not find the
funding. The faclors that contributed (o thelr selection of the on campus
alternative were the overall construction costs, the proximity te the related
services and the cperating cosls. Atthe time that the Cu-Chalrrnan of the Task
Force mads thelr pr 1 to the Commissi the af
the Committee they urged the Commissicners to not give up on salving the
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problem. The Commissioners made a commitment to nat forget about the work of
the Commitiee and the need to address the facility needs.

I 2012 Unior: County funded a feasibility study to determine further whether or
not the propesed addifion of the third floor en the existing law enforcement
building was cost effective and whether it could actually be done. The study
came back and showed that the addition of the third floor was very costly due to
the need ta upgrade much of the existing infrastruciure in the building. That
estimate was $6.1 millien. The County locked at that and because the Ceunty
was unable to fund an expenditure of $5.1 million and there was still a strong
push from the local Clreult Court judges for a new court fzcility and there was an
Indlcation from the Oregon Judicial Department that they would advocate for
some State funding gssistance. In late 2012 tha County submitted a requast for
funding in the amount of $2 million for a new court facility, The cost estimate that
was used was 3,069,810 for a new twa story building ta be located on the
cumrent Caunty campus. This was a substitute allemative that was identified in
the Court Facilities Master Pian prepared by the Nationzl Center for State Courts.
The Caunty pledged to provide $750,000 in cash and committed te provide
existing land and in-kind services for the project.

After much effort and lobbying the $2 millioh was allocated to Union County via
HEB5018 specifically for the Court Facility Project. The County obtained the
$750,000 cash that was needed 1o fulfill the obligalion through full faith in credit
obligations that were issued December 23, 2013 to meet the match pledge that
was given. The County finalized the contract with the Oregon Judicial
Department to receive the $2 million. That contract includes the requirement that
the Caunty construct & 13,000 sg. ft. facility to house only State Courts. The
County must recelve propesals on a designibulld structure and contract by
Qctober 1, 2014. The funds must be spent on the construction by October 1,
2015 or the funds must be returned to the State.

Hanley Jenkins explained the obligations ta the City of La Grande for citing a new
facility on campus. The County campus is inside the City of Lz Grande and is
subject to their Land Development Code requirements. The County campus is
the blgck between K Street and J Strest also the block next daor with the Jail
facility and Shelter from the Storm are located is all considered the County
Campus. Those two properties are identified by the City of La Grande In a Public
Fagilities Zone. Itis the same zone that EOU Is in. That zone does identify Ciroult
Court type facilities as an outright use in the zone, However, because itisIna
Public Facilities Zane the County has to meet the development standards that
are identified in that zone. The Development Standards is a list of things that
have to be addressed that ha will abbreviate because he has listed the things
that ars going to be the biggest challenges. They are landscaping, parking and
leading, signage and submilting a site plan application. Tha most important
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etement of that is submiting a site plan application to the City. It Is an individual
application that identifies how the County would site the new facility on the
properly. Connection to the utilities, meeting the parking standard of the Gity,
and traffic flow i ara all within that application, The County
has known for some tima that the parking standard is going to be the biggest
hurdla In order to site any new facility associated with this campus. Thereis a
challenge of being within the public schoels and the university and all of those
1enants have substantial parking needs with the facilities. The City has a very
P ibed for parking requil The County knows that it will be a
challenge to meet that. If the County canmot mest those standards then the
County has o submit a separate application to the Cily to vary from a
davelopment standard. Variance applicalions are intended to be very difficult.
The City has told the County that getling a variance 1o the parking standards will
not be easy becausa it is a self imposed requirement that the County would be
pursuing. The County is building a new siructure. There is ne exceptional or
extracrdinary conditions that exist with the property or with the existing condition,
In addition to that the City has said that because the County is establishing 2 new
building scmewhere on the County campus there would also have to be a trafiic
impact study done which is a ication, Hanley explai thathe Is in
nagotiations with the City right now over whelher or not a variance application is
needed and whether or not a traffic impact analysis is needed.

The Gounty had to evaluate what tha parking requiremerits are under the City's
Devalopmant Cods Reguirements. The parking requirements are based on the
squara footage of the buildings and the number of employses. The City has 2
formula. Hanley measured all of the offices and all of the meeting rooms in all of
the buildings in order to come up with a calculations te meet the formula, Tha
outcoma Is somewhere between 60-70 spaces short with the sxisting facilities.
Now the County has to look at what moving the Circuit Court to somewhere on
the campus would da to being able to address that deficiency and determine
whether or not a variance is needed, He looked at what the opportunities are
within the existing campus to create new off street parking. There is some rom
on the East side and North side of the Commissioners building. He alzo faoked at
vacating K Street between 5" and 6. The City encouraged the County to pursue
the vagation application. Hanley submitted that application yesterday to the City
of La Grande. It the County has to submit a variance application it would need to
be submitted by March 14, 2014 in order to get on the City Planning
Commissions agenda for April 8, 2014. I the variance application is approved it
would be a final decision for the Planning Commission but if it is not app

than somecne has fo appeal that declsion and it has to get on the City Council
agenda which could be a three month procass to get a final decision.

Hanley explained that there are a number of altemative sites on the campus.
They tried to evaluzte six or seven altsmative sites that were ones that had besn
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presented to the County and cnes that wera the mast viable given the criteria
that has ta be used. There were two primary requirements that had to be
addressed. The first requirement is the contract between the County and DOJ
which prescribes a building that is 13,000 sq. ft. in area, Because of the cost
invalved it Is more likely that a one story facility would have to ba built because of
the costs associated with a second story and the long term maintenance cosls
with maintaining elevators. That contract also recognized that it is an on campus
facllity. The secand requirement is the limitation that the City's Land
Development Code places on tha County as far as being able to develop within
the Campus.

Hanlay then went through the altermnatives which are not prioritized. He explained
that ha probably does not have all the pros and cons listed but has the ones that
are most obvious.

Alternative 1: Site the Circuit Court at East end of Commissioner's building

Pros;
+ The Shelter from the Storm building would remain standing.

Cons:

= The lawn area is only 80 feet wide from the sidewalk to the edge of the
buiiding. Tha length is only 109 feet. In order ta get 13,000 £q. ft. fhere
would need to be 217 feet and the building could not be extended far
enough to get 217 feet. Could to an *L" shaped huilding areund the
Commissicnars but there is only 45 feet from the existing building 1o the
sidewalk. It is doable but it would have challenges as far as efiiciency in
the building.
Would lese 32 parking spaces.
Not have direct linkage to the Jail which is cne of the criteria of the
agreement.
= May prevent vacafion of K Street.

Alternative 2: Site where the Shelfer frem the Storm Building is located and move
the Shelter from the Storim staff into the Commissioners building and move the
facilities in the Commissianer's building into the current Circuit Court building,

Pros:
+ The Ehelter from the Storm is kept on campus

Cons:
+ The Commissloner's building is not an ADA approved building
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+ The cost of maving the Administrative Services L.e. the mainframe
computer system would ba substantial
= Because this building is on a separate meter for utilities the Shelter would
be obligated to pay for the ufilities.
Alternative 3: Site where the footprint of the Commissioner’s office is now,

50
* The Shetter from the Storm building would be saved

» Tha cost of removing the Commissioner's building would be high because
there is asbestes in the building and a lot of the building is poured
concrete.

s Tha cost of moving the mainframe computer system

* Most likely cannot cogur within the timeframe in which the County is
abligated to meet.

+  Nalinkage to the Jall

« Tha Commissionar’s building is also a historical struciure which was found
when trying fo replace windows to make them mare efficient. Removal
requires a delayed timeframe and notification to the State befere it can be
removed.

Alternalive 3: Site the Circuit Court between the Jail and the Shelter. B4 feet
betwesn buildings.

Pros:
« The Shelter from the Storm building wauld be saved
« Direct linkage to the Jail

Cons:

Qnly 84 feet wide and likely need 5 fest between each building so now itis
only 74 fect se it would be a long slender building.

Consumes 40 parking spaces which ehallenges parking requirements with
the City.

There is a bank between the two bulldings right now

Aesthetics issue with trylng to site the buildings so close to each ather.

.

Altemnative 5; Building tweo story building anywhere on campus.

Pres:
= Has a smaller footprint
» Possibility to site it somewhere that weuld not remeve the Shelter building
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Cens:
+ Substantial increase in construction cost
+ Substantial increase in long term maintenance costs associated with
elevalors
+ Circuit Court belleves thay |ose substantial efficiencies within their
wperation
» Likely wauld lose 18 parking spaces based an the feotprint.

Altemative 6: Site where the Shelter footprint is now

Pros:
+ The Cirguit Court could be a one story building
The cheapest alternative
Maximize the parking opportunities for increasing parking oin campus
Provide connection to the Jail

Cons:
» Require moving the Shelter to a different location

Harley explained that the property North of the County campus is for sale and
thers would ba an opportunity to purchase an existing residencs on the
Southeast comer of the block to move the Shefter Into that residence. There are
1hree other residences on that block that could be used as rentals or single family
dwelling cecupancy. But the property wauld have ta be purchased.

Commissioner Rosholt explained that after the Gounty signed the contract with
the State there was a mesting scheduled with Teresa Crouser from the Shelter
from the Storm and talked about the options that have been presented. Teresa
followed up with a letter to the County talking about some concems that she had.
The County followed up with a letter in return with some comments.
Commisslaner Rosholt mat with the Shelter from the Storm Beard of Directors on
February 12, 2014 which brought the situation to where it s now.

Commissioner Davidson asked Shelley about analysis that was done regarding
the expense assaciated with a two story building and the efavalors. Shelley
explained that a two stary huilding would require two elevators. One for the public
and a separale one for inmates. She was presenied with a variety of polential
costs for those elevators. She used a $90,000 cost for initial construction for ane
elevator. There would be $180,000 of the budget spent on elevators, The County
currently has three slevators and are required te keep maintenance agresments
and contracts on those in order ta keep the permits. Sha did an astimate of the
cost for two elevators for malntenancs. The useful life of a building is typically 50
years so that Is what she used for the maintenance costs and added an inflation
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facter the total costs would be over $1.2 million for the elevators and the cost of
malntenance over the life of the building,

Commissionsr McClure asked about the concern for efficiency an a twa story
court facility. Commissioner Roshalt explained that it is based on what the courts
calls best practices. It is inefficient presently In the two story building. He
explained that he has asked the Court staff to come up with some infarmation an
how they would like to see the layout of the building to maximize efficisncy.
Commissioner Davidson explained that when the Court Administrater had
addressed the Commissioners previously she talked about the value from both
an efficiency stand point and a customer service stand point of having their staff
together on one floor <o they can be crass-trainad for a betier delivery of service.
Shelley explained that it was the Circuit Count Judges and Adminlstrator that
appreached the County ence the agreement was signed with the State indicating
that they preferrad 2 one story building. They were requesting that because of
the efficiencies and the concem about the budget being enough to previde all
that they would like to see in the facility I the money is being spent on the
elevators. Their primary concern was the efficiencies and the work flow.

Commissienar Rosholt explained that he started attending sessions of the
Qregon Houss and Senate committees. He took conceplual drawings of a two-
story building thinking that it would be a two-story complex until the Judge and
the Courts started leoking at a one-story building because of the cost and the
efficiency.

Terasa Crouser, Executiva Dlrectar for Shelter from the Storm, explained that the
Sheltar has expressed te Commissioner Rosholt that the Shelter cannct move.
They have talked to their Board of Directors and met with the Commissioner ane
Judge and that position has not changed. The Shelter cannat move. In her
opinion it is unfortunate that the time frame for the court facility being bullt is an
issue but they were not involved In any of the distussions and she fell that they
could have bean helpfulin getting & plan tegether and obtaining funding to help
reduce some of the expenses that are now on the table.

Gommissioner Rosholt stated that he feels that the County needs to move on this
in some way. He suggested the Commissicner's walt a few weeks to work out
some details and make a declsion at the next Commission meeting on March 5,
2014. That is his recommendation. Commissioner Davidson agrees with the
recommendation. A decision deesn't need to be made teday. He explained that
staff has laid out where the Counly has started at and where it has come
including what the challenges are that the County Taces with trying to take
advantage of this oppertunity. This is & ground breaking appropriation from the
legislature in regards to funding court facilties in Oregon. It seems clear from the
analysis that the Commissioners have been presented that the best the
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Commissioners can hope for under the proposals and situations that they can
make the situation better but they can'’t address the deficiency fully. An RFP has
to be issued and the process has to begin with a deadline that is contractually
mandated of October to have this project maving.

Commissioner Rasholt explained that the Legislature passed the Bill to make this
possible and if something heppens and this gsts delayed there is a good chance
that the Legslature will not furd the project again. Any modification would have
ta have approval by the Legislature,

G issioner Davidson explamned that if the County cannot follow through on
thalr commitment to provide a project in a timely manner they may move on
because thers is a long list of other counties that have needs that are similar to
Union County. Tha County needs to live up 1o their obligation.

Commissioner McClure explained that providing a court facility has been a
struggte for 23 years to try and solve the problem. They did a complete remode!
of the Joseph building ta lecate the courts there but because of the type of
censtruction it was limited in the design. The County has worked very hard for a
lot of years and now there is a solution. There are still some issues to deal with
that are not easy but the County has made a commitment to take a leck at them
and there will have to be a decision made to move forward. Commissionar
MeGlure stated that he is not willing to walk away from it.

LCommissk Davidson ined that the Ci issioners ned to look at the
options before them and compare them and make a selection at the next
Commission meeting about which options do the best job of addressing the
challenges for the broader community's benefit. The County does not want fa
miss an opportunity to take advantage of $2 milfion in support fram the State
Legislature,

Commissioner McClure explained that he undarstands the importance of Shelter
fram the Storm to the community. That is nat what this is about. He explained
that they were haused In the old caurt facility. When that faclity had te be tem
down the County sponsared a CDBG grant te build the Shelter facility. That grant
was received. Ha believes in the mission and what the Shalter does within tha
community.

Teresa Crouser stated that neither the Legislature nor the DOJ were made aware
of Shelter from the Storms potential invelvemeant in this project when the: funding
was allocated. They theught the court facilily was proposed to be built on an
empty lot. They did not know that the Shelter would be asked to vacate. She
explained that in conversations that she has had with DOJ they have expressed
that they would be willing ta ke flaxitle with the deadlines and the terms of the
contract.
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The Commissioners decided to have 2 conversation and make a decision at the
next Commissfon meeting.

Ewxecutiva Session
An executive session was held under ORS 192.860(2)(F).

Adjeurnmant
The meeting was adjoumed at 11:42 a.m.
Respectfully Submitted,
L
Ashley Wilhelm

Sr. Dept. Specialist 1




