
MISSION STATEMENT: TO CREATE A HEALTHY, SAFE, DIVERSE, AND PROSPEROUS CITY  
BY ENGAGING COMMUNITY MEMBERS TO DEVELOP AN ENRICHED QUALITY OF LIFE. 

 

COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA 
CITY COUNCIL – CITY OF ONTARIO OREGON 

TUESDAY, JULY 8, 2025, 6:00 PM, MT 
Zoom Link 

 

 

 

Pursuant to the Public Meetings Laws and Rules within the Oregon Revised Statutes, the City Council has the authority, ability, and standing to take action on any items 
on the Agenda, or add items to the Agenda, during the Study Session or Regular Meeting, as long as all public meeting notice requirements have been met. 

The City Council may recess/adjourn to Executive Session under ORS 192.660(2) as follows: (a) Employment of Public Officers, Employees, or Agents; (b) Discipline of Public Officers, Employees, or Agents; (d) Labor Negotiations; (e) Real Property Transactions; (f) 
Exempt Public Records; (g) Trade Negotiations; (h) Litigation [Current or Potential]/Consult with Legal Counsel; (i) Performance Evaluation of Public Officers and Employees; (j) Trade Negotiations; and/or (l) Labor Negotiations. 
 
The City of Ontario does not discriminate in providing access to its programs, services and activities on the basis of race, color, religion, ancestry, national origin, political affiliation, sex, age, marital status, physical or mental disability, or any other inappropriate reason 
prohibited by law or policy of the state or federal government.  Should a person need special accommodations or interpretation services, contact the City at 889-7684 at least one working day prior to the need for services and every reasonable effort to accommodate 
the need will be made.  

  
1) CALL TO ORDER  
  Roll Call: Susann Mills            Michael Braden            Ken Hart ____ Adrianna Contreras             John Kirby _____  

Council President Penny Bakefelt            Mayor Deborah Folden            
  
2) PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  
  
This Agenda was posted on July 3, 2025. Copies of the Agenda are available from the City Hall Customer Service Counter and on the 
city's website at www.ontariooregon.org. 
  
3) MOTION TO ADOPT THE AGENDA  
  
4) CONSENT AGENDA  
  A) Adopt City Council Meeting Minutes: June 24, 2025 
  
5) PRESENTATION  
  A) Jacobs Engineering Group 
  
6) PUBLIC COMMENTS Citizens may address the Council; however, Council may not be able to provide an immediate answer or response. Out of 

respect to the Council and others in attendance, please limit your comment to three (3) minutes. Please state your name and city of residence for the 
record. 

  
7) OLD BUSINESS  
  A) Ordinance #2838-2025: Amend OMC 2-14 re Diversity Advisory Committee 
  
8) NEW BUSINESS  
  A) Amendment #9: Approval of Operations Management International, Inc. (Jacobs) Contract 
  B) Resolution #2025-119: Appropriate Additional Funds For Headworks Screen Replacement 
  C) Bid Award: Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) Headworks Screen Replacement Project 
  D) Task Order Award: ACS SCADA Integration for new WWTP Headworks Screen 
  
9) PUBLIC HEARING  
  A) Resolution #2025-118: Increasing Public Safety Fee from $5 to $10 
  
10) DISCUSSION ITEMS  
  A) Request to Cancel August 12, 2025, Council Meeting: National Night Out Event 
  
11) HAND-OUTS  
  A) Minutes: County Court 06-11-2025; DAC 04-16-2025; Parks 04-17-2025 
  
12) CORRESPONDENCE, COMMENTS AND EX-OFFICIO REPORTS  
  
13) ADJOURN  
 

https://zoom.us/j/2115424962
www.ontariooregon.org
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                           CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES 
                                   June 24, 2025 
 

The scheduled meeting of the Ontario City Council was called to order by Mayor Deborah Folden at 6:00 p.m. 
on Tuesday, June 24, 2025, in the Council Chambers of City Hall.  Council members present were Deborah 
Folden, Ken Hart, Susann Mills, John Kirby, Adrianna Contreras, and Penny Bakefelt. Michael Braden was 
excused.  

Staff present were Dan Cummings, Tori Barnett, Corinna Hysell, Clint Benson, Kari Ott, Tatiana Burgess, Casey 
Mordhorst, Andy Wood, Al Haun, Marshall Pierce, and Chris Bolyard. 

Also in attendance were Fire Lieutenant Lonnie Justus, Firefighter Cameron Saito, and Fire Captain Jared 
Gammage; part-time Firefighters Charlotte Rico, James Wick, Louis Gutierrez, and Trevor Gammage; retired 
Firefighters Paul Hodge, Dave Lockner, and Mark Saito; Fire Association members Merri Gammage, Shawna 
Saito, and Melissa Culbertson; and Rural Fire Board member Monty Culbertson. Retired Fire Chief Terry 
Leighton attended via Zoom.    

The meeting was recorded, and copies are available at City Hall.   

AGENDA 
 
This Agenda was posted Friday, June 20, 2025. Copies of the Agenda are available from the City Hall Customer 
Service Counter and on the city’s website www.ontariooregon.org. 
 
Dan Cummings, City Manager, requested the addition of Item D under New Business for a Letter of Support 
for Community in Action for their emergency shelters.  
 
KIRBY moved, HART seconded, TO ADOPT THE AGENDA AS AMENDED.  Roll call vote: Mills-yes; Braden-out; 
Hart-yes; Contreras-yes; Kirby-yes; Bakefelt-yes; Folden-yes. Motion carried 6/0/1. 
 

CONSENT AGENDA 
 
MILLS moved, HART seconded, TO ADOPT THE CONSENT AGENDA, WHICH CONSISTED OF ADOPTION OF THE 
COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES OF JUNE 10, 2025. Roll call vote: Mills-yes; Braden-out; Hart-yes; Contreras-yes; 
Kirby-yes; Bakefelt-yes; Folden-yes. Motion carried 6/0/1. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Janet Enyeart, Ontario, stated her support for the development of a YMCA establishment in the Fruitland, Idaho, 
and encouraged the Council to support it. She also submitted petitions signed by citizens located in various 
surrounding cities, who were also in support of the project.  
 
Dianne Hawkins, Ontario, stated her support for the YMCA project. 
 
Mark Saito, Ontario, stated: Hello, I’m Mark Saito, from Ontario, former career firefighter for 25 years here in 
Ontario. I want to speak a little bit about the two in-two out. It’s not a meme. It’s not a meme that everybody 
goes home, two go in, two come back out. That’s not what it means. It’s a standard that, for firefighting, that 
two firefighters can’t enter a building, a fire scene unless they have the same back up, two fighters outside on 
a hose. I wanted to talk a little bit about how fire grows. Fire is really controllable when it’s small. It goes 
through growth states and from there it’s getting hot. The room’s getting hot, it’s off-gassing, and then it 
becomes fully involved. Even in a single room, fully involved, it doesn’t take a lot of water to put it out, but 
you have to be able to get to it. And that’s why the two in–two out rule is so important because in the current 
standard, Ontario has three firefighters. We cannot do an interior attack until two more show up with the same 
hose and everything to back them up. So, until then, you can only fight defensively. You can do a lot of 
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firefighting defensively, but only if you can reach it. And with the two in-two out, we can’t go in and put out 
that fire until the other two show up so that somebody can go it. Let’s just say, I’ve broken this rule a few 
times in my career because I could see where the fire was, but I couldn’t get to it. Ya, I’ve gone inside by myself 
and put fire out. It’s the only way you’re going to get it out is by going in to where the fire is, and you can’t 
do it when you’re handcuffed by the constrictions of having not enough firefighters on scene. So, with the two 
in-two out rule you need the manpower. You’ve got to have four guys. You have two that go in, two backing 
them up, and you can go to the fire and you can put it out quickly, which that fire’s growing, instead of waiting 
for firefighters to show up to back you up to go in. There’s no other way to put it. Without the manpower, you 
can’t get in to put these fires out quickly. That’s what I’ve got to say.  
 
Paul Hodge, Fruitland, stated: Paul Hodge, Fruitland, Idaho, currently, retired firefighter from Ontario. 30 yeas 
of fire service in Ontario, 42 years EMS in the Treasure Valley. The two in-two out rule is something that we  
trained for in the beginning of my career. When I started in 1982, we had one person per shift. One person 
did everything until we could get back-up. It was almost two years before we were able to get an on-call 
person. If we take a vehicle home, we respond from the house to go to the fire. In the many years as a career 
firefighter, I, like Mark, had gone in on fires by myself and put myself in jeopardy. The thing that has really 
changed that I see today is not only the fact that the population, as mentioned, has increased tremendously, 
but however many of you try to cross town nowadays, in your car at a normal speed, to get to where you want 
to go. That makes the two in two standby that much more important. For gentlemen, or anyone, to go into a 
fire not only are trying to knock the fire down, but we do not always know if there is people involved in the 
fire. In our aging community, with the increase in nursing homes, increased businesses, and houses now that 
are made of anything but wood and plaster that we really used to fight fires in, we have so many more  
chemicals out there that are dangerous, so not only is it the firefighter that’s in danger for going in, that, if 
we’ve got someone inside a single person going in is going have difficulty getting another person out. It 
would’ve been awesome to have two people back in the day. I think it’s very important today. OSHA says it’s 
a rule, it’s a law, it’s a regulation, but most of all, in my mind, it’s a common sense of safety, number one, for 
the firefighter that is risking their lives, even though that’s what we signed up to do, but for the community for 
someone that may be trapped in the building. Like Mark said, it’s a lot easier to fight a fire when it’s smaller 
then when it gets big and starts to expand. That’s about all I really have to say except that I hope that you 
consider all the options that you have – population growth, the amount of time that it takes for even the 
volunteers to get to the station, now is really hampered because of traffic, and I think it’s very important for 
the safety of your community and for the safety of the firefighters, for the two in-two outside rule is really 
beyond opening your hearts. Thank you. 
 
James Wick, Ontario: James Wick, resident of Ontario since 1991, also a volunteer firefighter for Ontario Fire 
& Rescue since 1994. Currently still a volunteer and a relief worker for Ontario Fire Department. Back in the 
day when we started, we went through a training, and after that we just went in. We kind of cowboy’d it, we’d 
go in single with a hose line and put the fire out until about 1998. That’s when OSHA changed the rule to two 
in-two out, and for good reason, I might add. We didn’t always abide by that, but pretty much the way things 
are now days, we were really forced to have to abide by that. Per OSHA, they actually had a regulation that 
says that they cannot pass anymore rules that makes less stringent. They can only pass rules to make things 
more stringent. So what we’ve got is what we’ve got to live with. There are several reasons for the two in-two 
out. If you have two people inside, who don’t’ necessarily know what’s going on above you, around you, a 
change in the wind conditions, changing smoke conditions coming from the house, to fire coming in behind 
you, is the roof about ready to collapse, and, of course, worst case scenario, entrapment. You’ve got to have 
somebody out there that can call for resources, get the resources needed, and then go in and help in the 
rescue and help finish up. Another thing, the importance of career firefighters and having more career 
firefighters on duty. When I started as a volunteer, I had to competitively interview. About 16 applicants that 
would be interviewed once a year for four positions, and I was one of the four that got selected. And we had 
over 30 volunteers at the time. We were filled up. Of course, we had to live within the city limits and the rules 
were a lot more stringent about living locally then. Since then, now, we’re down to less than 20 volunteers, 
and this is a problem that we have across the nation, getting volunteers. It used to be that the career firefighters 
would support us volunteers because we pretty much ran the training, we were a big part of the response. 
There were several relief workers on hand to work shifts as there were only two people per shift so we pulled 
a lot of shifts. Now we’re down to less than a handful of relief workers and those of us that are still relief 
workers, we’re all over 60, in our 60s. Now the career firefighters, they run the training, for the most part they 
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run a lot of the volunteer functions. They run our yearly dance that we have now. So where we have that lack 
of volunteers and that commitment in the community, so what do you do? What’s the solution to that? And 
we have the two in-two out rule. We rely on career more now we ever have, so I think the answer to that we 
need to come up with more career firefighters. We have to have that to one, abide by law, by legal standards, 
so you know, we have the response. The way it stands right now…it’s my understanding that we have three 
people per shift hired, but that’s not even, we don’t even have three per shift I don’t know how much of the 
time, I think probably 40% of the time, is the number I heard, because if someone takes a vacation day, or 
they get sick, or can’t come in, there’s not backfill, so we’re still back to the same standards that we had back 
when Mark was still working. We need that. Thank you.  
 

PRESENTATION 
 
YMCA 
David Durrow, YMCA, presented a PowerPoint presentation for the proposed/potential/possible YMCA location 
in Fruitland, Idaho. (PowerPoint incorporated by reference and attached) 
 
Mayor Folden asked where the Stakeholders meeting would be held. 
 
Mr. Durrow stated there were three scheduled, but more could be done, depending upon where people were 
from. The meetings were at the Palisades corner location.  
 

OLD BUSINESS 
 

Continue Discussion: Diversity Advisory Committee 
Dan Cummings, City Manager, presented. He indicated he duplicated the staff report from the last meeting, as 
incorporated below. He had, however, updated the DAC meeting recommendation, which was to leave the 
ordinance as it was. There was no other information to report.  
 
Due to concerns about the possibility of the city losing federal funds under the current government 
administration, the City Council was discussing options for the Diversity Advisory Committee. These discussions 
were necessary to protect the city from losing federal funds and/or lawsuits in conjunction with having a 
Diversity Committee due to current Federal Administration Executive Orders. 
 
On January 20, 2025, President Trump signed Executive Order 14151 – Ending Radical and Wasteful 
Government DEI Programs and Preferences. The order directed, in relevant part, that federal agencies identify 
federal grantees who received and used federal funding to advance DEI programs and policies. 
 
On January 21, 2025, President Trump signed Executive Order 14173 – Ending Illegal Discrimination and 
Restoring Merit-Based Opportunity. Executive Order 14173 was intended to, among other things, end illegal 
preferences and discrimination. 
 
At the City Council meeting of March 11, 2025, the City Council discussed the possibility of disbanding the 
Diversity Committee. After hearing testimony from some of the members of the committee and wanting to get 
more input, the Council asked the City Manager to get a legal opinion from the City Attorney.  
 
In an Executive Session under ORS 192(2)(f): Exempt from Disclosure - Attorney Client Privilege, the City 
Attorney discussed the possible legal issues with the above reference to Executive Orders, along with possible 
solutions. 
 
The summary of the discussion, without violating the Executive Session provisions, was that there were several 
court cases pending that might affect the enforcement or legitimacy of the Executive Orders. Therefore, their 
legal analysis must be received with caution given the underlying uncertainties, and given those uncertainties, 
the Council’s most conservative option was to dissolve the Diversity Committee. However, based on information 
received to date, staff did not believe that the committee’s mere existence violated the Executive Orders. If the 
committee was continued, this office recommended amending OMC Title 2, Chapter 14 to seek alignment with 
the Executive Orders. 
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The consensus of the Council was to have the City Attorney write up the proposed changes to the committee 
ordinance for the Council to review at the next meeting, and determine if the Council wanted to keep the 
committee active or to disband it. 
 
The suggested changes by the City Attorney were given to the committee and the Council to be ready for the 
April 8, 2025, Council meeting. The Chair of the committee, Jackie Koehler, stated that the City Manager had 
sent the committee the recommended changes earlier, so there was time to review. She was unsure if anyone 
had the time to do that yet, but she had. She was pleased with the attorney's recommendations, and would 
like to put the item on the DAC agenda for next week.  It was moved by Kirby, seconded by Bakefelt, that the 
discussion be tabled until the Diversity Advisory Committee met to review, and the Council would await the 
recommendation of the DAC at the next Council meeting.  
 
The DAC Committee met on April 16, 2025, and had a brief discussion on the changes, but most said they 
had not fully reviewed them yet, so they moved to table a formal response to the Council until their May 21, 
2025, meeting. They also voted that they could hold a special meeting if needed. 
 
The DAC Committee did not have a quorum at the May 21, 2025, meeting, so no action was taken. 
 
On May 27, 2025, Chairperson Jackie Koehler submitted what was supposed to be the committee 
recommendation, which was given to the Council at the May 27, 2025 Council meeting, but the question was 
asked about how the committee could have made the recommendation when they did not have a meeting. 
Based upon that question, the Council tabled the action again until the June 24, 2025, meeting, to give the 
DAC members time to meet again on June 18, 2025, to discuss the recommendation of the committee. 
 
Attached to this report was a DRAFT ordinance with recommended changes to the Diversity Advisory 
Committee. Also attached is a document that shows the proposed changes on the left and the existing code 
on the right to compare what the changes are. 
 
At the DAC meeting on June 19, 2025, the committee approved a motion to recommend that the City Council 
leave the Diversity Advisory Committee ordinance as written. Also attached was the proposed recommendation 
of the DAC Committee submitted to the Council on May 27, 2025. 
 
The original alternatives to the action were: 
 

 Take no action at all, leaving the Committee as it was; or 
 Move to dissolve the Diversity Advisory Committee and have staff come back with an ordinance to 

remove the committee from the city code; or 
 Move to have staff come back with an ordinance incorporating the recommended changes from the 

City Attorney for the Diversity Committee. 
 
Councilor Kirby stated he attended the DAC meeting, and he left very disturbed. Regarding their agenda, they 
did not start the meeting with the Pledge of Allegiance. Further, the Chair of the committee wanted to amend 
the agenda so she could read a personal statement. That was done, and the Chair, in her statement, attacked 
the City Manager. She read that in all her readings, he did not have to be in attendance, so she asked him to 
leave, which Mr. Cummings complied with, but then she stated he could stay in the audience, but she really 
wanted him gone. He believed her to have been extremely disrespectful to the hired management of the Ontario 
community. A lot of it was material that was aimed personally at Mr. Cummings, which was not appropriate, 
nor was it backed up with facts. He did not know where the vitriol came from, and he was certain it was not 
deserved. After that, the committee conducted business in a somewhat normal manner, but when it came to 
discussion about the recommendation to this body, that were solicited through the efforts of the City Attorney, 
and the concern that the city would no longer qualify for federal funding should the Council leave the DAC 
status quo. These were all citizens, and he knew most of them, as did the Council, and a few said it wouldn’t 
hurt the city to lose the money. The rest,  he felt, were followers. He felt they were not taking the needs of the 
city above their personal needs and desires, based on their voting. The Council as the board that managed the 
monies available, many for special projects, came down from above, sought the recommendation of the legal 
staff. Most of the council had voted in favor of adopting the recommendations of legal, and were only seeking 
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the input from the Diversity committee, who chose to say they didn’t want to change anything. Therefore, he 
could not support Recommendation #1. He wanted to see a diverse committee like the community around 
them, all races and cultures. He left that meeting very nonplussed, even though he hadn’t even planned to 
attend. He believed the Council needed to take action, where to disband the committee entirely, or to approve 
the ordinance which reflected the recommended changes from the City Attorney.  
 
Mayor Folden stated she had received the transcribed copy of the meeting being discussed, and thanked Mr. 
Cummings for handling himself very professionally.  
 
Councilor Bakefelt stated since being elected just over two years ago, could Mr. Cummings tell her what 
accomplishments the DAC had done for the city.  
 
Mr. Cummings stated he had been attending meetings for around three years, and he was not sure. He noticed 
that recently they had been giving some awards to some citizens for their diversity within the community. They 
had some trainings, which Daniel (Liera-Huchim), committee member, had conducted and he was an excellent 
speaker. He recalled that previous members Janet Komoto and current member Billy Carter had tried numerous 
times to hold events at different functions in town, to get people involved, but he hadn’t seen much resulting 
from that. It was difficult to answer. The first few years of the committee, the meetings were mostly arguments, 
if there was a quorum. That had improved with new membership. He suggested asking the committee members 
for a more definitive answer. 
 
Councilor Contreras stated she had been on the DAC, first as a member, and now as Council Liaison. In the 
beginning, meetings were cancelled due to not having enough members, and they spent a lot of time trying to 
determine how the DAC would run. This past year, with it being an item of debate on keeping it or disbanding 
it as a city committee, people had stepped up to become members. But these past few meetings, the Chair 
had attacked Mr. Cummings, and was very inappropriate in the way she speaks at him. Dan was there to help 
the committee, and she knew that for her, being new, she had tons of questions, and appreciated Dan being 
there. Moving forward, she did not believe that one person should ruin it for the entire group. There were a 
lot of good members on the committee who could continue doing good for Ontario.  
 
Councilor Hart stated he didn’t want to see them eliminate the committee. It sent the wrong message to 
the community, but at the same time the ordinance did need to be amended so the city was not putting federal 
monies at risk. His intent would be to approve the ordinance, with the changes as provided by the City Attorney. 
He would encourage the committee members to remain engaged and to continue representing the community. 
That was important, even if they were not happy with the language changes from the attorney.   
 
Councilor Mills stated when she first heard about the committee, it was new to her, but since President Trump 
passed those two orders in January, and there was a possibility the city would lose federal funds for the city, 
and in the future possibly have lawsuits filed against the city because of those orders, a lot of the community 
was not aware of what had transpired. It was brought to the Council with the fact they wanted to stay on as a 
city committee, and that had been brought up more than once by more than one Councilor, including herself, 
that she didn’t want to see the committee dissolved. It had a lot of good functions for the community, but she 
also felt it could cause a lot of problems for the city itself as far as being a city committee. She wanted to see 
it continue, but to become a community committee instead of a city committee. If the rest of the Councilors 
wanted to keep the committee as city committee, she felt they had asked their City Manager to speak with the 
City Attorney, hired to help protect the city, and that was done. She believed they did everything to correct 
whatever needed done to protect the city, and she’d follow their lead if they decided to keep the committee 
as a city committee instead of a community committee.  
 
CONTRERAS moved, HART seconded, THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVE THE ORDINANCE INCORPORATING THE 
RECOMMENDED CHANGES FROM THE CITY ATTORNEY FOR THE DIVERSITY COMMITTEE. Roll call vote: Mills-
yes; Braden-out; Hart-yes; Contreras-yes; Kirby-yes; Bakefelt-yes; Folden-yes. Motion carried 6/0/1. 
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NEW BUSINESS 
 
Rural Board Contract Extension or Renewal 
Clint Benson, Fire Chief, presented.  
 
In 1999, the Ontario Rural Fire Protection District and the City of Ontario started a contractual relationship. 
The City provides staffing, administration, and facilities to the District. The city and Rural District actively worked 
together to provide the best possible fire protection to this community. 
 
The current agreement, Addendum #13 with extensions one through three, will expire on June 30, 2025. 
Counselors Mills and Braden met with two members of the Fire District and city staff on two occasions to 
discuss Addendum #14. Both parties agreed on the terms listed in Addendum #14, which was a $31,188 
increase from the current agreement. 
 
The agreement would read, in part: Amount of Payment. District agrees to pay the City Two Hundred Thirty-
Eight Thousand Five Hundred One and No/100 Dollars ($238,501.00) in quarterly payments, for one year of 
service, beginning July 1, 2025, and ending June 30, 2026. Such payments will begin promptly after Malheur 
County distributes revenues to the District (paying at that time any quarterly payments that have passed at 
that time) and on the following quarters thereafter: July 15, October 15, January 15, and April 15. Contract 
increases , if any, beyond the 2025-2026 fiscal year will be negotiated between the City and the District prior 
to the expiration of this Addendum #14 on June 30, 2026. 
 
This action was consistent with Ontario's strategic goals of desirability and lifestyle. People wanted to live 
where they felt safe. Fire protection added a layer of safety to the community. The city and rural entities working 
together improved fire protection in the community enhancing desirability and lifestyle. This action increased 
revenue to the city's general fund by $31,188 for fiscal year 2025-2026. Timing was crucial due to the current 
agreement expiring June 30, 2025. Addendum # 14 was consistent with previous addendums and agreements 
between the two parties. Not extending the current agreement through Addendum #13, would keep the 
revenue to the city at $207,313. 
 
Councilor Kirby recommended everyone read the 2025 Community Risk Assessment and Standard of Cover 
report. Many of the issues facing the firefighters came down to dollars and cents and common vision, and not 
everyone had the same vision.  
 
MILLS moved, BAKEFELT seconded, THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVE ADDENDUM #14, AN AGREEMENT WITH 
THE ONTARIO RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT NO. 7-302 TO PROVIDE FIRE SUPPRESSION AND OTHER  
SERVICES, IN THE AMOUNT OF $238,501 FOR FISCAL YEAR 2025-2026. Roll call vote: Mills-yes; Braden-out; 
Hart-yes; Contreras-yes; Kirby-yes; Bakefelt-yes; Folden-yes. Motion carried 6/0/1. 
 
Resolution #2025-114: Supplemental Budget- End of Year Clean-up 
Kari Ott, Finance Director, presented.  
 
At the time the 2024-2025 budget was approved, there were some items that were unknown. Since these 
items were now known, a budget resolution was necessary to prevent over expenditures in various 
departments. The following items needed to be adjusted within the budget to prevent over expenditures of 
budget appropriations: 
 

 Liability insurance costs came in higher than expected; 
 PERS side account payments rolled over from last year and increased due to other savings; 
 There were unexpected grants; 
 Building revenues were much higher than budgeted, so an adjustment needs to be made for the 12% 

state assessment; 
 TOT revenues were higher than expected; 
 There were some carryover projects; 
 Administrative services in storm water were inadvertently missed. 
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An additional $1,203,000 (grants and beginning fund balance) would be appropriated and the remaining 
budget changes were transfers between items already appropriated. Per Oregon Local Budget Law, the 
proposed resolution must be approved on or before June 30, 2025. Taking no action would cause budget 
over expenditures. 
 
HART moved, BAKEFELT seconded, THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVE RESOLUTION #2025-114: A RESOLUTION 
TO ADOPT A SUPPLEMENTAL BUDGET TO RECOGNIZE UNEXPECTED REVENUES AND TO TRANSFER 
BUDGETED APPROPRIATIONS FOR UNEXPECTED ITEMS. Roll call vote: Mills-yes; Braden-out; Hart-yes; 
Contreras-yes; Kirby-yes; Bakefelt-yes; Folden-yes. Motion carried 6/0/1. 
 
Resolution #2025-115: GASB 54 
Kari Ott, Finance Director, presented. 
 
Government Accounting Standards Board (GASB) #54 was adopted by the city during the fiscal year ended 
June 30, 2011. The City Council was required to formally establish spending policies for ending fund balances 
annually by formal resolution.  
 
The city needed to commit the 2024-2025 ending fund balances in the Revolving Loan Fund, Capital Projects 
Fund, Trust Fund, and Reserve Fund for use in the 2025-2026 fiscal year. All commitments of the fund balances 
were required to be approved on or before the end of the fiscal year. The resolution was required to be 
approved on or before June 30, 2025, and Council action was required to adopt a resolution. 
 
MILLS moved, CONTRERAS seconded, THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVE RESOLUTION #2025-115, A RESOLUTION 
ESTABLISHING POLICIES RELATING TO ENDING FUND BALANCES OF 2024-2025. Roll call vote: Mills-yes; 
Braden-out; Hart-yes; Contreras-yes; Kirby-yes; Bakefelt-yes; Folden-yes. Motion carried 6/0/1. 
 
Letter of Support for Community in Action for Emergency Shelters 
Dan Cummings, City Manager, presented.  
 
Community in Action reached out seeking a letter of support from the Council for funding for next year. That 
letter had to be submitted this week, as funding was ending June 30, 2025. Funding was for the emergency 
shelters activities, which included street outreach, tiny shelter operations, and direct services for the homeless 
and shelter residents, which included assisting the city with funding for the unhoused site.  
 
KIRBY moved, MILLS seconded, THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVE THE LETTER FROM COMMUNITY IN ACTION FOR 
THE ESG CERTIFICATION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT APPROVAL FOR NONPROFIT ORGANIZATION RECEIVING 
2025-2027 ESG FUNDS FOR EMERGENCY SHELTER ACTIVITIES ONLY . Roll call vote: Mills-yes; Braden-out; 
Hart-yes; Contreras-yes; Kirby-yes; Bakefelt-yes; Folden-yes. Motion carried 6/0/1. 
 

PUBLIC HEARING(S) 
 
Resolution #2025-116: Election to Receive State Revenues 
It being the date advertised for a public hearing on the matter stated above, I declare the hearing open. Are 
there any objections to the city’s jurisdiction to hear this action? Any abstentions, ex-parte contact to declare, 
or any declarations of conflict of interest?  
 
Kari Ott, Finance Director, presented.  
 
The City Council was required to annually approve a formal resolution in order to elect to receive state revenues. 
The City of Ontario Budget Committee held Public Hearings on May 13 & 14, 2025, discussing the 2025-
2026 budget, which included revenue sharing from the State of Oregon. The City Council was holding a Public 
Hearing on June 24, 2025, giving the citizens an opportunity to comment on the use of State Revenue Sharing, 
pursuant to ORS 221.770. This would allow the city the ability to receive State Revenues that were shared 
with cities throughout Oregon. The resolution was required to be approved on or before June 30, 2025, and 
resolutions must be approved by the City Council. An election to receive state revenues was required per ORS 
221.770. 
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Mayor Folden opened the Hearing for public testimony. There were no Proponents or Opponents to speak on 
this action, so the public testimony portion was closed.  
 
MILLS moved, BAKEFELT seconded, THE CITY COUNCIL ADOPT RESOLUTION #2025-116, A RESOLUTION 
DECLARING THE CITY'S ELECTION TO RECEIVE STATE REVENUES FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2025-2026. Roll call 
vote: Mills-yes; Braden-out; Hart-yes; Contreras-yes; Kirby-yes; Bakefelt-yes; Folden-yes. Motion carried 6/0/1. 
 
Resolution #2025-117: Adopt City of Ontario Annual Budget FY2025-2026 
Mayor Folden read a statement into the record: I ran my platform on public safety. As a duly elected official, 
as the Maor of Ontario Oregon, I’m very passionate to support public safety. My duties is to serve the citizens 
of Ontario. I reside over the City Council and I represent the city. I oversee the city departments and manage 
the city budget, ensuring responsible fiscal management. I’m responsible for the general welfare of the city. 
I’m making a recommendation to reconsider the vote by the Budget Committee to consider hiring three (3) 
additional full-time firefighters, instead of one additional firefighter. The rules of safety, established by OSHA, 
two in-two out, is for the protection of the firefighters entering the buildings with the interior structural fires, 
and to have a backup in case they run into trouble. This policy of two in-two out is a regulation by the United 
States Occupational Safety and Health Administration. Two in can monitor each other and assist with equipment 
failure or entrapment or any other hazards. The two out can monitor those in the building, initiate rescue, or 
call for a backup or for an incident commander. I’ve enclosed a memorandum for OSHA’s firefighter advisory 
committee for review for the Council. Our Finance Department has stated that the city is receiving around 
$500,000 more than was budgeted in the property taxes. The city pays employees through its property tax 
base. Seldom do property taxes go down, especially when the market value is high. Each year, the County 
Assessor determines the property’s real market value and calculates its maximum assessed value. And, I do 
have an article in the Argus that’s stating that. If you’d like to read the article it’s very interesting. I just want 
everybody here on the Council to please consider the safety of our firefighters in your vote. Thank you. 
 
Mayor Folden stated it being the date advertised for a public hearing on the matter stated above, I declare the 
hearing open. Are there any objections to the city’s jurisdiction to hear this action? Any abstentions, ex-parte 
contact to declare, or any declarations of conflict of interest?  
 
Kari Ott, Finance Director, presented.  
 
The City of Ontario Budget Committee held public hearings on May 13 & 14, 2025, and approved the 2025-
2026 annual budget. The budget before the Council, through Resolution #2025-117, had no changes from 
what was approved by the Budget Committee. Resolution #2025-117 was a resolution to adopt and 
appropriate the annual budget for 2025-2026, impose the taxes upon taxable property, and categorize the 
taxes imposed for the fiscal year 2025-2026. 
 
The required public hearing notice was published in the Argus Observer. The City Council was now holding 
this public hearing on June 24, 2025, giving the citizens an opportunity to comment on the annual budget for 
2025-2026. 
 
There are two motions to approve this resolution due to the conflict Councilor Braden disclosed in the budget 
committee meetings. 
 
The City Council needed to adopt and appropriate the annual budget in the amount of $48,981,921. The 
budget was required to be approved on or before June 30, 2025, and, per ORS 294, had to be approved by 
the City Council. If the Council opted to take no action, and a budget was not approved by June 30, 2025, the 
city would not be able to receive property taxes and spend money as of July 1, 2025. However, the Council 
could make changes up to 10% in each from the Budget Committee approved budget. 
 
Councilor Bakefelt asked, to add the additional two firefighter positions, would that fit within the 10% of the 
budget amount? 
 
Ms. Ott stated yes. It would be approximately $280k, and currently the General Fund before them for adoption 
was $14M, to 10% would be $1.4M. 
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Mayor Folden opened the Public Hearing for public testimony, from Proponents, then Opponents. 
 
Seeing and hearing no testimony, the public testimony portion was closed, and opened for discussion or 
direction from the Council.  
 
MILLS moved THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVE THE APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE GRANT AND BUILDING FUNDS IN 
RESOLUTION #2025-117. No Second, no vote. 
 
Mayor Folden asked if they should amend that for the two extra firefighters. 
 
Ms. Ott reminded them there were two motions due to the conflict with Councilor Braden for those two specific 
departments; however, as Councilor Braden was not in attendance. The second motion would approve the 
remainder of the budget.  
 
Councilor Bakefelt seconded the first motion. 
 
Councilor Hart asked for a verification of the motion.  
 
Mayor Folden stated it was that the City Council approve the appropriations for the Grant and Building Funds 
in Resolution #2025-117.  
 
Councilor Kirby stated Councilor Braden was not there, and that was a smaller portion. If they were trying to 
get two firemen, they wanted to have that as one motion, in his opinion. It should be read as one motion to 
get the entire budget on the table in order to have enough funds to fund two firemen. Here, it was just taking 
it out of the Building Department, which wasn’t big enough. 
  
Mr. Cummings stated if they were going to amend this motion to adopt it all under one motion, then they 
needed to include the motion revising the resolution, because the resolution had those two motions. That was 
fine, but it needed to include the amendment of the resolution to reflect the one motion. 
 
Councilor Hart wanted to clarify that’s what Councilor Mills wanted to do.  
 
Ms. Ott stated Councilor Mills’ motion did not change anything about firefighters. Currently, it was just 
approving those two funds [Grant and Building Funds] and then if they wanted to make the motion to approve 
any additional firefighters, that would be in the next motion. This motion had nothing to do with any of that. 
It only approved those two specific funds. 
 
MILLS moved, BAKEFELT second, THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVE THE APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE GRANT AND 
BUILDING FUNDS IN RESOLUTION #2025-117. Roll call vote: Mills-yes; Braden-out; Hart-yes; Contreras-yes; 
Kirby-no; Bakefelt-no; Folden-yes. Motion carried 4/2/1. 
 
Mayor Folden asked for the second motion, and to add the amendment to add two additional firefighters to 
make it three per shift.  
 
FOLDEN moved, BAKEFELT seconded, THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVE ALL REMAINING ELEMENTS OF 
RESOLUTION NO. 2025-117, AS AMENDED, [ADDING TWO ADDITIONAL FIREFIGHTERS FOR THREE TOTAL] A 
RESOLUTION TO ADOPT AND APPROPRIATE THE ANNUAL BUDGET FOR 2025-2026, IMPOSE THE TAXES 
UPON TAXABLE PROPERTY, AND CATEGORIZE THE TAXES IMPOSED FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2025-2026. No 
vote. 
 
Councilor Hart stated his appreciation for the audience turnout. He wanted to ensure that everyone heard what 
was talked about in the budget meetings, where 14 citizens listening to testimony and comments, who then 
voted 11-3 to pass the budget as proposed. He wished that Councilor Braden was there, as he raised some 
good points, and the Mayor had as well. One of the most important things to him was that there was a $13.2M 
unfounded budget, unfunded liability for the City of Ontario. There was a debt for the nation, and the City of 
Ontario had $13.2M that was owed to all the employees, including the firefighters, including the previous 



City of Ontario 444 SW 4th Street Ontario, OR  97914 

 

  Ontario City Council Minutes: June 24, 2025 Page 10 

 

 

firefighters, that they had not set aside the money to take care of. The city continued to spend money that they 
did not have, and to not address that unfunded liability, was disingenuous to the existing employees. Council 
and staff had been working hard to take some of the marijuana money and allocate it towards paying down 
that debt. Every time they paid down that debt, it freed up general fund money to be able to pay for firefighters 
and police officers. If the money was spent on expenses, they did not pay down the debt. That was not good. 
This year, the Council allocated $250k to pay down the debt. At that pace, it would take 53 years to pay it 
down. That was not a smart thing to do. They had to do a better job of paying down that debt, which they had 
been trying to do with the additional dollars. That was a big reason, for him, to say they had to be careful if 
they were going to increase in overall expenses. He appreciated all the comments that evening, and everyone 
had been great in speaking from the heart. But, he wanted it clear that the Council and the city had invested 
in the fire Department, substantially, over the past few years. The numbers he received from Ms. Ott read that 
since 2022, the city had spent $1.1M in new vehicles for the Fire Department; had set aside $357k in reserves 
for future equipment needs; they had placed $100k into redoing the dorms; and, in the last two years, they 
had added a firefighter each year, which added to the annual budget of $277k. The city was making slow and 
steady progress to address the needs that Chief Leighton, when he was here, and Chief Benson have made. 
So he was trying to take a measured approach, but he wouldn’t speak for the others. He was trying to address 
the issues, but to go all the way from, in one year, to increase the budget and expenses of the City of Ontario 
by that amount, was concerning to him. He also asked Chief Benson and Mr. Cummings to get him information 
from the other cities in the community, regarding who else had two in-two out. Payette-no; Fruitland-no; Baker 
City-no; Nyssa-no; Vale-no; Ontario-no. And he’d argue that those cities didn’t have that because they were 
small, rural, and had a very small tax base. That made it very difficult to afford to do that. He wanted to throw 
out a few things. One thing mentioned was that he said that if this was a want of the community of Ontario, 
then raise the money. Make sure they had the money to do that, not with marijuana money, not with money 
that would be used for debt, not with money that could go away at any time, but there was already a $5 per 
month safety fee on the water bill. Vote to increase taxes to take care and add those firefighters. He would 
vote for that tonight. He’d rather increase the water fee bill, instead of it being $5, raise it to $15. How much 
would that raise? 
 
Ms. Ott stated she believed it would be around $230k per $5. 
 
Councilor Hart stated they could raise the money that night, because they could raise that fee. That would not 
take a vote of the people because it was a fee. If they were being honest, just increase the taxes. If not, then 
the Council would have to face the voters and say they had to select between more firefighters vs increasing 
the taxes. That’s the fair and honest way to do that. That money’s there forever, until someone changes the 
fees again. They really needed to focus the marijuana dollars on those one time things in case that money went 
away. Finally, an article he received from The Desert Review, May, which addressed a newly released study, 
written by the Public Health Institute and the Kaiser Permanente, Morgan, California group, which found that 
teens living in areas with more cannabis retailers, faced significantly higher rates of mental health issues, 
including psychotic, anxiety, and depressive disorders. The study, one of the largest of its kind, analyzed data 
from 96,000 insured adolescents in Northern California, found that youth living in cities or counties that 
banned cannabis storefronts, were significantly less likely to have a recent diagnosis of psychotic disorder. 
Conversely, greater retail availability measured by the number of nearby cannabis shops and their proximity to 
adolescent’s homes, was associated with significantly higher rates of diagnosed psychotic, depressive, and 
anxiety disorders, as well as self-reported depression symptoms. Last he checked, he thought the city had 14 
cannabis dispensaries in this community. That was a lot. Even though teens couldn’t legally buy cannabis, they 
are still being exposed to it, through advertising, older peers, social media, and just sheer proximity. That was 
according to Dr. Lynn Silver, a pediatrician and Director of Getting it Right from the Start program at the Public 
Health Institute. The study reinforced the importance of where and how cannabis was sold in protecting 
adolescent mental health, showing significant impacts even on severe conditions like psychosis. This research 
added to the growing evidence that greater availability of cannabis might be contributing to increased mental 
health risks among adolescents, according to Dr. Kelly Young. Local policies that restricted cannabis access 
could play an important role in preventing harm. The findings, built on earlier research, showed that teens in 
areas with more cannabis retailers, perceived cannabis as easier to access, less harmful, and more likely to use 
it, including in risky ways.  Even without direct access, youth often encountered cannabis through marketing 
that appealed to them, older peers, or fake IDs. Greater access could normalize use in family and social settings, 
and might increase access to riskier forms of consumption, like vaping or high product THC. The city was 
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becoming addicted to the cannabis money. What was it doing to the youth? It wasn’t known. Some folks didn’t 
think it was bad. If the city continued down that path to put services, like the firefighters and police, addicted 
to this money, the city was never going to get rid of that. The Council wanted to take care of the firefighters, 
and they wanted to address the issue. Be honest. Raise the taxes and pay for it, and put more of the cannabis 
money towards the debt, which removed that monkey from the city’s back.  
 
Councilor Bakefelt asked the other Councilor’s thoughts on the $5 fee increase, or $10, or $15.  
 
Ms. Ott stated she had officially run the numbers, and it would be $300k, not $230k. That would be with a $5 
increase.  
 
Councilor Hart verified raising the fee $5 would cover the cost of two additional firefighters.  
 
Councilor Kirby stated he believed it was inappropriate to poll the Council without a motion on the floor. He 
also had an alternative. He had mentioned earlier that no one had read the 2025 Community Risk Assessment 
and Standard of Cover report, which spoke to changing the nature of the relationship between the city and the 
Rural District. That needed to be looked at because that could change the funding formula for how the Fire 
Department might be funded. He saw what Councilor Hart saw, that everyone saw the marijuana money, and 
wanted to use that for everything. Using that formula, the city would have been broke long ago. They had 
responsibility to the department. He saw the face of Paul Hodge, and Terry Leighton, who took care of the 
Training Facility, and he had great respect for them. He’d known Mark Saito since he started with the 
Department. He cared about the Department, but he also cared about the city. The Council had to look at the 
use of funds, and how they appropriated those funds. In the current budget, they’d removed money to fix 
streets, out of Public Works, but it wouldn’t sustain itself year after year. They needed to arrive at a permanent 
way to do that. Another short term option, and the unions wouldn’t like it, but in other communities, they 
crossed trained law enforcement with fire fighters. Maybe they could do the work outside while the firefighters 
went inside. Just an option.  
 
Mayor Folden stated she wanted to add that for the Oregon Occupational Safety and Health Division. The 
subject was the minimum number of firefighters to respond to a structural fire. OSHA’s firefighter standards 
advisory committee met recently to review the policy of the minimum number of firefighters required to respond 
to a structural fire. As a result of the recommendations, the policy was outlined in a July 10, 1995, memo is 
placed on the following: the firefighter standards are performance orientated, giving flexibility to various sizes 
and types of the fire departments to best reflect the needs of the fire services, while assuring worker safety. 
With this in mind, the following policy is enacted on the minimum number of firefighters required to respond 
to a structural fire. One: When firefighters enter a burning structure beyond the incipient state of the fire, the 
buddy system is to be used. Two: When personnel are engaged in interior structural firefighting and the fire is 
in the advanced stages, with known IDLH (Immediately Dangerous to Life or Health) environment, a minimum 
of two rescue persons shall be present in a standby mode and stationed outside of the imminent hazard zone. 
Three: Judgement regarding whether a structure has an IDLH environment is best made by the incident 
commander, using, as the principal criteria, the current stage of the fire in progress. Four. Personnel in standby 
rescue mode may engage in other activities provided those activities do not jeopardize their ability to effect 
timely rescue. She just wanted to remind everyone of those OSHA standards. She really felt that for the safety 
of the firefighters, it was worth the Council’s vote to approve the budget item, by adding three more firefighters 
instead of just one.  
 
Councilor Bakefelt stated she understood money was tight, but the risk the city was at for unforeseen accidents, 
they needed to think about that. There was an average of around one structure fire a month, and she had seen 
a lot of structure fires, more than one a month recently. There had been some calls that were very scary for the 
firefighters. She did live in Ontario, and she did pay taxes, and she would hate if a firefighter came in to rescue 
her and there weren’t the proper people on the outside. She wouldn’t want anyone to get hurt. She compelled 
the Council to consider the risk they weren’t talking about – the unforeseen things. If there was an incent that 
occurred, the city could be liable for not following recommended policies, regardless of what other communities 
were doing, r not doing. She very much supported this increase, and hoped the Council would consider it. It 
was their job as Councilors, if enacted, to determine how to pay for it in the future. It was their responsibility. 
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Councilor Hart asked if they would entertain a friendly amendment to pass this with a $5 increase in the Safety 
Fee. That way they weren’t waiting – it would be fully paid for.  Add the firefighters and add the $5. 
 
Mayor Folden stated she would entertain that.  
 
Mark Saito added: This goes beyond just firefighter safety. The time it takes for us to get in to attack this fire 
is paramount. It could mean the difference between seven to 10 minutes, sometimes 15, depending on like 
Paul was talking about traffic. Now, in a structure fire, some of the older buildings don’t, the ceilings and the 
roofs will last a little bit longer, but you have a lot of new construction and the new trusses do not last that 
long. Under fully involved fire, a roof truss will last seven minutes, so the time it takes us to get there and get 
in, is paramount to the amount of safety and the damage that we can keep from happening under the current 
standards. That’s all. Thanks.  
 
Councilor Kirby stated for clarification of Councilor Hart’s amendment, on the utility bill, there was a line that 
read “other”, and it was currently $13, correct? 
 
Mr. Cummings stated that was correct. It was $5 for Public Safety and $8 for Streets. 
 
Councilor Hart stated he amended it to read change the $13 to $18, with $10 for Public Safety and $8 for 
Streets, on the utility bill, not the water bill. That would cover the cost of the two additional firefighters.  
 
FOLDEN moved, BAKEFELT seconded, THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVE ALL REMAINING ELEMENTS OF 
RESOLUTION NO. 2025-117, AS AMENDED, ADDING TWO ADDITIONAL FIREFIGHTERS FOR THREE TOTAL 
AND ADDING AN ADDITIONAL $5 TO THE PUBLIC SAFETY FEE PORTION OF THE UTILITY BILLS, A RESOLUTION 
TO ADOPT AND APPROPRIATE THE ANNUAL BUDGET FOR 2025-2026, IMPOSE THE TAXES UPON TAXABLE 
PROPERTY, AND CATEGORIZE THE TAXES IMPOSED FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2025-2026. No vote.  
 
Councilor Kirby asked about adding this without hearing from the community. This would greatly affect 
Councilor Mills, as well, as she had multiple properties. This might be the cart ahead of the horse. The concept 
of three firefighters happened during the budget meetings, and there were community members that were 
against doing it three at a time, so it was lowered to one. He didn’t think raising the utility bill without, it was 
truly raising taxes on everyone. There was 10k other people who were not there that night, so he wasn’t sure 
this was the correct move.  
 
RESTATED MOTION: 
FOLDEN moved, BAKEFELT seconded, THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVE ALL REMAINING ELEMENTS OF 
RESOLUTION NO. 2025-117, AS AMENDED, ADDING TWO ADDITIONAL FIREFIGHTERS FOR THREE TOTAL 
AND ADDING AN ADDITIONAL $5 TO THE PUBLIC SAFETY FEE PORTION OF THE UTILITY BILLS, A RESOLUTION 
TO ADOPT AND APPROPRIATE THE ANNUAL BUDGET FOR 2025-2026, IMPOSE THE TAXES UPON TAXABLE 
PROPERTY, AND CATEGORIZE THE TAXES IMPOSED FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2025-2026. No vote. 
 
Councilor Mills stated she teetered on this fence for this particular action, and felt like she was in a marathon. 
This was a tough one. Yes, she wanted to give two more firefighters to the Fire Department, although in the 
budget she voted no. Why? Because in her opinion, if you didn’t have the money, you didn’t spend it. When 
they got the money, then spend it. There was nothing like being in debt to make you believe that. However, 
she also saw a great need for those two additional firefighters, and yes, that would add $5 more dollars onto 
the $13 she was currently paying, per water bill, so $18 now. How many people had multiple units they were 
paying for? That extra $5 was going to not only affect her, but a lot of citizens. But, she was in a community 
where she liked safety just like everyone else, and hopefully everyone would buy one other properties so she 
could retire tomorrow, so with that said, she’d probably vote in favor of the extra $5 fee to pay for the two 
additional firefighters.  
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RESTATED MOTION: 
FOLDEN moved, BAKEFELT seconded, THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVE ALL REMAINING ELEMENTS OF 
RESOLUTION NO. 2025-117, AS AMENDED, ADDING TWO ADDITIONAL FIREFIGHTERS FOR THREE TOTAL 
AND ADDING AN ADDITIONAL $5 TO THE PUBLIC SAFETY FEE PORTION OF THE UTILITY BILLS, A RESOLUTION 
TO ADOPT AND APPROPRIATE THE ANNUAL BUDGET FOR 2025-2026, IMPOSE THE TAXES UPON TAXABLE 
PROPERTY, AND CATEGORIZE THE TAXES IMPOSED FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 2025-2026. Roll call vote: Mills-
yes; Braden-out; Hart-yes; Contreras-yes; Kirby-no; Bakefelt-yes; Folden-yes. Motion carried 5/1/1. 
 

DEPARTMENT HEAD UPDATE 
 
Finance: Monthly Report 
Kari Ott, Finance Director, presented.  
 
Councilor Bakefelt stated there was quite a bit of interest money. Why was that? 
 
Ms. Ott stated it was because the interest rates were high, with LGIP.  
 
Councilor Mills stated the back page where it read the City Council will adopt and appropriate the annual 
budget in the amount of $48,981,921, but in another section it read that the Ontario City Council hereby 
adopts the annual budget for fiscal year 2025-2026 in the total of $49,173…why the difference? It was a 
difference of around $1,018,252….. 
 
Ms. Ott stated the amount should be the $48,981,921, which would change a little because of the $300k 
additional. She hadn’t made the change on the resolution. It was an incorrect number at the top of the actual 
resolution.  
 

HAND-OUTS 
 
Minutes: 
County Court: May 12, 2025; May 21, 2025; June 4, 2025 
 
Check Register 
May, 2025 
 
 

ADJOURN 
 
BAKEFELT moved, CONTRERAS seconded, THE MEETING BE ADJOURNED. Roll call vote: Mills-yes; Braden-out; 
Hart-yes; Contreras-yes; Kirby-yes; Bakefelt-yes; Folden-yes. Motion carried 6/0/1. Meeting concluded at 7:56 
p.m. 
 
ACCEPTED:       ATTEST:     
   
 
________________________________    ________________________________ 
Deborah K. Folden, Mayor     Tori Barnett, MMC, City Recorder 



 

 

 

  
 AGENDA REPORT 

OLD BUSINESS 
July 8, 2025 

  

 
  
  
TO: Mayor and City Council 
  
FROM: Tori Barnett, City Recorder 
  
THROUGH: Dan K. Cummings, City Manager 
  
SUBJECT: ORDINANCE #2838-2025: AMEND OMC 2-14 RE DIVERSITY ADVISORY 

COMMITTEE 
  
DATE: July 1, 2025 
  
  
  
PROPOSED MOTION:   
  
I MOVE TO APPROVE ORDINANCE #2838-2025, AN ORDINANCE INCORPORATING THE 
RECOMMENDED CHANGES FROM THE CITY ATTORNEY FOR THE DIVERSITY COMMITTEE, ON 
SECOND AND FINAL READING.  
  
SUMMARY: 
  
Council needs to approve Ordinance #2838-2025 on final reading to allow the ordinance to be 
active in 30 days. 
  
BACKGROUND: 
  
After much debate, discussion, and input from several parties, including the City Attorney, City 
Council, and members of the Diversity Advisory Committee, the Council passed Ordinance 
#2838-2025 on first reading at the June 24, 2025, Council meeting. 
  
RECOMMENDATION: 
  
Staff recommends the Council pass Ordinance #2838-2025 on final reading. 
  
ATTACHMENTS: 
  
1. Ord #2838-2025 OMC 2-14 DAC Changes 
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After recording, return to:
City of Ontario 
Attn: City Recorder
444 SW 4th Street
Ontario, OR 97914

ORDINANCE NO. 2838-2025

AN ORDINANCE OF CITY OF ONTARIO AMENDING TITLE 2, CHAPTER 14
OF THE CITY OF ONTARIO MUNICIPAL CODE

WHEREAS, Title 2, Chapter 14 of the City of Ontario (“City”) municipal code (the “Code”) established the 
Diversity Advisory Committee; and

WHEREAS, the council has determined that certain provisions of Title 2, Chapter 14 of the Code must be 
amended to ensure consistency with applicable federal law and/or directives concerning diversity, 
equity, and inclusion policies and programs.  

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY OF ONTARIO ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:  

1. Findings.  The above-stated findings are hereby adopted.  

2. Amendment No. 1 – Diversity Advisory Committee established.  The section establishing the 
Committee in Section 2-14-1 is amended and restated in its entirety to read as follows:

“A diversity advisory committee is hereby established.  The committee shall be composed of seven (7) 
members representative of the city's population.  All members are city volunteers and nothing in this 
section is meant to create an employment relationship between the city and any committee members.  
Committee membership is encouraged among all citizens including, without limitation, members who 
represent different races, ethnicities, cultures, disabilities, ages, genders, gender identities, sexual 
orientation, and/or socioeconomic classes.  Notwithstanding anything contained in Title 2, Chapter 14 of 
the Code providing otherwise, at all times the committee will operate in a manner consistent with 
applicable federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and/or ordinances, including, without limitation, 
applicable anti-discrimination laws.”  

3. Amendment No. 2 – Diversity advisory committee mission statement.  Code Section 2-14-1.1 is 
amended and restated in its entirety as follows: 

“In Ontario, we operate as ‘One Team, One Community’ fostering a community that values, supports, and 
develops people of all backgrounds and experiences.  To this end, the committee will serve as a liaison 
between all community members and the council on issues concerning diversity, equity, and inclusion.” 



Exhibit A – Acceptance re Ordinance #2835-2025: Lightspeed Network Franchise Agreement
{21789043-01757013;2} 
 

4.  Amendment No. 3 – Advisory Capacity.  Code Section 2-14-5 is amended and restated in its entirety 
as follows: 

“Notwithstanding anything contained in Title 2, Chapter 14 of the Code providing otherwise, the committee 
has no power, control, and/or authority concerning any action, term, condition, and/or privilege of 
employment concerning the city, including, without limitation, recruiting, interviewing, hiring, selection, 
training, professional development, internships, fellowships, promotion, retention, discipline, and 
separation.”  

5. Amendment No. 4 – Duties and Responsibilities.  Code Section 2-14-6 is amended and restated in 
its entirety as follows:

“The committee shall elect a chair, vice-chair, and secretary on an annual basis for a one-year term.  The 
chair shall serve no more than three (3) consecutive terms.

The committee may assist in compiling and distributing materials that are intended to promote an 
equitable, inclusive, welcoming, diverse, and enriching community and cultural environment.  The 
committee may review policies and programs (and advise the council of such policies and programs) that 
are intended to promote an equitable, inclusive, welcoming, diverse, and enriching community and cultural 
environment.  This includes gathering data and information to formulate recommendations to the council.” 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Common Council of the City of Ontario this _____ day of July, 2025, by the following 
vote:

AYES:

NAYS:

ABSENT:

SIGNED by the Mayor this _____ day of July, 2025. 

__________________________________
Deborah K. Folden, Mayor

ATTEST:

___________________________________
Tori Barnett, MMC, City Recorder



 

 

 

  
 AGENDA REPORT 

NEW BUSINESS 
July 8, 2025 

  

 
  
  
TO: Mayor and City Council 
  
FROM: Casey Mordhorst, Public Works Director 
  
THROUGH: Danny K. Cummings, City Manager 
  
SUBJECT: AMENDMENT #9: APPROVAL OF OPERATIONS MANAGEMENT 

INTERNATIONAL, INC. (JACOBS) CONTRACT 
  
DATE: June 25, 2025 
  
  
  
PROPOSED MOTION:   
  
I MOVE THE CITY COUNCIL TO APPROVE CONTRACT AMENDMENT #9 WITH OPERATIONS 
MANAGEMENT INTERNATIONAL, INC.(JACOBS) FOR THE FISCAL YEAR JULY 1, 2025, THRU 
JUNE 30, 2026, AND APPROVE THE CITY MANAGER TO SIGN. 
  
SUMMARY: 
  
Amendment #9 covers the FY starting July 1, 2025, to June 30, 2026. This amendment asks for a 
4.25% increase to the base contract between the City of Ontario and Operations Management 
International, Inc., (Jacobs) to operate the City of Ontario's Public Works Department. The 
formula increase that was calculated to be higher than the requested amount. However, the 
increase negotiated was less than the contract formula increase. 
  
BACKGROUND: 
  
Operations Management International, Inc.(Jacobs) was contracted to operate and maintain 
the City's Public Works Department starting July 1, 2014.  Annually, the increase is based on the 
CPI and ECI and negotiated with the City Manager.  The annual increase has varied from year to 
year.  The annual contract increase can not go above 5% and typically has been lower.  With 
the cost of inflation that has been seen in all areas, we are asking for a 4.25% increase for this 
year. 
  
CURRENT SITUATION: 
  
Inflation has driven costs extremely high.  Each year the annual increase varies with the 
fluctuation of the CPI and ECI. 
  
ANALYSIS: 
  
  A. STRATEGIC PLAN Operating the Public Works Department efficiently to cut costs and 

stay within budget. 
  



 

 

  B. FINANCIAL The 4.25% increase has been factored into the city's budget and was 
approved by the Budget Committee and City Council.  Staff worked with both the City 
Manager and Finance Director prior to the city budgeting process to ensure this was 
added. 

  
  C. TIMING The increase will start July 1, 2025, and go through June 30, 2026. 
  
  D. POLICY/LEGAL Annually, Jabobs will provide an amendment to the contract for any 

increase or modifications made to the original contract between Operations 
Management International, Inc.(Jacobs) bad the City of Ontario. 

  
ALTERNATIVES: 
  
If the increase is not approved, negotiations would take place to see where services could be 
reduced or eliminated to stay within budget. 
  
RECOMMENDATION: 
  
Staff recommends approving Amendment #9 for Operations Management International, 
Inc.(Jacobs)  for the operation of the City's Public Works Department for the fiscal year July 1, 
2025, to June 30, 2026, and authorizing the City Manager to sign. 
  
ATTACHMENTS: 
  
1. Ontario_OM_OMM_09072018_A9_121324_BF_R1 
 



AMENDMENT NO. 9 
to the 

AGREEMENT FOR OPERATIONS 
MAINTENANCE, AND MANAGEMENT SERVICES 

for  
THE CITY OF ONTARIO, OREGON 

 
 

This Amendment No. 9 (the “Amendment”) to the Agreement for Operations, Maintenance and Management Services 
for the City of Ontario, Oregon dated September 7, 2018 (the “Agreement”) is made and entered into this     date of 
July 2025 by and between the City of Ontario (hereinafter “City”) and Operations Management International, Inc. 
(hereinafter “CH2M HILL”). 
 
 
NOW THEREFORE, City and CH2M HILL agree to amend the Agreement as follows: 
 
1. Appendix E, Section E.1.1 is deleted in its entirety and replaced with the following:  
 
 E.1.1 City shall pay to CH2M HILL as compensation for services performed under this Agreement a Base 

Fee of Six Million Eight Hundred Four Thousand Twenty-Five Dollars and Eighty-Five Cents 
($6,804,025.85) for the period of July 1, 2025 through June 30, 2026.  Subsequent Years’ base fee 
shall be determined as hereinafter specified in Appendix E.3. 

 
 For budgeting purposes (period noted in E.1.1) the Base Fee includes $318,390.00 for chemicals,     

$535,000 for repairs, and $744,042.00 for electricity.  
 
 
This Amendment together with any previous Amendments and the Agreement constitutes the entire agreement 
between the Parties and supersedes all prior oral and written understandings with respect to the subject matter set forth 
herein.  Unless specifically stated all other terms and conditions of the Agreement shall remain in full force and effect. 
Neither this Amendment nor the Agreement may be modified except in writing signed by an authorized representative 
of the Parties. 
 
 

The Parties, intending to be legally bound, indicate their approval of this Amendment by their signatures below. 
 
 
 
 
Operations Management International, Inc.,   The City of Ontario, Oregon 
 

 

              

Name: Paul Rheault      Name:  

Title: Senior Director     Title:  

Date:       Date:  



 

 

 

  
 AGENDA REPORT 

NEW BUSINESS 
July 8, 2025 

  

 
  
  
TO: Mayor and City Council 
  
FROM: Kari Ott, Finance Director 
  
THROUGH: Danny K. Cummings, City Manager 
  
SUBJECT: RESOLUTION #2025-119: APPROPRIATE ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR 

HEADWORKS SCREEN REPLACEMENT 
  
DATE: July 1, 2025 
  
  
  
PROPOSED MOTION:   
  
I MOVE THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVE RESOLUTION #2025-119: A RESOLUTION 
APPROPRIATING $30,000 ADDITIONAL FUNDING FOR THE WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT 
HEADWORKS SCREEN REPLACEMENT. 
  
SUMMARY: 
  
Attached is Resolution #2025-119. 
  
BACKGROUND: 
  
The existing WWTP headworks screen is 25 years old and in dire need of replacement. This 
piece of equipment protects downstream assets at the plant and is a critical component to the 
operation of the plant. RH2 Engineering has prepared a scope and fee for engineering design of 
the screen replacement. The design engineering is complete, and the construction bid award 
came in at approximately $30,000 higher than budgeted. 
  
CURRENT SITUATION: 
  
A resolution is required to prevent over expenditures due to the costs being $30,000 over 
budget. 
  
ANALYSIS: 
  
  A. STRATEGIC PLAN No direct strategic plan impact. 
  
  B. FINANCIAL $30,000 will be appropriated from capital outlay to the headworks project in 

the UCF department of the Capital Projects Fund. The entire project cost will be 
approximately $925,000, with $96,000 spent in the 24-25 fiscal year. 

  
  C. TIMING The budget appropriations need to be made to keep the project within budget 

during the construction of the headwords screen. 
  



 

 

  D. POLICY/LEGAL A formal resolution approved by the City Council is required to expend 
funds per ORS 294. 

  
ALTERNATIVES: 
  
A. Take No Action - The Council could take no action on this matter; there would be a budget 
over expenditure if the project is awarded. 
  
RECOMMENDATION: 
  
Staff recommends the approval of Resolution #2025-119. 
  
ATTACHMENTS: 
  
1. Resolution #2025-119 Headworks Screen Replacement 
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RESOLUTION #2025-119 
 

A RESOLUTION TO APPROPRIATE ADDITIONAL FUNDING FOR THE WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT PLANT HEADWORKS SCREEN REPLACEMENT  

 
 
 

WHEREAS, Bids were received for the Wastewater Treatment Plant Headworks Screen 
Replacement project and came in approximately $30,000 over the budget; and 

 
WHEREAS, The 2025-2026 fiscal year budget was approved with $800,000 in the Utility 

Capitalization Fee budget for this project; and 
 
WHEREAS, The City recognizes that the headworks screen is 25 years old and is in dire need of 

replacement; and 
 
WHEREAS, The City desires to modify the 2025-2026 budget in order to appropriate funds 

necessary to complete the project.  
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED by the Ontario City Council, to approve the following adjustment to 
the fiscal year 2025-2026 budget: 
 

Line Item Item Description FY 25-26 
Budget 

Amount of 
Change 

Adjusted 
Budget 

     
CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND – UTLITY CAPITALIZATION FEE 

030-087-719327 Bar Screen Replacement $800,000 $30,000 $830,000 
030-087-710000 Capital Outlay $1,515,104 ($30,000) $1,485,104 

  
EFFECTIVE DATE: Effective immediately upon passage.  
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Ontario this 8th day of July, 2025, by the following vote: 

 
AYES: 
NAYES: 
ABSENT: 
 

APPROVED by the Mayor this 8th day of July, 2025. 
 
__________________________       
Deborah K. Folden, Mayor                
 
ATTEST: 
 
_____________________________ 
Tori Barnett, MMC, City Recorder 



 

 

 

  
 AGENDA REPORT 

NEW BUSINESS 
July 8, 2025 

  

 
  
  
TO: Mayor and City Council 
  
FROM: Marshall Pierce, City Engineer/Project Manager 
  
THROUGH: Danny K. Cummings, City Manager 
  
SUBJECT: BID AWARD: WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT (WWTP) HEADWORKS 

SCREEN REPLACEMENT PROJECT 
  
DATE: July 2, 2025 
  
  
  
PROPOSED MOTION:   
  
I MOVE THE CITY COUNCIL TO APPROVE THE BID AWARD TO THE LOWEST RESPONSIVE 
BIDDER, DESERT VIEW CONSTRUCTION, INC., FOR $707,701.00, AND AUTHORIZE THE CITY 
MANAGER TO SIGN ALL DOCUMENTS. 
  
SUMMARY: 
  
The WWTP headwrks screen replacement project will run $925,000 to cover the total project 
cost (design and construction). The project was bid in June, and the City received two 
responsive bids, with the low responsive bid from Desert View Construction, in the amount of 
$707,701 (including two of four bid alternates). 
  
BACKGROUND: 
  
This project has been on the City's horizon for quite some time, with replacing aging, critical 
equipment at our WWTP. The City has budgeted for this project in the last couple years and 
budgeted for construction in 25-26. The project was bid in June, and the City received two 
responsive bids, with the low bidder being Desert View Construction in the amount of 
$707,701 (with two of four bid alternates). 
  
CURRENT SITUATION: 
  
The City has received a responsive bid in response to a bid invitation for the above referenced 
project. The City is to decide the award of the project to the lowest bidder. 
  
ANALYSIS: 
  
  A. STRATEGIC PLAN The project is consistent with the Strategic Plan goals and the WWTP 

Facility Plan update. 
  
  B. FINANCIAL The bid award makes the budget short by $30,000 so a resolution has been 

prepared to allocate an additional $30,000 to the project. 
  



 

 

  C. TIMING The City has 60 days after receiving bids to award the contract. Time is of the 
essence. 

  
  D. POLICY/LEGAL The City Council is the approving authority for this action. 
  
ALTERNATIVES: 
  
Reject the bid and not complete the project, jeopardizing the operation of the plant's 
headworks building. 
  
RECOMMENDATION: 
  
Staff recommends approval of the Bid Award to Desert View Construction, Inc. in the amount 
of $707,701.00. 
  
ATTACHMENTS: 
  
1. 20250606-Ltr-City of Ontario-RecOfAward_WWTP_Headworks_Screen_Replacement 
2. Desert View Construction 
3. Tapani Inc. 
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June 06, 2025  

Mr. Marshall Pierce 
City Engineer  
City of Ontario 
2405 Malheur Drive,  
Ontario, Oregon 97914 

Sent via: Email 

Subject: Evaluation of Bids and Recommendation Award 

Dear Mr. Pierce:  

This letter summarizes RH2 Engineering, Inc.’s (RH2) review of the two bids 
received for the City of Ontario (City) Wastewater Treatment Plant Headworks 
Screen Replacement project. At 2:00 PM on Thursday, June 5th, 2025, the City 
received two bid proposals.  

Per request of the City, RH2 has reviewed all proposals that were submitted. 
All proposals submitted were found to be complete and in compliance with the 
bidding documents required.  

Based on the reviewed information and analysis, RH2 recommends award of 
the project to Desert View Construction, Inc, in the amount of $726,413.00. A 
bid tabulation with the  engineer’s estimate is also attached to this letter. 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please call me at                   
(208) 807-0015 or via email at dpopoff@rh2.com. 

Sincerely, 
 

Don Popoff, PE 

Project Manager 

Enclosures:   

(1) Bid tabulation 
 

 
 

 

 

mailto:dpopoff@rh2.com


City of Ontario
Wastewater Treatment Plant
Headworks Screen Replacement Project
Bid Tabulation
06/05/2025

Base Items

Item Description Units Qty. Unit Price Extended  Unit Price  Extended  Unit Price  Extended

1. MOBILIZATION, DEMOBILIZATION, SITE PREP AND CLEANUP L.S. 1 51,500.00$ 54,000.00$ 25,709.00$ 25,709.00$ 70,000.00$ 70,000.00$

2. MECHANICAL SCREEN, WASH AND COMPACTOR, AND CONTROLS EQUIPMENT L.S. 1 349,265.00$ 349,265.00$ 403,383.00$ 403,383.00$ 404,000.00$ 404,000.00$

3. BYPASS SYSTEM NO.1 - STAGE 1 L.S. 1 2,875.00$ 2,875.00$ 12,248.00$ 12,248.00$ 3,100.00$ 3,100.00$

4. BYPASS SYSTEM NO.1 - STAGE 2 L.S. 1 18,700.00$ 18,700.00$ 88,343.00$ 88,343.00$ 5,200.00$ 5,200.00$

5. BYPASS SYSTEM NO.1 - STAGE 3 L.S. 1 2,000.00$ 2,000.00$ 10,065.00$ 10,065.00$ 1,400.00$ 1,400.00$

6. DEMOLITION L.S. 1 43,100.00$ 43,100.00$ 20,312.00$ 20,312.00$ 29,000.00$ 29,000.00$

7. FACILITY MECHANICAL L.S. 1 10,000.00$ 10,000.00$ 7,700.00$ 7,700.00$ 107,530.00$ 107,530.00$

8. FACILITY STRUCTURAL L.S. 1 37,100.00$ 37,100.00$ 28,389.00$ 28,389.00$ 24,000.00$ 24,000.00$

9. FACILITY ELECTRICAL AND AUTOMATIC CONTROL L.S. 1 50,500.00$ 50,500.00$ 68,152.00$ 68,152.00$ 36,900.00$ 36,900.00$

10. CONSTRUCTION RECORDS AND O&M MANUALS L.S. 1 3,000.00$ 3,000.00$ 3,000.00$ 3,000.00$ 3,000.00$ 3,000.00$

11. TESTING, STARTUP AND TRAINING L.S. 1 8,000.00$ 8,000.00$ 8,000.00$ 8,000.00$ 8,000.00$ 8,000.00$
12. OWNER'S CONTIGENCY DOL 1 10,000.00$ 10,000.00$ 10,000.00$ 10,000.00$ 10,000.00$ 10,000.00$

TOTAL 588,540.00$ TOTAL 685,301.00$ TOTAL 702,130.00$

Item Description Units Qty. Unit Price Extended  Unit Price  Extended  Unit Price  Extended

13. HOSE BIB AND HEAT TRACE IN SCREEN HANDLING ROOM L.S. 1 $2,150 2,150.00$ 15,900.00$ 15,900.00$ 10,600.00$ 10,600.00$

14. REMOVE/INSTALL UTILITY SERVICE DOORS L.S. 1 $8,800 8,800.00$ 8,212.00$ 8,212.00$ 6,915.00$ 6,915.00$

15. BOLLARD INSTALLATION L.S. 1 $2,000 2,000.00$ 10,500.00$ 10,500.00$ 1,055.00$ 1,055.00$
16. ADDITIONAL FRP GRATING AND INSTALLATION SF 100 $150 15,000.00$ 65.00$ 6,500.00$ 63.00$ 6,300.00$

TOTAL 27,950.00$ TOTAL 41,112.00$ TOTAL 24,870.00$

616,490$ 726,413$ 727,000$Total Cost for All Items

Engineer's Estimate DVC INC TAPANI INC

Alternate Items





























































































































































 

 

 

  
 AGENDA REPORT 

NEW BUSINESS 
July 8, 2025 

  

 
  
  
TO: Mayor and City Council 
  
FROM: Tori Barnett, City Recorder 

Marshall Pierce, City Engineer/Project Manager 
  
THROUGH: Danny K. Cummings, City Manager 
  
SUBJECT: TASK ORDER AWARD: ACS SCADA INTEGRATION FOR NEW WWTP 

HEADWORKS SCREEN 
  
DATE: July 2, 2025 
  
  
  
PROPOSED MOTION:   
  
I MOVE THE CITY COUNCIL TO APPROVE THE TASK ORDER AWARD TO ACS TO PERFORM THE 
SCADA (SUPERVISORY CONTROL AND DATA AQUISITION) PROGRAMING AND INTEGRATION 
FOR THE NEW WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT (WWTP) HEADWORKS SCREEN IN THE 
AMOUNT OF $35,876.00, AND AUTHORIZE THE CITY MANAGER TO SIGN ALL DOCUMENTS. 
  
SUMMARY: 
  
The new screen that will be installed at the WWTP headworks will require controls and 
programming to integrate into our existing system. ACS is our preferred/proprietor installer for 
our SCADA system and is selected for this project. 
  
BACKGROUND: 
  
The new screen that will be installed at the WWTP headworks will require controls and 
programming to integrate into our existing system. ACS is our preferred/proprietor installer for 
our SCADA system and is selected for this project. The screen project was bid out in June, and is 
up for bid award approval by the City Council. Construction will commence thereafter, upon 
issuance of the Notice of Award (NOA) and Notice to Proceed (NTP). 
  
CURRENT SITUATION: 
  
The City is in a position to award the construction portion of this project to the lowest bidder, 
as well as the programming of SCADA and integration services. 
  
ANALYSIS: 
  
  A. STRATEGIC PLAN The project is consistent with the Strategic Plan goals of the City. 
  
  B. FINANCIAL The amount is within the total budgeted for this project. 
  



 

 

  C. TIMING With the bid award for construction, the City will need to line up SCADA 
programming and integration services. 

  
  D. POLICY/LEGAL The City Council is the approving authority for this action. 
  
ALTERNATIVES: 
  
None. 
  
RECOMMENDATION: 
  
Staff recommends approval of the Task Order to ACS in the amount of $35,876.00. 
  
ATTACHMENTS: 
  
None 
 



 

 

 

  
 AGENDA REPORT 
PUBLIC HEARING 

July 8, 2025 

  

 
  
  
TO: Mayor and City Council 
  
FROM: Kari Ott, Finance Director 
  
THROUGH: Danny K. Cummings, City Manager 
  
SUBJECT: RESOLUTION #2025-118: INCREASING PUBLIC SAFETY FEE FROM $5 TO $10 
  
DATE: July 1, 2025 
  
  
  
PROPOSED MOTION:   
  
I MOVE THE CITY COUNCIL APPROVE RESOLUTION #2025-118: A RESOLUTION INCREASING 
THE PUBLIC SAFETY FEE $5 TO $10. 
  
SUMMARY: 
  
Attached is Resolution #2025-118 to change the Public Safety Fee from $5 to $10 
  
BACKGROUND: 
  
On July 12, 2018, under Ordinance #2741-2018, the city created Title 6, Chapter 10 of the 
Ontario Municipal Code, adopting the procedures for collecting a Public Safety Fee. On August 
21, 2018, the City adopted Resolution #2018-134 that established the Public Safety Fee at a 
$5.00 fee for each dwelling or non-residential unit with an active utility account per month per 
the terms of Ordinance No. 2741-2018, codified in Title 6, Chapter 10 of the Ontario Municipal 
Code. As per Ordinance #2741-2018, the Public Safety Fee Program shall be reviewed annually 
as part of the city's budget process. 
 
Resolution #2022-142 was approved on October 25, 2022, which removed the fee by setting it 
to zero. However, on May 23, 2023, based on recommendations from the City Budget 
Committee, the Public Safety Fee of $5 was reinstated with Resolution #2023-107. 
  
CURRENT SITUATION: 
  
On June 24, 2025, the Ontario City Council approved the 2025-2026 budget which included the 
addition of a $5 increase in the Public Safety Fee to fund two additional firefighter positions. 
 
With any city fee increase, the City Council is required to allow public input, hence this being a 
public hearing. 
 
The City Council has the final vote on reinstating the fee which, by Charter, requires a super 
majority vote to increase any fee. This requires a minimum of five [5] Councilors to vote in 
favor of the fee increase. 



 

 

  
ANALYSIS: 
  
  A. STRATEGIC PLAN Establishing a Public Safety Fee when needed provides for the 

desirability of the community for safety and continuing support of our public safety 
employees and equipment, while removing the fee when not needed also provides for 
the desirability and lifestyle of the community. 

  
  B. FINANCIAL The increase of the Public Safety Fee by $5 increased the General Fund 

budget by $288,000. 
  
  C. TIMING The City Council will need to approve the increased fee before the city can start 

collecting the funds. 
  
  D. POLICY/LEGAL All fee changes are required to be approved by the City Council. 
  
ALTERNATIVES: 
  
The City Council could choose not to take any action on this issue or vote no, which would 
mean the two additional firefighters wouldn't be hired. 
  
RECOMMENDATION: 
  
Staff recommends the approval of Resolution #2025-118. 
  
ATTACHMENTS: 
  
1. Reso #2025-118 - Increase Public Safety fee by $5 
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RESOLUTION #2025-1118 
 

A RESOLUTION INCREASING THE PUBLIC SAFETY FEE 
                          FROM $5 TO $10 

 
 
 

WHEREAS, The City Council of Ontario recognizes the need to maintain services that 
safeguard, facilitate, and encourage the health, safety, and welfare of the 
residences and businesses of the city; and 

 
WHEREAS, The Ontario City Council deemed it a priority to hire two additional 

firefighters and approved an increase of the Public Safety Fee to fund the 
additional full-time employees; and 

 
WHEREAS, The Council adopted Ordinance #2741-2018 on July 12, 2018, which 

created policy guidance for the collection and fee establishment by 
resolution of a Public Safety Fee; and 

 
WHEREAS,  The Public Safety Fee, under Resolution #2018-134, set a $5.00 per unit 

Fee against the responsible party for each dwelling unit or non-residential 
unit with an active utility account; and 

 
WHEREAS, The City Council desires an increase of the Public Safety Fee from $5.00 

to $10.00; and 
 

WHEREAS, The City Council has provided an opportunity for public comment as 
required by ORS 294.160. 

 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED by the Ontario City Council, to 

 
SECTION 1 Billing Term. The Public Safety Fee shall appear on the monthly water, sewer, 
or other utility bill. 

 
SECTION 2 Public Safety Fees. Beginning July 9, 2025, the Public Safety Fee shall be set at 
$10.00 to each dwelling unit or nonresidential unit with an active utility account per month 
as per the terms of Ordinance #2741-2018, codified at Title 6, Chapter 10, of the Ontario 
Municipal Code. 
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SECTION 3 Other Definitions, Terms, Policies, and Procedures. Unless otherwise set forth 
herein, the definitions, terms, policies, and procedures relating to the city's provision of 
utility and other services under this resolution are those established by Ordinance #2741- 
2018 codified at Title 6, Chapter 10, of the Ontario Municipal Code. 

 
EFFECTIVE DATE: Effective immediately upon passage. 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of the City of Ontario this 8th day of July, 2025, by the 
following vote: 

 
AYES: 

 
NAYES: 

 
ABSENT: 

 
APPROVED by the Mayor this 8th day of July, 2025. 

 
 
 

Deborah K. Folden, Mayor 
 
 
 
 

ATTEST: 
 
 
 

Tori Barnett, MMC, City Recorder 



MALHEUR COUNTY COURT MINUTES
June 11, 2025

The regularly scheduled meeting of the County Court was called to order by Judge Dan Joyce at 10:00 a.m. with Commissioner
Ron Jacobs and Commissioner Jim Mendiola present.    Members of the media, public and staff had the opportunity to join the
meeting electronically or in-person.  Present in the meeting room was Economic and Community Development Coordinator
Taylor Rembowski.  Notice of the meeting was posted on the County website, Courthouse bulletin board and emailed to the
Argus Observer and those persons who have requested notice.  The agenda is recorded as instrument # 2025-1907
WARMSPRINGS IRRIGATION DISTRICT
Warmsprings Irrigation District Manager Kelly Bourasa met with the Court.  Mr. Bourasa explained Warmsprings Irrigation District
wants to convert a 1-mile section of the JH Canal from an open canal to a buried pipeline system.  A project analysis study was
done and now the project needs to be engineered.  Mr. Bourasa requested a letter of support from the County Court for the
pipeline project.  This portion of the JH Canal has poor soils and has washed out three times in the last 15 years.  Commissioner
Jacobs expressed support for the pipeline project and moved to sign a letter of support for the project.  Commissioner Mendiola
seconded and the motion passed unanimously.  Mr. Bourasa will work with Mr. Rembowski to draft a letter for the Court’s
review. 
SUBDIVISION PLATS
Surveyor Derrick McKrola met with the Court and presented two subdivision plats for the Court’s consideration. 
Commissioner Jacobs moved to approve Wildwood Estates II Subdivision Plat, in the city of Vale.  Commissioner Mendiola
seconded and the motion passed unanimously.  See instrument # ***
Commissioner Mendiola moved to approve Baja Falls I Subdivision Plat, in the city of Nyssa.  Commissioner Jacobs seconded and
the motion passed unanimously.  See instrument # 2025-1918
MINUTES
Commissioner Mendiola moved to approve Court Minutes of June 4, 2025.  Commissioner Jacobs seconded and the motion
passed unanimously.
IGA #26018 AMENDMENT
Commissioner Jacobs moved to approve Ninth Amendment to Oregon Health Authority 2024-2025 Intergovernmental
Agreement (IGA) for the Financing of Community Mental Health, Addiction Treatment, Recovery, & Prevention, and Problem
Gambling Services, Agreement # PO-44300-00026018. Commissioner Mendiola seconded and the motion passed unanimously.
Funding for Invoice Services was removed.
STIF FORMULA GRANT AGREEMENT – ODOT
Commissioner Jacobs moved to approve Public Transportation Division Oregon Department of Transportation STIF Formula
Program, Agreement No. 35853, State STIF.  Commissioner Mendiola seconded and the motion passed unanimously.  The
agreement terminates June 30, 2027.  This agreement replaces the agreement signed last week (June 4) as ODOT made changes
to the original document.    
SUBAGREEMENT – MCOA&CS
Commissioner Jacobs moved to approve Sub-Agreement with Sub-Recipient Malheur Council on Aging and Community Services
(MCOA&CS) to Provide Funding for the 2025-2027- STIF Plan Agreement No. 35853-State STIF.  Commissioner Mendiola
seconded and the motion passed unanimously.                                                                                                                                       
                                                                                                                        
IGA – MARION COUNTY
Commissioner Jacobs moved to approve Amendment 1 to JV-4774-22 the Intergovernmental Agreement between Marion
County and Malheur County for Juvenile Detention services.  The amendment extends the agreement to June 30, 2027.  See
instrument # 2025-1908
IGA #185822 - PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICES   
Commissioner Mendiola moved to approve 2025-2027 Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) for the Financing of Public Health
Services, Agreement #185822.  Commissioner Jacobs seconded and the motion passed unanimously. The IGA outlines the
programs and services provided by the Health Department; the agreement expires June 30, 2027. A copy will be returned for
recording.
AGREEMENT - DEPARTMENT OF REVENUE (DOR)
Commissioner Jacobs moved to approve Intergovernmental Services Agreement, Contract #15000-00049051 with Department
of Revenue for map maintenance and related cartographic activities to be performed by Department of Revenue for Malheur
County for fiscal year 2025/2026. Commissioner Mendiola seconded and the motion passed unanimously.
Judge Joyce closed the County Court session and opened the Ambulance Service District session.
AMBULANCE SERVICE DISTRICT (ASD) SESSION
The Court met as the governing body of the Ambulance Service District (ASD). Present were Shawn Logan, attorney for TVP,
County Counsel Stephanie Williams and Interim ASD Coordinator Rich Harriman.  Mr. Harriman explained the following:   On May
5, 2025 the ASD Advisory Board met for its annual request for reimbursement meeting. During this meeting, the outstanding
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balance that Treasure Valley Paramedics (TVP) owes Malheur County for dispatch service fees for the fiscal year 2023/2024 was
discussed.  TVP owes $73,000 of the original $100,000 for dispatch service fees for that year.  Since the County purchase of a
surplus ambulance from TVP in January 2025, against that balance owed, there was no further negotiation, conversation, or effort
to pay any of the remaining balance, and the Advisory Board thought it was irresponsible to recommend any award of ASD tax
funds to TVP when TVP still owes the County a significant amount of money. A motion was made at that time that no ASD tax
funds be recommended for TVP until negotiations were made with the County and a repayment plan was agreed upon.  On May
13, 2025, TVP appealed the Advisory Board’s decision to not recommended award of ASD tax funds to TVP; and the Advisory
Board met again on May 29, 2025 to hear the TVP appeal.  TVP’s attorney, Shawn Logan, spoke on behalf of TVP at the appeal; Mr.
Logan felt that the Advisory Board’s decision not to fund any request by TVP for ASD tax funds based on their outstanding debt
was capricious and arbitrary; and that the ASD tax funds were set up and intended to benefit the emergency medical providers of
Malheur County and as TVP is the largest emergency medical provider, its request for funding should be considered.  Additionally,
Mr. Logan argued that there were no protocols or guidelines in the ASD funding formula that would direct the ASD board to
exercise this kind of discretion.  Advisory Board members had several questions for Mr. Logan and members of TVP that were
present at that meeting; and despite comments and information provided, the Advisory Board was not moved to change its mind
about recommending TVP’s request and no motions were made to withdraw the previous motion or change the status of TVP’s
eligibility for ASD tax funds.  The ASD Advisory Board recognizes that it is an advisory board designed to advise the ASD Board of
Directors and County Court, and anything presented to either of those bodies are just recommendations based on its
investigations and inquiries; the advisory board has no regulatory or decision-making authority and serves in an advisory
capacity.  The members of the ASD Advisory Board take their duties very seriously.  During the requests for reimbursement
meetings, the members review each and every line item of each request that is submitted by providers for legitimacy and proper
use of county tax dollars; and while they may not be stewards of the county tax dollars, they offer the best advice for each of the
requests based on their own experience and belief, and will not rubber stamp a request just because it is from a provider.  The
ASD Advisory Board views TVP’s choice not to pay county government as mismanagement of taxpayers’ funds, and do not
believe it would be proper to reward TVP with more taxpayer funds at this time.  However, because they are advisory, and with
consideration of everything that Mr. Logan brought up in the appeal hearing, the Advisory Board opted to defer the fund or don’t
fund decision to the ASD Board of Directors itself.  The ASD Advisory Board reviewed TVP’s request for reimbursement
application in its entirety (as was done with all the other applications); and if the ASD Board of Directors agrees to grant TVP’s
request for ASD tax funds, the Advisory Board recommends the following:  Award $28,829.91 from the Vehicle Replacement Fund
for a rebuild of M4’s engine; M4 is a first or second priority ambulance for TVP that will be in rotation for a long time to come if
the engine is rebuilt and the ASD Advisory Board agreed that this was the most cost-effective option to keep an otherwise good
ambulance in rotation.  And, award $39,249.42 from the Direct to Provider Funds: the Advisory Board agreed unanimously to
fund 100% of item number one on the list – reimbursement for engine repairs on the second ambulance that have already been
completed; 100% of item number two on the list – the cost of a reconditioned Zoll monitor; and 50% of item number three on the
list – a  Zoll ventilator.  Heather Land assured the Advisory Board that TVP has equipment funds that will allow TVP to provide the
other 50% cost of the Zoll ventilator.  TVP representatives were encouraged to attend this County Court meeting in order to
address ASD Board of Directors/County Court themselves and answer any questions there may be.
Mr. Logan explained that during the 23-24 fiscal year, Medicare/Medicaid funding was significantly delayed due to a breach in
security; that issue has since been resolved. 
Mr. Logan explained that he did not believe the ASD Advisory Board had all the facts concerning the dispatch fees debt – including
that TVP had asked for debt forgiveness and that there was prior history with what TVP believed were discrepancies in the way
the dispatch fees were calculated and a disagreement on the 911 user tax monies benefiting other agencies but not TVP. 
Mr. Logan explained as he understood it, the County has not forgiven the 23-24 dispatch fees debt; the County is not attempting
to collect the debt from a legal standpoint; invoices for the debt are sent and TVP acknowledges the debt and has every intention
of paying the debt. 
After the ASD Advisory Board met and recommended not funding TVP ASD monies was when Mr. Logan heard about a
repayment plan.  The proposed repayment plan requires TVP to pay $8,111 every three months for the next two years; this
schedule of payments would resolve the debt before the end of the current contract with TVP.  This proposed repayment plan will
be financially difficult for TVP; and TVP’s request is that the $73,000 owing be amortized over a five-year period of time (no
interest).  The five-year period will put it outside the contract term, and if for some reason the contract is not renewed, TVP would
still owe the money and the County would have ways of collecting the money. 
Mr. Logan explained that TVP is struggling; costs continue to increase.  TVP changing from a non-profit to a for profit company is
a complex matter but it was done essentially at the requirement of the State of Oregon; TVP would prefer to be a non-profit. 
TVP’s primary function is to provide emergency care for the people of Malheur county. 
In summary, Mr. Logan requested that the Court, acting as the governing body of the Ambulance Service District, approve the
ASD Advisory Board’s recommendations for funding for TVP as Mr. Harriman presented; and, acting as the County Court, approve
a repayment plan of the dispatch fees debt of $73,000 over a five-year period (which is approximately $3,500 every three
months). 
Mr. Harriman clarified that the funding TVP requested from the Vehicle Replacement Fund ($28,829.91) is for work that needs to
be done on M4.  The funding requested from the Provider Funds for the other ambulance is reimbursement; and the funding
request to purchase two pieces of medical equipment is to purchase the equipment (has not been purchased yet).  Additionally,
three quarterly billings have been completed for dispatch service fees for the current fiscal year and TVP has paid one invoice.
Mr. Logan explained there is currently $42,000 owed this fiscal year; TVP’s accountant reviewed the billing documents as there



were some discrepancies.  TVP is prepared to pay those monies once the discrepancies are resolved and the repayment plan
matter is resolved. 
Commissioner Mendiola inquired if TVP is still collecting back Medicare/Medicaid payments.  Mr. Logan will confirm with TVP and
get the answer for Commissioner Mendiola.  Ms. Williams noted that the Medicare/Medicaid payments remain the same for years
– the payments do not increase as the cost to provide service increases. 
Commissioner Mendiola moved to fund TVP ASD funds as recommended by the Advisory Board in the amount of $39,249.42,
subject to a repayment plan agreement for the back dispatch fees.  Commissioner Jacobs seconded and the motion passed
unanimously.  The ASD funds will not be released to TVP until there is a payment plan executed between the County Court and
TVP. 
Judge Joyce closed the ASD session and reopened the County Court session. 
PUBLIC COMMENTS
Judge Joyce asked for public comments.  Mr. Rembowski said he received a phone call from Larry Teufel on Crowley Road; Mr.
Teufel paid the mobilization costs for Kelly Johnson to move a D8 Cat into the area and thought that possibly the County might be
interested in hiring Mr. Johnson to do some work with the Cat on Crowley Road. 
COURT ADJOURNMENT
Commissioner Jacobs moved to adjourn the meeting.  Commissioner Mendiola seconded and the motion passed unanimously.
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