
MINUTES
URBAN RENEWAL AGENCY BOARD. OF THE CITY OF KEIZER

Monday, October30,1995
RobertL. Simon Council Chambers

Keizer City Hall

CALL TO ORDER DennisKoho, Chair, called themeetingto order at 6:04p.m.
Roll Call wastakenasfollows:

Present
DennisKoho, Chair
CarlBeach
Tm~iKeller
BobNewton
AlMiller
JerryWatson(arrived at 6:06p.m.)

Absent
JerryMcGee

Staff
DottyTryig City Manager
JohnMorgan,CommunityDevelopmentDirector
Tracy L. Davis,City Recorder

PUBLIC There wasno public testimonyto comebeforetheAgency
TESTIMONY Board.

ADMINISTRATIVE CommunityDevelopmentDirectorMorgan advisedthat with
ACTION the current phaseoftheundergroundingproject alongRiver

Road, an opportunity hasbecomeavailable to implement design
elementson certainproperties in accordancewithFrontageImprovements redevelopmentdesigngoals. He recalledthatmoving sidewalks

as Partof
backto createplanting strips, andclosingandconsolidating

Undergrounding Project drivewayswere identifiedasopportunitiesto enhancethe

aestheticappealofthe corridor andenhancesafetywhile
reducing congestion. Mr. Morgan reminded theBoard that the
property improvement program calls for the standardsto apply
to newconstruction,and to be retro-fittedinto existing
developmentsworking in partnershipwith theproperty owners
and using renewal finds as appropriate.

FMAGJC ____________________
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• Mr. Morgannotedthat thePGEportionoftheRiverRoad
undergroundingproject involvesplacingtheconduitunderthe
westernsidewalk. The sidewalkis beingremovedandthen

S replacedaftertheconduit is in place. Mr. Morgannotedthat
thespecificpropertynowbeingconsideredfor retro-fittingis
theSt. Edward’sCatholicChurchfrontage.

Mr. Morganpresentedtheproposalwhich includedthree
changesto theSt. Edward’sfrontage: Projectone - sidewalk
relocation;Projecttwo - southerndrivewayrelocation;and,
Projectthree- northerndrivewayconsolidation.Hecalled
attentionto adrawingincludedin theagendapacket,which
depictedthethreeproposedchanges.

Mr. MorgannotedthatProjecttwo might beconsideredthe
mostcontroversialofthethreeproposalsin that thedrivewayis
proposedto alignwith ClaggettStreet. A signalwill beinstalled
at ClaggettaspartoftheWittenbergproject,makingit
necessaryfortheexistingsoutherndrivewayto theChurchto be
eitherclosedor movedto align with thenewsignal. Mr.
Morganpresentedtwo alternativedesignsfor thenewdrive; a
“curb-return”design,anda“drop-curb”design.

Mr. MorganbneflyexplainedProjectthreewhichcalledfor

S consolidationofthenortherndrivewaywith theadjacentdriveservingtheofficecomplexandapartmentimmediatelyto thenorth.

Mr. Morgancalled attentionto projectedcostsfor eachproject.
Henotedthat theaggregatecostfor doing all threeprojects
would be$52,000to $57,000,dependinguponthedriveway
configurationfor therealigneddrive. A costofabout$13,000
to realignthedrivewaywouldaccmeto theSt. Edward’s
property.

Mr. Morgannotedthat theRiverRoadRedevelopmentBoard
consideredtheproposal,andafterlengthydiscussion,took
actionon thesevenspecificquestionsnowbeingpresentedfor
Agencyaction. R3B recommended:(1) relocationofthe
southerndriveway;(2) a “drop-curb”drivewaydesign;(3) the
Agencypayfor realignmentoftheinternaldrive;(4) relocation
ofthesidewalk;(5)not to consolidatethenorthdriveway;and,
(6) to pursueothersidewalkrelocationsaspartofthe
undergroundingprojectand/orasotheropportunitiesarise. The
questionofwhetheragrantor loanshouldbegivento St.
Edward’sfor landscapingtheareasaroundthenewdriveways
(7),wastabled.
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Mr. Morgan pointed out theurgency for an Agencydecision
sincePGE equipment is at the site and ready to start work.

S Tim Smith, Chairman of theRiver RoadRedevelopment
Board, respondedto questionsabout R3B’s discussionsand
recommendations.He indicated R3B’s strong support for
moving backsidewalksandcreating a planting stnpwherever
possiblein the corridor, thereby enhancingaestheticsand
pedestrianopportunities.

Mr. Watsonaskedif the Agencywould be acquiringproperty
from St. Edward’s. Mr. Smith pointedout that retro-fitting
would occurwithin the right-of-way on about 80% ofthe
property. Noting that representativesoftheChurch were
presentduring theR3B discussion, Mr. Smith surmisedthat
there wouldbe no problem getting an easementfrom the
Church for the remainder. Mr. Morgan inteijectedthat
acquiringaneasementwould be a simplerprocessthan
acquiringthe property.

Mr. Newton indicatedthat for safetyreasonshe would like to
seethenortherndriveway consolidated.Mr. Smith relayedhis,
andR3B’s preferencefor consolidatingdriveways. He
emphasizedthat the $27,750estimatedcostwasthe reasonfor
R3B’s “no” vote.

Mr. Kellerdeclareda potential conflictofinterest in that he is a
memberof St. Edward’s Catholic Church. He statedthat it
would haveno bearing on his decision, and thathe would
participate in thediscussionandvote. Mr. Keller felt thatthe
north driveway representedan issueonly duringhigher
congestionperiods—onSundaymornings, andduring
Keizerfest. He askedMr. Morgan if the long-term planwould
betoward consolidatingthe St. Edward’s drivewaysor tiying to
closeone andlimit St. Edward’s to onedriveway. Mr. Morgan
didn’t envisionanyneedto closea driveway. With regardto
theproposalto consolidatethe north driveway, he emphasized
the redevelopmentgoalto takeadvantageofopportunitiesto
consolidatewhenevertheyarepresented.

Mr. Keller askedwhat landscapingwasproposed for the
planting strip. Mr. Morgan answeredthat theestimatedcost
wasbasedon groundcoverandonetree about every 30 feet.
Mr. Smith pointed out that landscapingaroundtheproposed
realignedsouthdriveway wasnot included in thecostestimate.

S Mr. Morgan confirmedfor Mr. Keller that four existingpine
treeswould haveto be removed.
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ChairKohoadvisedthat heis alsoamemberofSt. Edward’s,
• andwouldparticipatein thediscussionandvote.

Mr. Beachnotedthathewasin attendanceattheR3B meeting
whentheproposalwasdiscussed.No otheroptionfor the
northdrivewaywaspresentedatthat time. Henowsawa
possibilityfor alessexpansiveconsolidateddriveway,and
indicatedthathewould like to seealternativedesignsto cutthe
costspossiblyin half.

Mr. Miller questionedwhytheissuewasn’tbroughtto the
Agencysooner,ratherthanin anurgencysituation. Mr.
Morganexplainedthat theideahadjustoccurredto him ashe
wasworkingthroughdesignson theundergroundingproject.
Hepointedout thetime that it tookto arrangemeetingswith
Churchrepresentatives,andtheneedfor R3B to considerthe
proposal.

Mr. Miller notedthat SalemElectriconlyhadto do small
sectionsofsidewalk. Hewonderedwhy PGE’swork required
theentiresidewalkto betornup. Mr. Morganexplainedthat in
thiscasethelocationoftheutilities madeit necessarytogo
underthesidewalkratherthanthestreet. Healsopointedout

• theadvantageofnothavingto closetravellanes.

Mr. Miller askedabouttheeffectsofplantingtreesoverthe
utilities. Mr. Morganexplainedthat it wasadesignissuefor
PGE.

Mr. Miller askedaboutdirt andgravelpileson theChurch
property. Mr. Morganbelievedit to beexcavationfrom vault
location.

Mr. Miller recalledthat apropertyowneris responsiblefor
maintainingaplantingstrip athis property. Henotedthat the
staffreportleavestheissueopened.Mr. Morgan
acknowledgedthat theCity’s ordinanceis writtenindicating
propertyownerresponsibility. Henotedthat St. Edward’shas
indicatedconcernandhasraisedthequestionofmaintenance.

Mr. Miller relayedanissuebroughtup byMr. McGeethat the
propertyin therearofthechurchwouldsomedaybedeveloped.
Henotedthatwhendevelopmentoccursin Keizer,aproperty
owneris requiredto sharein thecostsofimprovements.It was

• Mr. Miller’s feelingthat if theAgencyfrontsthecostsofthe
driveway,etc.,thereshouldbe somekind ofagreementwith the
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churchthat theywill reimbursetheCity for halfofthecostsof
theimprovementWandwhentherearpropertyis developed.

S Mr. MorganadvisedthattheArchDiocesewasinformedof
that proposal. Heanticipatedthat theywould respondat
tonight’smeeting.

Mr. Watsonrespondedto Mr. Miller’s commentsby statingthat
hefelt it would beachangein policy if theCitywereto start
chargingforprospectivedevelopmentthathasn’toccurred.

Mr. Watsonaskedif anyoftheretro-fittingallowedan
opportunityfor abusturnout. Mr. Morganhadtalkedwith the
TransitDistrict andit wasfelt thattherewasnot sufficienttime
to exploretheissue. Mr. Watsonsuggestedthat atthenorth
end,theplantingsandutility locationsbe structuredto allow for
pursuitoftheideain thefuture.

In responseto aquestionfrom Mr. Watsonaboutimpactson
thenorthdrivewayif constructionwereto occuronthepadin
front ofthechurch,Mr. Morgannotedthatthechurchhasnever
talkedaboutdoing anythingonthefront pad. Mr. Watsonthen
questionedwhetherit might bepossible,in thefuture,to placea
southturnonly outatthenorthdrivewayif problemsshould

S occur. Mr. Morganconcededthat suchasolutionhasbeen
usedatotherlocations.
Mr. Watsonagreedthat theR3B-recommendeddropcurbfor
thesoutherndrivewaywouldprobablybesufilcientatthis time.
Hefelt that if thebackpropertyshoulddevelop,therewouldbe
asourceoffindingandanopportunityto againconsiderthe
moreexpensivecurbreturn.

Mr. Watsonnotedthehazardofenteringandleavingthelarge
servicestationatthecornerofSandyandRiverRoad. He
raisedasapossibility theideaofasignallight at Sandy,and
suggestedadesignalternative.Heconcededthatasignalat
SandyandoneatClaggettwouldbetooclose.

Mr. Newtonaskedif thecautionlight on Sandywould be
removed.Mr. Morganansweredthat it would,whenthesignal
goesin. Mr. Newtonliked theideaofaturn laneon Claggett
StreetleavingthechurchpropertyontoRiverRoad. Healso
felt abusturnoutwouldbe agoodideato pursuein thefuture.

S In responseto Mr. Watson’scommentsregardingthesouth
driveway,Mr. Miller indicatedthathewouldpreferto havethe
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curbingconstructedto handlefuturedevelopmentratherthan
havingto teartheimprovementsout andreconstructata later
time. Hefelt theadditionalcostwouldbejustified.

Mike Hemming, representingthe St. Edward’s Catholic
Church, commentedthatwhenhefirst heardoftheproposed
retro-flttingit washis beliefthat thechurchownedtheproperty
from thecurbon back. Henowwasawarethatthecity owns
theright-of-way. Therefore,hefelt thattheCity shouldbe
responsiblefor maintenanceoftheimprovements.

ChairKohoaskedMr. Morganhowthecircumstancewould
comparewith an individualpropertyowner’sresponsibilityfor
maintenance.Mr. Morganansweredthattherewould beno
difference.To saythat thechurchis responsiblefor landscaping
maintenancewould bein keepingwith theway all propertyis
treated.Mr. Miller pointedout thatexistingpropertyowners
nowhavethedutyto maintainthesidewalk,whethersetback
fromthestreetorimmediatelyatthestreet. ChairKoho
thoughtit might bepossiblethatasotherimprovementsare
donealongRiverRoad,thecurrentpolicy mightberevisited.
He,however,stressedtheCity’s currentpositionwith regardto
propertyownerresponsibility.

• Mr. MorganandMr. Smithrespondedto questionsfromMr.
HenningabouttheproposedClaggettStreetconfiguration.

DeliahWilson, propertymanagerfrom theArch Diocese,
indicatedsupportfor theurbanrenewaleffortsto improveRiver
Road. Sheindicatedthat thechurchiswilling to workwith the
City on logistics,andto granteasementsif required. She,
however,prefacedher commentsby sayingthatthechurchhas
averycomfortablecomplexthatmeetstheneedsofits
parishioners.Shenotedthat thereareno plansin theimmediate
futureto makeanyupgradessimilar to whathasbeenproposed.
Inthatcontext,sheaskedthattheAgencysupportthedecision
to provideanyassociatedfinding fortheproposedprojects.
Sheemphasizedthat thechurchis involvedin avarietyof
planningandfimding projects,andthattheproposed
improvementswould not likely behigh on theirpriority list. She
noted,however,that thechurchdoeswishto begood
neighbors. Sherequestedthat if theAgencyacceptsthe
recommendation,it alsoapprovemaintenanceoftheplanting
strip with renewalfluids.

S _____
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Ms. Wilson addressedacommentmadeearlierabout
establishinganagreementbetweentheAgencyandSt.
Edward’sChurch,that thechurchwouldparticipatein ftinding

S ofasignalwhendevelopmentoccurson thebackportionofthe
property. Sheemphasizedthat thechurchcurrentlyhasno
plansregardingdevelopment,andsawthesuggestionasa
deviationfromtheCity’s standardpractice. Sheconcludedby
sayingthat thechurchsupportstheproject;however,theyseeit
asmotivatedwith thedevelopmentoccurringalongRiverRoad,
andtheUrbanRenewalPlan--notadirectbenefitto thechurch.

Mr. Hemmingaddedthathecouldnotjustif\j anagreementfor
thechurchto participatein thefuturefor installationofatraffic
signal. HesawthesignalasameansfortheCity to makeRiver
Roadtraffic safer.

ChairKoho referredto thefollowing recommendationsfrom~the
RiverRoadRedevelopmentBoard:

1. Relocatesoutherndriveway
2. Drop-curbdrivewaydesign
3. Agencypayfor realignment
4. RelocateSidewalk
5. Do notconsolidatenorthdriveway

S HesuggestedtheissueregardingaloanorgrantforlandscapingbeconsideredWandwhenit isbroughtforward. At that time
themaintenanceissuecanberevisited.

ChairKoho movedthat theUrbanRenewalAgencyadopt
recommendationsonissuesnumber1 through5 from theRiver
RoadRedevelopmentBoard. Mr. Kellersecondedthemotion.

Forclarification,Mr. Miller advisedthathis comments
regardingsharingcostswerenotwith regardto atraffic signal—.
theyweredirectedto theactualcostsofthedrivewayasastreet
improvement.Hepointedout that if theCitywereto totally
front thatcostnowwith no requirementfor thechurchto
participate,andthepropertyattherearofthechurchis
developedatalatertime,it would requireparticipation. Hesaw
it asonly reasonablethat thechurchberequiredto payhalfof
thecostsfor thecurrentimprovement,whenthatdevelopment
occurs.

A motion byMr. Miller to amend themotion on thefloor to
include that theCity pay all the costsfor thedriveway
improvements, thestreet,the curb, etc.,andif theproperty
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in therear ofthechurch is developedat somefuture date,
thechurch be required to reimburse thecity half ofthe
coststhecity is putting up died for lack ofa second.

Mr. Watsonfelt thatremovaloftheflashinglight would makeit
hazardousfor pedestriantraffic crossingRiverRoadat Sandy.
Hewonderedif anythingwouldbe doneto discouragecrossing
thereandpromote crossingat thesignal. Mr. Morgan
respondedthat theissuehadnot comeup before.

A motion by Mr. Watson to amendthemotion on thefloor
that stepsbe taken to discouragepedestriantraffic across
Sandyif theflashinglight is removed died for lack of a
second.

ChairKoho noted thatJackofsupportfortheamendmentdidn’t
meanthat staffwould not comebackwith some
recommendationsregardingpedestriantraffic.

Mr. Newtonindicatedsupportfor ChairKoho’smotion
providedconsolidationofthenorthdrivewayis pursuedfor
safetyreasons.Hehopedawaytogetcostsdownwouldbe
identifiedsothat theissuecouldberevisited.

• Mr. Beachnotedthathe wouldhavebeeninclinedto support
Mr. Miller’s motionhadthechurch’sparticipationbeenclearer.
Requiringthechurch,downtheroad,to payhalfthecostsof
improvementswasnot specificenoughforhis support. Mr.
Morganclarifiedfor Mr. Beachthattheestimatefor thework
ontheprivatepropertyis $13,000basedon the
recommendationfor adropcurb.

Mr. Beachmovedto amendthemotion onthefloor to require
thatthecity payall thecostsofimprovementsat this time.
includingthe$13,000forwork on theprivatepropertyowned
by thechurch,but that thechurchberequiredto reimbursethe
City forthatamountif andwhenthepropertybehindthechurch
is developed.Mr. Miller secondedthemotion.

Mr. Watsonindicatedhis supportfor thefive recommendations
in theoriginalmotion. Hequestionedthelegalityoftheaction
proposedby Mr. Miller andMr. Beach,andthereforewouldnot
supporttheamendment.

Mr. Kellerindicatedthathe wouldbe in supportofthe
• reimbursementconceptif thechurchhadinitiatedtheproposed

improvements.However,it washisfeelingthatsincetheidea
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wasgeneratedby theCity, eventhoughit involved
improvementson privateproperty,theCity shouldbearthe
costs. Hefelt that fhturepossibilitiesfor thepropertyhadno
bearingon whatis currentlyoccurring.

Themotionfailedwith thefollowing vote:

AYES: Newton,Miller, andBeach(3)
NAYS: Keller, Koho,andWatson(3)
ABSTENTIONS: (0)
ABSENT: McGee(l)

Mr. Miller movedto amendthemotionon thefloor, to reject
R3B recommendationnumber2for adrop-curbdriveway
designfor thesoutherndriveway,andinsteadapprove
constmctingthedrivewaywith thecurb-returndesignandstorm
drain.. ThemotionwassecondedbyMr. Newton.

Mr. Miller statedthat hewouldlike to seethework “done
right” thefirst time insteadofhavingto makechangessometime
in thefuture. Healso felt that theadditional$5,200costwould
beconsiderablygreaterin thefuture.

Mr. Kohopointedout theopportunityfor sharingthecostswith
• adeveloperif thechurchpropertywereto bedevelopedata

laterdate. Mr. Watsonconcurred.

Themotionfailedwith thefollowing vote:

AYES: NewtonandMiller (2)
NAYS: Keller,Koho,Beach,andWatson(4)
ABSTENTIONS: (0)
ABSENT: McGee(1)

Theoriginalmotionpassedasfollows:

AYES: Keller, Koho,Beach,Watson,NewtonandMIller (6)
NAYS: (0)
ABSTENTIONS: (0)
ABSENT: McGee(1)

ChairKohothankedtherepresentativesfromthechurchfor
their participation. Heacknowledgedthat thelandscapingissue
would be discussedatafuturedate.

S _____
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OTHER BUSINESS Therewasno otherbusinessto comebeforetheAgencyBoard.

S WRITTEN Therewereno writtencommunicationsto comebeforethe
COMMUNICA- AgencyBoard.
TIONS

EXECUTIVE TheUrbanRenewalAgencyadjournedto ExecutiveSession
SESSION underORS 192.660(1)(e)- Acquisition ofRealPropertyat

6:58p.m. Theregularsessionreconvenedat 7:05 p.m. Chair
Koho announcedthatno actionwasneededfrom theExecutive
Session.

ADJOURN The meetingwasadjournedat 7:06p.m.

TracyL. Davis
City Recorder

APPROVED:
URBAN RENEWAL AGENCY BOARD CHAIR

Dennis Koho

BOARD MEMBERS:

Jerry Watson CarlBeach

Bob Newton Al Miller

(absent)
Jim Keller Jerry McGee

S _____

Uthan Rr~z1Agency1vfinutes
October30, 1995


