
. MINUTES
City ofKeizer

River Road RedevelopmentBoard
Keizer City Hall Library

Wednesday,October25, 1995

1. CALL TO ORDER

Themeetingwascalledto orderby ChairmanSmithat 7:05p.m.

ChairmanSmith introducednewmember,VelmaTepper.

2. ROLL CALL

Thefollowing memberswerepresent:Tim Smith,MannyMartinez,ShannonBlake-
Thiess,DonaldPorter,andVelmaTepper. StanComptonarrivedat7:20 p.m.

Also presentwere: CouncilLiaisonCarlBeach,CommunityDevelopmentDirectorJohn
Morgan,andRecordingSecretaryNonaOxe’.

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

It wasmovedby Ms. Blake-Thiessthat theminutesof September27. 1995beapproved.
Themotion wassecondedby Mr. Porterandcarried,all presentvoting aye.

4. APPEARANCEOF INTERESTEDCITIZENS

No onecameforwardto presentany issuesto theBoard.

5. PROJECTUPDATES

DevelopmentActivity

Mr. Morganreportedthatit now appearsthatbuildingpermitsfor all typesof developmentwill set
arecordthis year. Commercialactivity remainsvery heavy. He calledattentionto theremodeland
newconstructionprojectattheold Skipperslocation,andnotedthattheownerslike theideaof
closingthedrivewayat Sunset.
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. UndergroundingProject

Mr. Morganreportedthatasofthis morningcrewsareabout400feetshortofwheretheywantedto
be atthis time. It appears,however,that theywill meetthetargetof havingChemawaRoaddone
by January1. Henotedthatmostofthevaults arein placealongRiverRoadandtheyhavebegun
layingconduit.

Banners

NeitherMr. MorgannorMs. Blake-Thiesshadanythingto report. Mr. MorgannotedthattheCity
Managerwill be taking thestaff leadon theproject.

Gateway

Mr. Morganadvisedthatdueto thepursuitofmoreurgentissues,thegatewayprojecthadbeen
deferred.He noted,however,that thenewownersof theStaatsLakeprojectexpressedinterestin
workingwith theCity on somekind of gatewayatthecornerof theStaatsLakeproperty.

SignGrants

Mr. MorganreportedthatninegrantshavebeenapprovedthroughtheUrbanRenewalAgency,and
acouplemorearepending.

CherryAvenueDesignPlan

Mr. Morganreportedthatastaffmeetingwasheldlastweekwith theconsultantsto work outsome
ofthedetails. Mr. Spencerwill bebackin Januarywith thedraftmaterialfor theCherryAvenue
corridor. Hewill be focusingon someofthedesignelementsaroundtheBi-Mart center. It was
Mr. Morgan’shopethatbeforeJanuarythepropertyownerscouldbebroughttogetherto discuss
someof theissues.

Mr. MorgannotedthatPetersonEngineeringis currentlyworking on someoptionsto thedesignof
Iris Laneandtheparkinglot.

ChemawaActivityCenterPlan

Mr. Morganadvisedthat thePlanis currentlyunderdebateby thePlanningCommission. A public
hearingwasheldtwo weeksago,andcontinuedto nextWednesday,November1. ThePlanning
Commissionwill considerdraftmaterialatthatmeeting,andwill continuetheworkattheirregular
meetingonNovember8. ThedraftPlanwill thengo onto theCouncil, anticipatingadoptionof the
Planaroundthefirst ofnextyear.
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S In looking atthecorrelationbetweentheChemawaActivity CenterPlanandtheRiverRoad
corridor,Mr. Morganexplainedthatfinancingfor theactivity centermight bestbedonethrougha
renewaldistrict,whichwouldmeanrunningtwo renewaldistricts,possiblycompetingfor available
dollars. Also, whenconsideringtheproposedmix ofusesfor theactivity center,thequestionarises
of whetherto allow businessesthatmight competewithRiverRoad,andif so, to whatdegree.Mr.
Morganrecountedthatthebig recommendationis for thehotel, conference,restaurantfacility. He
notedthatthequestionthenbecomes,howmuchmoresquarefootageof retailspaceis allowedin
thearea,andofwhat nature?

6. DISCUSSION

Becauseanumberofpeoplein theaudiencewishedto participatein thediscussionofagendaitem
6.2, thePropertyImprovementProgram,Mr. Smithannouncedthatit would be takenoutof order
andconsideredatthis time.

6.2 PropertyImprovementProgram

Mr. MorganrecalledthattheFY 95-96UrbanRenewalbudgetincludesa $90,000line itemfor the
PropertyImprovementProgram. Heexplainedthat thepurposeoftheprogramis to provide
financialassistanceto propertyownersalongRiverRoadfor frontageimprovements.Hepointed
out thatareviewprocesshasnotyet beendeveloped,andnotedtheneedto developaprogram
designfor recommendationto theRenewalAgencyBoardso thatupontheirapprovalstaffcan
beginadvertisingandimplementingtheprogram.

Mr. Morgancalledattentionto threecaseswheretheprogrammight be applied: oneatthe
Skippersremodellocation;a secondattheTown& CountryBowl; andthethirdattheSt. Edward’s
Churchlocation.

FortheSkipperslocation,Mr. Morganpointedout that thedrivewayprogramis alreadyin place
whichwould allow up to $1,200to closeanunneededdriveway. Whetheror not renewalmoney
might be usedto helpwith the landscapingfor thebalanceofthepropertyremainedaquestionto be
answered.

Mr. Morganpointedout that thebiggerquestionis whetheror nottheRenewalAgencyshouldhelp
wherethereis newconstruction,oronly with existingproperties.As an example,Mr. Morgan
notedthattheTown& CountryBowl is currentlyworkingon adesigninitially with respectto their
signage,butnow alsoaddinglandscapingin theparkinglot acrossthefrontage.Henotedthat
historicallythepropertyimprovementprogramwasintendedfor suchcases.

Mr. Morgancalledattentionto thethirdpotentialapplication,theSt. Edward’sChurchlocation.
Henotedthatthepossibleapplicationoftheprogramdid notcomeasarequestfrom thechurch,
but from City staffin responseto theundergroundingprojectcurrentlyunderway. Heexplained
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S thattheprojectpresentsan opportunityto do somefrontageimprovementsconsistentwith the
recommendationsfor RiverRoad,andhequestionedto what degreetheBoardfelt theCity should
getinvolved.

Mr. Morgansuggestedthatbeforegettinginto thedetailsof theSt. Edward’sproposal,hewould
like theBoard’sthoughtswith regardto thepropertyimprovementprogramin general. Henoted
thathe will beaskingCharlieKupperto craft,basedon his experiencewith otherjurisdictionsand
inputreceivedfrom R3B, aprogramdesignfor R3B’s consideration,hopefullyat nextmonth’s
meeting. Mr. Morganindicatedthathe would like suggestionsasto thetypesof improvementsthe
Boardwould like to seefunded.

Mr. Porterfelt thattheprogramshouldbe designedto be consistentfor eachproject.

Mr. Smithpointedout that in themorethansix yearsthathe hadbeeninvolvedin theurban
renewalprocess,anissuealwaystalkedaboutwastaking theopportunitiesto closeunneeded
drivewaysandconsolidatedrivewaysbetweenneighboringproperties.It was felt thatthedriveway
closuresandconsolidationswouldhelpenhancetraffic flow on RiverRoadandimproveingress
andegressto andfromtheproperties.Henotedthat with theundergroundingnowtakingplaceat
theSt.Edward’sChurch,it representedoneofthoseopportunities.

(Mr. Comptonarrivedandtookhis seatatthetable.)

S Mr. Smithexpressedhis concernthatlooking to theprivatesectornot only to agreeto the
recommendedimprovements,but alsoto foot thebill, would not gettheCity very far in attaining
thegoalsfor RiverRoad. Hefelt that urbanrenewalwouldneedto look towardspendingthe
dollarsto makethoseimprovementsfor thebenefitofall of theCity. Hepointedout thebenefitsto
theentirecity thatwould be achievedby closingandconsolidatingdrivewaysandadding
landscapingto enhanceandbeautifyRiverRoad. Hecited asan exampletheTown& Country
Bowl, andnotedthatif theCommissionwereto recommendfunding someofthe improvements,it
would needto decidewhetherit would be by wayof grantor low-interest/no-interestloanfunding.

Mr. Smithalsonotedthatasadeveloper,whenbuying andredevelopingapieceofpropertyhe
expectsto payforrequiredimprovements.He emphasizedtheneedto well definewhat is required
to makesurethatadeveloperfits anynewdevelopmentinto theguidelines,athis expense.In the
caseofa currentprivatebusinessownerbeingaskedby theCity to participate,Mr. Smithfelt urban
renewaldollarsshouldaccompanytherequest.

CouncilorBeachfelt thatto avoid inequality,R3B might bestbe servedby definingthepolicy
ratherthantakingprojectsoneatatime.

Mr. Martinezaskedif mostof thepropertyownerson RiverRoadwouldbereceptiveto driveway
closure. Mr. Smithsurmisedthat whenfirst asked,theanswerwouldbenegative. UsingtheSt.

S RiverRoadRedevelopmentBoardWednesday,October25, 1995Page4



S Edward’sChurchlocationasan example,Mr. Smithexplainedhow consolidationoftwo driveways
rightnextto eachotherwouldbenefitthetraffic flow. Heemphasizedtheimportanceof
demonstratingthebenefitswhenapproachingapropertyowner.

Mr. Morganpointedout howclosingadrivewayattheformer Skipperslocationwill benefitthe
developmentby increasingparkingarea.

Mr. Porterfelt thattheCity shouldbe involvedin an expensenot initiatedby apropertyowner,but
bytheCity. Hewasconcerned,however,aboutthe limited amountofmoneyavailableandfelt that
all theprimaryprojectsshouldbe lookedatbeforedecidingwhereto spendtheurbanrenewal
dollars.

Ms. Blake-Thiessfelt that the$90,000theCity hadto work with would notbe enoughto pay for
eachclosurethatmaybe needed.She emphasizedtheneedto developcriteriafor theuseof the
funds.

Forclarification,Mr. Morganpointedout that$90,000is budgetedfor thepropertyimprovement
program,andin addition$25,000is specificallytargetedfor driveways,for a total of$115,000. He
confirmedthattheintendedusefor the$90,000wasfor landscaping,building facades,etc.

Mr. Porteraskedif Mr. Morgancouldestimatethenumberofpotentialprojects.

S Mr. Morgancouldnotestimatehowmanybusinessesmight wishto participatein theprogramonce
it is promoted.Henotedthatmoresigngrantrequestswerereceivedthanhadbeenexpected.He
felt thatthepotentialexistedfor 20 projects,andgaveexamplesofpropertiesthatmight wanthelp
in making improvements.Hepointedoutthat thecurrentgrantis for this fiscal year;theremight be
moremoneyavailablenextyear.

Mr. Morganacknowledgedthathe would do his bestto bringbackaprogramdesignnextmonth,
butnotedtheimmediateneedto makeadeterminationwith regardto theSt. Edward’sChurch
location.

Mr. MorganexplainedthatthePGEundergroundingprojectinvolvesremovalandreplacementof
thesidewalkson thewestsideof RiverRoadbeginningattheFirst InterstateBanklocationand
continuingnortherly. Staffidentifiedpropertieswherethesidewalkcouldbemovedbackanda
plantingstrip created,asis recommendedfor RiverRoad. Mr. Morganpointedoutthatbecauseof
thesizeofthefrontage,theSt. Edward’sChurchseemedthefirst andmostobviousfor the
improvement.Realizingthe likelihoodof asignalat Claggettwithin thenexttwelveto eighteen
months,andhowthesignallocationwould conflict with theexisting locationof thesouthern
driveway,it wasfelt that somethingmustbe donewith thedriveway. PGE’sremovalofthe
existingsidewalkcreatedanopportunityto movethedrivewayprior to installationofthenew
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. sidewalk. Mr. Morgannotedthatit wasthenthat staffrealizedthepossibilityofconsolidatingthe
northerndrivewaywith thedrivewayon thepropertyto thenorth.

Mr. MorganadvisedthatFatherMike Hemmingfrom St. Edward’sChurch,andrepresentatives
from theParishandtheArchdiocesewerepresentto speakto theissue. Henotedthatat ameeting
with churchrepresentativeslastweekseveralissuesandquestionswereraised. Themainquestion
being“Who’spayingfor all ofthis?” TheBoardis beingaskedto considerto whatdegreethe
RenewalAgencywould wantto bearcosts,andwhatcostsshouldbe borneby thechurch.

Mr. MorgannotedthatMayorKoho is calling aspecialUrbanRenewalAgencymeetingfor
Mondaynightto discusstheproposedimprovements.Respondingto the issuesraisedby the
Church,andin workingwith theCity engineers,Mr. Morgantodayputtogetherastaffreportanda
morerefineddesignfor submittalto theUrbanRenewalAgency,outliningpotentialfunding
options. He distributedcopiesofthereportfor Boardmembersto useasaworkingdocumentto
developmentrecommendationsfor submittalatMondaynight’sAgencymeeting.

Mr. Morganreviewedtheoptionsoutlinedin thestaffreportandaskedthatR3B considereach
correspondingquestionand,by motion,makearecommendationregardingeachonefor submittal
to theRenewalAgency. He notedthatalthoughthestaffreportdealswith the issuesattheSt.
Edward’sChurch,someofthepolicy decisionrelativeto St. Edward’scouldalsoapply to some
otherproperties.

S Referringto therefineddrawing,Mr. Morganpointedout threespecificproposalsfor theSt.
Edward’sproperty: thesidewalkrelocation,thesoutherndrivewayrelocation,andthenorthern
drivewayconsolidation.Of thethree,staffconsideredthenortherndrivewayconsolidationtheleast
important.

For ProjectOne,Mr. Morganpointedouttheproposedsidewalkconfigurationalongthefrontageof
theSt. Edward’sproperty. Henotedthat thereis adequateright-of-wayto movethesidewalk
within thepublic right-of-waynorthoftheClaggettStreetcenterline. Southofthe line additional
right-of-wayor asidewalkeasementwould be required.Mr. Morganexplainedthatmovingthe
sidewalkis moreexpensivethanreplacingit in its existing locationsincewith therelocationthe
curbwill needto bereplaced.Plus,theplantingstripneedsto be landscapedwith groundcoverand
trees.

Mr. Morganreviewedtwo optionsandcostestimatesfor replacingthesidewalk. Thecostestimate
for optionone,to carryout existingconstructionwithoutanychanges,is $6,000. Thecostestimate
for optiontwo, to movethesidewalkcreatinga5 footplantingstrip with landscaping,is $15,000.

ForProjectTwo,Mr. Morganpointedout theproposedsoutherndrivewayrelocationand
realignmentwith ClaggettStreet.TheproposalanticipatesasignalatClaggettStreet,andthus a
signalizeddrivewayservingthechurchproperty. Mr. Morganstatedthat sincetheproposed. RiverRoadRedevelopmentBoard
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. realigneddrivewayis on churchprivateproperty,thequestionis to whatdegreedoestheRenewal
Agencybearresponsibilityfor thecosts.

Mr. Morganreviewedthetwo optionsandcostestimatesto realignthedriveway. Theestimated
costfor optionone,to constructthedrivewaywith acurb return,including internalrealignment,is
$20,000. Thecostestimatefor optiontwo, to constructthedrivewaywith adrop-curb,including
internalrealignmentis $15,600. Mr. Morganexplainedthedifferencebetweenacurbreturnanda
drop-curb,andnotedthatthehigherestimaterepresentshigherconstructionrequirementsandthe
needfor stormdrainage.Mr. Morgannotedthatapproximately$13,000ofthecost,regardlessof
whichoptionis chosen,is for improvementson theSt. Edward’spropertyto realignthedriveto
meetthenewdrivewayandto removetheold drive andrestorethesitewith topsoil.

Mr. MorganreviewedtheproposalforProjectThree,thenortherndrivewayconsolidation,and
pointedouthow it would improvetheflow oftraffic to andfromtheproperties.Thecostestimate
to consolidatethenortherndrivewaywith thedrivewayon propertyto thenorth includingcreating
athree-lanesectionis $27,750,considerablyhigherthanwasanticipated.Becauseof thehighcost,
Mr. Morganconsideredthisprojecta lesserpriority thantheothertwo.

Mr. SmithstressedtheneedCitywide to getrid of someofthecurb cuts. However,he alsowas
shockedatthe$27,750costestimate.

Mr. Morgannotedthatthegrandtotal to do all threeprojectsis estimatedatbetween$52,350and
$57,550dependingon thesoutherndrivewaydesign.

Mr. Porterwonderedhowmanyotherprojectsofthis magnitudewould be vying fortherenewal
money. Mr. Morgancouldseeno otherfrontageimprovementprojectof thissizethatR3B might
get involvedin.

Mr. PorterrecalledtheCity’s participationin improvementsattheSeniorCenteron Cherry
Avenue. He felt thatthiswasasimilar situation.

Mr. Comptonfelt thattherealignmentofthedrivewayatClaggettStreetwould presentan
advantagefor thechurchin movingtraffic to andfrom theirproperty. Healsofelt that thenorthern
drivewayconsolidationwouldbeaplusfor thechurchcongregation,theapartments,andtheoffice
complex. Heagreedthatusingsomerenewalmoneywould be appropriate,butbecausethe
improvementswould enhanceall oftheproperties,he feltthereshouldbecostsharingamongstall
theplayers.

Fromapracticalstandpoint,Mr. Smith felt that theownersoftheapartmentcomplex,theoffice
building, andthechurchwould wantto knowtherateof returnfor putting moneyinto theproject.
It washis feelingthatthesituationwouldbethesamewith all thebusinessownersalongRiver
Roadwhenapproachedto makefrontageimprovements.
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Discussionfollowedregardingthebenefitsofthethreeprojectsto both theCity andtheproperty
owners,andthedegreeof importancetheyheldwith respectto theoverallplanfor River Road. Mr.
Morganrespondedto questionsabouttheCity’s accessrequirements.

Mr. Morgandescribedotheropportunitiesfor sidewalkrelocationalongRiverRoad,butnotedthat
noneoftheothersinvolveddrivewayrelocationandconsolidationissues.In additionto the
$90,000PropertyImprovementProgramfunds,funding fortheSt. Edward’simprovementaswell
asfuturesimilarprojectscouldcomefrom a $500,000surplusin theUndergroundprojectfunds.

Mr. Morganadvisedthatstaffhadmetwith theSt. Edward’sParishCouncilandtheproperty
managerfor theArchdioceseof Portlandto discusstheproposals.He summarizedconcerns
expressedby thematthemeetingregardingtheresponsibilityfor thecostsof installationof
improvements,andmaintenanceoftheplantingstrip.

Mr. Morgancalledattentionto sevenquestionsin thestaffreport,eachdealingwith aspecific
aspectoftheproposedimprovements.Herequestedthat theBoard respondto eachby motion, for
recommendationto theUrbanRenewalAgency.

ChairmanSmithaskedfor inputfrom representativesoftheSt. Edward’sChurch.

FatherHemmingadvisedthatthechurchestablishedits budgetlastJuly andallocated$25,000to. variousstructuresandprojectson thechurchproperty,onebeinganewroof. Heindicatedthathe
wouldnotnow relishhavingafunddrive, askingchurchmembersto pay forthis additionalproject.
He only becameawareoftheproposalaboutamonthago,andtherewasno wayto includeit in this
year’sbudget.

EdBolf, amemberoftheSt. Edward’sParishCouncil, askedhowtheoffseton theSt. Edward’s
propertyline wasidentified. Mr. Morganexplainedthatit camefrom surveydataandtheassessors
records,andalsois reflectedin theright-of-wayline for RiverRoad. Heindicatedthathewould be
happyto havetheCity Engineerre-verifytherecords.

Mr. Bolf questionedtheproposedconfigurationfor thesouthdrivewayandsignal. Mr. Morgan
acknowledgedthatotherconfigurationshadbeenconsidered,however,thegeneralconclusionwas
thattheproposedalignmentwasthemostlogicalfinancially andpractically,andthemostsound
from anengineeringstandpoint.

Mr. Porterpointedout theadvantageof theimprovedaccessto RiverRoadshouldthechurchever
wishto developtheir propertyto thewestofthechurch. Discussionfollowedregardingother
drivewaypossibilities.
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. Ms. DeliaWilson, propertymanagerwith theArchdiocese,indicatedthat shewouldhateto seethe
discussionfocusonhowasignalmight benefitthebackproperty. Shenotedthatthereareno plans
to sell ordeveloptheproperty. Sheurgedthat theBoardnot baseany decisionon speculatinghow
thechurchwould benefitfor aportionoftheproperty.

Ms. Wilsonindicatedthechurch’ssupportfor theplansfor urbanrenewalandacknowledgedthe
benefitsto thecommunity. With regardto thesidewalkplacementandplantingstrip, Ms. Wilson
relayedtheParish’swillingnessto workwith thecity. Shenotedthat theParishwould begiving up
aportionofits property,andwould experiencesomeinconvenience,butacknowledgedthat
realigningthedrivewaywith Claggettcouldbeperceivedto havesomebenefitto theParish.
However,shesawthesignalizationasbeingmotivatedby developmentacrossthestreet. In
summarizing,Ms. Wilsonindicatedthechurch’swillingnessto cooperate,andofferedits good
neighborsupport,but shewishedto makeit clearthatthechurchwasnot in apositionto contribute
financially.

With respectto thesouthdriveway,Ms. Wilson indicatedthatratherthanloosingthedriveway
altogetherbecauseof thechurch’sinability to participatein funding, theCity considerdesignating
it right-in andright-out only. Forthenortherlydriveway,theChurchhadno problemwith the
currentconfiguration

In conclusion,Ms. Wilsonrespectfullyrequestedthat theBoardconsidermakinga
recommendationfor full fundingoftheproposals.

Ms. Blake-Thiessaskedif thechurchthroughits governingstructurehadaccessto a loanprogram.
Ms. Wilson answeredthattheArchdiocesehasaloanprogram,with establishedcriteria.

A lengthydiscussionfollowedregardingtheobjectivesofthepropertyimprovementprogramand
thebenefitsofthevariousproposalsto thechurchandthebenefitsto theCity. Mr. Morgan
concurredwith thechurchthatnoneoftheproposedimprovementsrepresentafinancialadvantage
to thechurch.

Mr. Smithemphasizedtheneedfor theCity to putup themoneyfor improvementsto existing
propertiesin orderto meetthepropertyimprovementprogramgoals. He stressedthatdevelopers
areawarethat theywill be responsiblefor thosecostswherethereis newdevelopment.

Mr. Morganagreed,andpointedout that thecurrentdraftoftheCommercial/MixedUseZone
underreviewby thePlanningCommissionrequiressidewalksto be movedto createaplanting
strip,with newdevelopmentor redevelopment.

In looking atthealternativesfor improvementsto thesoutherndriveway,Ms. Blake-Thiessnoted
that thechurchhasno plansto developanyportionoftheirpropertyfor thenextthreeto five years.
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S She,therefore,sawno reasonfor theCity to spendanadditional$5,000+to put in areturncurb
insteadof adrop-curb.

Ms. Blake-Thiessalsoindicatedthat shewould like to seecontinuitywith respectto thesidewalks
alongRiverRoad. Shefelt thatit would bemorelogicalto look atsidewalkrelocationin termsof
blocks,notproperties.

Mr. MorganacknowledgedthatthePlanningCommissionwill be looking atathresholdfor
requiringsidewalkrelocation. Hepointedoutopportunitiesto do it for newdevelopment,and
agreedthatit will likely resultin ameanderingsidewalkoverthe lengthofRiverRoad.

Mr. Smithpointedout thatthephilosophyis to do sidewalkrelocationandplanting stripsin as
manyplacesasis feasibleorpractical. He andMr. Morgannotedthatthechurchfrontageis greater
thanacity block.

Concernwasexpressedthat thenumberof potentialprojectsalongRiverRoadwasunknown,and
thattheBoardwasbeingaskedto makerecommendationsforuseof thelimited fundswithout
havingatotalpicture.

Mr. Morganexplainedthathe wasaskingtheBoardto makeadecisionon thechurchtonight
becauseconstructionon theundergroundingprojectwasnowunderway. He indicatedthathe and
theengineerswould look attheentirecorridoranddevelopsomecostestimatesprior to the
Novembermeeting.

Mr. SmithaskedtheBoardto passamotionwith respectto eachofthesevenquestionsin Mr.
Morgan’sstaffreport.

1. ShouldthesouthernSt. Edward’sdrivewayberelocatedto align with ClaggettStreetaspartof
andpaidfor by theUndergroundingproject?

It wasmovedby Mr. ComptonthatR3B recommendto theUrbanRenewalAgencythat the
St. Edward’sdrivewaybe relocatedto align with ClaggettStreet. Themotionwasseconded
by Mr. Martinez.

Mr. Porteraskedwhowould be responsiblefor thecosts. Mr. Smithpointedout thatthe
projectwould be paidfor from thesurplusundergroundprojectfunds.

Mr. Morganpointedout thatthefundingportionofthequestionis addressedin question
numberthreeandcouldbe votedon separately

Themotion carried,all presentvotingaye.
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S 2. If so,shouldthedesigninvolve adrop-curboracurb-returndriveway?

It wasmovedby Mr. ComptonthatR3B recommendto theUrbanRenewalAgencythat the
designinvolve adrop-curbdriveway. Themotionwassecondedby Ms. Blake-Thiess.

Ms. Blake-Thiessaskedif herunderstandingwascorrectthatofthe$15,600total cost,
$13,000representedimprovementson theSt. Edward’sproperty;andthemethodof
funding would be addressedin questionnumberthree. Mr. Smithansweredthatshewas
correctwith regardto bothissues.

Themotion carried,all presentvoting aye.

3. ShouldtheAgencybearthecostofrealigningthe internaldrive on theSt. Edward’spropertyas
partofandpaidfor by theUndergroundingproject?

It wasmovedby Mr. ComptonthatR3B recommendto theUrbanRenewalAgencythatthe
Agencybearthecostof realigningtheinternaldrive (thesouthdriveway)on theSt.
Edward’spropertyaspartofandpaidfor by theUndergroundingproject. Themotion was
secondedby Mr. Martinez.

Ms. Blake-Thiessfeltthatfunding the$13,000to realignthedrivewayon theSt. Edward’s
propertyusingUrbanRenewalfundswould setaprecedent.Shepointedout thatthe

S Agencydid notpick up thetotalcostsfor theSalemArea Seniorson theCherryAvenueproject. Shefeltthatthecostsshouldbe sharedby theChurchsincetheywould receive
benefitfrom thedriveway.

Mr. ComptonaskedMr. Morganathow manymorestreetstheinstallationof signalswould
alsonecessitatedrivewayrealignment.Mr. MorganansweredthatIris Lanewould be the
only one. He describedarrangementsnegotiatedwith theMcDonald’sCorporation,and
confirmedthatnegotiationswerein considerationofadevelopmentproject,andnot similar
to this situation.

Mr. Porterpointedout thedifferencebetweentheSenior’sprojectandthisone. He
emphasizedthebenefitsto theCity by therealignment.

Mr. SmithandMr. Comptonsharedaconceptofthepropertyimprovementprogram,that
for newdevelopmentthedeveloperwould payfor improvements;for existingproperty
whereapropertyownermustmakeachangeto conformwithUrbanRenewalgoals,Urban
Renewalshouldbe responsiblefor thecosts. Theyfelt thatperhapstheconceptshouldbe
adoptedasaphilosophyof R3B for theprogram.

Themotion carried,all presentvoting ayeexceptMs. Blake-Thiesswho votedno.
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. 4. Shouldthesidewalkbe replacedso thata5’ plantingstrip is createdandlandscapedaspartof
andpaidfor by theUndergroundingproject?

It wasmovedby Mr. PorterthatR3B recommendto theUrbanRenewalAgencythatthe
sidewalkbereplacedsothata5’ plantingstrip is createdandlandscapedaspartof andpaid
for by theUndergroundingproject. Themotionwassecondedby Mr. Martinez.

Ms. Blake-Thiessaskedwhatcostsavingswould be realizedby doing theprojectatthis
time. Mr. Smithpointedout that replacingthesidewalkin thecurrentlocationwould cost
$6,000. If thatweredoneandthenit wereto be replacedwith asetbacksidewalkwith a
plantingstripat sometimein thefuture,demolitioncostswould be addedto thereplacement
costs. Mr. Morgannoted,also,thattheCity is gettinga“packageprice” for theentire
undergroundingproject,allowing thecostfor thesidewalkreplacementto comein ata
lower pricethanit would if doneasa singleprojectata later date.

Themotion carried,all presentvoting aye.

5. ShouldthenorthernSt. Edward’sdrivewaybe consolidatedwith thedrivewayto thenorthas
partof andpaidfor by theUndergroundingproject?

It wasmovedby Mr. ComptonthatR3B recommendto theUrbanRenewalAgencythatthe
northernSt. Edward’sdrivewaybe consolidatedwith thedrivewayto thenorthaspartof

andpaidfor by theUndergroundingproject. Themotionwassecondedby Mr. Porter.
Mr. Comptonindicatedthathe hadmadehis motionfor thesakeofdiscussiononly.

Mr. Smithcalledattentionto his interestaspropertymanagerfor thepropertiesto thenorth
ofthechurch. Hereiteratedhis advocacyfor drivewayconsolidationalongtheentiretyof
RiverRoad,butagainindicatedhis shockatthe$27,750estimatedcostfor thisproject, and
notedthathewould be unableto supporttherecommendation.

Discussionfollowedregardingtraffic safetyissuesandtheurgencyof theprojectasit
relatesto otherpotentialprojectsalongthecorridor. It wastheconsensusthatalthoughthe
drivewayconsolidationwould respondto oneofthegoalsfor River Road,thecostwasnot
justified in termsofpriority.

Themotionfailed. all presentvoting no.

6. Shoulda grantor loanbe givento St. Edward’sfor landscapingtheareasaroundthenew
driveways?
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S Notingthecurrentlackof detailsregardingthetypeoflandscapingdesiredfor thearea,andalsothe
lackofaprocedurefor evaluatingandapprovinggrantrequests,Mr. Morgansuggestedthatthe
Boardmight notwish,atthis time, to respondto this question.

It wasmovedby Ms. Blake-Thiessthatquestionno. 6 be tableduntil moreinformationis
availablespecificto landscapingtheareasaroundthenewdriveways,andalsoasto the
methodfor handlinglandscapinggrantor loanrequests.Themotion wassecondedby Mr.
Martinez.

Mr. Porterpointedout thatunlikeotherpotentialgrantrecipients,St. Edward’sChurchhas
congregationmemberswhomight be ableto assistin landscapeinstallationand
maintenance.

Mr. MorgannotedthatMr. Matiskainen,whodid thesitework andmasterplanningfor the
churchproperty,hadindicatedan interestin seeingaplanpriorto thechurchmakingor
respondingto any typeofproposal.

Themotionto tablecarried,all presentvoting aye.

7. Shouldstaffpursuesidewalkrelocationsfor otherexistingdevelopedpropertiesaspartofthe
Undergroundingprojectand/orasotheropportunitiesarise?

S It wasmovedby Ms. Blake-ThiessthatR3B supportpursuitof sidewalkrelocationsfor
otherexistingdevelopedpropertiesaspartoftheUndergroundingprojectand/orasother
opportunitiesarise. Themotionwassecondedby Mr. Martinezandcarried.all present
voting aye.

Mr. Morganencouragedall R3B membersto attendtheUrbanRenewalAgencymeetingMonday
night at6:00 p.m. Mr. Smithindicatedthathewould be thereto supporttheBoard’s
recommendations.

TheBoardrecessed9:00p.m. andreconvenedat9:09p.m.

6.1 RiverRoadDesignPlanII

Dueto the late hourandtheimportanceofthe issue,Mr. Smithsuggestedthatthediscussionofthe
RiverroadDesignPlanII berescheduled.Mr. MorganconfirmedthatthePlanningCommission
will beginwork on thesameissuesattheirNovember8 meeting.

After discussionit wastheconsensusto scheduletwo meetingsto evaluatetheremainderofthe
issuesoutlinedin thematrix. TheBoardagreedto meeton November29 andDecember6.
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S ~• ANNOUNCEMENTSAND AGENDA INPUT

Mr. MorgandistributedcopiesoftheFinal RiverandChemawaCenterSpecificPlanpreparedby
SRI/Shapiro,Inc.

Thenextmeetingwill be heldon November29, at7:00p.m.

ADJOURN

Therebeingno furtherbusinessto comebeforetheBoard,themeetingwasadjournedby Chairman
Smithat9:20 p.m.

.
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