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AGENDA
KEIZER CITY COUNCIL

SPECIAL WORKSESSION
Monday, September 11,1995

5:30 p.m.
Robert L Simon Council Chambers

Keizer City Hall, Keizer, Oregon 97303

I. CALL TO ORDER

Z ROLL CALL

3. DISCUSSION

a. Regional Gas Tax Proposal

b. Receive and DiscussConsultant? Final Reports on River Road

Design Plan

4. OTHER BUSINESS

This time is provided to allow Council members the opportunity to bring

matters before the Council whkh are not on tonight’s agenda.

5. WRITFEN COMMUNICATIONS

To inform the Council of significant written communications and petitions.

6. ADIOURNMENT

Torequ~ct
sv!cespIeecDntactusat3cO-37X~~reI,,ough~on ~ w0 ~

- (48hour,)jnadvince..



PUBLIC NOTICE

KEIZER CITY COUNCIL
WORK SESSION

There will be a work session of the Keizer City Council on Monday

September 11. 1995 at 5:30 p.m. This meeting will be held at Keizer City Hall,

Robert L. Simon Council Chambers, 930 Chemawa Road NE, Keizer, Oregon.

Agenda items include discussion of a regional gas tax proposal and to receive and

discuss the consultants’ final reports on the River Road design plan.

Questions regarding this meeting may be directed to Dotty Tryk, City

Manager, at 390-3700, extension 112.

DATED this 8h day of September, 1995.

Tracy L. Davis
City Recorder

NO77CEFORINFORMAliON ONLY



City ofKeizer
I MEMORANDUM ~

DATE: September7, 1995

TO: MayorKoho andCouncil

FROM: Dotty Tiyk, City Manager ~

SUBJECT: RegrnnalGasTax
I wasinvited to attenda meetingoftheCity of SalemTransportationImpactTaskForcethis
week. Thepurposeoftheinvitationwasto discussourparticipationin aregionalgastax.

This taskforcehasbeenassignedto recommenda multi facetedfundingprogramfor Salemstreet
maintenanceandimprovementover time. At thistimetheyareconsideringeitheraregionalgas
taxoratransportationutility. I haveattachedthestaffreport which analyzesboth ofthese
options. It is theirintent to recommendthat eitherfundingoption betakento thevoters.

At theirmeetingonTuesdaytheyaskedrepresentativesof Polk andMarionCounties,theRetail
(lasDealersAssociationandmefor ourreactionsto aregionalgastax, ThePolkCounty
commissionersaidthattheywould not activelyopposea districtwithin theurbangrowth
boundary,but arenotat allinterestedin onethatincludestheentirecounty. TheMarionCounty
representativesaidthat theyweresupportiveandhadinitiatedsimilar discussionsin thecountyin
theearly90s. The GasolineDealersrepresentativesaidthattheywould adamantlyandactively
campaignagainstaregionalgastax. I saidthatI wouldpresentthematerialto theCouncil and
wouldnot speculateonhowyou would receiveit oronhowour voterswould respond.

The taskforcebelievesthatit wouldbebestif thegastaxwereregionalto eliminateunfair
competitionamongdealers.TheDealersAssociationsaidthata typicalstationpumps100,000
gallonsamonthwhichwould bea$48,000taxcostandthatthisis abouttheprofit margin
stationssurviveon. Therearesomeotherinterestingstatisticsaboutservicestationsandgas
chargesin thereport.

If wewereto becomea part ofa regionalservicedistrictandreceiveourper capitaportionof a 4
cent gastax,wewould probablyreceive$450,000/year whichwouldberestrictedfor
transportationrelatedprojects,which couldincludesidewalksandstormdrains,

Theyhaverequesteda responsefromusattheir September26 meeting. I would like to discuss
this briefly at yourworkshopMondaynight.

P.O. Box 2t000 Keizer, OR 97307-5000 (503) 390-3700 * FAX (503)393-9437



MEMORANDUM

TO: Transportation ImpactTaskForce

FROM: FrankMauldin,Public Works ~

MEETING OF: August 22, 1995

SUBJECT: COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF OPTIONS FOR
PERPETUAL LIFE STREET MAINTENANCE:

TRANSPORTATION UTILITY AND
A VEHICLE FUELS TAX

TheTransportationImpactTaskForceis consideringtwo optional revenuesourcesto fund
perpetuallife streetmaintenanceandadditionalstreetscapital improvementsasfollows: a
vehiclefuelstax anda transportationutility.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Staffrecommendsthefollowing:

I. A vehiclefuels tax betentativelyselectedby theTaskForceasitspreferredoption.

2. Followaprocessaslisted belowin selectingeitheraregionalvehicle fuelstaxoraCity
ofSalemvehiclefuelstax:

a) A regionalvehiclefuelstaxbediscussedwith MarionandPolk Countiesandthe
City of Keizerwith theobjectiveof creatingataxingdistrictconsistingof the
UrbanGrowthBoundary(or otherboundariesasmutually agreed).Consider
everypermutationofjurisdictionalcooperationsuchasSalem/Keizer/Marion]
Polk, Salem/MarioniPolk,Salem/Marion,orSalem/Polk,SalemlKeizer,or
Salem/Keizer/Polk.

b) Failing to forma regionalvehiclefuels taxingdistrict,theTaskForceshould
consideraCity of Salemvehicle fuels taxwith vehiclefuel taxescollectedonly in
theCity of Salem.

3. Meetwith theRetail GasDealersAssociationrepresentativesanddiscusstheTask
Force’sfindingsof tentativelypreferringaregionalvehicle fuelstax oraCity of Salem
vehicle fuelstax.
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4. Deliberatewith all availableinformationandrecommendto theCouncil a specific
preferredoptionwith specificfeesfor fundingperpetuallife maintenance,whethera
vehicle fuelstaxoratransportation utility, andif a vehiclefuels taxis chosen,whethera
regionalvehiclefuelstaxoraCity of Salemvehiclefuels tax.

5. If a vehiclefuelstax is chosen,staffrecommendsa 40/gallontax whetherregionalor
local. Thiswill generateanestimatedadditionalaveragerevenueof$2.18 million per
yearfor thenextfive years.

BACKGROUND

At theApril 25, 1995, TransportationImpactTaskForcemeeting,thenecessaryexpendituresfor
achievingperpetuallife streetmaintenancewerepresentedby staffanddiscussedby theTask
Force. Attachment1 waspresentedtotheTaskForceasthecurrentconditions(FY 94/95)of
Streetmaintenanceperpetuallife needsfor thearterial,collector,andresidentialstreetsystems.

Staffhasdefinedperpetuallife maintenancein itssimplesttermsas“that levelof repairand
restorationwherethestreetsneverwearout.” In technicalterms,however,theanalysisfor
perpetuallife streetmaintenanceis anoptimizationanalysiswhereaminimum surfacestreet
conditionis assumed(a“fair” condition)andthenvariousrepairtechniquesareusedto extend
thelife ofthestreetaslong aspossiblebeforerestoration(anasphaltoverlay)mustbepreformed
thatbringsthestreetbackto alikenew condition. Thelatestoptimizationanalysisfor perpetual
life maintenancewascompletedby theStreetsDivision in 1993 andwastitled “Street
MaintenanceNeedsAnalysis - PotholeBusters.”

In surmnary,thecomputedcostsof perpetuallife streetmaintenance,thecurrently(FY 1994/95)
availablerevenues,andtheshortfallofrevenuesareasfollows:

TotalYearly PerpetualLife Needs $ 3,985,122
ExistingGasTax andFranchiseFeeRevenues (1.831.9l2~

PerpetualLife Yearly Shortfall $ 2,153,210

In previousdiscussionsoftheshortfall, theTaskForcehasroundedoff to aneven$2 million per
year. Later in this report,amorerefinedfive-yearforecastconsideringthevariablesof
continuingthewaterandsewerfranchisefeeandthe likelihoodof increasedstategastaxeswill
bepresented.

~ 1995
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Attachment2 is a summaryoftheforecastrevenuesfroma regionalvehicle fuelstax. If a
regionalvehicle fuels taxis implemented,Salem’ssharewouldbe,asassumedin thisanalysisby
theCouncil of Governments,distributedon thebasisof population.

Attachments3 and4 are,respectively,apreliminaryanalysisofa transportationutility presented
to theTaskForceonApril 25, anda legalopinionregardingthe“tax” or“utility” natureof the
proposedtransportationutility. This reportrefinestheanalysisof April 25andpresentstwo
optionalmethodologiesthatshift feesbetweenresidentialandcommercialusers.

FACTS AND FINDINGS

The two optionalperpetuallife streetmaintenancerevenuesources,thetransportationutility and
thevehicle fuelstax,havebeenpreviouslypresentedto theTaskForce. This reportwill present
a refinedanalysisfor theforecastshortfallofrevenueversuscostsaswell asadditionaldataand
informationfor eachofthetwo optionalperpetuallife streetmaintenancerevenuesources.

The contentofthisreport is asfollows:

A. Shortfall Analysis p. 4
B. TransportationUtility Option p. 8
C. VehicleFuelsTaxOption p. 12
D. ComparativeAnalysis p. 17
E. Conclusions p. 19

Eventhoughthefollowing reportwill likely bepraisedasa scientificandliterarymasterpiece,
thebusyreadermaywant to skipovertheNewtonianmathematicsandAristotelianlogic in
SectionsA, B, andC, andproceeddirectlyto thesummariesandconclusionsin SectionD andE.

In/cor7/analysis.uv
~ 18, /995
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~4~~n:ts~ t~a~

AttachmentI showstheFY 94/95perpetuallife maintenancerequirementsandtheFY 94/95
revenueshortfallof$2,153,210.Forecastingtherevenueshortfall isariskyundertakingbecause
severalrevenuevariablesexistasfollows:

I) Water/SewerFranchiseFee

This5 percentfranchisefeeon all waterandsewerrevenuesis dedicatedat the
presenttime to restoringstreetsdamagedby utility cuts. In FY 94/95,atotal of
$1,107,000wasavailable. This franchisefeededicationto streetrestorationis on
ayear-by-yearapprovalby theBudgetCommitteeandCity Council.

2) StateGasTaxes

Thereis presentlya 240/gallonStategastax. Each10/gallonis 4.17percentof
thetotal, orverycloselyequalingtheannualinflation ongastaxrevenues.So,to
offsetinflation, atleasta 10/gallonincreasemustbeapprovedeachyear. When
theLegislatureapprovesa2~/gallonincreaseperyear,thentheCityof Salem
gainsnetrevenuesabovetheinflation rate. A majorproblemis thatthe
Legislaturehasnotapprovedany increasesfor thepasttwo bienniums. By the
endofthecurrentbienniumin 1997/98,theCity will havelost four yearsof
inflationaryincreases.

3) StateGasTax Pie

The City divides theStategastax pieintoseveralslices:City overhead,streettree
maintenance,Public Worksmanagement(25 percentofPublic Works Director’s
salary),traffic engineering/transportationplanning,streetsigningandmarkings,
traffic signaloperationsandmaintenance,streetlights,andsurfacestreet
maintenance.All oftheabovearefairly fixedexceptsurfacestreetmaintenance,
which mustabsorbcutswith inflationaryincreasesandno offsettingrevenue
increases.

A forecastof revenuesandrevenueshortfallsfor streetsurfaceperpetuallife maintenance
thereforemustconsidertheabovethreevariables.However,to simplif~’ananalysisofpossible
assumptions,variable#3, theStateGasTaxPie, will beassumedfixed. Therefore,thefollowing
assumptionswill beanalyzed:

!~r~7/fy~s.~v
A,~gu~i18. 1995
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Assumption#1:

a) Water/sewerfranchisefeecontinuesat5 percent.
b) StartingFY 97/98,theLegislaturewill continuefunding2�/yearannual

increasesin theStategastax.

Assumption#2:

a) Water/sewerfranchisefeesno longerdedicatedto Streetmaintenance.
b) Sameas#1 above.

Assumption #3:

a) Sameas#1 above.
b) Nonew Stategastaxesapprovedby theLegislaturein 1997.

Followingis ananalysisofforecastrevenueshortfallsfor eachoftheaboveassumptions.

ASSUMPTION#1

FORECASTREVENUESHORTFALLS
1. Water/SewerFranchiseFeeContinuesat5%.

2. Annual2~/gaIlonIncreasesin StateGasTax StartingFY 97/98.
(Millions)

24L2~ 95~ 2~92 22/2~ ~/9~ 22~Q

ExpectedGasTax/Franchise
FeeRevenue 1.832 1.895 2.016 2.146 2.159 2.172

GasTax Increases
20/year 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.130 0.453 0.642

Total Revenue 1.832 1.895 2.016 2.276 2.612 2.814

PerpetualLife Needs 1~8~ 4~j45 ilLQ 4A~.2 4~i. 4A50

Shortfall (2.153) (2.250) (2.294) (2.206) (2.049) (2.036)

In/cot7/analysis.
.4agnni 18. 1995
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ASSUMPTION #2

FORECASTREVENUE SHORTFALLS
I. 5% Water/SewerFranchiseFeesNo LongerDedicatedto Streets.
2. Annual20/gallonIncreasein StateGasTax StartingFY 97/98.

(Millions)

24~ 2~ 9~22 97/98 98/99 99~Q

ExpectedGasTax/Franchise
FeeRevenue 0.725 0.725 0.725 0.725 0.725 0.725

GasTax Increases
20/year 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.130 0.453 0.642

TotalRevenue 0.725 0.725 0.725 0.855 1.178 1.367

PerpetualLife Needs (128~) (4J.4.~) (4.~ii.Q) (4.AI2) (4~ái.) (4.850~

Shortfall (3.260) (3.420) (3.585) (3.627) (3.483) (3.483)

ASSUMPTION#3

FORECASTREVENUE SHORTFALLS
1. Water/SewerFranchiseFeesContinueat5%.

2. NoNewStateGasTaxesApprovedby theLegislaturein 1997.
(Millions)

~91 2~2~ 2~L21 92~ 28L2~ 9~Q

ExpectedGasTax/Franchise
FeeRevenue 1.832 1.895 2.016 2.146 2.159 2.172

GasTax Increases
20/year 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

Total Revenue 1.832 1.895 2.016 2.146 2.159 2.172

PerpetualLife Needs (4~I4~ (4~3IQ) (4A~2) ~j) (4.850~

Shortfall (2.153) (2.250) (2.294) (2.336) (2.502) (2.678)

Inlcor7/ana/ysisuv
Asg~~t18.1995
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In summary,shortfallsper yearfor eachassumptionareasfollows:

Average5-year
Maximum 95/96 - 99-00

Assumption#1 $2.294 $2.167

Assumption#2 3.627 3.519

Assumption#3 2.678 2.412

Therefore,theaverageshortfallsrangefrom $3.519 million/yearto $2.167 million/year.

Staff’s recommendationoftheTaskForcesupportingandrecommendingto theCity Council a
vehiclefuels taxof40/gallonwill produceapproximately$2.18million of revenueperyear.
Staff’s recommendationthereforeassumesAssumption#1 for thenextfive years.

ln/cor/analysisuv
A.~g~t/8. 1995
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B IE~SPbRT~tON~~

A transportationutility is structuredsimilarly to astormdrainageor asewerutility. Servicefees
arecollectedfrom all Salemresidentsandbusinessesusingthestreetsystem. Severaldifferent
methodologiesareavailablefor determiningtheservicefees,but themostcommonis thenumber
of vehicletripsapropertygenerates.Othermethodologiescouldbethelengthof streetfrontage
orthenumberof parkingspaces.Thetrip generationmethodology,however,appearsto havethe
bestnexusrelatedto perpetualmaintenanceof streets.

Thetrip generationmethodologycan itselfhaveat leasttwo methodologies,with each
methodologyproducingdifferentsplitsof responsibilitybetweenresidentialandcommercial
sectors.Thetwo methodologiesarebriefly describedasfollows:

I. TransoortationUtility - Methodology#1

This methodologyusestheInstituteofTraffic Engineers(ITE) Trip GenerationManual
to computethenumberof trips for eachproperty in theCity. This methodology#1
assumesno allowancefor linked trips. Therefore,it is thesamemethodologyas
presentedonApril 25 to theTaskForceandincludedin Attachment3. Followingarethe
assumptionsusedin thismethodology:

Trip generation - ITE Manual
Linked trips - Not considered
EquivalentServiceUnit (ESU) - 9.55 trips/day(ITE Manual - Single

Family Residential)
Trip definition - Eithertheorigin ordestinationofa

fl.ill trip. A personleavinghis home
is a trip andarrivingat hiswork
locationis anothertrip.

Total estimatedESUs = 207,448
(Estimatedfrom arandomsampleof
utility customerswith linked trips
notconsideredandgovernment
agenciesexcluded.)

The cost/ESUfor the$2.18 million of requiredperpetuallife maintenanceannualrevenue
is asfollows:

Cost/oneESU = $2,180,000/207,448ESUs/12month
= $0.88/month

4~gv~1/8. 1995
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This methodologyproduces20percentoftotal revenuefrom residentialcustomersand80
percentof total revenuefromcommercial/industrialcustomers.

2. TransoortationUtility - Methodology#2

ThismethodologyusestheITE Manualto computethenumberof trips,butadjusts
commercialandindustrial tripsby linkedtrips. This factoringin of linked trips is
extremelyroughatthis point becausethis methodologyrequiresa detailedanalysis
similar to theKittelson SDC report.

Followingaretheassumptionsusedin thismethodology:

Trip generation - ITE Manual
Linked trips - Assumedto decreaseall

commercial/industrialtripsby a factor
oftwo.

ESU - 9.55 trips/day
Trip definition - Sameasprevious
Total estimatedESUs = 124,432

The cost/ESUis computedasfollows:

Cost/oneESU= $2,180,000/l24,432ESUs/12months
= $1 .46/month

Thismethodologyproduces33 percentoftotal revenuefrom residentialcustomersand67
percentoftotal revenuefromcommercial/industrialcustomers.

3. CapitalConstructionandTransit

TheTaskForcehasconsideredfundingwith this revenueoptionnot only perpetuallife
streetmaintenance,butalso,additionalcapitalstreetconstructionat$1.0 million peryear
andcontractingwith theTransitDistrict for expressbusroutesandparkandride lots for
anadditional$1.0million per year.

Theproposed$1.0 million per yearcapitalstreetconstructionfundwouldproduce$20
million of presentvalueoverthenext20 yearsandcouldeither lower futurebond issue
amountsandtherebylowerpropertytaxes,or increasethe$190 million maximumcreated
by the$2.02policy for generalobligationbonds.

lWcorS/analysis.uv
4~gu~118, 1995
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Thetransit programsof expressbus routesandparkandride lotswill beneededto
implementthedevelopingTransnortationSystemPlanrequiredby theState
TransportationRule. Inmorepracticalterms,thesetransit programsareneededto
controlwithin reasonableandfundablelimits, new arterialstreetcapacityimprovements
thatwould berequiredwithoutthesetransitprograms.

4. SummaryofTransportationUtility Methodoloeies

COST/ ESUI MONTH
METHODOLOGY

Perpetuallife street Perpetuallife street
maintenance maintenanceplusadditional

only capitalconstructionandtransit

$2,180,000/Year $4,180,000
AnnualRevenue AnnualRevenue

#1 - No LinkedTrips $0.88 $ 1.68

#2-LinkedTrips $1.46 $2.80

5. Examples- TransnortationUtility Fees

Transportationutility feesareproposed,if adopted,to beaddedto waterandsewerbills
asa newline itemfee. Waterandsewerfeesarecurrentlybilled bi-monthly for
residentialpropertiesandthesmallercommercialaccounts,andmonthlyfor customers
with largewatermeterssuchasfoodprocessors,largeindustry,andlargecommercial
businesses.

Examplesoftransportationutility feeshavebeenpreparedto givetheTaskForcea
practicalunderstandingofthemagnitudeandrangeof thefees. Foreachexample,four
hypotheticalfeeswill becomputedcorrespondingto thefour possiblecombinationsof
thetwo methodologies(no linked tripsandlinked trips) thatarepossibleandthetwo
targetyearlyrevenueamounts($2.18million and$4.18million) now beingconsidered.

Following areexamplesof possiblemonthlyfeesfor residential,multi-family,
commercial,andindustriallanduses.

lnlcorl/an&ysisiiv
A~g,~s(/8, /995 -
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EXAMPLES
TRANSPORTATIONUTILITY FEES

FORFOUR COMBINATIONS

MONTHLY UTILITY FEES
LAND USE

NOLINK LINKED NO LINK LINKED
$2.18 million $2.18 million $4.18 million $4.18 million

Single Family Residential $0.88 $ 1.46 $ l.68 $2.80

Apartment House (100 Units) 59.62 98.9I 113.82 189.70

Brookside Apt. (54 Units) 32.19 53.41 61.45 102.42

Commercial Retail(100,000 sq.ft.) 651.20 540.20 l,243.20 1,036.00

WalMart on Lancaster
(119,462 sq.ft.) 777.90 645.30 1,485.00 1,238.00

Bank - Drive-in (6,000 sq.ft.) 146.60 121.63 279.89 233.24

Fast Foods (3,000 aq.ft.) 217.28 180.29 414.70 345.80

Siltec Fairview (67,446 sq.ft.) 43.31 39.93 82.68 68.90

Waremart Phase 1(500000 sq.ft.) 224.83 l86.5l 429.24 357.69

~ 18. 1993
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Currently,therearefive localjurisdictionswith a vehiclefuelstax,asfollows:

MultnomahCounty 30/gallon
The Dalles 30
Tillamook 1 .50 /gallon
WashingtonCounty 10
Woodbum 10

Theannualrevenuefor Salemexpectedfroma regionalvehiclefuelstax hasbeenestimatedby
theCouncil of Governments(COG)as$545,155per 10/gallon(Attachment2).

The administrationofa fuelstaxis simplebecausetheCity or taxingdistrictcouldcontractwith
theStateDepartmentof Revenuefor collectionofthetax. NoadditionalCitystaffwould be
requiredto administerthistax.

Twoalternativesexistin structuringa localvehiclefuels taxasfollows:

Alternative1 - ReaionalVehicleFuelsTax

Wherecountytaxingdistrictswouldbecreatedin MarionandPolkcounties.Regardless
ofthesizeofthis taxingdistrict, theCity ofSalem’ssharewould becomputedbasedon
populationandwould remainconstantattheCOGestimateof$545,155per 10/gallon.

Alternative2 - City ofSalemVehicleFuelsTax

A CityofSalemVehicleFuelsTax wherethetax wouldbecollectedfromretail dealers
only within theCity of Salem. Forpurposesof thispreliminaryanalysis,thesame
estimateof $545,155per 10/gallonwill beused. The estimatecanberefinedlaterif this
option is chosenbytheTaskForce.

A vehicle fuels taxhasa distinctadvantageoverotherrevenueoptionsbecausethenexusis
extremelygood for fuel consumedandresponsibilityfor maintenanceandconstructionof streets.
Presently,wehave240/gallonof Statefuelstaxesand I 8.40/gallonof Federalfuelstaxesfor a
total of42.40/gallon. It is extremelylikely boththeStateandFederaltaxeswill greatly increase
in thefuturebecauseof massivetransportationneedsnationallyandin theWillametteValley in
particular.

!,il~o,
7

/~rn~fy~is,n
A~g~:18. /995
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It appearslogicalto staffthatasmall (4~/gallon)vehicle fuels taxwill look smallcomparedto
futurestateandfederalfuel taxincreases.

AlternativeI - RegionalVehicleFuelsTax

The majoradvantageofa regionalfuelstax overa City of Salemfuelstax is thatit eliminatesthe
argumentthat ajurisdictionalboundarysuchasacity limits will put aretail gasdealerata
businessdisadvantagedueto thefuelstax. Anotheradvantageof theregionalapproachis
additionalrevenuesareavailableto cooperativelysolveregionaltransportationproblems.

The Cityhaspursueda regionalvehiclefuels taxpartnershipwith MarionandPolk Countiesfor
severalyears.However,othercitiesin bothcountieshavebeenreluctantto participate,sothe
countieshavenotmovedon this issue.

Therearetwo alternativesthathavebeendiscussedrelatedto thesizeof a regionalvehiclefuels
taxing district: first, theentireMarion/PolkCountiesarea;andsecond,theSalem/KeizerUrban
Growth Boundaryarea.

Aspreviouslystated,thefirst alternativehasnotmovedaheadbecauseofthereluctanceof
severalcitiesin both MarionandPolk Counties.The secondalternativeneedstheunanimous
consentof Salem,Keizer, andbothcountiesto moveahead.

A regionalvehiclefuelstaxingdistrict wouldneedto be implementedwith avoteof thepeople.
Revenueswould becollectedby theStateDepartmentof Revenueanddistributedto participating
jurisdictionsbasedon population.

Attachment2 showsSalem’spotentialshareof aregionalfuels taxof $545,155for each
1~/gallonoftax. Therefore,to meetSalem’sneedof$2.18 million yearlyasanaveragefor the
nextfive years,thefollowing vehiclefuels-taxwouldbeneeded:

RegionalVehicleFuelsTax = $2.180.000 = 4.00/gallon
$ 545,155per 1~/gallon

Alternative2 - City of SalemVehicleFuelsTax

Thepolicy of theCity Council in thepastis to consideralocal vehicle fuelstaxonly if it is
regionalin sizesothat localvehicle fuel taxeswithin artificial jurisdictionalboundariesdo not
put retail gasstationsat businessdisadvantages.

~ 18, 1995
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However,in light of the improbabilityofcreatingalargetwo-countyregionalsystemorevena
smallerUrbanGrowth Boundaryregionalsystem,staffbelievesit timeto re-examinetheCity
Council’s regionalpolicy.

Staffrecentlysurveyedall retailgasolinedealerswithin andslightly outsidetheUrbanGrowth
Boundary. Attachment5 showsthelocationswhich arecodedfor City of Salem,Keizer,and
MarionandPolk Counties. Thetotals for eachjurisdictionandthepopulationservedby eachgas
stationareasfollows:

1990Census
Population Populationper

Jurisdiction Retail GasStations InsideUGB (3asStation

Salem 31 107,786 3,476

Keizer 6 21,884 3,647

Marion 10 29,164 2,916

Polk J. 858 858

Total 48 159,692 3,327

Staffconcludesfromtheabovedatathatretailgasstationsarereasonablyevenlydistributed
throughouttheUrbanGrowthBoundary(and slightly outside). Therefore,it is reasonableto
assumethatjusta Cityof Salemvehicle fuelstax wouldcollectvehiclefuels taxesapproximately
proportionalto itspopulation. This is a keyassumptionbecausewith aregionalvehicle fuels
tax, it wouldmakenodifferencein theregionwherethefuel wassoldbecausetaxrevenuewould
bedistributedto citiesandcountiesbasedon population. This assumptionneedsto beconfirmed
with retailsalesdataif a City of Salemvehiclefuelstaxis selected.

Staffalsosampledthepumppriceof gasolineonAugust 1, 1995, at14 Salemgasdealers,5
Keizer dealers,and8 MarionCountydealers.That information,alongwith a listing ofall 48 gas
dealersis shownon Attachment6. In summary,thegaspricerangesfor unleadedregularare
shownbelow.

In/cor7fanaiysis.ws
~ 18. 1995
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GasPricesof UnleadedRegular
August 1, 1995

($/gallon)

Salem 1.16-1.39

Keizer 1.18-1.23

Marion 1.17-1.37

The aboveinformationshowsSalemhada rangeof 23~fga1lon,Keizeronly 5~/gallon,and
MarionCounty200/gallon. Staffconcludesfrom thisdatain theCity of Salem,aCity of Salem
vehicle fuels tax of4~/gallondoesnotappearsignificantwith the23~/gallonrange.

Staffcontinuedits samplingof pumppricesonAugust 14, 1995,to isolatepossibledirectgas
dealercompetitionalongtheboundariesof thecity limits.

Fourareaswereidentifiedwheredirectcompetitioncouldoccuralongtheboundariesofthe
Salemcity limits. Attachment7 showstheareasandgasstationsin eachjurisdiction. Following
is a summaryofcollecteddata:

POSSIBLECOMPETITIONAREAS

Jurisdictionand UnleadedGasPrice
DirectCompetitionArea Station No. August 14. 1995

Polk I $ 1.22

Salem 19 1.29

2 Keizer 4 1.19

Keizer 5 1.19

Keizer 6 1.19

Salem 3 1.21

Salem 4 1.25

Salem 31 l.25

~
A~g,~I18, 1995
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POSSIBLECOMPETITIONAREAS Cont’d

Jurisdictionand UnleadedGasPrice

DirectComnetitionArea StationNo. August 14. 1995

3 Marion 1 1.22

Salem I 1.21

Salem 2 1.29

4 Marion 6 1.17

Marion 7 1.35

Marion 10 1.21

Salem 21 1.35

Staffconcludesthatgasolinepricesin Salemarealreadysignificantly higherin mostcases
comparedto competitorsoutsidetheSalemcity limits. The reasonfor thisis unclear,but they
areapparentlycompetingsuccessfullywith higherpumpprices. The questionis whetherthey
canstill competesuccessfullywith a Salemfuelstaxof4 0/gallon.

~
4~g~~st18. 1995
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L
A transportationutility tax dedicatedto streetperpetuallife ($2.18 million peryear)anda City of
Salemvehicle fuelstax canbecomparedwith theassumptionthetransportationutility option is
thelinked trip methodology.Thecomparisonfollows.

Salem VehicleFuelsTax
ComparisonFactor TransportationUtility 40/gallon

I. Nexusfor streetmaintenance
PublicPerception Fairto Poor Excellent

2. Costfor Setup High Veiy Low
$50,000to $75,000
A KittelsonSDCtype
analysiswouldbe

_______________________________required.

3. Voter Approval Yes Yes

4. AdministrativeCosts Moderate Very Low
CustomerService,stafI Collectioncontractedto
andCouncil wouldhave StateMotor Vehicles
manyinquiriesand

________________________________complaints

5. AdoptionProcessby Council Oppositionandsupport Retail gasdealerswouldbe
groupsarenotknownat opposed.Developers
thistime, support.

6. Residentialtax impacts AnnualTax Fora two-carfamilyand
= 12 x $1.46 30,000milesat20mpg-

= $17.52 Annual tax= $60

7. Commercialtax impacts Highly variable Highly variable
Rangeofexamples: dependingonnatureof
$7,692to $428 business.
peryear

8. Residential/commercial High commercial High residential
impacts Low residential Variablecommercial

~nIcor7fanalysisuv
4~g,~t18. /995
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SalemVehicleFuelsTax
ComparisonFactor TransportationUtility 4~/gallon

9. EconomicDevelopment Couldbea negative Very low impact
factor

10. Progressivity Residential- Poor Residential - Fair
(Ability to pay) (all residentialcustomers (Dependsonwhetherfuel

pay thesame) consumptionincreases
Commercial - Good with increasedincome)
Feeis basedonnumber Commercial - Variable
ofcustomers/employee

________________________________trips

11. GeneralExemptions Noneproposedatthis Off-roadvehicles,boats,
timeexceptgovernment, farm vehicles,agricultural,
Councilmayconsideran andnon-vehicleusecan be
exemptionfor residents reimbursedfor thefuel tax.
thatdonot ownvehicles.

12. GovernmentExemptions City Attorneyhasruled Governmentfleetscanbe
governmentis exempt exemptedbut theydonot
becauseit is atax. haveto be. If requiredin

thefinal ordinance,all
State,County,andCity
vehicleswouldpay.
Military vehiclesare

_____________________________ ___________________ exemptby Federallaw.

13. Taxespaidby outsideCity Indirect Dir~I
residents Many commercial All gassoldatSalemgas

businessesin Salemdraw stationsto I-S Commuters
from alargeregionand andothersoutsidetheCity.
increasethetrip
generationandtheutility
tax.

14. TransitOperationsExpress Yes Constitutionforbids its
Bus Service use.

15. Capitalconstructionof streets Yes Yes

A~g,~i18. 1995
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StaffconcludesfromtheComparativeAnalysis, thefollowing:

1. Sincebothoptions,thetransportationutility andthevehiclefuels tax,mustbeapproved
by thevoters,thepublicperceptionoftherelationshipornexusofthetaxandthestreet
maintenanceneedsis crucial. Staffbelievesthepublicunderstandsthis relationshipfor a
vehiclefuels tax,butwouldnot understandit for thetransportationutility.

2. The costto studyandcreatethemethodologyfor theTransportationSDCwashigh
($75,000). Many citizensandseveralCouncilorswereverycritical of this frontendcost.
Thecostto setupa transportationutility will alsobehigh. A methodology,probably
usinglinked trips,mustbecreatedaswell asaspecificcustombill for everycommercial
accountin Salemmustbedeveloped. In contrast,thevehiclefuels taxhasvery low set
upcosts.An agreementwith StateMotor Vehiclesmustbedevelopedfor Salemto
contractcollectionsto them.

3. The adoptionprocessby theCity Councilwill probablybedifficult for eitheroption. The
Retail GasDealersAssociationwill vigorouslyopposethelocalvehiclefuels tax. The
developmentcommunity,however,areon recordassupportinga vehiclefuelstax. The
difficulty in adoptinga transportationutility tax is completelyunknown. Noopponents
havesurfacedatthis time,butbecauseit is a newtax, thepublicperceptionwill probably
bethatthereis aweakrelationshipofthisnew taxwith streetmaintenance.Opposition
fromresidentsandcommercialbusinessesshouldbeexpected.A newTaskForcewill
probablyneedto becreatedofall impactedpartiesif a transportationutility is chosen.

4. Thevehicle fuelstaxwill fall heavilyon residentsandthetransportationutility will
impactcommercialbusinessesmoreheavily.

5. Governmentwouldbeexemptedfrompayingthetransportationutility tax,but it would
not beautomaticallyexemptedfrom thevehiclefuelstax exceptfor military vehicles.

6. The vehiclefuels taxproposedat4~/gallonis believedsuperiorto thetransportation
utility for thepurposeofproviding revenuesfor perpetuallife streetmaintenancebecause
publicperceptionis that gastaxeshaveabetternexus. A disadvantageof thevehicle
fuelstaxis that it cannotbeusedfor transitexpressbusoperations,which is acritical
needin Salem.

LN/COR7/ANALYSIS.UV

~
~ iS, 1995
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LN/COR7/ANALYSIS.UV3
Attachments: 1 FundingPerpetualLife MaintenanceStrategies

2 RegionalVehicleFuelsTax
3 TransportationSystemUtility
4 Legal Opinion- TransportationUtility
5 GasDealerLocations
6 ListingofGasDealers/Locations
7 PossibleCompetitiveAreas/GasStations



ATTACHMENT 1
1i/f3

FUNDING PERPETUAL LIFE MAINTENANCE STRATEGIES
PROGRAM ALLOCATION/SHORTFALL

PROGRAMS: ARTERIAL COLLECTOR RESIDENTIAL TOTAL

Routine Maintenance *468.535 *150.070 *371.870 *990.475

Preventative Maintenance *26.398 *14.142 *591.955 *631.494

Restoration/Resurfacing *1.118,400 *293.784 *950.988 *2.363.162

Total Perpetual Ufe Needs $1,612,333 *457.996 *1,914.793 *3.985,122

AVAILABLE FUNDS:

Gas Tax & Franchise Fee *411,735. *366.657 *1,053,520 *1,831,912

Perpetual Ufe Shortfall *1,200,598 *91,339 *861,273 *2,153,210
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REGIONAL VEHICLE FUEL TAX

Currently, three cities and two counties have a local fuels tax:

Tillamook (1 Y2 cent), The Dalles (3 cents), Woodburn (1 cent),

Multnomah County (3 cents), and Washington County (1 cent). A

Marion-Polk County fuels tax could be implemented with a vote of the

people and distributed based on population. This source of funding

would require coordination and support throughout Marion and Polk

Counties. Gasoline sales have flattened out and are expected to

increase gradually overtime.

SALEM’S POTENTIAL SHARE OF A REGIONAL FUEL TAX
Based On 1994 Vehicle Registration Population Estimate, and Fuel use Data.

First Year City of Salem City of Salem City of Salem
Tax Per City of Salem Years 1-5 Years 6-20 20Year
Gallon Total Total Total Total

I cent S545,155 $2,848,929 $10,142,790 $12,991,719

3 cents $1,635,464 S8,546,766 $30428371 $38,975,158

5 cents $2725774 $14,244&~ $50.71 3.952 $64958596

7 cents $3816083 $19,942,501 $70999533 $90,942,034

Prep~,edby M,d-W~Ii~,ye~,V~IIeyCo,~yc,Jof Gov~,yn,ey~, 4igs
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TO: TransportationImpact TaskForce

FROM: FrankMauidin~frec~

DATE: April 20, 1995

SUBJECT: TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM UTILITY

The purposeof this memorandumis to discusstheestablishmentof a City lranspo~tatiortsy~tei~
ulility asa meansof financing a definedprogram of transportationsystemrelatedservices. A
utility is not a taxingentity. A utility fee is not a tax; it is a userfee. Sinceutility feesarenot
taxes,abenefittedgovernmentalentity is generallyrequiredto pay them.

Cities utilizing a transportationutility fund and operating all or a defined portion of their
transportationsystem,will typically collect thetransportationutility fee throughthecity’s normal
utility billing system.Thisminimizestheadministrativecostsof theutility.

In a ufility, a fee is collectedfrom thosepersonsor entities receiving the benefits of utility’s
servicesbasedupon the amountof serviceor benefit received. The amountof the utility fee
collectedis determinedannuallyby dividing theutility’s budgetby a definednumberof Units of
service. For example,in a waterutility, the Unit of serviceis the measuredquantityof water,
typically a measuredgallon orcubic foot. The utility feepaid by thewaterservicecustomeris a
basedupon thenumberof gallonsorcubicfeetof waterutilized.

Defining theequivalentunitsof service(ESU) and establishingthe numberof unitsof service
within a transportationutility mustbe rationally linked to thebenefitsprovidedby theutility. To
be “rational” implies the definition of the ESU and assignmentof value to the ESU must
approximatethebenefitsreceivedby theuseroftheservicein orderfor equityto exist. The three
mostcommonmeasuresof serviceusedby transportationutilities are “trips” and “front-foot”, or
combination“front-foot” for residentialuseandanothermeasuresuchas“numberof employees”
or “parking spaces” for commercial/industrialland use. It is generallyconceded the most
equitableof thethreeallocatingmeasuresthe “trip.” It is alsoconcededthat utilizing “trips” is
somewhatmorecomplexthanothermeasures.

In developmentof a utility fee based upon the number of “trips” a property generates,
municipalities almost uniformly utilize the Institute of Traffic EngineersTrip Generation
Manual. This manual lists trip generationby property use category. The trips generatedby a
parcelof property includenot only thetrips generatedby occupantsof theproperty,but alsothe
trips suchasmail, serviceanddeliveries,garbageservice,andcustomers.

To demonstratehow Salem might utilize “trip generation”as the basis for allocating cost of
servicefor transportationutility, theexampleis presented.The following table is a very rough
estimateof thenumberof ESU’sfor aCity of Salemtransportationsystemutility.

This estimateis an updateof a rough estimatefirst preparedin March, 1984. The estimate
assumesthe wateraccountsmodel the usercategory’sgenerationof vehicle trips The accuracy
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of the 1984 estimate,and this onetoo, is reduceddue to the small samplesizeanddifficulty in
obtaining site specific data which forms the basis for calculation of commercial,industrial,
institutional,andpublic servicetrip generation.

The ESUs in this estimateare basedupon February,1995, water utility customerdata,and
vehicletrips generatedby userclassificationasdefinedby theInstituteof Traffic Engineers(ITE)
trip generationmanualpublishedin 1984. OneESU is definedas9.55 trips. Coincidentally,the
ITE manual ascribes9.55 trips/day to a single family residence. The public serviceand
institutional categoriescontainall governmententities.

USER NUMBER OF TRIPSPER TRIPSPER EQUIVALENT
CATEGORY USERS DAY PERUSER DAY SERVICE

___________ __________ ____________ ___________ UNITS

Residential 29,202 9.55 278,879 29,202

Multi-Family 18,031 6.47 116,661 12,215

Commercial 2,464 635 1,564,640 163,837

Industrial 33 635 20,955 2,194

Institutional 12 635 7,620 798

PublicService 205 635 130,175 13,631

Total Estimated 221,877
__________ _________ ESUs __________

Assuming,for example,City of Salemtransportationutility hasanannualbudgetof $2,000,000.
What is themonthlycostof anESU?

One ESU = $2,000,000/221,877ESUs/12months= $ .75/month

Under this scenarioa single family residencewould havea bi-monthly transportationutility fee
of$1.50.

Three cities in Oregon presently have’ transportationutilities. The feesthey charge are as
follows:

Ashland - S2.03/ESU/month
Medford - $2.OOIESU/month

Tualatin - S1.42/ESU/month
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Preliminarily, three options are being identified with increasing fees and expanded objectives as
follows:

Option I

$2,000,000 per year to meet the street maintenance perpetual life needs. Total = $
2

,
000

,000/year

~n2

$2,000,000 per year Street maintenance plus $1,000,000 per year for contract services to the
Transit District for express bus service and park and ride lots. Total = $3,000,000/year

Option 3

$2,000,000 per year Street maintenance, plus $1,000,000 per year transit service, plus $1,000,000
per year for Street capital projects. Total = $4,000,000 per year

Following are short- and long-term revenue estimates for the three options assuming an annual
ESU increase of two percent.

Transportation System Utility
Estimated Revenue

FirstYear 1 5 Years 6 2OYears~
Option Revenue Revenue ~ ~:1btà1Revenue

I $2,000,000 $10,400,000 $38,194,000 $48,594,000

2 $3,000,000 $15,612,000 $57,279,000 $72,891,000

3 $4,000,000 $20,816,000 $76,372,000 $97,188,000

DWjp:Incrn~7fl,~nutiI.n,,n~
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MEMORANDUM LEGAL OPINION ___________________

To: RobertG. Wells
AssistantCity Manager

Through: Stephanie Smythe
City Attorney ~J

From; David J. Dc Martino DJD: 9-95
Deputy City Attorney

Date: May 9, 1995

Subject; TransportationUtility Fee

You posethe following

QUESTION:

Doesthetransportationutility fee requirevoter approval?

ANSWERGIVEN:

Yes, if theutility feewill be imposedonothergovernmentalunitsbasedonestimatedtrip
generationratherthanactual trips made.

DISCUSSION:

The TransportationImpact Task force is consideringa transportationutility fee. There
would bea monthly utility chargeplacedon the water bill. The fee is imposedon the party
responsiblefor the water bill.

Therearea numberof implications to beconsideredin adoptinga utility fee. The first
is meetinga Measure5 challenge. Although a numberof Cities haveadopteda transportation
utility fee,no Measure5 Casehas beendecidedon the merits. However, theAttorney General,
in Opinion No. 8216 datedSeptember7, 1990, found that theCity of Ashland’stransportation
utility feewassubjectto the limits of Measure5. There thefee is the responsibilityof the owner
or occupant.The closestcaseonpoint is RoseburgSchoolDist. v. City ofRo~g, 316 Or 374
(1993). In that casethe court held that thecity ordinancerequiringthe personresponsiblefor
payingthe city’s waterutility chargeto be responsiblefor thestormdrainagefeewasoutsidethe
limits of Measure5, i.e., thechargewas notupon propertyor upon a propertyownerasa direct



consequenceof ownershipof that property. The ordinancein questionplacedno lien onproperty
and alloweda reductionor eliminationof themonthlychargeby demonstratingthat theservice
is not being used. Theseprovisionsof the ordinancewere furtherfactorswhich satisfiedthe
court that the feewas not subjectto Measure5. If challenged,a very good argumentcan be
madethat placingtheresponsibilityofthetransportationutility feeon theoneresponsiblefor the
utility water bill with similar ordinanceprovisionsas theRoseburgcaseis not a tax or a fee
subjectto the limits of Article Xl, Section 1 lb of theOregonConstitution.

A secondconcernis whethertheproposedutility fee is a trueuserfeerather thana tax.
The differenceis importantsincethereis a desireto impose thefeeon goverim~entalunits. As
statedin a letter opinionof theAttorney GeneraldatedJune26, 1987 (OP-609l)a city’s home-
rule authority is not sufficient to imposea tax burden on anotherpublic body. However, the
opinion suggestsa city mayimposea user feeon anotherpublic body.

This opinionof theAttorneyGeneralheld that thetransportationutility taxesof the cities
of Ashlandand Monmouth were taxesand not user fees,thusthe local public collegeswere
exemptfrom paymentof the utility fees. The basisof theopinion with respectto the City of
Monmouthwasthatthe methodologyusedto calculatethefeewasbasedonestimatesof vehicle
trips ratherthan~ vehicle trips generatedby theresponsibleparty.

A stateCircuit court decisionheld that the City of Medford’s transportationutility fee
baseduponestimatedtrip generationwasa taxratherthana userfee. The trial court foundthat
placingtheutility feeon thecity waterbill for Streetmaintenancewasa tax which hadarational
basisanddid not violate either the uniformity clauseof theOregonConstitutionor theequal
protectionclauseof the 14th Amendmentto the United StatesConstitution. The circuit court
decisionwas appealedandthecourtof appealsaffirmedwithoutopinion. ~it~et al. v. City of
Medford, 125 Or App 686, Rev.Denied318 Or 478 (1994). A direct Measure5 challengewas
not made.

The third concernis the scopeof power to initiate a tax grantedby the City Charter.
Underthegeneralgrantof powersclauseof theCity Charter(Section3) a true userfeemaybe
imposedwithout a voteof the people. However, aspointedOut above, theproposedutility fee
is atax since it is basedon estimatesof trip generationby thepersonresponsiblefor the water
bill.

In thepast this office hasadvisedthat in theareaof taxationour charterauthority may
be limited to thespecific taxesnamed in the charter. Seeopinionof the City Attorney 17-92.
Consistentwith thisview theCity soughtandobtainedvoterapprovalfor thetransientoccupancy
tax and creation of a parking district linked to a businesstax. There is no mention of a
transportationutility tax in the charter.

In orderto removeany uncertaintywhich couldsurroundtheproposedfeebecauseof the
secondand third concernsdiscussedabove, we recommendvoter approval if estimatedtrip
generationis usedasa basis for thechargeand the fee is imposedon the personresponsiblefor
the waterbill.
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ATTACHMENT 6

U~EX
GasolineStation

Location

All priceswherefield verifiedon August 1, 1995
Pricesshowndon~1includethe9/10of acentwhichshouldbeaddedto reflectactual costper

gallon.

CITY OF SALEM

1) A.M - PM Mini Mart 2) PortlandRoadTexaco
3820PortlandRoadNE 3502PortlandRoadNE

3) B P Kar KleenGasSta-CarWash 4) PacificPride ServiceStation
280 Pine StreetNE 205 ColumbiaStreetNE

Regular Unleaded Premium
$1.19 $1.23 $1.39

5) BPOiI 6) Aico
1516CapitolStreetNE 2795 Market StreetNE

7) AMPM 8) BPOiI
2979 MarketStreetNE 5095 CommercialStreetSE

&gu~x i~nk~ Su~
$1.17 $1.24 $1.39

9) Atlantic RichfieldCo. (ARCO) 10) Time Oil Co.
5401 CommercialStreetSE 1098 13th St. SE

11) l-Z Enterprises,StationNo. 1 12) FastServCenter
1500 HawthorneAvenueNE 1477HawthorneAvenueNE

13) MarionAuto Service 14) AM PM SouthSalem
195 CommercialStreetSE 805 CommercialStreetSE

Unleaded E1u~
$1.35 $1.39 $1.50

15) WestSalemChevron 16) WestSalemTexaco
1115 WallaceRoadNW 583 Wallace RoadNW

Unk~�1~si ~ R~gii1ar Uuk~de4 Premium
$1.38 $1.42 $1.55 $1.28 $1.37 $1.41



17) WestSalemShell 18) B P
545 WallaceRoadNW 1191 EdgewaterStreetNW

Regular Unleaded Premium Regular Unleaded ?remit~m
$1.25 $1.28 $1.42 $1.27 $1.28 $1.45

19) RB Texaco 20) Chuck’sTexaco
2385Salem-DallasHy NW 2485MissionStreetSE

21) LancasterChevronService 22) Earl’s Unocal 76
1110 LancasterDrive SE 2316CommercialStreetSE

Unleaded PJi~ ~i1i~i:eine Unleaded ~li~ Hjgh...Eei.
$1.37 $1.45 $1.53 $1.33 $1.41 $1.49

23) D & LArco 24) LibertyRoadTexaco
2955CommercialStreetSE 3220Liberty RoadSE

Regular Unkadad Premium
$1.16 $1.21 $1.37

25) SouthSalemChevron 26) SouthSalem Unocal 76
3514CommercialStreetSE 3883CommercialStreetSE

Unleaded EIu~ Supreme Ilninadesj Plus Highler.
$1.39 $1.49 $1.59 $1.23 $1.29 $1.39

27) TownePumpChevron 28) SouthSalemTexaco
4310CommercialStreetSE 4395CommercialStreetSE

Unleaded ~jj~ Unleaded bM~ PowerPlus
$1.24 $1.29 $1.39 $1.24 $1.29 $1.39

29) SunnyslopeTexaco 30) B P ServiceCenterNo. 4
4292 Liberty RoadSE 3498PringleRoadSE

31) Pacific Pride
SE Cor. SalemIndustrialDrive
& Del WebbAve.NE

CITY OF K.EIZER

I) KeizerTexaco 2) ChevronServiceStation
6160 RiverRoadNE 5195 RiverRoadN

Unleaded l?Ji~ Supreme
$1.21 $1.28 $1.36



3) KeizerArcoService 4) Bob’s KeizerServiceStation
4669River RoadN 4495 River RoadN

Regular Unleaded Siip~i Regular Unleaded ~ap~r
$1.20 $1.21 $1.36 $1.21 $1.20 $1.36

5) River RoadShell 6) M & M MartNo. 3
3510 RiverRoadN 3401 River RoadN

Regular Unleaded Premium Regular Unleaded Sup~
$1.18 $1.21 $1.36 $1.23 $1.27 $1.41

MARION COUNTY

1) BP Oil 2) BP Oil Co.
4592PortlandRoadNE 3995 SilvertonRoadNE

R~gi~Iat Unleaded Sup~ Regular Unleaded Siip~t
$1.22 $1.26 $1.41 $1.19 $1.23 $1.39

3) TownePumpChevron 4) AM PM
3333 LancasterDrive NE 501 LancasterDrive NE

Unleaded l~h~ Supreme
$1.21 $1.29 $1.36

5) LancasterB? 6) I-Z Enterprises,StationNo. 6
102LancasterDrive NE 810 LancasterDrive SE

Regular Unleaded Siap~r Regular Unleaded ~up~
$1.19 $1.25 $1.41 $1.17 $1.23 $1.39

7) LancasterTexaco 8) LancasterShell
1491 LancasterDrive SE 4005SilvertonRoadNE

Unleaded E~t~i~ PowerPlus giil~ Unleaded Premium
$1.37 $1.45 $1.53 $1.18 $1.21 $1.36

9) Texaco 10) JackpotFoodmart
SW Cor. 1-5 & DelanyRoadSE NE Cor. Lancaster& MacleayRd.

R~gu!ax Unleaded Ex!u
$1.21 $1.28 $1.45

POLK COUNTY

1) Ernie’sPay-Less
5322Salem-DallasHy NW



ATTACHMENT 7
GASOuN~STA11ONS ~J COMPETITION AREAS
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