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The City Council for the City of Junction City, met in regular session at 6:30 p.m. on Tuesday, July 
14, 2026, in the Council Chambers, 680 Greenwood Street, Junction City, Oregon and in a virtual 
meeting format via internet and phone.  
 
PRESENT: Mayor, Kenneth Wells; Council President, Karen Leach; Councilors Sandie Thomas, 
Sidney Washburne, Andrea Ceniga, and Ken Hancock; Interim City Administrator, Spencer Nebel; 
City Attorney, Carrie Connelly; Police Chief, Mark Waddell; Public Works Director, Gary Kaping; 
and City Recorder, Kitty Vodrup.    
 
1. Call to Order and Pledge of Allegiance 

Mayor Wells opened the meeting at 6:30 p.m., led the Pledge of Allegiance, and took roll call.  
 

2.  Changes to the Agenda. None.  
 
3.  Approval of Minutes – June 9, 10, 23, and 30, 2026 
    MOTION: Councilor Washburne made a motion to approve the June 9, 10, 23, and 30, 2026 

minutes. The motion was seconded by Councilor Leach and passed by unanimous vote of the 
Council: Thomas, Washburne, Ceniga, Leach, and Hancock.  

 
4.  Public Comment on Items not Listed on the Agenda 

A. Follow-up from Staff on Previous comments. None. 
B. New Comments from Public.  
 
Jeff Haag, Junction City, noted that he could not stay for the Flock Cameras discussion, and 
requested that the Council do more research and hold a public hearing before making a 
decision. In doing research, he had found over 80 cities that had dropped these cameras, 
including Eugene, Springfield, and Woodburn.  
 
Duane Edmondson, Junction City, shared a personal example where many law enforcement 
agencies were looking for his son. He felt that Flock cameras gave law enforcement another 
tool for their job, and he thought this was necessary and that Council should approve having 
the cameras.   

    
5.  City Councilor Applicant Interviews and Possible Appointment to Fill the Vacancy on 

the City Council  
Administrator Nebel noted that Council had interviewed three Councilor applicants at the June 
23, 2026 meeting: Jack Sumner, Cathie Campbell, and Winn Wendell. No applicant received a 
majority vote of the Council, so the Council extended the application period to July 8, 2026. 
Cathie Campbell removed her name from consideration, and one additional application was 
received from Keith McGarvey.  
 
The Council interviewed Mr. McGarvey. Council members completed handwritten ballots and 
provided to Recorder Vodrup. Recorder Vodrup read the votes: 2 votes for Keith McGarvey 
(Thomas and Ceniga); 1 vote for Jack Sumner (Washburne); 1 vote for Winn Wendell 
(Hancock), and no vote from Councilor Leach. No majority vote was received for a candidate. 
 
MOTION: Councilor Ceniga made a motion to appoint Keith McGarvey to fill the vacant City 
Councilor position with a term to January 12, 2027. The motion died for lack of a second.  
 
MOTION: Councilor Hancock made a motion to delay consideration of the appointment until the 
August 11, 2026 Council meeting and open up for additional applicants. The motion was 
seconded by Councilor Leach and passed by unanimous vote of the Council: Thomas, 
Washburne, Ceniga, Leach, and Hancock.  
 
Recorder Vodrup asked if the Council would like to set the application deadline to August 6, 
2026. The Council consensus was in favor.  

 
6.  JCHS Noise Parade Street Closure Request 

Director Kaping presented the annual street closure request for the Junction City High School 
Homecoming Noise Parade. Police, Fire, and Public Works had no objections to the request.   
 
MOTION: Councilor Hancock made a motion to approve the street closure for the JCHS 
Homecoming Noise Parade on October 7, 2026 from 6:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m., as conditioned in 
Attachment B. The motion was seconded by Councilor Washburne and passed by unanimous 
vote of the Council: Thomas, Washburne, Ceniga, Leach, and Hancock.  
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7.  Petersen Street Closure Request 
Director Kaping presented the annual street closure request from Jackie Petersen to hold a 
street party on 13th between Oaklea Drive and Tamarack Street.  
 
MOTION: Councilor Leach made a motion to approve the street closure request for the 
Petersen Street party on August 29, 2026, as conditioned in Attachment B with the 
nonexclusive use of city streets for street closure from 5:00 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. The use of City 
streets will apply to the section of 13th Street between Oaklea and Tamarack Street. The 
motion was seconded by Councilor Ceniga and passed by unanimous vote of the Council: 
Thomas, Washburne, Ceniga, Leach, and Hancock.  

 
8. Scandinavian Festival Street Closure Conditions Amendment 

Councilor Hancock shared that the conditions of approval for the festival contained a provision 
for many years that the Scandinavian Cultural Foundation (SCF) had to contact downtown 
businesses a minimum of three times, which was something the City did not require other 
special event organizers to do. The amendment to the conditions would remove that provision 
and require SCF to contact the businesses one time via letter. Director Kaping, who was the 
special event contact for the festival, and Administrator Nebel were in favor of this change.  

 
MOTION: Councilor Thomas made a motion to approve the amended Scandinavian Festival 
Street Closure Conditions, as shown in Attachment A. The motion was seconded by Councilor 
Washburne and passed by unanimous vote of the Council: Thomas, Washburne, Ceniga, 
Leach, and Hancock.  
  

9. Annual City Attorney Report 
Attorney Connelly presented the annual City Attorney report for July 2025 to June 2026. They 
currently were in the 2nd year of a five year contract renewal with the City. Attorney Connelly 
started working with the City in 1997. She referred to the resume of all attorneys in their firm. 
Their office devoted 275 hours to Junction City projects, which closely mirrored 272 hours in 
FY 2024-2025. She reviewed the projects done for the City, as outlined in her written report. 
She loved working for the City and with staff and appreciated the honor of being able to do so.  
 
Mayor Wells and Councilor Leach expressed appreciation to Attorney Connelly and Local 
Government Law Group’s good work for the City.   

 
10. Approval of Draft Council Goals 

Administrator Nebel presented the draft Council goals and asked for Council feedback.  
 
Councilor Hancock recommended moving goal 26.1.4 Cleanup downtown and Ivy 
storefronts/Examine Oregon Main Street Program Approach from a 2 – 5 year goal to a FY 26-
27 goal. He continued that citizens and Energizing Junction City had put in a lot of work on this 
topic and out of respect for those volunteer citizens, he felt this was more of an immediate 
goal. He added that at one of the quarterly meetings, they had met with Katie Henry with the 
state who coordinated the Oregon Heritage Program.  

 
MOTION: Councilor Hancock made a motion to move 26.1.4 from a 2 – 5 year goal to a current 
year FY 26-27 goal. The motion was seconded by Councilor Leach and passed by unanimous 
vote of the Council: Thomas, Washburne, Ceniga, Leach, and Hancock.  
 
MOTION: Councilor Leach made a motion to submit the draft City Council Goals and Vision 
Statements for public comment and schedule a Public Hearing on the Goals and Vision 
Statements for the August 11, 2026 Council meeting prior to final adoption, as amended. The 
motion was seconded by Councilor Thomas and passed by unanimous vote of the Council: 
Thomas, Washburne, Ceniga, Leach, and Hancock.  
   

11. Administrator Pro Tem Contract Addendum 
Attorney Connelly presented the addendum to correct the service term date of the City 
Administrator Pro Tem contract with Administrator Nebel to reflect a six-month term, ending 
September 8, 2026. The intent of the original agreement was to have a six month term, but it 
inadvertently included a five month term, ending August 8, 2026.  
 
MOTION: Councilor Hancock made a motion to approve the City Administrator Pro Tem 
Agreement Addendum No. 1 and authorize the Mayor to sign the addendum. The motion was 
seconded by Councilor Ceniga and passed by unanimous vote of the Council: Thomas, 
Washburne, Ceniga, Leach, and Hancock.  
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12. Integrator of Record Contract Award 
Director Kaping stated that the City put out a Request for Proposal for Integrator of Record in 
April and two proposals were received. The Automation Group (TAG) currently provided those 
services, and their primary work was electrical and SCADA related telemetry systems to 
control the water and sewer systems. Staff recommended awarding to TAG.    
 
MOTION: Councilor Leach made a motion to award the Integrator of Record contract to The 
Automation Group (TAG) and authorize the City Administrator to sign the necessary 
documents. The motion was seconded by Councilor Thomas and passed by unanimous vote 
of the Council: Thomas, Washburne, Ceniga, Leach, and Hancock.  

 
13. City Tow Standards 

Chief Waddel presented the resolution to amend the City’s Rotational Tow Standards by 
removing the requirement that tow lots be located within the City’s UGB. The standards would 
keep the language that qualified tow contractors would be required to arrive at the scene within 
20 minutes after receiving the request to respond. There was currently only one tow company 
on the City’s Rotational Tow List and making this amendment would help increase the number 
of tow companies that could be on that list.   
 
A. Resolution No. 1 – A Resolution Adopting Tow Standards and Repealing Resolution No. 

945.  
 
MOTION: Councilor Washburne made a motion to approve Resolution No. 1. The motion was 
seconded by Councilor Leach and passed by a vote of 4 to 1, with Councilors Thomas, 
Washburne, Ceniga, and Leach voting in favor and Councilor Hancock voting against.  

 
14. Three Rivers Grant Funds 

Chief Waddell stated that the Police Department was looking for the Council’s acceptance of a 
$15,000 grant award from the Three Rivers Foundation for the department’s Fit for Duty 
Wellness Project. The grant funding would be used to purchase fitness and wellness 
equipment to support officer physical readiness, injury prevention, mental health, and long-
term wellness.  
 

MOTION: Councilor Ceniga made a motion to accept the $15,000 grant award from the Three 
Rivers Foundation for the Junction City Police Department’s Fit for Duty Wellness Project and 
authorize the Police Department to use the grant funds to purchase fitness and wellness 
equipment consistent with the grant agreement. The motion was seconded by Councilor 
Washburne and passed by unanimous vote of the Council: Thomas, Washburne, Ceniga, 
Leach, and Hancock.  

 
15. Flock Trial Agreement 
  Mayor Wells noted that the Council would not be voting tonight, but would have a presentation 

and take comments.  
 
  Chief Waddell read a prepared statement: “As your chief of police, my highest responsibility is 

really simple. To do everything I reasonably can to protect the people who live, work, and visit 
our community. Every decision we make is measured against this responsibility. As you know, 
my greatest want is to have more officers in this city, more officers to patrol our streets; 
however, that is a big ask for the city to be able to fund the many officers that we need to do 
that when someone kidnaps a child, when a person with dementia wanders away from home, 
when a domestic violence victim is being pursued or when a stolen vehicle or a vehicle 
connected to violent crimes enters our city, time does matter. Every minute can make the 
difference between successful outcomes or tragic ones. ALPR (Advanced License Plate 
Reader) technology, gives our officers those precious minutes back. I also understand that 
many members of our community have concerns about privacy and government overreach. I 
share those concerns and those concerns deserve to be heard, welcomed and respected. This 
is why it is important to understand what this technology actually does. These cameras do not 
use facial recognition, they do not identify drivers or passengers, they are designed to read the 
license plate of the vehicle traveling on a public road way, something that every one of us 
(police) can already see with our own eyes. The difference is this technology can compare 
thousands of plates in seconds against databases of stolen vehicles, AMBER alerts, missing 
persons, and wanted violent offenders and it works 24 hours a day, 365 days a year, rain or 
shine. Our one officer on the road most days can’t monitor all of those cars and handle all the 
calls for service that they do get in a normal shift. The important thing for us to know is that this 
year, the state of Oregon enacted some legislation that puts safeguards and guardrails on this 
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technology. Senate Bill 1516, includes some of the strongest protections in the nation that 
governs how this technology can be used, who can access it, how long that information may 
be retained, and how agencies are audited. Our department is fully committed to following both 
the letter and the spirit of those laws. The technology will never replace good police work, 
sound judgment, or constitutional policing. It is simply just another tool, one that helps us 
respond faster when lives may be at risk. My commitment to this community is that we will 
always seek the right balance between protecting individual liberties and protecting public 
safety. I firmly believe we can do both. We can embrace technology that helps us safety 
reunite missing people with family and apprehend dangerous criminals while remaining 
transparent, accountable, and respectful of all the rights of every citizen.” 

 
  Administrator Nebel noted that the contract with Flock needed to be in place for the 90 day 

free trial to begin. There was no funding for these cameras, so if the Council wanted to go 
forward, a supplemental budget would need to be done. Chief Waddell added that Attorney 
Connelly was working on the contract language and it was under review with Flock. Chief 
continued that the 90 day trial would not begin until the cameras were in place and functional. 
Part of this technology was capturing traffic flow, so that data could be gathered in the 90 day 
free trial period and used by the City. If at the end of the 90 day, no cost, no obligation trial, the 
City did not want to continue, the cameras would be taken down at no cost to the City.  

   
  Mayor Wells asked if Councilors had questions for Chief Waddell.  
 
  Councilor Thomas shared that when she was walking around town, she talked to many people, 

and 14 were in favor of Flock, 1 was against, and 4 were not sure.  
 

Councilor Hancock noted that Oregon was not known for giving the police powers, so SB 1516 
was not designed to give policy authority to go in and do things with the ALPR system. He 
presented a scenario of how the system would work if there was a missing child and a gray 
vehicle was seen. Zach Walker, Flock Safety, responded that you could make a search based 
on a reason, which would be a missing child. You would tie that to a case number that had 
been opened and then you would type in the gray vehicle into the database and make a 
search. The vehicle could be added to a hotlist anytime so if any suspect vehicles identified 
passed by a camera, it would alert an officer in the area. Searches were 100% auditable. 
 
Councilor Hancock asked if police agencies with Flock cameras would then be aware of the 
vehicle. Zach responded any agency within Oregon that Junction City decided they wanted to 
share with would have access to that hot list.   
 
Sheerica Ware Wilkins, Public Affairs Manager for Flock Safety, added that the City would 
have control from the Chief on who had access to the City’s cameras. Junction City owned all 
its own data. If a request came from North Bend to see data in Junction City, the Chief would 
need to hit accept to allow that sharing between the two agencies. Access would be on a case 
by case basis.  
 
Councilor Hancock asked if once North Bend was given access to the City’s cameras, could 
they then access the system without the City knowing and look for something else. Zach 
responded that they could search the City’s cameras only if they had access to them and any 
searches made had an audit trail and would be flagged in the system if it was for nefarious 
purposes. Sheerica added that the license plates were only in the system for 30 days, but the 
audit trail existed forever, so there would be transparency for the chief and Council to see. 
Flock’s transparency portal was one of a kind and was public facing, so everyone in the city 
could see who the agency was sharing with.  
 
Councilor Hancock asked if another department could search for a vehicle suspect in Junction 
City, if chief agreed to let them access that information. Zach responded that was correct.  
 
Councilor Hancock asked what about federal agencies. Sheerica responded that Flock was 
the only contractor that did this work that did not have an active federal contract with 
Homeland Security or ICE. Through Oregon Senate Bill 1516, federal agencies were restricted 
in Oregon, so there was no federal access sharing.  
 
Councilor Hancock asked for confirmation that none of the federal agencies would be able to 
request access to the Chief and the Chief would not be able to grant them access. Sheerica 
responded not at the federal level.  
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Councilor Hancock asked if the information was protected and could someone break into it and 
rummage around. Sheerica responded if a contractor told the City that their system was 
impossible to hack, they would be lying. Flock spent lots of money on resources to prevent 
this, and she shared the protections they had in place.  
 
Councilor Hancock shared that he had read that people were vandalizing Flock cameras. He 
asked who would be responsible to replace a camera and would the City have to pay for that. 
Sheerica responded that Flock would take responsibility for the cameras. They would help 
cities hold people accountable, as destroying government property was punishable by law, and 
they would also support the financial burden of replacing those cameras.  
 
Councilor Hancock asked for confirmation that the cameras did not take pictures of people, but 
just took pictures of vehicles. Sheerica responded that was correct. The license plate readers 
were rear point in time captures of vehicles, vehicle characteristics, make, and model. The 
cameras did not capture individuals or have facial recognition. Flock had the endorsement of 
the NWACP.  
 
Councilor Hancock stated that they occasionally heard that the camera read a plate wrong and 
asked if that was a camera error or a data entry error. Sheerica responded that Flock had a 
93% license plate reading accuracy, 95% on vehicle color, and 92% on vehicle make and 
model. One of the things they encouraged cities to have in their policies was to double confirm 
entry.  
 
Councilor Hancock asked how many cases were entered into the system for missing children 
that were recovered because of the cameras. Sheerica responded that she did not have those 
numbers but could get back on that. Flock was supported and endorsed by the National Child 
Exploitation and Missing Children organization.  
 
Councilor Hancock noted that he would like that information and other person crimes that were 
solved through Flock use, beyond identifying stolen vehicles, as he was interested in know 
how Flock was protecting the people in the community and making them safer.  
 
Sheerica provided examples of crimes that were solved in Washington state, such as murder 
charges, drugs, sex crimes, gun suspect arrested, hit and runs, senior and elder abuse, etc. 
She noted that Flock was solving real crimes that helped protect citizens.  
 
Councilor Hancock asked why Los Angeles stepped away from Flock and did not update the 
contract. Sheerica responded that she could not speak to Los Angeles specifically, but there 
were a couple things happening where citizens had real concerns. A lot of that was 
misinformation was happening on ALPR. Florence PD, Springfield PD, Sutherlin PD, and Lane 
County Sheriffs were actively working with Flock. Flock had over 6,000 police agencies across 
the country, and she would follow up on resources through Chief Waddell on the cases that 
she had mentioned.  
 
Councilor Leach shared that she spoke with someone who worked for Department of Health 
Services and they said that they had a case with missing children and would have been able to 
find those kids sooner had they had the cameras. Those were the types of things that were 
important to her.  
 
Councilor Ceniga noted that SB 1516 put certain requirements into place and asked if Flock 
would be able to make further adjustments, if Oregon came back and wanted to make 
additional changes. Sheerica responded that Flock would 100% remain in compliance with any 
state law that Oregon would put into place. She added that Flock was willing to work with the 
City’s attorney to include an addition to the contract that they would be willing to comply with 
new Oregon laws.  
 
Councilor Washburne stated that if the cameras saved one life, it would be worth the money, 
especially for children or for elderly people walking away from nursing homes. He thought it 
was well worth the money to give it a shot.  
 
Councilor Thomas noted that she was in full agreement for a trial run.  
 
Mayor Wells shared that what the City was looking at was a 90 day trial agreement. The City 
began the new FY 26-27 budget year on July 1st, and Flock cameras were not in the budget, 
so unless a special adjustment was made, there was no money to make this expenditure. Like 
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Chief Waddell had said, after the 90 day trial, the City would have data to review, the public 
would be given an opportunity to provide their input and the City could determine if this was 
something that was wanted or not.  The Council wanted to hear information and public 
comments, as they wanted to do what was right for the officers and citizens.   
 
Councilor Ceniga asked if Flock only worked with law enforcement agencies. She noted that 
there were many retail stores, shopping centers, etc. that used ALPR in their parking lots. 
Sheerica responded that Flock also had private clients, but those private clients did not have 
access to government data. Chief Waddell would not share City data with a private company. 
The private company could share data with Chief Waddell to assist in solving a crime. She 
added that she wanted to make one clarification that SB 1516 prohibited direct and ongoing 
federal access to Oregon ALPR data. It was on a case specific disclosure by law enforcement, 
so was still up to Chief Wadddell. It could not be for a violation of any Oregon Sanctuary Laws. 
For example, it would prohibit Junction City from sharing immigration information with 
Department of Homeland Security, and it would be up to Chief to decide what cases he 
wanted to share out of state.  

 
Councilor Hancock stated that he thought ALPR was a good tool, but it did not go through the 
normal budget cycle and through the Budget Committee. Something like this, where there 
were concerns from the public, would have been much better had it gone through the Budget 
Committee so that the 7 citizen members on the Committee would have an opportunity to 
decide whether they thought it was right for the community. He asked for Administrator Nebel’s 
thoughts and asked if they could put this off until the next fiscal year, so the Budget Committee 
could weigh in in April. He asked if the Flock prices would change if they waited.  
 
Zach responded that price increases would go into effect on July 20th. He could hold the 
quoted prices until the end of this year, but could not hold into the next Fiscal Year.  
 
Administrator Nebel responded that Council was free to consider a number of alternatives at 
the end of the 90 day period. One alternative would be approving a supplemental budget and 
having a one year contract for the calendar year. At the end of that, Council could make a 
decision as to continue or not. There was no legal requirement for the Budget Committee to 
weigh in and that would be more of a policy discussion on if Council wanted the Budget 
Committee’s input. If the Council decided to go with the 90 day trial, they would need to report 
back before the 90 days was up to consider continuing or dropping it. If no action was taken in 
the 90 day period, the Council would be committed to the one year contract.  
 
Attorney Connelly stated that she put in language that this would automatically terminate if the 
Council did not provide notice of wanting to continue, but that could also be an inadvertent 
outcome, so it would need to come back to the Council. Either way, the Council would want to 
weigh in before having an automatic action, whether it was terminating or continuing.  
 
Zach noted that the installation of the cameras typically took 4 to 6 months, so if signature on 
the 90 day trial contract was signed by the end of the month or in August, that would put the 
timeline towards the end of December to February, depending on what the permitting process 
looked like. Then the 90 day trial period would start, once the cameras were installed and 
validated on the network. That would get the City closer to the next fiscal year. Like Chief 
Waddell had said, they could pause the cameras and if this was reviewed and approved during 
the budget season, the cameras would be turned back on.  
 
Administrator Nebel added that would give the Council some options. Councilor Hancock 
reiterated his support for giving the Budget Committee an opportunity to weigh in.  
 
Mayor Wells shared that a written comment had been received from Nick Whisman, who was 
not in favor of Flock cameras and had referred to the Los Angeles Police Department.  
 
Mayor Wells opened the floor for public comment and noted that they would first take 
comments and then allow Flock Safety representatives an opportunity to provide rebuttal.  

 
Ky Fireside, Springfield, stated that they had worked in Junction City and was a former 911 
dispatcher. Ky helped write SB 1516 and wrote Section 6 in its entirety and was extremely 
familiar with Flock and their technology. Ky put together a talented tech team made up of 
security researchers, people who were familiar with large data bases, and people who worked 
for the department of defense. Ky held up a Flock camera and said they took it apart and 
reversed engineered the software on it. When Flock said that the cameras were only taking 
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pictures of the rear of vehicles, that was simply not true, as they had the code that showed it 
detected bicycles, buses, cats, dogs, license plates, motorcycles, people, trucks and trailers; 
this was not an honest company. The Council could also see in their packets that the cameras 
did not just detect license plates, as there were other options listed. Ky asked the Council to 
consult an actual subject matter expert before making any big decisions on this. Ky did not 
blame the Police Department and was not an anti-cop activist. Police were not subject matter 
experts in this type of technology. In Eugene, Springfield and Evanston, Illinois, the Councils 
voted to “pause” the use of Flock and have the cameras turned off so they could think about it. 
Flock came and turned the cameras back on without consent and that had happened many 
times. The Flock representatives in attendance tonight were not subject matters experts on 
this technology, but were sales people. If the Council wanted truthful answers, they should ask 
the subject matter experts. Ky was available to Council, as they wrote this law, and could tell 
the Council that Flock was not in compliance because Flock was not meeting the end to end 
encryption. This would not provide traffic data to the City, as that was not what this was for. Ky 
urged the Council to look for sections that allowed Flock to access and use data. Usually they 
would say they wanted that for tech support or something but it did give them global authority 
to look at any data that the City collected and use it for anything that they wanted. Ky noted 
that this was not crime prevention, as there was data for that. This might help solve some 
crimes but it did not stop them from happening. Ky concluded that what would help would be 
spending that money on another police officer.  
 
Amanda Coers, Junction City, stated that she moved to Junction City a year ago and was 
originally from Texas. She worked for 20 years as a journalist and also worked in city 
administration in the City Manager’s office in Texas, which provided opportunities for her to 
work closely with law enforcement. They had spoken a lot about protecting children, and she 
loved children dearly as a teacher, mother, and grandparent. She did not see how this 
technology would protect people, but she did see how it protected property. She continued that 
the City had a much better resource using social media to get the word out to community 
members. As an example, she had gotten the word out on this meeting item and many were in 
attendance. She added that there were other ways that did not involve rushing through 
something that had not gone through the Budget Committee and was simply not in City funds.  
 
Lonnie Douglas, Springfield, shared that he had property in Junction City and was in town a 
lot. He believed in public safety and that government’s first responsibility was to protect the 
liberty of its citizens. Anyone that gave up the rights for the illusion of safety lost both. Laws 
were passed with good intentions and promises that they would only be used to keep citizens 
safe, but every time citizens gave up their rights to governments and corporations, those laws 
always seemed to get used against law abiding citizens. These cameras did not just identify 
stolen vehicles, but they created the ability to track where ordinary Americans traveled, 
worshipped, and shopped and who they associated with. If government officials decided to 
crack down on gun ownership, these systems would be used to identify law abiding citizens 
who regularly visited gun stores or shooting ranges. He heard the Flock rep say that the local 
feds could access this and he asked what would stop DC from calling a local office in Oregon 
and having them access information. They had already seen government overreach during 
COVID when people were told they could not go to church. Around the world, governments 
frequently targeted people of faith and who was to say that would not happen here. As a 
Christian, he did not want surveillance systems that could be used to track where he 
worshipped or who he worshipped with. These systems would be used in ways that none of 
them could even conceive of today. Whether you were on the right or left, they all knew that 
you could not blindly trust government or corporations with this kind of power. Once you put 
something like this into place, it was always harder to repeal it. He hoped the Council would 
not do this.  
 
Cindy Montgomery, Junction City, stated that her understanding was that this was a cloud 
based subscription program and asked how many employees of Flock would have access to 
the cameras database. She asked if they would need permission from ODOT to put cameras 
on Ivy Street. She asked how they would find someone who walked away from a nursing home 
or somebody with children if they were not in a vehicle as this technology only read license 
plates.  
 
Richard Reardon, Eugene, said that he did not know much about Flock, but these people were 
salesmen. He found the nature and way in which they were presenting information to be 
fundamentally dishonest. One thing he noticed was the platitude overload and lots of 
antidotes. They were not trying to give the Council information, they were obviously trying to 
sell the City something with presenting the horrible crimes that were solved. Flock turned on 
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cameras after the City of Eugene said to stop. He did not think these were honest people and 
asked the Council not to listen to them.  

 
Rachel Steen-Larsen, Junction City, thanked the Council for the opportunity to speak and 
urged the Council to vote against the proposed trial agreement with Flock Safety because this 
issue was about more than technology. It was about the kind of community we wanted to be 
and the constitutional principles our country was founded upon. The founders wrote the 
constitution to limit the power of government and to protect the liberty of ordinary citizens. The 
4th amendment existed because they understood that a free people should not be subject to 
broad government surveillance without reasonable individualized suspicion. In America the 
government was supposed to have a legitimate reason before searching or investigating 
someone. The people were innocent until proven guilty, not the other way around. Flock 
cameras may seem like a simple tool, but they automatically recorded the license plates, 
locations, dates and times of everyone who drove past them. They collected information on 
everyone first and asked questions later. That changed the relationship between citizens and 
their government. Instead of conducting targeted investigations, based on evidence, it created 
a searchable record of the movements of ordinary people, a record that was vulnerable to 
misuse, abuse, and future expansion. Someone said if you have done nothing wrong you have 
nothing to hide but that was not what our constitution taught. Privacy was not about hiding 
wrong doing, it was about preserving liberty. We did not surrender our constitutional rights 
simply because technology made surveillance easier. We all value the freedom to attend 
church, visit a doctor, meet with friends, participate in political activities, or simply go about our 
daily lives without the government creating a record of where we have been. Another concern 
was that surveillance programs rarely remained limited to their original purpose. History had 
shown that once governments acquire new surveillance tools, their use often expands over 
time. A program created for one purpose today could become a tool for many others tomorrow. 
We should be cautious before creating systems that future councils or agencies could use in 
ways none of us intend today. I believe our town could support law enforcement while also 
protecting the constitutional rights of the people they serve. Those rules were not in conflict. 
We should pursue public safety in ways that respect the freedoms that define our nation. As 
was quoted earlier by Benjamin Franklin, those who would give up essential liberty to 
purchase a little temporary safety deserve neither liberty nor safety. Whether or not we face 
that exact choice today, the principle remained relevant. Once we normalize broad 
surveillance of innocent people, it would become much harder to reclaim the privacy we once 
took for granted. She respectfully again urged the Council to vote against the proposed trial 
agreement with Flock Safety.  
 
Rick Lowe, Junction City, stated that he had lived in Junction City since 1999, raised his kids 
here, and had been involved in law enforcement for over 30 years. This was a great program 
to have and it did help solve crimes. A lot of stuff that people were saying it did it did not do. 
They hired good people and depended on the good character of their police officers and had 
faith in them. The only way the system would fail was by people improperly using it. If people 
were worried about surveillance, they should throw away their smart phones, quit going to the 
grocery store, and quit driving down main street. There were cameras in stores and 
everywhere. These cameras would help solve crimes, find people, find vehicles involved in 
major crimes, theft, suspects, etc. and not just stolen cars. This technology could help find 
vehicles where people came into town to steal items. With only one officer on duty, they were 
not going to be able to watch the highway and everyone who came into town, and this 
technology would monitor who was coming and going and help solve crimes. He was in 
support of this and appreciated the Council looking to get this.  
 
Ian Sanderson, Eugene, stated that he had lived in Junction City for four years. A fair amount 
of crime occurred by vehicles coming in and then leaving Junction City. Part of the reason 
Flock was interested in getting as many contracts out as possible was to create a mass 
network of cameras where a city was not the only place that had cameras. One city could tell 
where a car had been in another city and they could determine where a car had been along a 
long route. With Eugene and Springfield having gotten rid of their cameras and with other cities 
across Oregon getting rid of their cameras, what was the point of just having Flock cameras in 
Junction City. At a certain point, the City was wasting money on a resource that’s entire 
purpose was being misused. To some degree, the cameras could have benefits, but as the 
gentleman stated, a fair amount of crime happened from people coming up from Eugene and 
Eugene did not have cameras anymore. The Council would simply be creating a bubble where 
one city had cameras and no other cities around them had them. He asked the Flock 
representatives if they could further explain what they mentioned earlier about the existence of 
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a detection software that could determine bad actors who were trying to use the Flock software 
for harassment or whatever it might be.  
 
Zane Goodwin, Halsey, said there were a lot of emotions on both sides. Albany rejected Flock 
and it might be worth looking into the reasons why they did so. Albany was more of a 
combination of left and right sides, so the Council might get a different perspective.  
 
Diana Rees, Junction City, shared that she could not say if she was in favor or not, but was 
probably more in favor and her husband was the opposite. She shared a personal story where 
Flock cameras helped find in record time the teenagers who had committed a brutal murder of 
her family member. Everyone could have their opinion but they could not take away her 
personal story because the killers would not have been brought to justice if it had not been for 
the Flock cameras. She and her husband had experienced theft many times from people 
coming into the community. It had not been as bad lately, but through the years it had been a 
nightmare. She raised her children and grandchildren here and she was not sure if this was 
the right answer or not. When there was a problem and one officer was on duty, it took a while 
for them to show up. She was not sure what the answer was but was not opposed to a trial. 
She thanked the Police Department for all that they did.  
 
Chuck Salsbury, Monroe, stated that he had lived and worked in Junction City for many years. 
He was the SWAT commander for the City of Eugene on the day the incident took place that 
Diana had referred to, and he could attest that the technology worked and was extremely 
important. It protected the community, families, parents, kids, and officers. The City had an 
amazing chief and officers that were making good quality decisions and would utilize this to 
their advantage to protect and keep this community safe. He was in support of having this type 
of technology here, whatever it may be. It was worth having more discussion in the future, and 
he hoped they would explore that. It was important to take all of the people’s opinions into 
consideration and for the Council to evaluate that and make a decision. He could think of 
numerous incidences when he worked in Junction City that he wished as an officer he had 
access to that, which could have solved some significant crimes. Officers went after some very 
bad people and were at a disadvantage trying to investigate and keep ahead of the curve. This 
was just another tool that allowed the PD to have that ability to impact and keep the 
community safe. He hoped the Council would at least take that into consideration.  

 
Stephani Heaven, Junction City, shared that she was against the Flock cameras. The 
examples that were being used by Flock were things that could not have been prevented. 
Someone recently walked away from a memory care facility and where she walked and was 
found would not have been picked up by cameras or supposedly would not have shown up 
because she was not in a vehicle. If the City found in its budget that it could support these 
Flock cameras, why could they not then use that budget money to support another part time or 
full time officer who could support the community.  

 
Verla LaBaron, Junction City, stated that she was a homeowner in Junction City and had lived 
here five years. She was absolutely not in agreement with using Flock, even on a trial run. The 
infringement with the warrant list surveillance was something that she cared greatly about, and 
while it may be a great tool for safety, she did not think that the risks of an untrustworthy 
company balanced out with that. She asked the Council to please not vote for this.  

 
John Montgomery Jr., Junction City, shared that he did trust our local law enforcement to use 
things like this responsibly but did not necessarily trust Flock or mass surveillance in general. 
He asked where the footage would be stored because he had a feeling it would not be in 
Oregon. SB 1516 provided guidance on how the footage could be used and shared.  

 
Jason Wade, Junction City, noted that he had lived in Junction City for about 12 years. He 
could only speak strongly for providing our local department as many resources and 
capabilities to solve crimes. Being a small department and having limited resources, using 
every tool to their advantage was going to be beneficial. Like others had said, he trusted the 
departments here in Oregon and our local department especially. Chief Waddell and his staff 
had done an amazing job with what they had available and he thought that was where they 
could place their trust. The 90 day trial program would give them not only the ability to see if 
this worked, look at the footage, understand it, but also allow them to utilize it to the best of 
their capabilities. He understood the concern on the infringement, but like others had said, with 
cell phones and other technologies right now, that was already occurring. This was just 
allowing law enforcement to catch up with what other communities already had. From 
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someone who ran a department of a similar size, he could only suggest that this was a great 
tool and that the Council give it a chance in this trial service.  
 
As there were no additional comments, Mayor Wells noted that it was now time for Flock to 
provide a rebuttal.  
 
Sheerica responded that for transparency, Zack was the salesperson, and she was the public 
affairs manager. She shared her background working in government. This was her first tech 
job, and she really believed in the technology based on her upbringing in government and with 
law enforcement in her family. She appreciated the first speaker’s efforts towards SB 1516, 
and Flock was willing and ready to sign a written testament to the bill that the first speaker 
helped write. She welcomed the first speaker and their team to join a program that Flock had 
on ethical research into the product and be a meaningful contributor.  As far as the 4th 
amendment, they had thought a lot about that and civil liberties, and no courts across the 
country had ruled against Flock or this technology as it being a violation of 4th amendment 
rights. It was not a violation of search and seizure and was an important thing to note when 
folks were saying that they were being tracked and things of that nature. Flock stored data at 
the same place that the Department of Defense stored their data and it was at the highest level 
of encryption. Flock was FBI, Criminal Justice Information Services, and National Defense 
authorization compliant, so that spoke to the highest levels in regard to their data. Flock had a 
letter of support and endorsement from the Executive Director of Senior Voices of the Pacific 
Northwest that Flock had been able to protect the vulnerable in real ways. The reason Flock 
provided a list of crimes that were solved was because they were asked for them and also real 
crimes were happening. Folks wanted to have real conversations around where the data was 
going, was it safe, could they trust the vendors and also talk about significant crimes. It was 
important to note that community safety did not have to come at the expense of community 
values. She said let’s continue to work on an ALPR contract at the local level. She would be 
happy to send different examples of cities across Washington and Oregon who had put 
together ALPR policies based on input from citizens. They were able to track misuse cases 
through the audit log, which was available on the transparency portal. She and Zach were 
happy to answer questions anytime. They appreciated the time and understood the 
misinformation that was out there around big tech.  
 
Mayor Wells asked Cindy Montgomery if her questions had been answered. Cindy asked if 
Chief Waddell would be able to see anyone who had accessed the Flock cameras or only 
other departments and staff.  
 
Sheerica responded that there were only a specific amount of technicians that were able to 
access the data, which was just to improve upon the system and they kept a log of that. Upon 
request to Flock and with a NDA signed, the chief would be able to identify who those folks 
were. That was not something that would show up on the transparency portal.  
 
Chief Waddell shared that he thought the trial period was important. He was not an expert in 
technology, nor was anyone on his staff. Civil liberties were important to him, and he wanted to 
be safe in everything the City did. There were other technology companies, and Axon took 
pictures of both the front and back of the car. If the City went with this technology, he and the 
officers would do everything they could to make sure that things were done correctly. After the 
90 day trial period, they could look at the data and the community could see if this was 
something that would be beneficial to do.  
 
Cindy shared that she hoped the Council would take into account that parents always told their 
children if it was on the internet, you invited them into your house. They would be inviting 
someone into our community that they did not know, so she hoped that the Council would do 
their due diligence to know who they were before voting.  
 
Mayor Wells thanked everybody in the audience for their participation and for not exceeding 
their time limits. He asked Attorney Connelly when the contract would be ready. Attorney 
Connelly responded that depended on how long the negotiations lasted. Mayor Wells noted 
that the best guess was that the Council would look at this again at the August 11, 2026 
Council meeting. 
 
Attorney Connelly noted that if Council approved the contract for a trial agreement, there would 
be a four to six month implementation period. If the contract was approved in August, that 
would be December to February. Then the 90 day trial would start and put them into March or 
May, at which time the Budget Committee could weigh in.  
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Councilor Hancock stated that Budget Committee input was critical.  
 

Amy Villalobos, Junction City, said that it was mentioned that there was no one who was tech 
savvy that could evaluate if the trial went good or not. She asked if there was someone that 
Junction City could use to assist with that.  
 
Chief Waddell responded that he would like to ask Ky Fireside to help. Ky acknowledged 
availability and desire to help.  
 
Mayor Wells noted that they were in good hands with Chief Waddell. Chief would use the 
sources he needed to so when he next presented this, the Council would have the full picture.  

 
16. U of O Event Agreement 

Chief Waddell presented the University of Oregon (U of O) Event Agreement renewal for 
Junction City Police Department to provide law enforcement assistance to the U of O during 
large scale events. The agreement included a revised compensation schedule.  
 
MOTION: Councilor Leach made a motion to approve the 3rd Amendment to the U of O Event 
Agreement and authorize Chief Waddell to sign the necessary documents. The motion was 
seconded by Councilor Ceniga and passed by unanimous vote of the Council: Thomas, 
Washburne, Ceniga, Leach, and Hancock.  

 
17. RV Park/Campground Decision 

Director Kaping stated that this agenda item was before Council to get direction on receiving 
up to date bids for the RV Park Construction.  
 
Councilor Ceniga asked what the Parks SDC (System Development Charge) could be used 
for. Director Kaping responded that those SDC funds could only be used for expansion of a 
park. 
 
Councilor Ceniga stated that she did not know if it was the best decision to use these funds for 
this project, as the funds could be used for other projects like pool expansion or other things 
that the community could use.  
 
Councilor Hancock noted that there was $900,000 in that account and it would just be reduced 
by $140,000 for this project, leaving $750,000 in the fund. The Committee Development 
Committee had tried to use this money for two years for projects, specifically at the pool, and 
the answer was always no.  
 
Mayor Wells noted that they had money for the Alderdale Park in that fund for years and asked 
what other ground and projects the City had that those SDC funds could be used for. Director 
Kaping responded that there were projected listed in the SDC Capital Improvement Plan, and 
there were things like building a ballfield, which would be covered 100% by SDC fees. 
  
Administrator Nebel added that all of the City’s SDC plans needed to be updated as they were 
terribly overdue. Each time the City adopted a master plan, the SDC CIP needed to be 
updated as well, as only projects listed in the SDC CIP could use SDC funds for their 
development.  
 
Councilor Thomas noted that the City had 8 hookups at the RV site and the site was just sitting 
there. It could be used for people who came into town and wanted to stay, and they could walk 
10 feet to Lyle Day Park and be on a grassy area and enjoy the park.  
 
MOTION: Councilor Hancock made a motion to approve moving forward with the RV Park and 
authorize the Public Works Department to request bids for the work that needs to be 
contracted out and move forward with the ordinance and SDC Capital Projects. The  motion 
was seconded by Councilor Leach and passed by a vote of 4 to 1 with Councilors Thomas, 
Washburne, Leach, and Hancock voting in favor and Councilor Ceniga voting against.   

 
18. Council Agenda Forecaster 

Administrator Nebel presented the forecaster. The Executive Team reviewed the pending and 
future business items and plugged them into future Council meetings so they could be 
addressed.  
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Councilor Hancock asked to put Main Street/Oregon Heritage Program on a Work Session in 
September or October. Administrator Nebel responded that it would be good to have the new 
City Administrator on board for that discussion, so they would tentatively schedule that on the 
October Work Session.  
 

19. Staff Reports 
Chief Waddell reported: Interviewed officer candidates; in conjunction with Eugene PD, 
recovered $1,000 in stolen tools and made two arrests; new lieutenant would start first week of 
August; National Night Out would be August 4th; and preparing for the festival. U of O offered 
their meridian barriers to minimize vehicle intrusion.  
 
Director Kaping reported: DEQ issued the 60-day irrigation permit, so were irrigating at the 
lagoons; cleaning and TVing lines to comply with MAO; doing curb painting and hot taping 
around schools; working with engineer on waterline project; and county has prepared Deal 
Street for chip sealing.  
 
Attorney Connelly reported: She encouraged the Council to talk about the qualities they were 
looking for in a Councilor Candidate and to try and build consensus to appoint a candidate, as 
the Charter read that the Council “shall” appoint.  
 
Councilor Hancock noted that some of it was the way they were doing this, as they passed out 
the handwritten ballot but did not take a moment to advocate for a candidate. Attorney 
Connelly responded that staff could change that process and was eager to provide the Council 
with a process that helped facilitate discussion and consensus building.  
 
Mayor Wells expressed appreciation for Attorney Connelly bringing this up, as this was a 
hurdle the Council needed to cross.  
 
Councilor Thomas noted that what the candidate they interviewed tonight said was really good, 
but she had concerns on how that would look if the Council appointed him because his wife 
worked for the City.  
 
Attorney Connelly responded that Councilor Thomas could express her concerns to the 
Council about not wanting to show favoritism or bias.  
 
Councilor Ceniga noted that they asked the question about the conflict though.  
 
Councilor Thomas responded that was true, but if they appointed him, he would serve until 
January, but if he ran for election, he would be elected by the people. Attorney Connelly 
responded that she thought it was helpful to hear Councilor Thomas’ perspective because 
others might have a different perspective. She added that legally the Council was not 
prohibited from appointing a candidate whose family member worked for the City.  
 
Councilor Leach shared that she felt that was a huge conflict of interest, and she had nothing 
against the candidate. She was concerned that the Council making that appointment would 
come across as the good old boy stuff that used to occur, which would be going backwards.  
 
Councilor Hancock stated that he asked Mr. Wendell to apply because he had years of 
experience. He voted for him because he was the most qualified candidate and that was 
especially important as they were hiring a City Administrator.  

 
20. Previous Month’s Expenditures. None.  
 

21. Councilor Comments/Questions 
Councilor Washburne thanked the audience for attending the meeting and staying so late.  
 
Councilor Ceniga noted that they had gone over a lot tonight and had a lot of work yet to do. 
She felt that Attorney Connelly was right and the Council needed to talk about the candidate 
appointments because they did need to make a decision. It was important that they have a full 
Council, and she would be happy to share with anybody why she voted the way she did. She 
was impressed with what Mr. McGarvey had said and did not understand the conflict of 
interest concerns. Her brother-in-law worked at Public Works and when necessary, she 
declared the appropriate conflict of interest.  
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Councilor Thomas responded that Councilor Ceniga was elected by the people. Administrator 
Nebel noted that Council would have an opportunity to talk about this on August 11th.  
 
Councilor Leach stated that she was happy to have the Flock representatives at the meeting 
and appreciated Chief Waddell, as she knew this had been hard for him.  
 
Councilor Hancock shared that he recently attended an Emeralds Game where they 
celebrated the 65th anniversary of the Junction City Scandinavian Festival. All the festival 
dancers were there, and Crystal Riley sang the National Anthem. He thought it was great that 
our neighboring City celebrated the festival. He continued that he was not enticed by the free 
90-day program, as he felt it was like buying a car at that point. He would rather pay for the 
product, know what they were getting, and have the ALPR camera discussion go through the 
Budget Committee. That way, the 7 citizens members on the Budget Committee would have 
the opportunity to speak about whether or not they thought it was the right decision.  
 

22. Mayor’s Comments 
Mayor Wells stated that he appreciated all the people that were in attendance at the meeting 
tonight. People were able to provide their input, and the Council was paying attention and 
listening to what everyone had to say. That was what government was all about, working 
together for a common goal. The Council voted and were not always on the same side, but 
when they walked out of the meeting, they were in agreement because the body had passed 
something and not an individual. He continued that some audience members might have 
wondered why the Council did not provide responses when opinions and thoughts were 
shared and that was because that was a part of the meeting for the Council to listen to what 
people had to say. He added that he appreciated all that the Council did while he was out with 
medical issues.  

 
23. Executive Session per ORS 192.660(2)(a) to Consider the Employment of a Public 

Officer, Employee, Staff Member or Individual Agent.  
 

Mayor Wells called Executive Session at 9:43 p.m. Executive Session ended at 10:12 p.m.  
 

24. Adjournment 
    As there was no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 10:12 p.m. 

 
ATTEST:        APPROVED:  

 
  
 

__________________________    ___________________________ 
      Kitty Vodrup, City Recorder                  Kenneth Wells, Mayor 


