
           

 

             

5:30 p.m. (15 min) – Tualatin Tomorrow Update.  The Tualatin Tomorrow Vision Plan is
undergoing its first major update since it was adopted in 2007.  Staff in collaboration with the
Tualatin Tomorrow Advisory Committee, community partners and consultant, J. Robertson and
Co. has developed a comprehensive public outreach strategy and plan for updating the Vision.
 Staff will present an overview of the public outreach strategy and a schedule of upcoming
outreach events.
 

5:45 p.m. (20 min) – Tualatin Valley Water District Project Proposals.  Staff will present
information regarding two projects that the Tualatin Valley Water District has proposed,
including the Willamette Supply System Preliminary Design project and the 124th Transmission
Pipeline Design.  Attached is information regarding both proposals and staff’s analysis.
 

6:05 p.m. (20 min) – Noise Ordinance Revisions / Options.  At the May 27, 2013 Council
meeting, the Council heard from several residents who have experienced noise issues in their
neighborhood that cannot be addressed with the current municipal code provisions.  The City
Attorney will present information regarding potential revisions to the code that would address the
issues.
 

6:25 p.m. (20 min) – Washington County Vehicle Registration Fee Proposal.  The
Washington County Coordinating Committee will be providing a recommendation to the
Washington County Board of Commissioners regarding a potential vehicle registration fee. 
Tualatin’s input regarding this matter is desired.  Attached is information regarding the issue.
 

6:45 p.m. (10 min) – Council Meeting Agenda Review, Communications &
Roundtable.  This is the opportunity for the Council to review the agenda for the June 24th
City Council meeting and take the opportunity to brief the rest of the Council on any issues of
mutual interest.
 

TO:
 

Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

FROM:
 

Sherilyn Lombos, City Manager

DATE:
 

June 24, 2013

SUBJECT: Work Session for June 24, 2013



   

City Council Work Session             
Meeting Date: 06/24/2013  

Subject: Tualatin Tomorrow Vision Update

Attachments
PowerPoint-Vision Plan Update



TUALATIN 
TOMORROW 
VISION AND 

STRATEGIC ACTION 
PLAN  

UPDATE 

City Council Work Session – June 24, 2013 



Overview 

 Vision Plan Update 
 Public Outreach Strategy & Tools 
 Upcoming Schedule of Outreach Opportunities 
 Questions? 



Vision Plan Update 

 Tualatin Tomorrow describes the way citizens want 
their community to look, feel and function over a 
twenty-year horizon.  The Vision “action plan” 
outlines specific programs and projects designed to 
help achieve these community goals. 



Vision Plan Update Goals 

 Conduct a broad and inclusive public engagement 
program 

 Assess and report to the community all progress 
made to date 

 Incorporate and build on goals and priorities  from 
other recent community plans 

 Foster partnerships with citizen groups and peer 
organizations 

 Generate a focused list of new projects and 
programs that get implemented 



Did You Know?  

 66% of the original action plan (over 200 items) is 
underway or complete 

 50% of Tualatin residents did not live here 5 years ago 
 Our Hispanic population has grown from 11.9% in 

2000 to 17.3% 
 New Citizen Involvement Organizations have been 

formed, making it easier to communicate with 
neighborhoods 

 In our most recent community survey, 84% of residents 
rated overall quality of life in Tualatin as excellent or 
good 



Project Timeline 



Step 1: Community Ideas 



Outreach to Latino Community 

 Bilingual volunteers to assist with “Person on the 
Street” interviews 

 Spanish Storytime on July 18th 
 Spanish Vision Focus Group on August 22nd 
 Outreach opportunities through other library 

programs 



Schedule of Summer Events 

 Farmer’s Market – June 28th 
 Movies on the Commons – June 29th 
 Spanish Storytime – July 18th  
 Summer Reading on the Commons - ??? 
 Farmers Market – July 19th 
 Concerts on the Commons – July 19th 
 ArtSplash – July 27th  
 National Night Out – August 6th 
 Crawfish Festival – August 10th 
 Spanish Vision Focus Group – August 22nd  



Public Outreach Tool Kit 

 Tualatin Tomorrow Advisory Committee, City Council 
and other volunteers will be provided with a tool kit 
to collect input 

 All ideas will be turned into City staff to be entered 
into idea database to prepare for Step 2: Action 
Planning 



Questions 



TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

THROUGH: Sherilyn Lombos

FROM: Kaaren Hofmann, Engineering Manager
Alice Rouyer, Assistant City Manager

DATE: 06/24/2013

SUBJECT: Tualatin Valley Water District Project Proposals

ISSUE BEFORE THE COUNCIL:
Should the City of Tualatin participate in one or both projects proposed by the Tualatin Valley
Water District?

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
BACKGROUND

The City of Tualatin is a member of the Willamette River Water Coalition (WRWC). The other
members are the City of Sherwood, the City of Tigard, and Tualatin Valley Water District
(TVWD). The mission of the Coalition is "Maintaining the Public's Rights on the Willamette River
for Local and Regional Needs." As a part of this Coalition, the City has a portion of a 130 million
gallons per day (mgd) water rights permit on the Willamette River.

Hillsboro and TVWD have been updating their water supply plans over the last year. To
accommodate growth and the surrounding area, Hillsboro is projecting the need for additional
water supply.  This spring after months of discussion and evaluation, Hillsboro and TVWD
decided that the Willamette River in Wilsonville will be their next long-term water supply option.

Per the WRWC agreement, if a member has a proposed project that forwards the mission, they
provide the other members an opportunity to participate. TVWD has presented two projects for
possible participation. The projects are the Willamette Supply System Preliminary Design and
the Transmission Pipeline Design in SW 124th Avenue. They have presented opportunities to
participate to all WRWC members as well as the City of Beaverton.

PROPOSALS

There are two separate proposals on the table:

1. Willamette Supply System Preliminary Design
The Willamette Supply System Preliminary Design proposal will begin to identify the



design of the supply system from the Willamette River Water Treatment Plant (WRWTP)
to the supply points into the water distribution systems, including the following
components:

a) Design guidelines for the supply system;
b) Evaluation of the system hydraulics;
c) Evaluation of transmission line alignment options;
d) Evaluation of terminal storage sites;
e) Identification and coordination with key stakeholders along the alignment;
e) Permitting requirements; and
f) Schedule and Cost Estimates.

The preliminary cost is expected to be $800,000 - $1M. The City can propose to ‘buy in’
for a maximum cost. Total projects costs and allocations for all participants will be
determined in the coming months, as project agreements are developed. Staff will bring
the project agreement back to Council, for final approval.

Staff recommends that the City participate in the Willamette Supply System Preliminary
Design study for up to $100,000. This can help inform future decisions about our water
supply options. Funds are available in the Water Operating Fund and can be appropriated
by the Council in a supplemental budget after the project formally begins.

2. 124th Transmission Pipeline Design 
Washington County is currently in the early design stages of extending SW 124th Avenue
between SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road and SW Grahams Ferry Road. After preliminary
analysis TVWD determined this to be the preferred alignment for a transmission line to
access the Willamette River. In order to coordinate with Washington County’s project and
stay on schedule, 60% design plans are needed by January 2014.

Tualatin has a project in the 2013-14 budget to begin preliminary design on the 16-inch
water line that is needed in SW 124th Avenue to serve the Southwest Concept Plan area.

If the City determined at some future date that we would utilize the Willamette River as a
source, the best location for a supply point for Tualatin may be south of this proposed
pipeline. Therefore, staff recommends that Tualatin not participate in this project as a
partner but as a technical resource as the pipeline will be within the City of Tualatin.

Attachments: A. TVWD Letter
B. PowerPoint
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Tualatin Valley Water District 
Project Proposals 

Tualatin City Council  

Work Session 

June 24, 2013 

1 

Attachment B - page 1



Background & Council Discussion 

2 

Background – Hillsboro and Tualatin Valley Water 
District(TVWD) have selected the Willamette River 
for future water supply   

 

Council Discussion – Does the City of Tualatin want to 
participate in: 

1. Design of the transmission pipeline (in SW 124th 
Avenue) 

2. Design of the Supply System 

Attachment B - page 2



Supply System Preliminary Design 

3 

• Design of supply system from Willamette River Water 
Treatment Plant (WRWTP) to water distribution 
systems 
 

• Preliminary cost is expected to be $800,000 - $1M 
 

• Option to ‘buy in’ for a maximum cost 
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124th Transmission Pipeline Design 

4 

• Design of a water line in SW 124th Avenue to coincide 
with Washington County project 
 

• County has asked for 60% plans by January 2014 
 

• Staff is currently projecting the best location for a 
Tualatin supply point may be south of this project 
 

• Option of being a technical resource, rather than a 
financial partner  
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Recommendations 

5 

Supply System Preliminary Design 

• Participate in the Willamette Supply System Preliminary 
Design study for up to $100,000 

• This can help inform future decisions about our water 
supply options 

 

124th Transmission Pipeline Design 

• Participate as a technical resource, not as a financial 
partner 
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City Council Work Session             
Meeting Date: 06/24/2013  

Subject: Noise Ordinance
Through: Sean Brady, Legal Services

Attachments
Power Point
A. Exhibit A. City of Tualatin Unnecessary Noise
B. Exhibit B. Tigard Municipal Code Prohibited Noise
C. Exhibit C Salem Noise Ordinance



NOISE ORDINANCE 
WORK SESSION 

June 24, 2013 
Sean T. Brady 
City Attorney 

Noise Ord. PowerPoint
1 of 9



COMMON NOISES IN DECIBELS 

 Whisper   30 dB 
 Conversation   60-65 dB 
 City Traffic   85 dB 
 Jackhammer  90 dB 
 Power mower   107dB 
 Power saw   110 dB 
 Jet Engine   140 dB 
 Death of hearing tissue  180dB 

 

Noise Ord. PowerPoint 
2 of 9



PERCEPTIONS IN INCREASES 
OF DECIBEL LEVELS 
 Imperceptible Change  1 dB 
 Barely Perceptible  3 dB 
 Clearly Noticeable   5 dB 
 About Twice as Loud  10dB 
 About Four Times as Loud 20dB 

 

Noise Ord. PowerPoint 
3 of 9



CURRENT NOISE ORDINANCE 
TMC 6-1-210(4) 
 
 Keeping loud animal; 
 Construction activity between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., 

except upon special permit granted by the City; 
 Playing, using or operating a radio, television, etc. in such a manner 

as to be plainly audible at any time between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 
a.m. the following day, local time: 
 from a noise-sensitive property as defined in the Tualatin  
 Development Code; or 
 at a distance of 100 feet or more from the source of  
 the sound.  

Noise Ord. PowerPoint 
4 of 9



CURRENT NOISE ORDINANCE 
TMC 6-1-210(4) continued 
 Using compression brakes, commonly referred to as "jake brakes", 

on a motor vehicle, except to avoid imminent danger to persons or 
property; 

 Playing outdoor sports in or near a noise-sensitive property 
between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. the following day, 
except for school-sanctioned outdoor sports events at school 
facilities; and 

 Repairing motor vehicles in or near a noise-sensitive property 
between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. the following day. 

 
 TDC 63 

 Industrial Noise 

 

 
Noise Ord. PowerPoint 
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Recent Judicial Rulings 

 Municipal Court 
 Code provision for loud music only applies during the hours of 

10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Does not apply during day. 
 
 Other Courts: 

• Virginia – Reasonable Person Standard too vague/overbroad 
• Florida – Plainly audible standard vague/overbroad 
• Other courts find same language valid 

 
 
 

Noise Ord. PowerPoint 
6 of 9



Balancing Enforcement and 
Constitutionality 
 Reasonable Person Standard 

  More subjective than those based on maximum decibel readings 
 Subjective nature is the major drawback as can be constitutional suspect 

(free speech, due process) 
• Free speech – drafted or enforced so as to encompass communication 
• Due Process  - ordinance not sufficiently detailed to place a person on notice 

of violations 
 More easily enforced, less costly 

• Not Ex Parte 
 Party Attorney 

• Ex Parte 

 Maximum Decibel Levels 
 Stronger defense if attacked on due process or free speech grounds 
 More Difficult to enforce 

 
 Noise Ord. PowerPoint 
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Examples 

 Most Cities 
 Reasonable Person 
 Specific Noises 
 Decibel levels 
 

 Tigard 
 Noise Sensitive Inside 

• 40dB between 10pm -7 am 
• 50 dB between 7am – 10pm 

 Noise Sensitive at Property Line 
• 60 dB between 10pm and 7 am 
• 75 dB any other time 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 Salem 
 Measure from 25 feet of building 

receiving property or  
 property line near sound 
 55 – 65 dB between 10pm and 7 am 
 55-70 dB between 7:00am and 10pm 

Noise Ord. PowerPoint 
8 of 9



RECOMMENDATION 

 Reasonable Person 
 Specific Noises 
 Decibel levels based upon property use 

 
 

Noise Ord. PowerPoint 
9 of 9



Exhibit A



Exhibit B - 1



Exhibit B - 2



Exhibit B - 3



Exhibit B - 4



Exhibit B - 5



Exhibit B - 6



Salem Noise Ordinance
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TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

THROUGH: Sherilyn Lombos

FROM: Ben Bryant, Management Analyst

DATE: 06/24/2013

SUBJECT: Washington County Vehicle Registration Fee Proposal

ISSUE BEFORE THE COUNCIL:
Provide input to the Washington County Coordinating Committee (WCCC) on a proposed
county-wide vehicle registration fee (VRF). Specifically, input on the following questions:

Should Washington County institute a vehicle registration fee?1.
If so, how much of a fee?2.
If so, should there be a phase-in period?3.
If so, should the fee be referred to the voters? 4.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Background

Washington County road maintenance is funded primarily through state sources, including gas
tax revenue.  Due to the increases in fuel efficient vehicles and transit use, Washington County
expects this source of revenue to remain flat into the future while maintenance costs increase.
 Already, insufficient maintenance funds have led Washington County to accrue approximately
$10 million of deferred road maintenance projects.  This figure is expected to double over the
next 10 years without additional revenue. 

Vehicle Registration Fee Proposal

In an effort to raise additional revenue for road maintenance, the Washington County Board of
Directors has requested a discussion around a county-wide vehicle registration fee (VRF).  At
the moment, Washington County staff members have suggested the following elements for a
VRF:

Amount: $43/year (current State VRF is $43/year)
Phase-in Period: 10 years ($4 first year, 10% increase each year)
Distribution: 60% to Washington County; 40% to local cities



Tualatin Impact

The impact to Tualatin residents will be an increase of $43/year for each vehicle of ownership
(some vehicles are exempt, including: antique vehicles, farm vehicles, government vehicles,
travel trailers, campers and motor homes).  Based on Washington County analysis, at full
phase-in the City of Tualatin will receive $500,000 annually for road maintenance and
construction.  

Next Steps

The Washington County Board of Commissioners has asked the WCCC to make a
recommendation in July on the following questions:

Should Washington County institute a vehicle registration fee?1.
If so, how much of a fee?2.
If so, should there be a phase-in period?3.
If so, should the fee be referred to the voters? 4.

Attachments: Attachment A: Presentation
Attachment B: FAQ



Road Maintenance Funding Options
Updated: June 12, 2013

Department of Land Use and Transportation

Attachment A

1



Transportation Funding Strategy
“Three Legged Stool”

Attachment A

2



County Transportation System Facts

Washington County maintains:
• Approximately 1,300 miles of roads:

– half urban; half rural

– 1,075 miles paved; 225 miles gravel

• Of paved roads:
– 198 miles are arterials
– 247 miles are collectors

• Over 430 lane miles of county‐
maintained arterials and collectors 
are in cities

• Pavement is just part of the system:
– 189 bridges
– 3,021 culverts
– 700 miles of ditches
– 284 signalized intersections
– Lighting, landscaping, signs

Attachment A
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“Charlie Hales’ plan for Portland’s paving problems: 
100 miles repaired in year”

Oregonian, June 6, 2013

A Common Refrain

“Using less gas offers mixed results for state”
Salem Statesman Journal, September 29, 2012

“Clackamas County considers county gas tax, vehicle registration or 
road utility fees to fund maintenance”

Oregonian, February 5, 2012

“Once‐flush ODOT now facing lean times”
Portland Daily Journal of Commerce, August 15, 2011

“Portland Transportation Bureau studies
options for new revenue and savings”

Oregonian, November 28, 2012

“Why can’t Portland repave its rutted roads?”
Oregonian, February 26, 2012

Attachment A
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Current Washington County road network conditions (PCI)

Network is in good condition, but approaching break point where more expensive 
treatments will be required to maintain level of service expectations.

Poor  (25 – 49)

Very Poor  (<25)

Good/Very Good
(70 – 100)

Fair  (50 – 69)

Pavement Maintenance Assessment

Attachment A
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• State road funds not keeping up with cost increases

• Material and labor costs outpacing revenue growth

• “Mature” system

• High community expectations:
– Successful history of building and maintaining the system

– Recent poll of county voters as part of TSP update process 
indicated maintenance of existing system is more important 
than building new roads.

• Increasing deferred maintenance

Maintenance Funding Challenges

Attachment A
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Increasing Need
Funding gap expected to double within 10 years

2012 deferred maintenance estimate = $10.5m
2021 deferred maintenance projected = $22m

Forecasted Funding grows at approx. 3% annually while Projected Needs grows at approx. 5% annually

Projected Funding v. Needs
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Closing the Gap

Just reducing expenditures won’t get us there…

Possible funding strategies include:
• Increase state gas tax/registration fees

• Increase countywide gas tax (currently 1 cent/gallon)
– Current 1 cent/gal. rate generates $2m annually countywide 
($800K to County; $1.2m to cities)

– At 3 cents/gal. would generate $6m annually countywide 
($2.4m to county, $3.6m to cities) 

•Countywide road maintenance fee or property tax levy

• Countywide vehicle registration fee

Attachment A
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Guiding Principles for Funding

•Road users generate maintenance funds

•Revenue stability over time

•Ability to phase in over time

•Flexibility in use of funds

•Equitable distribution

•Simplicity and expediency:
– Follow current state law

– Simple to administer 

– Able to implement soon

Attachment A
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Criteria Analysis

+‐++Revenue generated 
by road users

+‐(Fee)
+(Levy)++Simple to administer

++(Fee)

‐(Levy)++Not subject to tax 
“compression”

++(Fee)

‐(Levy)‐‐Projected revenue 
stability over time

++‐‐Ability to phase in 
over time

Countywide 
vehicle 

registration 
fee

Countywide 
road maint. 
fee or prop‐
erty tax levy

Increase 
county gas 

tax

Increase state 
gas tax and 
reg. fees

Attachment A
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• Permitted under HB 2001 (JTA) after July 1, 2013
• HB 2001 provisions:

– Maximum fee and applicability
• Max. $43/yr. for all vehicle classes subject to the fee
• Certain vehicle classes exempted from County fee—including farm 
vehicles, trucks over 26K lbs., campers/travel trailers, government 
and school vehicles and disabled vets

– 40% of revenues to cities

• Possible to phase in over time 
• Could generate up to $18.0 million countywide 
annually* at maximum rate

*  Based on max. $43 per passenger vehicle per year; 418,265 passenger 
vehicles registered in Washington Co. as of December 2012 (Source: 
Oregon DMV) – does not include motorcycles or other vehicle classes.

Vehicle Registration Fee Overview

Attachment A
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• Vehicle Registration Fee revenue distribution to 
county and cities consistent with state highway 
fund apportionments:
– State retains around 60% of total; 

– Remaining 40% is divided up:
• 60% to counties (based on % of state vehicle 
registrations)

• 40% to cities (based on % of state population)

Vehicle Registration Fee Overview

Attachment A
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• Funds may be used for same purposes as state 
registration fees—for public highway, road, and 
street:
– Construction, reconstruction, improvement, repair, 
maintenance, operation and use (including multi‐modal).

– Safety improvements.

• Other permitted uses:
– Directly related administrative costs.

– To retire bonds for which such revenues have been 
pledged.

Use of Vehicle Registration Fees

Attachment A
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Vehicle Registration Fee Revenue
County and Six Largest Cities

Notes:
•Preliminary estimates only
•Estimates based on passenger vehicles only; trucks, motorcycles, other vehicles not included
•418,265 passenger vehicles registered in Washington County (December 2012)
•City revenue estimates based on each city’s proportional share of total countywide incorporated 
area population, from July 2011 PSU Certified Population Estimates

Attachment A

14



• JTA allows County Vehicle Registration Fee to be 
implemented after July 1, 2013

• Recent survey indicates many county voters prioritize 
system maintenance over construction of new 
facilities

• County needs additional maintenance funding for the 
major countywide road system 

• Need to act soon to avoid the cliff caused by ongoing 
widespread deferred maintenance

Why Now?

Attachment A
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• Discuss options with WCCC (June)

• Seek WCCC recommendation (July)

• Stakeholder outreach (ongoing)

• Potential ordinance later this year

• Appropriate phase‐in period?

Next Steps/Questions

Attachment A
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Potential Countywide Vehicle Registration Fee for Road Maintenance 
Frequently Asked Questions 

Updated June 12, 2013 
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A history of success 
Washington County has a history of being proactive on transportation funding issues. The Major Streets 
Transportation Improvement Program (MSTIP) and Transportation Development Tax (TDT) are two notable 
examples. Through these programs, taxpayers and developers have invested more than $800 million since 
1986 to improve our countywide transportation system. It is critical that we maintain that investment. 

Challenges on the horizon 
A recent survey indicates 65 percent of Washington County residents rank road system maintenance as a 
high or very high transportation priority. We are working to maximize the effectiveness of our current main‐
tenance resources. However, our resources are not keeping up with increasing system needs and escalating 
costs. Therefore, the Board of County Commissioners is initiating a public discussion about raising additional 
revenue for road maintenance through a Vehicle Registration Fee. 

What’s the need? 

 Our current maintenance resources are not keeping up with increasing costs and the needs of an 
expanding and increasingly complex road system—which includes pavement, bridges, culverts, traf‐
fic signals, lighting, signs and landscaping.  

 We need to act now to avoid a maintenance crisis. The county’s current deferred (unfunded) main‐
tenance needs are about $10 million. Based on current spending trends, this amount is projected to 
double within 10 years.  

 If the county does not keep up preventive maintenance on its 3000 lane miles of public roadways, 
major rehabilitation or reconstruction will be required in the future—at 5 to 10 times the cost. Each 
city within the county also maintains certain roads within their boundaries. The same preventive 
maintenance needs also exist on the cities’ road systems.  

 Poor road maintenance also costs drivers extra money. The American Society of Civil Engineers’ 
2013 Report Card for America’s Infrastructure found that driving on roads in need of repair costs 
Oregon motorists $495 million a year in extra vehicle repairs and operating costs – $173 per motor‐
ist.  

Why a Registration Fee? 

 The Board of County Commissioners considered several potential funding sources. A countywide 
vehicle registration fee is the preferred option for four reasons: 

 Funds are generated by road users. 

 Vehicle registrations are relatively stable over time. Gas taxes fluctuate significantly, and are 
anticipated to decline as more fuel efficient vehicles are introduced. 

 Revenues would be shared between the county (60%) and cities (40%); and 

 It is relatively simple to implement and administer. 
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How much would it cost? 
 At this time, no decision has been made about the potential fee amount. 

 Current state law allows the maximum county registration fee to equal the current state registration 
fee of $43 per year for passenger vehicles and light‐duty trucks. It is possible to set the county fee 
amount lower. It may be possible to phase the fee in over time.  

 Certain vehicles are exempt under state law from the county fee, including farm vehicles, antique 
vehicles, campers and travel trailers, trucks weighing over 26,000 pounds, government and school 
vehicles, and those owned by disabled veterans. 

How much would the fee generate? 
 It will depend on the fee amount. Based on 2012 passenger vehicle registration data, the fee could 

generate up to $18 million each year if implemented at the maximum rate of $43 a year. If imple‐
mented at a lower rate, revenues would be reduced accordingly. It may be possible to phase the fee 
in over time. 

 Revenues would be shared by the county and cities. If implemented at the maximum rate, approxi‐
mately $10.8 million would go to the county and $7.2 million to cities based on population. The six 
largest cities and projected revenues at the maximum rate are: Hillsboro and Beaverton (about $2 
million each); Tigard (about $1 million); and Tualatin, Forest Grove, and Sherwood (about $500,000 
each).  

How would the funds be used? 
 Oregon’s Constitution requires taxes on motor vehicle fuel and use, including vehicle registration 

fees, to be used exclusively for the construction, reconstruction, improvement, repair, maintenance 
and operation or use of public highways, roads, streets and roadside rest areas in this state. 

 If adopted, the County would allocate its share of this fee primarily to maintenance of its road sys‐
tem—including pavement, bridges, culverts, signals, signs, landscaping, and other elements of the 
road system. 

When would the fee take effect? 
 At this time, the Board of Commissioners is seeking public discussion about the idea.  

 State law allows the Board to adopt the fee on or after July 1, 2013. If adopted, the fee would take 
effect no sooner than January 1, 2014. 

How would it work? 

 Oregon DMV would collect the county fee along with state registration renewal fees—typically once 
every two years for most vehicles.  

 DMV would distribute funds to the county monthly. The county would distribute funds to the cities. 

Questions? 
For more information on the potential vehicle registration fee, please contact Stephen Roberts, Communica‐
tions Coordinator in the Department of Land Use and Transportation, at 503‐846‐4963 or 
stephen_roberts@co.washington.or.us  
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