E.": CITY OF OREGON CITY
= || PARKS AND RECREATION
oﬁmon ADVISORY COMMITTEE AGENDA

City Hall Commission Chambers, 625 Center St., Oregon City, OR 97045
Thursday, January 23, 2025 at 6:00 PM

Ways to participate in this public meeting:

* Attend in person, location listed above. Please see the public comment guidelines below.

* Attend the livestream of the meeting on the City's YouTube Channel:
https://www.youtube.com/user/CityofOregonCity

* Register to provide electronic testimony (email kbuth@orcity.org or call 503-496-1511 by 3:00 PM on the
day of the meeting to register)

* Email kbuth@orcity.org (deadline to submit written testimony via email is 3:00 PM on the day of the
meeting)

CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

2. PUBLIC COMMENTS
Please see the public comment guidelines below.

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
a. October 17th, 2024 Meeting Minutes
4. PRESENTATIONS
a. Water Environment Services Update
b. Cemetery Fees Update
5. GENERAL BUSINESS
Holiday Programs/Events Review

o

b. Movies in the Park Preparations
c. SDC Methodology Update
d. Budget Preparation Details
. MEMBER REPORTS
1. NEXT SCHEDULED MEETING - FEBRUARY 271TH, 2025
ADJOURNMENT

PUBLIC COMMENT GUIDELINES

Complete a Comment Card prior to the meeting and submit it to the clerk. When the Chair calls your name,
proceed to the speaker table, and state your name and city of residence. Each speaker is given 3 minutes to
speak. As a general practice, the committee does not engage in discussion with those making comments.
Complaints shall be addressed at the department level prior to addressing the committee.

ADA NOTICE

The location is ADA accessible. Hearing devices may be requested from the City Recorder prior to the meeting.
Individuals requiring other assistance must make their request known 48 hours preceding the meeting by
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https://www.youtube.com/user/CityofOregonCity

Parks and Recreation Advisory Committee Agenda January 23, 2025

contacting the City Recorder’s Office at 503-657-0891.

Agenda Posted at City Hall, Pioneer Community Center, Library, City Website.

Video Streaming & Broadcasts: The meeting is streamed live on the Oregon City’s website and available on
demand following the meeting. The meeting can be viewed on Willamette Falls Television channel 28 for
Oregon City area residents as a rebroadcast. Please contact WFMC at 503-650-0275 for a programming

schedule.
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CITY OF OREGON CITY
PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Meeting Minutes
City Hall Commission Chambers
Thursday, October 17t, 2024 at 6:00 PM

CALL TO ORDER
Steve Williams called meeting to order at 6:00 pm.

INTRODUCTIONS
Members: Joyce Gifford, Ken Worcester, Tim Wuest, Tim Lainhart, Steve Williams, Erin
McClellan (remote), Emily Lisborg (arrived late), Joey Knauf

Staff: Tom Kissinger, Deputy Director/Interim Parks and Recreation Director; Kori Buth,
Administrative Assistant

PUBLIC COMMENT
N/A

GENERAL BUSINESS

Approval of Minutes — August 22", 2024

Cemetery Fees Update
Tom referenced the Cemetery tour that was done in the Spring to discuss
the operations and services of the facility. One of the challenges we face
is that our fees have not been updated in quite some time. The Cemetery
is currently subsidized at about 50% and, since that tour, we have had two
internal meetings with City staff to discuss policy options and we have
started to create a new price list that covers three options. 1) Full Cost
Recovery, bringing Cemetery to true enterprise fund. This would require
large price increases. We also recognize that there is scenic and historic
value in the sections that aren’t currently active so we also created a 2)
25% fee increase to make up the difference in the 20 years that it's been
since fees were updates. 3) 75% Cost Recovery/25% subsidy. Next
steps are that this topic will be brought forward in further detail at the
January 2025 PRAC meeting to hopefully come to a recommendation that
can be relayed to City Commission.
Tim Lainhart hopes that PRAC has a chance to see the current costs and
then the costs of the three options above for simple comparison reference,
and possibly even the costs from surrounding areas so that we use that as
a guide to provide that recommendation.
Erin McClellan asked if a sliding income scale is offered for Cemetery
services. Tom stated that it is not something in place currently but thinks
it's a great thing to look into. In looking at surrounding comparables, he
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doesn’t believe that is something that is offered anywhere nearby, but will
look into Metro procedures.

Ken Worcester asked if there is any guidance from the budget committees
or Commission on how other funds (water, sewer, storm, etc) operate.
Tom stated that they have talked to finance about how that operate, but
haven’t received feedback specific to the Cemetery. It would be a big lift
to get to 100% enterprise fund and potentially make us not as competitive
due to the costs we would need to charge so quickly. Tom believes there
to be a certain level of subsidy that makes sense due to the historical
aspect, but is eager to figure out the appropriate subsidy percentage. Ken
suggested a staggered fee increase to make it more palatable. Tom
mentioned that is what discussed to slowly increase over a five-year time
span.

Joey Knauf also had the idea of a step increase, as well as looking at
comparables to see if they have annual increases.

Tom stated that when the increase amount has been decided, a resolution
will be presented to City Commission that will include annual increases,
similar to how other fees (ex: water) are assessed.

Steve Williams mentioned that, in his experience, decision makers might
prefer to review costs every three years, as an annual increase can pose
a challenge. Steve knows the difficulty the conversation faces because it
is a sensitive topic, but believes it is important to bring up and move
forward.

Tom mentioned that, as they have been looking at the big picture and
thinking about Cost Recovery, there is also a fairness element to it.

Tim Wuest asked if the Cemetery was competitive.

Tom stated that there are areas we are competitive and some areas that
we are well below the standard.

Tim asked what that looked like, if we are 5% below standard or 50%.
Tom said that we will bring the further details forward in January and we’ll
be able to review those details and see that some of the area where we
are below standard are in services that have been marked up
considerable by vendors. The services that also require staff time are
where we are well below market. We don’t charge a set-up fee that our
staff arranges prior to a service, while most cemeteries charge a fee for
that staff time.

Steve Williams asked what the committee’s task in January will be.

Tom responded that there will be a full presentation and ask PRAC for a
recommendation to present to City Commission.

Tim Wuest asked if we have compared the man-powered services among
publicly owned cemeteries versus privately owned.

Tom confirmed that, overall, we are below what other public cemeteries
are charging.
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Memorial and Bench Policy Collaboration
Tom mentioned that one of the things the department wishes to do is
involve and engage PRAC more around the topic of policies, especially
those directly affect the public. The City/department does not have a
current policy for memorial or dedicated benches. In the past, these
requests are received on an ad hoc basis and is considered by the Parks
and Cemetery Manager and escalated to the Director as needed. We
would like to work with the Committee to develop a consistent policy that
makes sense for Oregon City, considering historic value and maintenance.
One idea is to create a sub-committee that would research the policies
nationwide, statewide and locally to draft a policy to bring forward to staff
for review before advancing to Commission.
Tim Lainhart asked if there was a resource online or something that Tom
could send out regarding the park naming policy so that we had a format
reference of what has been established previously. He has plenty of
personal experience in developing policies at the state level.
Tom replied that he would send that along, as well as some resources
from his former agency.
Erin McClellan asked if we have accepted donations from someone that
wants a memorial bench or is there any precedence for establishing a fee.
Tom commented on what a great question that is and stated that we
haven’t charged fees in the past because of the ad hoc nature. Tom gave
an example of a family in the 1990’s paying to place a memorial, but no
policy or fee schedule in place for the maintenance and life of that
memorial. We would also like to tie in some bench and memorial
standards for consistency purposes.
Erin replied that she was interested in the sub-committee or PRAC, as a
whole since the group is not large, taking on the exciting idea of this.
Ken Worcester asked about a standardized bench size and design, as
well as allowable placement of such memorials (park or trail).
Joyce asked about a memorial bench recently placed at Old Canemah
Park. She recalls the Parks Foundation collecting money, as a non-profit,
to purchase bench.
Tom responding saying that another thing to explore is how to interact with
non-profits in the standardization.
Joyce recalls the Old Canemah bench including plans provided by the
City.
Ken Worcester suggested having the Parks Foundation develop the policy
and manage all memorials, keeping the City out of it.
Tom has seen that work really well in other agencies, where the
Foundation takes over the management of that, and it can strengthen the
relationship between the foundation and the City.
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Steve Williams mentioned that the topic title also includes memorials and

gave examples of what he has seen be memorialized in his experience

and asked if we were talking broader than just benches.

Tom confirmed that we are also wanting to look at more that just benches.

Sometimes we will take into account the person being memorialized and

come up with what is appropriate.

Ken Worcester mentioned that trees are also often used as a memorial.

Steve mentioned that there are a number of considerations to account for

in moving forward once we implement this practice.

Joey Knauf mentioned that we may want to consider looking into the

policies of benches and memorials in the upcoming Hwy 99 Enhancement

Project so that we have a streamlined design or standard in place.

Tim Lainhart asked what date we will revisit this topic.

Tom responded, saying that he envisions us working on this throughout

the winter and revisiting it over a series of meetings. Ideally we would

look into presenting this to City Commission in the Spring or Summer.
Pollinator Garden Planting Party

Rock wall is nearly finished at the Pool pollinator garden site and plants

were picked up today from the Xerxes Society. Plants need to be in the

ground by November 30t and we wanted to offer PRAC an opportunity to

set that planting date. It would then be opened up to the public for

support.

Ken Worcester asked how much staff support we anticipate in regards to

tools and time, and if there will be an organized landscaping plan in place.

Tom confirmed that staff will be involved and that we have been working

with Hannah Schmidt to bring tools. Two staff will be on site to help define

where plants should go.

Ken proposed November 9t or 16t.

Erin McClellan pointed out that the Singer Creek Community clean-up was

already happening on November 9t

Joyce Gifford proposed November 23 and that seemed to work well for

those planning to attend.

Tom mentioned that he would discuss that date with Hannah tomorrow

and confirm with PRAC shortly. We will use November 16" as a back-up.
December PRAC Candidate Interview Details

Kori Buth spoke on the process of PRAC interviews and stated that the

window for accepting PRAC applications closes on November 27t. She

would then need about a week and a half to connect with applicants and

arrange interview time slots. Kori suggested that PRAC come up with an

interview date and shared that last year those interviews happened the

second week of December, which that seemed to work well with holiday

schedules. Not all PRAC members have to be in attendance, as a
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quorum is not required because the mayor is who makes member
appointments with PRAC’s recommendation.

Tim Lainhart suggested December 12" and Kori confirmed that interviews
happen in the City Hall Chambers.

Erin McClellan asked how many candidates we normally have applying for
PRAC.

Kori responded, saying that last year there were about 8 candidates and
two positions. This year we have three positions available, with an
additional youth-only seat. The City Recorder’s office is who received the
initial applications and sends them along to Kori. Kori reviews the
eligibility in regards to neighborhood affiliation and connects with
candidates. There have been no applications submitted yet.

Joey Knauf asked if his seat had to be taken by a resident outside of the
city limits.

Kori confirmed that it does not.

Joyce Gifford asked whose terms are ending and if they are able to
reapply. Steve, Ken, and Joey’s terms are all expiring but they would be
able to reapply if they chose.

Ken asked the status of our November PRAC meeting.

Kori confirmed that we will not have a November PRAC meeting.

PRAC members confirmed that December 12t would work. Kori will be
sending further details and confirmation within the next couple weeks.
Ken encourages all who are able to participate to do so.

Kori is going to look at the interview questions that we asked last year and
is open to new question ideas that make sense to ask.

Steve reiterated that everything is run through the Mayor and Kori
confirmed that it is only a recommendation from PRAC.

MEMBER REPORTS
Tim Wuest volunteered for the Waterboard Park ivy pull event and they got quite
a bit done with about a dozen volunteers. He was very impressed with the
JROTC and the organization of the event.

Tim Lainhart gave a shoutout to the pool facility and staff. He recently attended
two birthday parties at the pool and appreciated the organized chaos.

Ken Worcester understands that the PRAC City Commission report is coming up
in November. He pointed out that last years report was more of a department list
of accomplishments and less about what PRAC has been involved in, so he is
struggling a little bit because he doesn’t feel that PRAC is involved in enough to
report on if the report were to change focus. He appreciated the future agenda
items because they are topics that PRAC can sink their teeth in. He knows that
fees discussion are coming up and more talk of the SDC Methodology updates,
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but included in that Methodology is a capital improvement program that PRAC
has never seen, so he finds it hard to go out and talk knowledgably about
anything involving the new master plan, CIP, funding, etc. Ken suggests coming
up with a few more projects that PRAC can be in the midst of so that he has
more to speak on in the future. Ken stated that our comp plan has to go through
a periodic review and the new master plan is incorporated in that but before that
happens Ken would love to see some better park design standards, so that
people know what to expect in a park. Those are the kinds of things that should
be in a comprehensive plan. Another area is the CIP and being offered to help
prioritize projects, based on what PRAC knows of what is logical and has likely
funding sources. You may have a 20-year master plan but can only forecast,
economically, what is available and possible within 3-5 years. Those types of
things would be helpful and exciting to be part of. Staff are always in the parks,
but it is the residents and park visitors that are looking at them in a different way.
Steve Williams will be out of town for the City Commission presentation and
clarified that Ken is wanting to take on the approach of presenting projects and
tasks that PRAC is wanting more involvement in for the upcoming year. That
would make the annual report more personal to PRAC.

Tim Wuest would like to see what kind of direction the department plans to go
with the swimming pool. Other PRAC members pointed out that the direction
needs to come from Commission, now the department Director. Tim mentioned
that each of the new candidates is speaking on the future of the pool facility.
Erin McClellan shared the sentiment that she would like to see PRAC become
more active in the coming year and have some areas of interest that they can
help guide.

Ken suggests we begin with Cemetery Fees, Design Standards, Memorial/Bench
Policy, 5-year CIP, continued pool discussions and ways to implement the
master plan, as well as addressing what might be lacking.

Tom will compile some of these ideas and send to PRAC for review before City
Commission in November.

Joyce asked for the date of the City Commission presentation.

Tom confirmed it will November 20t.

Erin asked if it will only be Ken who attends or if others should attend as well.
Ken said it would be great to have as many members in attendance as possible.
Erin McClellan asked if Kori would send out the calendar reminder for that
meeting.

Joyce Gifford wanted to address the poison oak at Park Place Park and stated
that she was out at a state park recently, mixed in with ivy. She wondered if we
are noticing poison oak seen during our ivy pulls. She stated that the state park
had wonderful signage, including pictures of what to watch for. She wanted to
find out what is being done at Park Place, if we have signage and if we plan on

spraying.
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Tom responded saying that we have already done a spot spray and the goal is
through the fall and winter to do a more mechanical removal when the ground
softens up. There is sighage posted and the trail is closed. During the
construction of the trail, we recommended that the group stay aware and
cautious.

Joyce asked if Park Place is the only park we are having trouble with poison oak.
Tom stated that poison oak is native to Oregon. He is aware of some at
Waterboard Park.

Ken asked if we are not spraying because poison oak is a native plant and do we
have an overall policy in addressing this, especially since dogs or children could
get off the trail. He would like to see a fairly aggressive tactic in keeping it at a
distance from the trails.

Tom stated that we don’t have any other identified areas of concern (some of his
voice is not distinguishable).

Steve Williams recalled the October 9t joint meeting with the NRC Committee.
One of the agenda items discussed was the McLoughlin Blvd Enhancement
Project update. There is a paragraph in each agenda packet that was discussed
about the recommendations were needed to be made to the consultant regarding
the vegetation associated with the overhang. He wanted to see if there were any
concerns or issues in having this go forward to the consultant. We are still in the
very early phases of the large project.

Tim Wuest mentioned it was too early to make any judgement calls on that.

The second part of the joint NRC meeting addressed the tree canopy policy and
provided a draft of a letter for PRAC to review and decide if they want to be
involved in a joint submission to Commission.

Joyce mentioned that the topics of the letter were great, but the letter needs to be
shortened and condensed.

Erin McClellan was talking to Samantha Wolf and mentioned that there are
structuring ways to cut that letter down. She asked if they could send it
electronically, but Joyce mentioned that it was attached to the agenda. Erin
hopes for a word document so that edits and tracking can be made.

Ken mentioned that this is another item that we can add to our presentation list
for City Commission that PRAC wishes to be involved in.

Tim Wuest asked about the status of the Director position.
Tom confirmed that no decision have been made and two candidates are being
considered.

NEXT SCHEDULED MEETING — December 121, 2024

ADJOURNMENT
Meeting ended about 7:30 p.m.
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WATER
é ENVIRONMENT JANUARY 23, 2025

SERVICES

Tri-City Good Neighbor Program




1. Background

2. Program Application

 Project eligibility
3. Program Detalls

 Funding, project selection, and reporting

* Project examples
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Good Neighbor
Program

Funding for infrastructure
Improvements, neighborhood
enhancement projects, and
landscaping/aesthetic
Improvements around
facilities.




Good Neighbor Program

History at Clackamas Water Environment Services (WES)

Kellogg Good Neighbor Program

Partnership between WES and City of Milwaukie

Created in 2011; updated 2023
WES funding provided for City projects in an area around Kellogg Creek Water Resource

Recovery Facility

Tri-City Good Neighbor Program

Partnership between WES and Cities of Gladstone and Oregon City

Created in 2019
WES funding provided for City projects in an area around Tri-City Water Resource Recovery
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4

Facility
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Project Eligibility
Located within the Tri-City Good Neighbor Area

Gladstone i ;
t o el Meets at least one of the following:

L, ‘ ) _é Recreational improvements such
e ®  as pathways, parks and trails

Park

Enhancement of fish and wildlife
habitat and riparian areas

Clackamette

Burnside Park
Goat Island Cove

Public education related to
wastewater treatment and
surface water management

T
22
)

[
< >
g <
© >
Q =
o
i

Front Ave

Maddax Woods

Hiram Ave

\J
\} Oregon City
\! Shopping
\} Center V)
\ ’
1\
|}
1
]
)
!

27/ Qregon City) |{."*

Q‘gon City

A ?" S| Create opportunities for
i T - collaboration and leveraging

TWO RIVERS
F= i -City Good Neighbor Area po——

resources between the two

DTI’I City Wate( Resource CItIeS and/Or WES relatlng tO \
Recovery Facility %y s, \§\
? another approved purpose &/)

[ city Boundary ; S




Program Details

Total funding amount is based on the number of EDUs

from each participating city

Initially set at $250,000; increased by $1 per additional Program Funding

EDU served above 250k (FY 2019/20 — FY 2024/25)

WES distributes funding to Cities each July based on

prior FY EDUs

Oregon City $ 1,197,421

Oregon City manages the funding and project list, Gladstone 306,190
ensuring an opportunity for citizen involvement Total $ 1503.611

City provides an annual report by April 15t
& coordinates with WES on public communication

74

Funds may be carried forward for 3 years with any unused funds
D returned to WES. Longer terms are possible with approval from WES

7/,
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Project Examples
City of Gladstone — Meldrum Park

 New Playground Equipment
* Resilient Surfacing

« ADA accessible components

e

v
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Project Examples
City of Milwaukie

Waterfront Park Bond

« Path and Path Lighting
 Benches and Garbage Cans

« Kellogg Plant Landscape Screen

« Maintenance and Replacement
Plantings




Project Examples
City of Oregon City

Clackamette Park
* Master Planning
* Tree Work
« Speed bump installation

River Access Tralil
« Trail and Parking Lot
Improvements
« ADA-compliant access

The Cove Before After
* Benches and Picnic Table




Questions?




il

OREGON
CITY

Mountain View Cemetery

mmm—— Price Review and New Fees
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Cost Recovery and New Fees

 Break even or Subsidize
* Option 1
* Option 2

 Option 3
« 10-Year Analysis
« Cemetery Price Comparisons
+ Difference of Services
- Expense Allocation




Current Price

Price to achieve break even

Net Hevenue - Break Even

Price Increase — ¥

F250.00
#50.00
F#450.00
F600.00
F300.00
#1,200.00
#5,000.00
#3.800.00
#2,200.00
$1.,597.00
#5,400.00
#1635.00
$165.00
#210.00
F250.00
$350.00
F750.00
#450.00
#555.00
¥2,322.00
#1,3d8.00
550,00
#3500.00
$633.00
F40.00
$55.00
F700.00
400,00
F2580.00
500,00
#615.00
#555.00
75700
#107.00

I P R L T R T " T T A T T

500.00
100.00
900.00

1,200.00
600.00

2 400.00
10,000.00
7,600.00
4,400.00
3,194.00

10,800.00
330.00
330.00
420.00
500.00
700.00

1,500.00
900.00
1,710.00
4,644.00
2 596.00
1,700.00
1,000.00
1,278.00
£0.00
170.00
1,400.00
E00.00
560.00
1,000.00
1,230.00
1,110.00
1,574.00
214.00

LT T R ¥ T P B P R R TR T R T T B R P P P R P P R T R T R T R T R P R P B LA T R T R T R P R P R P P B

56,500.00
1,000.00
22 500.00
10,800.00
7,200.00
40,800.00
20,000.00
7,600.00
101,200.00
18,864.00
32,350.00
9 298.00
420.00
23,500.00
10,500.00
48,000.00
10,800.00
14,794.00
50,920.00
35,528.00
22 000.00
14,994.00
240.00
170.00
4,200.00
3,200.00
29800
15,990.00
16,650.00
15,740.00
1,926.00

617,982.00 |

I P R L T R T " T T A T T

250.00
50.00
450.00
600.00
300.00
1,200.00
5,000.00
3,800.00
2, 200.00
1,597.00
5,400.00
165.00
165.00
210.00
250.00
350.00
750.00
450.00
£55.00
2 322.00
1,348.00
£50.00
500.00
539.00
40.00
85.00
700.00
400.00
280.00
500.00
515.00
555.00
787.00
107.00

Option 1

Prices to achieve
break even

City would not
provide subsidies
for the Cemetery

Achieve 100% cost
recovery at current
number of sales




Current Price

F250.00
£50.00
F450.00
$600.00
300,00
#1.200.00
#5,000.00
#3.800.00
¥2,200.00
#1.,297.00
#5,400.00
$165.00
#165.00
210,00
F250.00
F350.00
F750.00
F#450.00
#555.00
2. 322.00
#1,3d58.00
F550.00
F500.00
$633.00
£40.00
#55.00
$700.00
400,00
$280.00
500,00
$612.00
#555.00
¥737.00
#107.00

Price to achieve 752 Cost

Recovery

v
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375.00
75.00
675.00
900.00
450.00
1,800.00
7,500.00
5,700.00
3,300.00
2,395.50
8,100.00
247.50
247.50
315.00
375.00
525.00
1,125.00
675.00
1,282.50
3,483.00
2,022.00
1,275.00
750.00
958.50
60.00
127.50
1,050.00
600.00
420.00
750.00
922.50
832.50
1,180.50
160.50

vy N LWV UVBEWLVLEUVEUVLEUVEGEVE VWD

Net Bevenue - 757 Cost

Recovery

i

42,375.00
750.00
16,875.00
8,100.00
5,400.00
30,600.00
15,000.00
5,700.00
75,900.00
14,148.00
24,262.50

6,973.50
315.00
17,625.00
7,875.00
36,000.00
8,100.00
11,095.50
38,190.00
26,646.00

16,500.00
11,245.50
180.00
127.50
3,150.00
2,400.00
223.50

11,952.50
12,487.50
11,805.00

1,444 50

463,486.50 |

Price Increase - $
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125.00
25.00
225.00
300.00
150.00
600.00
2,500.00
1,900.00
1,100.00
798.50
2,700.00
82.50
82.50
105.00
125.00
175.00
375.00
225.00
427.50
1,161.00
674.00
425.00
250.00
319.50
20.00
42.50
350.00
200.00
140.00
250.00
307.50
277.50
393.50
53.50

Option 2

Prices to achieve
75% Cost Recovery
at current number of
sales

City would subsidize
the other 25%




Current Price

F250.00
$50.00
$d450.00
$600.00
$300.00
#1.200.00
+5.000.00
$3.800.00
¥2.200.00
#1.537.00
+5.400.00
$165.00
$165.00
$210.00
$250.00
$350.00
$750.00
$d450.00
$555.00
¥2.322.00
#1.348.00
$550.00
#500.00
$633.00
$40.00
$55.00
$700.00
#400.00
$250.00
#500.00
$615.00
$¥555.00
F¥737.00
$107.00

25% Price Increase

L R P P R P R T R PR T A T T T T P L IR L R T P R T T R T R T T P R U R A R P R T T P T PR P R T P P B P R LR T

312.50
62.50
562.50
750.00
375.00
1,500.00
6,250.00
4,750.00
2,750.00
1,996.25
6,750.00
206.25
206.25
262.50
312.50
437.50
937.50
562.50
1,068.75
2,902.50
1,685.00
1,062.50
625.00
798.75
50.00
106.25
875.00
500.00
350.00
625.00
768.75
693.75
983.75
133.75

L7 TR P AR VL TR P P T P TR P TR P TR P T P TR P TR P TR L TR P T L T P TR P P TR T P TR P TR T Vo TR P TR P TR P TR PR o TR VO TR P R PO TR P T P T

Net Revenue - 252 Price

LN

35,312.50
625.00
14,062.50
6,750.00
4,500.00
25,500.00
12,500.00
4,750.00
63,250.00
11,977.50
20,250.00

4,537.50
262.50
14,687.50
6,562.50
30,000.00
6,750.00
9,618.75
31,927.50
25,275.00

13,750.00
9,585.00
150.00
106.25
2,625.00
2,000.00
350.00

9,993.75
10,406.25
9,837.50
1,203.75

389,106.25 |

Price Increase - $
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62.50
12.50
112.50
150.00
75.00
300.00
1,250.00
950.00
550.00
399.25
1,350.00
41.25
41.25
52.50
62.50
87.50
187.50
112.50
213.75
580.50
337.00
212.50
125.00
159.75
10.00
21.25
175.00
100.00
70.00
125.00
153.75
138.75
196.75
26.75

Option 3

Prices to achieve
65% Cost Recovery

City would subsidize
the other 35%

Option 3 represents a
=25% price increase
over current rates




$9,000,000

$8,000,000

$7,000,000

$6,000,000

$5,000,000

$4,000,000

$3,000,000

$2,000,000

$1,000,000

$-

10-Year Analysis

2024

2025

2026

——Current

Options with Inflation

2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032

Option1 =—Option2 —Option3 —Expenses

2033

2034

- Regardless of option
selected. resolution
would include ability to
add inflationary
increases each year




Expenses allocated to

"5 w3 | '..f‘; : 11 Acres
Open Access, Events, B e W (20% of cemetery)
| - | Veterans Plaza, POMC
and CIeanups =~ i And Historic Cemetery
$356,870.67
29 Acres | 17 Acres
(50% of Cemetery) (30% of Cemetery)
Main cemetery (50%) .. 4 Main Cemetery Scattering Canyon
$178,435.34

Veterans, POMC, and
Historic Cemetery

$71,374.13

Scattering Canyon
$107,061.20
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Difference of Services

Mountain view Cemetery Comparables

Outdoor Mausoleums Crypts and niches in enclosed buildings

Outdoor gathering area Inside room available for gatherings/services

Services can be held in covered mausoleum area. Permit graveside service with families permitted to
Families cannot pallbear within 20’ of burial site. pallbear to burial site

Single depth casket burials only Double depth burials (stacking 2 caskets)

No upright monuments in M and N.

: : Ground lots allow upright monuments
Older sections — no more upright monuments

Single staff for day-to-day maintenance with Parks Dedicated staff for different roles: Maintenance,
staff providing support as needed burials, and family counselors




Cemetery Price Comparisons — Data collected March 2024

Mountain View | Gethsemani Metro River View St Johns Catholic Sunset Hills Zion Memorial AVERAGE PRICES
Cemetery Cemetery Cemeteries Cemetery Cemetery Me morial Park Cemetery Based on Comparisons
Burial /Mausoleum Space Removed high/low outlyers
Ground Full Body Burial Lot (Section M & N) 2,200 1100- 2900 1500-3000 3125-11995 2,400 1995-9995 1,500 3,322
Ground Full Body Burial Lot (Section L) 3,800
Ground Full Body Burial Lot (Sections A-K) 5,000
Ground Cremation - Single Burial Lot (1) 300 840-1360 750-1500 1595-5995 495 and up
Ground Cremation - Double Burial Lot (2) 600 1360-1990 1795-7995
Ground Cremation - Double Berm Lot w/stone (2) 1,200 4,300
Ground Infant Burial Lot 200 525 600|
Mausoleum - Single Crypt (1) 2985-4980 7,995 250[]—43-DD|
Mausoleum - Tandem Crypt (2) 4485-7477 8,400 5295-23995 11,995 4DDD—}'DDD|
Mausoleum - Quad Crypt (4) 9000-10372 &Dﬂﬂl
Mausoleum - Niche (1) 637-1597 1950-2750 795 2,995
Burial /Interment Fees (Open/Close)
Casket Ground Burial 1,000 660 1,595 2,295
Cremation Ground Burial 500 695 1,195
Infant Ground Burial 250 55 295
Cremation Niche 350
Full Body or Cremation Crypt 450 345 2,295
Saturday Full Body Burial (extra charge) 700 695
Saturday Cremation Burial (extra charge) 400 695
Overtime Hourly Fee (M-F aftrer 3:30 / 2 staff) 295
Recording and Processing Fee 50
Second Right to Interment 0 50% space purchase
Scattering Recording Charge 250

Cemetery

Memorial and Material Sales
Concrete Grave Liner 450 1,050 950
Headstone - Single F/B 1075-1559 1050-1550 1375-2000 1340-1700
Headstone - Double F/B 2167-2481 2100-2470 2050-2635
Headstone - Single Cremation/Infant 575-690 500-725
Headstone - Double Cremation £99-952
Engraving - Natural Stone 500
Engraving - Final Date 165
Engraving - Memorial Brick in Memorial Garden 165
Engraving - Memorial Wall 210

Crypt Bronze Name Bar 615
Niche Bronze Name Bar 555
Bronze Inscription Vase 787
Permavase Set with Ring 107
Permavase Ring 36




New Fee Proposals (1 & 2)

1) Service setup in the Mausoleum 2) Second Right to Interment

$200 for Casket Service with chairs. table. .

podium. and pallbearing (5 hours of staff time)

$100 for Cremation Service with chairs, table,

and podium (1 hour of staff time)

The First Right of Interment is included with
the purchase of a casket lot. and the
Cemetery permits up to 4 cremation

interments on each casket lot

$500 for each Second Right of Interment

iy
(L3
4




New Fee Proposals (3 & 4)

3) New Niche Columbarium Wall 4) New Menmorial Plaque Options
* $1,600 Single niche (1 urn/cremation inurnment)  $690 - 1,940 New memorial plaque option for new niche wall

* $3,200 Double niche (2 urns/cremation inurnments)

** Prices vary depending on location of wall ** | , fStonefleld\

Esther W. g
6-14-1935 éf
1232022 W)

Add on options shows above

e Emblems available in Bronze, Black/White, or Color

 Portraits available in in Black/White or Color

* Add onvase option

** Prices vary based on niche wall location and plaque options **

New Niche Wall Columbarium install in 2024



625 Center Street

CITY OF OREGON CITY Oregon City, OR 97045
503-657-0891

Staff Report
To: Parks and Recreation Advisory Agenda Date: January 23, 2025
Committee
From: Thomas Kissinger, Assistant Parks and Recreation Director

SUBJECT:
Item 5.b. - Movies in the Park Preparations

STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends that PRAC provide feedback on the movie voting options for the Movies in
the Park series.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Below is a list of movies that are this year’s options for Movies in the Park. Movies from this
list will go out to the general public for a vote and the top 4 movies will be what is shown
unless licensing availability changes:

Out of my Mind The Wild Robot
Inside Out 2 Moana 2
Despicable Me 4 Field of Dreams
Mufasa: The Lion King Holes
IF

BACKGROUND:

Movies in the Park takes place Oregon City throughout different parks. Movies in the Park is
a family-friendly event that is free to the public. Oregon City Parks and Recreation will show
four free family films between July and August this year.

OPTIONS:

BUDGET IMPACT:
1. Make recommendations to amend the Movies in the Park Movie List.

Page 1 of 2
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2. Not make recommendations and keep the current Movies in the Park Movie List as
is.
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