City of Springfield
Work Session Meeting _

MINUTES OF THE WORK SESSION MEETING OF
THE SPRINGFIELD CITY COUNCIL HELD
MONDAY, JULY 2, 2007 '

The City of Springﬁeld.Council met in a work session in the Jesse Maine Meeting Room, 225
Fifth Street, Springfield, Oregon, on Monday, July 2, 2007 at 6:00 p.m., with Mayor Leiken
presiding. ’

ATTENDANCE

Present were Mayor Leiken and Councilors Lundberg, Wylie, Ballew, Ralston, Woodrow and
Pishioneri. Also present were City Manager Gino Grimaldi, Assistant City Manager Jeff
Towery, City Attorney Joe Leahy, City Attorney Matt Cox, City Recorder Amy Sowa and
members of the staff.

1. Choices for Establishing a Downtown Urban Renewal District.

Planning Supervisor Mark Metzger presented the staff report on this item. Attachment 1
illustrates two different approaches and election dates for establishing urban renewal downtown.
Inherent in choosing a fall 2007 election date would be the need to give staff specific direction at
or before the July 23 meeting with Team Springfield to avoid returning during the August
recess. The spring 2008 alternative would provide more time for planning and decision making,
but would delay the capture of tax increment revenues for a year.

Attachment 2 provides an analysis of the pros and cons related to the questions identified in the
issue statement above.

Fall 2007 versus a Spring 2008 election. A successful fall election would allow tax increment
revenues to begin accruing July 1, 2008. A successful spring 2008 election would start the
revenue accrual on July 1, 2009. Meeting the deadlines for a November election requires a tight
schedule that is achievable but leaves less time than a spring election for coordination and
communication with the public, and affected taxing bodies. '

Form a new downtown renewal district or expand the Glenwood district? State laws allow
for the expansion of an existing urban renewal district by up to 20% of the established district’s
area. Forming a new district allows a new boundary to be designated, without being limited to an
acreage that is 20% of the Glenwood district (about 120 acres). Expanding the Glenwood district
would allow increment revenues from Glenwood to be used in the downtown and vice versa.
Forming a new district would keep the revenues separate.

Attachment 3 shows three potential renewal district boundaries. If the Glenwood district.is
expanded into the downtown, then Boundary 1 or a similar boundary must be chosen to meet the
20% statutory limitation.
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Mr. Metzger said there was a number of staff that had worked on this. He acknowledged -
Community Services Manager John Tamulonis, Assistant City Manager Jeff Towery,
Development Services Director Bill Grile and other staff that had contributed to this item.

Mr. Metzger said the first question was regarding timing of an election. He discussed some of
the advantages and disadvantages of going with either election date. The taxing partners at the
CEO level were supportive of an urban renewal district in downtown.

Councilor Pishioneri said he liked the idea of setting up the downtown urban renewal district
(URD) independent of the Glenwood URD. The citizens voted for the Glenwood URD and this
was a different area. He asked if there was any cost associated with either election.

Discussion was held regarding whether or not there would be a cost at either election.

Councilor Pishioneri said he would encourage staff to go for the General election unless there
was an urgent need to go sooner. It was important to do the job right.

Mr. Metzger asked for clarification on which election Councilor Pishioneri was referring to.

Councilor Pishioneri said he was referring to the election in the spn'ng of 2008 (actually the
Primary Election). He said either election would be fine as long as staff felt they could do a good
and complete job.

Mayor Leiken said the November 2007 election was not a General Election, but rather a Special
Election. He said Mr. Grimaldi had mentioned the investment already made in downtown by
private developers. Waiting until the Primary would delay collection of the tax increment until
January of 2009. Capturing investment was important, but making sure the public was on board
and supportive was also very important.

Councilor Ballew said she 4didn’t recall that Council had made a decision to form an URD in
downtown. » ’

Mr. Metzger said it was in response to a Council goal set in January 2007 to form an URD in
downtown. In April, staff came back and talked about a plan for revitalization and the URD was
one way to move that along. Council would take formal action whether or not to form an URD at
a later date. '

Councilor Ballew said she liked waiting for the Primary Election better or even the General
Election in 2008. There weren’t any milestones yet in the Glenwood URD, so she was concerned
about staff time spent on both areas. She felt the two areas should be separate, and downtown
shouldn’t be an extension of Glenwood. There would be more money coming from a downtown
URD than the Glenwood URD. She also noted that regarding the boundary choices, she preferred
Boundary One, and would be reluctant to extend it to Boundary Two.

Councilor Woodrow said he agreed the downtown URD should be a new one and not combined
with Glenwood. He felt they should go for the November 2007 election to allow SEDA to
capture tax increment from the new development of Lithia, Wynant’s Food Store and others. It
would be beneficial to start collecting those funds in 2008 rather than waiting until 2009. He had
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confidence that if staff said they could do it properly and be ready in November 2007, that they
could. He would support Boundary Two because it included all of Booth-Kelly.

Mr. Metzger said he would like to give Council some additional information regarding the
boundaries following the discussion regarding timing of the election and new or expanded
district.

Councilor Ralston asked if an election was required if the Glenwood boundary was expanded.
Yes. He said there had not been a lot of success in Glenwood. He didn’t want to go much farther
than Boundary One for downtown and felt that joining with Glenwood might help to get things
going in Glenwood. Both areas would need to develop together at some point. He thought the
November election might be too aggressive of a schedule.

Mr. Tamulonis said one of the advantages in the downtown area was the number of studies that
had been done over many years. Glenwood was a new area with new projects.

Councilor Ralston asked if the property values were locked in once an area was identified.

Mr. Tamulonis said the County Assessor’s office would set the property values as a base value
starting January 1 of the year following Council adoption. If the URD was passed at the
November 2007 election, it would go into affect January 1, 2008. If they waited for the May
2008 election, it would go into affect January 1, 2009.

Councilor Ralston said if they chose Boundary One, success would move out along the whole
corridor. He felt choosing Boundary Three cut too much into taxes for the General Fund. Trying
to convince the public that a Downtown URD was the right thing would be difficult.

Councilor Lundberg said she was most in favor of Boundary Two. Getting past a certain point
might be harder to make it a single vision. She felt that there was time to prepare for a November
2007 election regarding educating the public. If it didn’t pass in November, they could work to
bring it back for a vote in May. The partnership issue was stronger in Downtown than in
Glenwood, so she felt it would be easy to get the stakeholders on board. She was a proponent of
going out to voters in November 2007 and felt staff could get everything ready by then.

Councilor Wylie said she thought that if it was feasible, the earlier timing for the election was
best. She felt the downtown URD should be separate from Glenwood. She thought going out to
Boundary Two would be best at this time. Twenty percent could be added at a later date without
an election, taking it out to Boundary Three. She asked how an URD affected a residential area
(Willamette Heights).

Mr. Metzger explained the principals used to determine the different boundaries. The first
principal was where investment needed to be made to revitalize downtown and nearby
neighborhoods. In Willamette Heights, there were infrastructure issues that were affected. The

. east side had the potential for redevelopment and an URD could assist with some of the
infrastructure. He discussed apartment complexes on the north end and how strategic
investments could help clean up that area. The boundaries were drawn with the idea of capturing
revenue and in areas where investment could be made to help the overall area grow. That was
one of the rationales for Boundary Three. There were advantages and disadvantages with all






