
CITY OFKEIZER MISSIONSTATEMENT
KEEP CITYG~VERNMENTCOSTS AND SERVICES TO A MINIMUM BYPROVIDING CITY

SERVICES TO THE COMMUNITY IN A COORDINA TED, EFFICIENTAND LEAST COST FASHION
AGENDA

URBANRENEWALAGENCY
OF THE CITY OF KEIZER

Monday, October 1, 2001
6:15 p.m.

Robert L. Simon Council Chambers
Keizer, Oregon

1. CALL TO ORDER

2 ROLL CALL

3. PUBLIC TESTIMONY

This time is provided for citizens to address the Urban Renewal Agency on any
matter not scheduled for public hearing.

4. PUBLIC HEARING

$ ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION

a. City MonumentlFocal Point Proposal for Corner of River/Chemawa Roads
(former Unocal Site)

6. CONSENT CALENDAR

a. Approval of UrbanRenewal Agency Minutes of September 4, 2001

b. Approval of Urban Renewal Agency Minutes of September 17, 2001

7. OTHER BUSINESS

This time is provided to allow Urban Renewal Agency members the opportunity to
bring matters before the Agency that are not on tonight’s agenda.

8. ADJOURN

Upon request, auxiliary aids and/or special services will be provided to participants
with disabilities. To request services, please contact us at (503) 390-3700 at least

two working days (48 hours) in advance.
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• .~ . 1~EI2E~~UT~OOflI~OW~EQ~IrM1~IT
wYol~r(.9omplete Source for £au~t&~arden~qu~pment’

1 ~O Chemawa Rd. N (503) 393-64~-- (503) 393-3035 ~x Keizer, OR 9~03

September 27, 2001

Mayor Lore Christopher
City of Keizer
P.O. Box2l000
Keizer, OR 97307-1 000 . . .,

Dear Mayor Christopher, . .

With this letter I am asking the Mayor and the City Council to give me an opportunity to
present what I believe to be a valid option for the purchase of a portion of the property
located at the corner of Chemawa Road North and River Road North.

In the past, there may have been several misconceptions, misunderstandings, and
inaccurate reports regarding my attempts to purchase this property. For the benefit of
anyone that may be unaware of the history of my transactions, I would like to present a little
background information.

In early 2000, I approached then City Manager, Wally Mull, about the possibility of
purchasing the corner lot for the much-needed expansion of my growing business. Over
time Wally and I had several conversations regarding a purchase. It was my understanding
that he had spoken with some of the councilors and we eventually agreed upon a proposal
that I felt would be acceptable and beneficial to my business and the City of Keizer. At
WaVy’s request I provided professionally produced landscape architect’s drawings to show
what I envisioned for the property. Wally retired before the transaction was completed and it
was stated by some, that I had been attempting an underhanded deal to circumvent the
rules of the City. This could not have been farther from the truth I was unaware that any of
the administrative procedures had not been followed until later. I had intended and
assumed that my proposal was in accordance with the rules and regulations set forth by the
City. Unfortunately, the newly seated council felt they needed to re-open the offer of the
property to ensure all city regulations and administrative procedures would be followed.
My second attempt to purchase this property began in April 2001 when the City’s Urban
Renewal Agency distributed a request for bids to purchase the property. The bid package
specifically stated that any modification to the Sale Agreement would render the bid void.
While this bid package may have made sense to the authors, it left many unanswered
questions that needed to be clarified before a Sound proposal could be submitted. Knowing
that my bid could be rejected, I did not feel comfortable submitting a proposal with so many
unknowns. I submitted my bid, with an addendum, in an attempt to gain clarity while still
showing a sincere desire to purchase the property, not to make additional, unjustified
demands on the City. Although my bid was rejected, City Attorney, Shannon Johnson, did
suggest in his memo to the Urban Renewal Agency dated May 7, 2001, that staff should
consider negotiating a sale with me outside the bid process.



Based on Shannon’s recommendation I propose reopening the discussions and would like
to suggest an option that I feel will meet the desires of those that want to establish a focal
point for the community and still provide the space I need to continue business in the City of
Keizer,
With this option, I suggest the City retain ownership of the portion of the property that they
need to establish a focal point. Keizer Outdoor Power Equipment (KOPE) would purchase
the remainder of the property for our needs, which would include an improved, safer, traffic
flow between our business and Chemawa Road. I would purchase as much of the property
as the city is willing to sell, with the minimum being forty to fifty feet. I need this minimum to
achieve the proper traffic flow and beautify that side of my building. If the portion of property
I purchase is the minimum, the City’s focal point would need to suffice as the corner’s
landscaping and no additional landscape requirements would be necessary for KOPE’s
portion. With this option, KOPE would be granted a lot line adjustment to their existing
property that would encompass the portion sold to KOPE. In return, KOPE would agree to the
City’s prior proposed construction of a bike path in front of the business.

Keizer Outdoor Power Equipment is a thriving, growing, business that has been in the same
place and supported the community of Keizer for over forty years. As my business
continues to prosper and grow, I am finding it increasing difficult to accommodate my
customers in my current location and must entertain all options for future growth. I feel that
my suggestions would accommodate the needs of KOPE and provide a much needed
solution for this corner.
I would appreciate the council reconsidering the status of this property and look forward to
finalizing a proposal that will benefit both Keizer Outdoor Power Equipment and our
community.

Sincerely,

Rob Titus,
President of Keizer Saw and Mower, Inc.
d.b.a. Keizer Outdoor Power Equipment

cc Charles E. Lee, Councilor
Jacque Moir, Councilor :
Jerry McGee, Councflor
Judy K. Smith, councilor
Ray Kelly, Councilor
Richard Walsh, Councilor
Chris Eppley, City Manager
Scotta Callister, Keizer Times :
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MINUTES
KEIZERURBANRENEWALAGENCY

Tuesday, September 4, 2001
Keizer City Hall

Robert L. Simon Council Chambers
Keizer, Oregon

CALL TO ORDER Chair Christopher called the regular meeting to order at
6:00 p.m. Roll Call was taken as follows:

Present:
Lore Christopher, Chair
Ray Kelly
Charles E. Lee
Jerry McGee
Jacque Moir
Judy Smith
Richard Walsh

Staff:
Chris Eppley, City Manager
Rob Kissler, Public Works Director

• Shannon Johnson, City Attorney
• Tracy Davis, City Recorder

PUBLIC TESTIMONY Stan Compton, 306 Crystal Springs Lane, Keizer-
spoke as a member of the Urban Renewal Advisory
Board. He provided a history of discussions from the
Board regarding the Unocal property. Mr. Compton urged

• the Agency to move forward with a plan to complement
the intersection.

Responding to questions, Mr. Compton indicated that the
Urban Renewal Board had no formal details for the
property only the discussion of various design ideas. With
additional questions Mr. Compton indicated, in his
opinion, that he felt the coordination of the development
of the property should be left at the Agency level.

Jerry McGee shared that he had attended the last two
Urban Renewal Meetings which he got the feeling that
individuals showed interest in assisting with the
development of the property, although as a group he felt
they were not eager to take on the project.

Mr. Compton answered additional questions from the
Agency providing further history from the

21
st Century

Plan regarding the property and his recollection of earlier

KeizerUrban RenewaLlgencv,‘tfinutes
Thesciav,S’epteinhcr-�, 2001
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discussions.

Chair Christopher thanked Mr. Corn pton for his testimony.

PUBLIC HEARING None

ADMINISTRATIVE
ACTION
a. Property Located at City Manager Eppley reported that on Monday, August
Southwest Corner of 20, 2001 the Council adopted a motion to refer to the
River/Chemawa Road Urban Renewal Agency a design concept for a City focal
(former Unocal site) point on the Unocal property.

Jerry McGee moved a motion to des~gpa concept for a
City focal/identity monument at the Unocal lot. The design
was included in an earlier motion by reference. Jacque
Moir seconded the motion.

The design would be as noted below:

1. A replication of the gateway monument located at
River Road and Broadway.

2. The “new’ monument would not have trees in the
center of the circle, but rather three lighted flagpoles
of proportional height.

3. Across the top of the ramparts would be a “ring
nozzle” water feature.

4. The brick used should be similar to that used by
Shari’s, Walgreens and the School House Square.

5. The slant of the apron of the monument would be the
same as the Broadway monument.

6. The flower strips would be proportionate to the size of
the monument,

7. A public process would determine the wording on the
plaques.

8. The lot would be bordered on both Street sides by
gentle rolling berms (similar to Shari’s)

9. There would be appropriate trees separating the lot
from the neighbor to the west.

The remainder of the lot would be lawn.

Jerry McGee supplied a history of why the Council voted
to purchase the property.

Chair Christopher noted that she attempted to contact Mr.
Titus but did not receive a return call.

• Richard Walsh followed the motion with questions

Keizer UrbanRenewalAgencv~finures

Tu-’sdm~S~p1eiii/~r.1. 2001
Page2



regarding the financing for the design concept.

Jerry McGee indicated that if the first motion passed his
second motion would be to request that $10,000 from
Gateway signs in the Urban Renewal Budget to be re-

• designated for engineering and design of the project. He
testified that he felt corporate sponsorships could be used
to assist with the maintenance of the project.

Richard Walsh moved a friendly amendment to the
motion to include the conditions for up to $10,000 for the
design and engineering with private donations for the
development and maintenance of the site with a 12-month
time-line to bring the private donations together. Jerry
McGee accepted the amendment to the motion.

Judy Smith reported that she had contacted a
landscaping company who indicated that it would cost
approximately $2,000 for the prep-work that would need
to take place before any grass or sod could be laid.
She urged the Agency to at least have sod placed this
year to improve the appeal of the area.

Jerry McGee spoke against this stating he felt money
could be better utilized if the project was detailed and
funding was addressed prior to the addition of sod.

City Attorney Shannon Johnson suggested that the
design be brought back to the Agency prior to adoption of
the design plan. He also asked the Agency who or what
body would be directing the design plan.

Jerry McGee stated that he felt the general concept as
written in his original motion would be his intent with
modification as needed.

Public Works Director Rob Kissler felt that using the ten
suggestions as outlined by Jerry McGee would be a good

• starting point for the design.

• • After further discussion Charles Lee asked if the design
work was completed for under $10,000 if the remainder of
these funds could be used for other parts of the project.

Chair Christopher indicated this could not be done as

stated by the motion.

Charles Lee made a friendly amendment to appropriate

KeizerUrbanRenewal AgencyMinutes
7uesdav, ~epteniher~, 2001
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up to $10000 for the engineering of the prolect with any
remaining funds from this designation to go towards the
completion of the project,

City Attorney Shannon Johnson indicated that he would
work with staff to bring back any amendment to the
Agency of the Urban Renewal Plan.

The motion passed unanimously as follows:

AYES: Christopher, Kelly, Lee, McGee, Moir, Smith and
Walsh (7)
NAYS: None (0)
ABSTENTIONS: None (0)
ABSENT: None (0)

CONSENT a. Approval of the June 18, 2001 Urban Renewal
CALENDAR Agency Regular Session Minutes

b. Approval of August 14, 2001 Urban Renewal

Agency Regular Session Minutes

Jac~ueMoir moved for approval of the Consent Calendar

Judy Smith seconded the motion.
The motion passed unanimously as follows:

AYES: Christopher, Kelly, Lee, McGee, Moir, Smith and
Walsh (7)
NAYS: None (0)
ABSTENTIONS: None (0)

• ABSENT: None (0)

OTHER BUSINESS Public Works Director Rob Kissler provided an exhibit
outlining the urban renewal boundary along Cherry
Avenue and Alder Drive, He noted reductions from the

• street fund for the Alder Drive project and allotting urban
renewal funds to appropriate areas of the Alder Drive
project would free up funds that could be used in some
fashion for the development of the jug handle.

• Mr. Kissler noted that in the next two weeks he would
provide calculations and costs of how this could be done.

ADJOURNMENT The meeting was adjourned at 6:47 p.m.

• KeizerUrban RenewalAgencyMinutes
Tuesday,~epie,nber 4, 2001
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MINUTES
KEIZER URBAN RENEWAL AGENCY

Monday, September 17, 2001
Keizer City Hall

Robert L. Simon Council Chambers
Keizer, Oregon

CALL TO ORDER Chair Christopher called the Urban Renewal Agency
meeting to order at 6:17 p.m. Roll Call was taken as
follows:

Present:
Lore Christopher, Chair
Ray Kelly
Charles E. Lee
Jacque Mali
Judy Smith

Absent
Jerry McGee

• Richard Walsh

Staff:
Chris Eppley, City Manager
Rob Kissler, Public Works Director
Tracy Davis, City Recorder

PUBLIC TESTIMONY No public testimony was brought before the Agency.

PUBLIC HEARING No public hearings were brought before the Agency.

ADMINISTRATIVE
ACTION

Public WorksDirector Rob Kissler reported that bids were
a. RESOLUTION- recently opened for the Alder Drive NE Street
Authorizing City Improvements. He noted that induded in the bid
Manager to Award Bid documents was an alternate for additional storm drainage
for Alder Drive improvements, which would place the city near
Improvements (Storm compliance regarding the new treatment standards for
Drainage-Urban storm water. Mr. Kissler indicated that the bid alternate
Renewal Distrct was not recommended for award until staff could evaluate
Portion) I an appropriate method for financing the improvement.

Mr. Kissler noted the Schedule of costs with $72,500.00
being allocated from Urban Renewal Funds, $175,000.00
from the 000T grant and $295,000.00 from the street
fund~ Staff recommended that the Agency adopt the
resolution for the construction of Alder Drive NE Street
and drainage improvements.

Keizer UrbanRenewal A gencv,~‘Iinutes
~.Io,n1a~~wptciizber/~2001
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Jacgue Moir moved a Resolution Authorizing the City
• Manager to Enter Agreement with Morse Bros

Consfruction for Alder Drive Improvements, Judy Smith
seconded the motion,

The motion passed as follows:

• AYES: Christopher, Kelly, Lee, Moir and Smith (5)
NAYS: None (0)
ABSTENTIONS: None (0)

• ABSENT: McGee and Walsh (1)

CONSENT Nothing was on the Consent Calendar
CALENDAR

OTHER BUSINESS No Other Business was brought before the Agency.

ADJOURNMENT The meeting was adjourned at 6:26 p.m.

Cindy Perry
Recording Secretary

APPROVED:
CHAIR:

Lore Christopher

AGENCY MEMBERS:

Judy K. Smith Jacque Moir

Ray Kelly Charles E. Lee

ABSENT____________ _________ABSENT___________
Richard Walsh Jerry McGee

Minutes approved:

• Keizer UrbanRenewal~gencvAIinzites
Monday, September/ ~200!

Page2
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~ CITY OF KEIZER ~
________ NOTICE
______ KEIZER URBAN RENEWAL AGENCY

The Keizer Urban Renewal Agency will meet on Monday,

October 1, 2001 at 6:15 p.m.. This meeting will be held in the Robert

L. Simon Council Chambers at Keizer City Hall, 930 Chemawa Road

NE, Keizer, Oregon. The Agency will discuss the community

monument/focal point proposed for the corner of River/Chemawa

Roads (former Unocal site)

This location is accessible to the disabled. Please contact City

Hall if special arrangements are necessary. Questions regarding this

meeting may be directed to Chris Eppley, City Manager at 390-3700,

extension 102.

DATED this 27th day of September 2001.

Tracy L. Davis, CMC
City Recorder

NOTICE FOR INFORMA TIONAL PURPOSES ONLY



CITY OF KEIZER MISSION STATEMENT
KEEP CITY GOVERNMENT COSTS AND SERVICES TO A MINIMUM BY PROVIDING CITY SERVICES TO

THE COMMUNITYIN A COORDINATED, EFFICIENTAND LEAST COST FASHION
AGENDA

KEIZER CITY COUNcU~
REGULAR SESS1P~4

Monday, October 1, 2001
7:00 p.m.

Robert L. Simon Council Chambers
Keizer, Oregon 97303

1. CALLTOORDER

2 ROLL GALL

3 PUBLIC TESTIMONY

This time Is provided for citizens to address the Council on any matters other than
those on the agenda scheduled for public hearing.

4. COMMITTEE REP~I~ . .

a. Gateway Project Presentation by Brooks Historical Society and Willamette Valley
Model Rail Road Club

b. City of Salem Waste Water Facility Plan — Presentation by Frances Kessler

c. Council Liaison Reports
~ Library Services Task Force — Councilor Walsh
~ Keizer Urban Renewal Board — Councilor Walsh
~ Parks Advisory Board — Mayor Christopher

Claggett Creek Watershed Council — Council President Moir
> Emergency Operations Committee — Council President Moir
> Salem-Keizer Area Transportation System (SKATS) — Councilor Smith
~ Bikeways Committee — Councilor Smith
)~Traffic Safety Commission — Councilor Smith
> Southeast Keizer Neighborhood Response Council — Councilor Lee

5 OTHER BUSINESS

This time is provided to allow the Mayor, Council members or staff an opportunity to
bring new or old matters before the Council that are not on tonight’s agenda.

a. New Business

b. Old Business . .



Keizer City CouncilAgenda — Page 2

Monday, October 1, 2001

6. PUBLIC HEARINGS

a. Development Review Appeal — Skyline Ford

b. Legislative Amendment to Redesignate Chalmers Jones Park and Clarify

Boundaries (cont from 098/17/01)

7. ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION

a. RESOLUTION — Extinguishing Easement Near Jack Street and Rivercrest Drive

8. CONSENT CALENDAR

a. Approval of September 10, 2001 Work Session Minutes

b. Approval of September 17, 2001 Regular SessIon Minutes

9. WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS

To inform the Council of significant written communications.

10. AGENDA INPUT

October 8, 2001
5:30 p.m. City Council Special Session
> Proposed Infill and Redevelopment Master Plan Public Hearing

(continued from 09/24/01)

October 15, 2001
7:00 p.m. City Council Regular Session

October 22, 2001
5:30 p.m. City Council Special Session
~ Proposed Infill and Redevelopment Master Plan Public Hearing

(continued from 10/08/01)

11. ADJOURN .

—— .- —.

Upon request, auxiliary aids and/or special services will be providid. To request services; ple’à~écontact us at
503-390-3700 or through Oregon Relay 1-800-735-2900 at least two working days (48 hours) in advance.
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Gateway Project?
Ready,Set, Go!

By
Judy.Macinnes,VP

Wfltamette Valley Model Railroad
Club and Operating Museum

The GatewayProject Is ready to begin the process of gathering revenue after nine
months in the planning stages. The vision of the Gateway to Antique Powerland has jumped off

• the drawing board and been transformed into a pile of documents. These documents have
been organized, scrutinized, and will soon be ready to send off to funding sources. The dream
wiH become a reality within the next two years.

• The Gateway Project wHI consist.of a new entrance, a railroad museum, and a
communityAnterpretive center. The entrance will include paved and landscaped parking with
accommodations for tour busses, The building will be located at the southeast entrance to
•Antique Powerland. It is. about sixty feet wide by one hundred forty feet long, extending into the
parking lot. The building will look similar to a Southern Pacific Station design number twenty-
one. The station part will be approximately 3000 sq.ft. It will house displays introducing guests
to attractions and. museums on site, as well as, a visitor’s center directing guests to attractions
In the area. There will be room for meetings, a coffee room, and restrooms. Guests will be able
to buy a ticket for a trolley ride that includes a guided tour of Antique Powerfand. Guests will~
also be able to stop and visit each museum, The freight station area Will have a model train
museum containing a historical model of railroading in Oregon,

This project has been a collaboration of partner museums: Oregon Electric Railway’
Museum, Pacific Northwest Truck Museum, Wheelwright Museum, Fire Apparatus Museum,
APMA, and the Willamette Valley Model Railroad Club. If you would like to contribute with.
funds, materials, or helping hands, please contact Charlie Philpot at 5O3~393-2424or Judy
Maclnnes at 503-581-6071, macinnej@open.org, If you would like to visit the Willamette Valley
Model Railroad Club at our current location, 4496 River Rd. N., in Keizer, our meeting night is
Thursday from 7:30-900 pm or call us for a Sat. or Sunday visit 503-581-6071.



NEWS
~ 3995BROOKLAKE RD. N.E.

BROOKS, OREGON97303 ..

July 1, 2001
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CJDL] - meat oftheAPMA Membershipprogram,TheAPMA news-

STATUS OF ANTIQITE POWERLAND - letterandanAPMA museumguide.Hopefully, all partner
MUSEUM ASSOCIATION museumswill haverepresentativesonthiscommittee,chaired

TheAntiquePowerlandMuseumAssociation(APMA) be- by RobLewis.
caineacorporationin March. Since thenapplicationsfor Thereare critical personnelneedsto helpAPMA achieve
Federaltax exemptstatus(501(c)3) andCountyPrOperty it’s goals.Someoneis neededto managethe volunteerpro-
tai exemptionhavebeensubmittedandarebeingrewewed. graimA volunteerisneededtomanagethemembershippro-
TheAPMA Boardhasmettwiceandwill continueto meet grarrL An editoris neededto designandpublishtheAPMA
on the ~firstSundayof each month. Partnermuseumsare. new~t~.
encouragedto sendrepresentativesto Boardmeetings. A site managerandan eventsmanagerare two positions

ThemanagementandworkingstructureofAPMA inclUdes beingexploredby theAPMA Board.The highestpriontyis
severalworking committeesthat report to the Board. For the site managex~,apersonresponsiblefor maintainingand
example,the DevelopmentCommittee,whichhasIIctU~1Y improvingAntique Powerland.Detailson compensationare
beenactivefor 6 monthswasrecentlycharteredby theBoard not completed,but anybodythat might be interestedin this
to be responsible for raisingfundsandsecuring donations ~iti~ i.~encouragedto contact, Charlie Philpot.
for Antique Powerland. The DevelopmentCommittee ~ Charlie Philpot - BoardMember

built a j g campaignpackagethat includesabout . 503-625-3758
$2-1/2 million worth of improvements for Antique . . . ... ..,—

Powerland.Thehighestpriontyisthe’gatewaY”proieCtlliflt ~ ~ ___
includesanorientationlentrancebuildingthatwill alsohouse
the WillametteValley Model RailroadClub, ticketcoimter .. .~ .

for theOregonElectricRailwayMuseum,featuredexhibits, . . - OREGONSTATE FAIR . I
event facilities, pavedparking,newentry gateandlandscap- . I .

ing.An artist’srenderingof the project is included with this . DaveKromer is m chargeofputtmg together a display
for AntiquePowerlandat theOregonStateFair. He will ~
be sendingout letters to all of our memberorganiza- ~

ThenextcommittcetobecharteredwillbetheSiteCOm tionsaclcfrigforhelpinsethngupafarmrelatedand ~
mittee. Thiscommitteegrewoutof theSteam-up2000corn- ~ ~ .

mittee, chaired by JuliusDalzelL The SiteCommitteewill I. ~Pay’.
providefor bothcommunicationamong~ partii~~- . I Hewill needequipment, help miransportation,secunty
urns anddirect adviceto theAPMA Board. The committee I andneedpeopleto explainthedisplayover theduration
is discussingseveralimportant projects,including develop- of the Fair.

I AnyoneinterestedindisplayingattheFairor.helping
- out shouldcontact DaveKromer503-623-3316

. -. I _.
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Antique Pow.rland )iuseuzn
Attn: Char.Iey Fhilpot
3995 Brookj~ke Rd NE
Brooka, OR 97303

September 7, 20Q1

Brooks Hi~tarjcal ~oazd:

On August a’a. 2001 Repzeeentattv,.g from the 8rook~ Iiiatorie~i Society and
.Snrxque Po~e.rlandPiuceummide a pxeeentation to th~ Xtlzer Chamber Board of
Directors as~Ung for a partnership and support of a visItor ventCr at Powerland,
Janet Porter made a motion to the Chainbex Board to partner with Antique
Po’.erland and Brooka Uistora.cai Society in a reciprocal relationship to assist
~.n the mt~tua1lybenefietal promotion and Support of each other. The motion
passed unanxmou5ly with. the understanding that we would riot be requiretJ tO fund
any po~jon of their operation but would Occasionally be asked to provide
volunteers to operate the Satellite V~sitoy Center for verjou, events such a~
“The Great Oregon Stcaia~UpN. Following the presentation Ja~atPozt~i macje a
motion to partner with Antique Powerland and the Brooks Hia~toric~i3ociety in a
reciprocal relationship to assist in the mutually beneficial promotion and
support of each othez., The motIon passedUnanimously.

We look forward to this Dartnership and request from -Brooks Historical the dates
that they would like us to hav, volunteers at the Satellite Visitor Center.

E~tecutiveDir~~tor
Keizez Ch~U~erof Cosma~rce
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MEMO TO: MayorChristopherandCity Councilors

TFIROUGI-1: ChrisEppley,City Manager

FROM: Maria C. Meier, PlanningDirector

RE: DevelopmentReviewfor subjectpropertylocatedat3555River RoadN.

DATE: September27, 2001

BACKGROUND:

Section2.315DevelopmentStandardsoftheKeizerDevelopmentCoderequiresall new
commercialdevelopmentto comply with thedesignstandardsrequiredin Section
2.315.08 DevelopmentStandardsoftheKeizerDevelopmentCode.

PenceKelly Construction,LLC. submittedan applicationfor DevelopmentReviewon
behalfof Skyline Fordfor remodelingofa structurelocatedat 3555River RoadN (Old
movie theater),asrequiredin Section2.315.05Applicability ofDevelopmentStandards.
Thesubjectpropertyis locatedin theCommercialMixed (CM) zone.Theuseis a
automobilesaleslot. Surroundingpropertiesto thenorth, south, andeastof thesubject
propertyarealsozonedCM. Thepropertyto thewestofthesubjectpropertyis zoned
ResidentialMediumDensity(RM).

Section2.315.08(B)(4)states,“Material andTexture.
• All buildings shall have wood,brick, stone,or stuccosiding,or vinyl siding

madeto look like wood siding.
• Building trim shallbe wood, brick, stone,stucco,or metal.
• AnyrootIng material is allowedincludingmetalrooft.
• Plain concreteblock,plain concrete,corrugatedmetal,plywoodandsheet

pressboardmaynot beusedasexteriorfinish materials.”

TheCity ofKeizerprocessedaDevelopmentReviewapplicationfor thesubjectproperty
in September2000. Theapplicationwassignedby thepropertyownerrepresentativefor
SkylineFord,andtheagentwaslisted asTina Barneswith SettecaseArchitecture. Please
fmd attacheda copyofthe DevelopmentReviewApprovalwith Conditions(Exhibit B)
andletter respondingby SettecaseArchitecture(Exhibit C). TheDevelopmentReview
conditionsofapprovalwerealsoplacedon thebuilding permit for approval.During the

I



courseofconstructionmetalsidingwasplacedontothestructure,which existson the
structuretoday. This specificallydoesnot conformto Section2.315.08(B)(4)Material
and Texture. Theapplicantproposesto keepthemetalsiding,which doesnot meetthis
designstandard.

Section2.315.04C ReviewProceduresfor DevelopmentReviewstateswhenan
applicantwishesto proposean alternativeto theI)evelopmentStandards,theymay
requestfor aformalreviewby thePlanningCommission. Section2.315.10 Criteria for
DevelopmentReviewStatesthePlanningCommission,orCity Counciluponappeal,may
approvetheproposeddesignalternatives,orapprovethemwith conditions,if it finds the
alternativedesigncanmeetthepurposeand intentofthis ordinanceandbe successfully
appliedto aparticularproperty. ThePlanningCommissionreviewedthegiven
applicationin relationshipwith thepurposeidentifiedat thebeginningof Section
2.315.01DevelopmentStandards;Purposeofthe KeizerDevelopmentCode. The
PlanningCommissionconcludedtheapplicant’srequestdid not meetthis sectionofthe
DevelopmentCodeandthereindeniedtheapplicant’srequestto maintainthemetal
siding on thestructure.

Theapplicanthasappealedthe PlanningCommissiondecisionfor City Council
consideration.Pleasefmd attachedtheappealrequestby theapplicant,includingphotos
andarticle.

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recormrien~edthattheCity Councilhaveadiscussionabouttherequiredstandardin
Section2.315.08B (4) Materialsand Texturewith referenceto theproposedalternative
designby theapplicantfor an industrialbuilding. It is recommendedthat theCity
Councilconsiderthepurposeofthis sectionandto makea final decision.

ATTACHM ENTS

• Exhibit “A” Section2.315 DEVELOPMENTSTANDARDS
• Exhibit “B” DevelopmentReviewApproval
• Exhibit “C” RespondingCorrespondencefrom Agent
• Exhibit “D” PlanningCommissionMinutes
• Exhibit “E” PlanningCommissionDecisionLetterdatedSeptember13, 2001
• Exhibit “F” Appealletter from ApplicantdatedSeptember24, 2001

- Photossubmittedby Applicant (black& whitecopies:color copy to be availableat
Council meeting)

- Article submittedby Applicant

Two itemswill be presentedat thePlanning Commission meeting: 1) Elevation
Drawings of Structure; 2) Sampleof Metal Siding.

2



MEMO TO: MayorChristopherandCity Councilors

TI-TROUGH: Chris Eppley,City Manager

FROM: Maria C. Meier,PlanningDirector~

RE: StaffResponseto Agent Statements

DATE: September27, 2001

Onpagetwo ofthe applicant’sappealrequestto Council, theapplicantindicatesthat staff
did not inform thePenceKelly representative(agentfor application)ofthemeeting. The
DevelopmentReviewapplicationwassignedby theapplicant(anddatedby applicant),
submittedto theCity, and receiptedon August

9
th~

Accordingto my records,I spokewith Brad Barcroft,PenceKelly representative,on
August 1

5
th andSeptember

4
th During bothdiscussions,I statedthat thePlanning

Commissionmeetsoncea monthregularlyeverysecondWednesdayofthemonthand
thatthenextPlanningCommissionmeetingwason September

12
th• Brad Bareroftdid

call meon September
4

th asking if the meetingwasthenextday on the5~,and I clarified
thatthemeetingwasnotuntil thefollowing weekon September

12
t1~~I thenreceived

anothercall from Brad datedSeptember
10

th• I attemptedto returnthecall twiceandno
answeroccurred.

ThePlanningCommissionmeetingwasheldandno representativefortheapplicant
attended.I specificallystatedto thePlanningCommissionthat I had beenworkingwith
BradBarcroftastheagentfor theapplication,andthatI believedhe plannedto attendthe
meetingandthat I wasnotawareif therewereany unforeseencircumstancesdueto
recenteventsfor him not to attendthemeeting. While I do not believethePlanning
Commissionmadetheir decisionbasedon any lackof representation.the Commission
did expressregretthattheagentwasnot availablefor questions.Although thePlanning
Commissionreviewwasnotapublic hearing,theapplicanthasan opportunityto request
a changeto thedevelopmentreviewstandards.

Staffmailedtheagendaandstaffreportseparatelyto theagent. Staffalsomailedacopy
ofthedecisionfollowing thePlanningCommissiondecision. Unfortunately,for reasons
unknown,the City receivedmail backlabeled“Returnto SenderNot DeliverableAs
Addressed”by the USMail — theCity receivedthiscorrespondencebacktheweekafter
thePlanningCommissionmeetingtook place. WhenI receivedthe“Undeliverable”
mail, I called Brad andconfirmedthemailing acklress. Theaddresswrittenon the
returnedmail matchedtheapplicationand wasconfirmedby Brad.

Although I recall and my recordsconfirmspokenconversationswith theagent,it is
possiblethewritten noticewasnot successfullyreceivedin the mail.



Li~~CitYof Keizer Phone:(503) 390-3700 • Fax: (503)393-9437930 ChemawaRd. N.E. • P0. Box 21000 Keizer, Oregon97307-1000

Adminisfration • Public Works. Community Development Municipa/ Court • Police (businessonly) Phone 503.390.3713 Fox503.390.8295

September27, 2000

PenceKelly ConstructionL.L.C.
ATTN: Brad Barcroft
P.O.Box4109
Salem,0R97302-8109

RE: Refundprocessedfor appealfunding.

DearMr. Barcrofl:

In your requestfor appealto theCity Council,you requestedarefundfor the checkyou
paidto the City in the amountof $280.00. Pleasefind attachedacopyof arefund request
I havesubmittedto theFinanceDirector. In this memorandum,I haverequestedarefund
for the amountpaiddueto the lack of specificrecognition in theadoptedCity fee
ordinancefor anappealof aPlanningCommissiondecision. DevelopmentReviewis a
newtypeof landuseapplicationin the Keizer DevelopmentCode,andthroughthis
appealprocessI recognizedthatthe fee ordinancedid not reflect an appealof aPlanning
Commissiondecision. Therefore,it is not appropriatefor theCity to acceptany fundsfor

• this portionofthe reviewprocess.

This refundwill be processedwithin thenexttwo weeks. I apologizefor any
• inconveniencethis niayhavecaused.

Sincerely,

Maria .Meier
PlanningDirector

Cc: SusanGahlsdorfFinanceDirector
ChrisEppley,City Manager

4.-

“Pride, Spirit andVo!unteerisrn” ________________________
Incorporated1982
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To: Susan Gahlsdoi-f,FinanceDirector

From: Maria Meier,PlanningDirector ~.A#’-

Cc: Chris Eppley,City Manager

Date: September26, 2001

AppealFeeRefund

Background

On September24, 2001 PenceKelly ConstructionL.LC, submittedanappealto a land
useactionby thePlanningCommission.Submittedwith theappealwasacheckfor the
fee in theamountof $280.00.

Uponpreparingtheappealfor Council review,I recognizedtheamountpaidby Pence
Kelly washigherthanwhat I recalledfor an appealfeefor otherlanduseactions. I then
reviewedtheCity FeeResolutionR2000-1182,adoptedJune19, 2000. The resolution
identifiesfeesfor “Appealsof StaffDecisions”and“AppealsofHearingsOfficer
Decisions”. However,theresolutiondoesnot identify afeefor an “Appeal ofa Planning
CommissionDecision”.

In June1998,theCity ofKeizeradoptedanewDevelopmentCode,which incorporateda
newtypeofland useapplicationcalledDevelopmentReview. This is an applicationthat
is reviewedadministrative’yandprocessedwith a feeidentifiedin theresolutionas“Site
PlanReview,w/Building Permit.” DevelopmentReviewis initially processedasa Staff
decision. Applicant’shavetheability to requestthePlanningCommissionto reconsider
alternativedesignsaccordingto provisionsin Section2.315of theKeizerDevelopment
Code. If thePlanningCommissiondeniesarequestfor alternativedesign,theapplicant
mayappealthedecisionto the City Council. Whenthis newlanduseapplicationand
processwasadoptedinto the DevelopmentCode in 1998, 1 believetheappealprocess
and applicablefee wasnot reflectedin the fee ordinance.

This is thefirst time sincetheadoptionof thenewlanduseapplicationtype i~y.~lomem
Reviewhasbeenappealedto City Council — henceIhe discoveryof the lack of adopted
appealfee for aPlanningCommissiondecision.

Recommendation

I recommendthe feepaidby PenceKelly ConstructionLL.C, to be refundedin the
amountof $280.00. I alsorecomnniencithat the Land UseFeeScheduleResolt~jon
R2000-11 82 he amendedto reflect an appropriatefl~ebr an appealof a Planning
Comrnissior-ideci~jon.
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2,315.01 Purpose (1)

The Development Standards are intended to implement the Keizer Comprehensive
Plan and the purpose of each zoning district. They do this by promoting functional, E
safe, and attractive developments that maximize compatibility with surrounding uses
and commercial corridors, and that are compatible with and enhance the
transportation system. Development Standards mitigate potential conflicts and
problems, and maximize harmonious relationships Alternatives to the Design
Standards on a case—by~casebasis may be reviewed and approved as a land use
action~ In such cases, the purpose of this ordinance shall be met through factual
findings and conclusions about the proposed design, and attachment of specific
conditions if necessary, by the review body. Application of Development Standards
does not evaluate the proposed use, nor the specific architectural style or design.
Rather, the Development Standards focus on the structural elements of texture,
color, and materials, and on the site elements of building placement. (5198)

2.31 5.02 Application of the Development Standards
Development Standards are applied in one of three ways: (5/98)

A. The Development Standards embodied in this ordinance are administratively
reviewed at the time of a building permit. Compliance to the standards is a
condition of building permit approval. These standards are intended to be
objective and to serve as a guide to designers of developments. (5/98)

B. The Development Standards embodied in this ordinance are to be perpetually
maintained on all properties. This particularly applies to color and facade
materials, which may possibly change without requiring a building permit. (5/98)

C. In the event a development proposal or a change to an existing building does
not conform to the standards contained in this ordinance due to an applicant
wishing to propose alternatives, the applicant may choose to apply for
approval of a Development Review application, which is a land use application
processed in the same manner as a conditional use. (5/98)

2.315.03 Relationship to Other Regulations
The Development Review process does not supersede or is not superseded by other
regulations. Approval of an application for Development Review does not relieve the
applicant of responsibility for compUance with other applicable codes, ordinances,
statues, or regulations. (5/98) ~

2.31504 Review Procedures
No building permit will be issued for a use requirina Development Review Jflt~l
the ~ooiic~tion for Development Review is approved ~

EX}-HBIT A‘lay 1~98 DEJELDPME~ Section 2 315



B. In instances where conformance to the standards is outside of the scope of a
building permit, such as repainting a building, the owner shall be responsible
for conformance with these standards. (5/98)

(I)

C. When an applicant wishes to proposed an alternative to the Development
E Standards, they may apply for a Development Review. A Development

Review application shall comply with the procedures for a Conditional Use
Permit in Section 3.103, with the initial decision rendered by the Planning
Commission (Section 3.103~06.C.).(5/98)

2.315.05 Applicability

Conformance with the Development Standards is required in these instances, except
where modified in the specific standard: (5/98)

A. The following buildings and uses are subject to these standards: (5/98)

1 Any commercial or office use

2. Any industrial use

3. Any pubUc buildings designed for regular human occupancy, other than
schools. (5/98)

4. Any residential development involving four or more attached dwelling

• units or apartments

B. The Standards shall specifically apply only in the following circumstances: (5/98)

1. Construction of new buildings

2. Expansions of existing buildings by 500 square feet or more. (5/98)

3 Any external remodeling of a structure that requires a building permit.
(5/98)

4. All buildings in matters relating to color or facade materials. ~5’98)

2.31 5.06 Non-Applicability . •

Development Standards specifically do not apply to the following uses (5/98)

A. Agricultural uses . . . .• . .

B. Any residential building h~*singthree or fewer dwelling units

C. Accessory structures of less than 500 square feet. ~s~s

fl ~ ~ ~mcce~ing .

~ i~

DEVELDPr~iE~~ ~PD~ :315 :~ . ~ •~



E. A tempora~business

2.315.07 Non-Conforming Buildings

Any building that does not conform to the development standards for color or facade
materials on the date this ordinance is effective is considered flOfl-conforming as
defined and regulated within the zoning ordinance (5/98)

~315.O8 Development Standards

All applicable development must meet the following standards• (5/98)

A. Internal Pedestrian Circulation

1. Connection Required, The Internal pedestrian circulation
system for the proposed development must connect to other
areas of the site, to other building entrances, to adjacent
streets and to nearby transit stops. (5/98)

2. Location Design. Wal~ay(s)shall be located so that a
pedestrian can conveniently walk be~veena transit Street and
the main entrance to a building(s). A raised walkway or a
walkway that is separated from the auto travel lane and
parking by a raised curb or other physical barrier, other than
where it crosses a driveway, shall be provided (f a raised path
is used the ends of the raised po~ionsmust be equipped with
curb ramps. (5/98)

3. Driveway Crossings.
Driveway crossings shall be ‘~

minimized and in no case .

exceed 30 feet in width.
Where the pedestrian —

system crosses driveways, .. , . . . . .

parking areas and loading Figure 59 — Pedestrian Access
areas, the system must be Standards
clearly identifiable through
the use of elevation changes, a different pav~ngmaterial or
other similar method (5;98)

Lighting. Lighting shall be provided along all walkways.

5. Pedestrian walkways must be lighted to a level where the
system can be use~atnight by employees and customers 5/98

Walkway Coverage Walkways along building frontages shail
e covered with awnings, or building overhangs The

~ 7inimum Ve~icalclearance shail be 9 fear for awn nas Snc 12

-~ . . . et for building overharas ~

~ ~‘ 0



U,
-~

I.-

6, Dimensions. Walkways shall be at least five feet in paved
unobstructed width.
Stairs or ramps shall
beinplaCeWhere ~

E necessary to provide a ~

direct route between
the transit street and .~ I

• the building entrance.
Walkways without -

stairs shall have a .,.

• maximum slope of 8% . .~ .

and a maximum cross :1 .

sopeo ~o.(5/98)

• 7. Additional Street Figure 60— Façade Standards
• Access. A walkway

from a building
entrance to a public street shall be provided for every 300 feet
of street frontage or for every eight rows of vehicle parking1whichever is the greater distance. (5/95)

8. Access to Adjacent Prope~.If it can be reasonably expected
that the proposed development has the potential of being a
significant attractor or generator of pedestrian traffic, potential
pedestrian connections between the proposed development
and existing or future development on adjacent properties
other than connections via the street system shall be identified.
(5/98)

9. The building permit or site plan review application shall
designate walkways and pedestrian connections on the
proposed site plan or findings shalt be submitted
demonstrating that the walkway or connection is infeasible.
The findings will be evaluated during the building permit or site
plan review process. (5/98)

B. Building Design •

i. Ground floor windows — In the CM, CR, and MU zones, all stre&
elevations containing permitted uses as listed under Sections 2.
F, G, H, I, J and K shall have no less than 50 percent of the gro
floor wall area with windows, display areas or doo~ayopening

2. Building facades - Facades that face a public street shall exter,
• more than 30 feet without providing a variation in building mat

building off-set of at east 2 feet. or a wall area this is entirely
• from other waU areas by a projection, such as a porch or a rc

• , ~ DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 2 315 M~~’ -
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porch. No building facade shall extend for more than 300 feet without a
pedestrian connection between or through the building. (5/98)

3. Awnings - Awnings, canopies, or arcades shall be tent shaped and shall ~
be provided along building storefronts abutting a public sidewalk.

• Awnings and canopies shall be constructed of canvass, vinyl, or similar
standard awning material. Awnings and canopies shall not be back lit.
(5/98)

ci

• 4. Materials and Texture .

o
• a. All buildings shall have wood, brick, stone, or stucco siding, or -~

vinyl siding made to look like wood siding. (5/98)

b. Building trim shall be wood, brick, stone, stucco, or metal. (5/98)

c. Any roofing material is allowed including metal roofs. (5/98) .

d. Plain concrete block, plain concrete, corrugated metal, plywood
and sheet press board may not be used as exterior finish
materials. (5/98) .

e. Foundation material may be plain concrete or plain concrete
block where the foundation material is not revealed for more than
3 feet. (5/98)

5. Color . . .

a. Any portion of a building that is painted or stained may use as
the main color, and roof color for all portions of the roof visible
from the ground, the following colors found in the Sherwin

• Williams color chip book entitled “Exterior Color Answers”
published 9/90 (or the equivalent color from another

• . manufacturer) with the following numbers: 2001 - 2004; 2008 -

2011 2015 - 2020; 2022 - 2027; 2029 - 2034; 2036 - 2097; 2099

-2104;2106-2111;2113-2118;2120-2125;2127-2131;
2134-2139; 2141 —2237; 2239-2250: 2253-2258; 2260-
2265; 2267 -2272; 2274- 2279; 2281 - 2384; 2386-2391; 2393
- 2398; 2400- 2405; 2407 -2412: and 2414 -2419

b. For the purpose of this ordinance, “main color” is the principal
color of the building which must be at least 75% of the surface of

• •~ • • the building.~xcluding windows; the trim colors of all buildings

• may be any color. 5/98) .

c n no case shall the main color or the trim color of any structure
~ “~:~-~c.or ~n~:sin~!ar ~r~oht~~lo

21TKe~:erDeve~opmeT.t~ - ,i~v~995 . :~. ~



6. Roof Lines Roof lines shall establish a distinctive “top” to a building.
When flat roofs are proposed, a cornice a minimum 12 inches high
projecting a minimum 6 inches from the wall at the top of the wall or
parapet shall be provided. (5/98)

C
C,
E 7. Roof-mounted equipment — In a CM, CR, CO, or MU zone, all roof-

mounted equipment, including satellite dishes and other communication
equipment, must be screened from view from adjacent public streets.
Solar heating panels are exempt from this standard. (5/98)

E. Accessory Structures ..

O Accessory Structures including buildings, sheds, trash receptacles, mechanical
devices, and other structures outside the main building, shall either be screened from
view by the public by a hedge or fence, or painted the same color as the main color
of the building. (5/98)

2.315.09 Determination of Conformance to Development Standards as
Part of Building Permit Review

The Zoning Administrator, or designee, during the normal course of reviewing a
• . building permit application shall include as part of that review determination of the

proposal’s conformance with the Development Standards, Corrections may be noted
on the plans, or required to be submitted as amended plans, to assure conformance
to the standards. Building plans shall not be approved unless there is conformance
to the standards. (5/98)

• 2315.10 Criteria for Development Review •

The Planning Commission, or Council upon appeal, may approve the proposed
design alternatives, or approve them with conditions, if it finds the alternative design

• can meet the purpose and intent of this ordinance and be successfully applied to a
particular property. (5/98)

.n ‘
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~Cit~ of Keizer
__________________ Phone: 390-3700 • Fax: 393-9437

930 Chemawa Rd. N.E. • P0. Box 21000 . Keizer, Oregon 97307-1000

Administration Public Works Community Deuelopment Municipal Court - Police (businessonly) Phone503.390.3713 Fax .503.390.8295

September13, 2000

SkylineFord
AT’fN: Jim Donofrio
3555 RiverRoadN.
Keizer,OR 97307 .

RE: Proposedautodealershipremodelladditionslocatedat 3555RiverRoadN.

DearMr. Donofrio:

TheDevelopmentReviewapplicationsubmittedfor the SkylineFordremodel/additions
• hasbeenapprovedwith conditions. Overall,the applicationmet the intent ofthe
• standardssetforth in Section2.315.08 oftheKeizerDevelopmentCode, However,the

proposeddevelopmentdid not complywith eachstandardidentifiedin theKeizer
DevelopmentCode, Therefore,the City ofKeizerapprovedtheDevelopmentReview
applicationsubjectto theconditionsidentifiedon theattachedplansand thefollowing:

1. Thesidewalkalongthesidesof thebuilding shallbeaminimum of5 feet in
width.

2. Lighting shallbeprovidedalong all walkways.

3. The subjectpropertyis zonedCM (CommercialMixed). All street-facing
elevationsfor theproposedstructureshall haveno lessthan50 percentofthe
groundfloor wall areawith windows,displayareasor doorwayopenings. The
applicanthasmet this criterion asshownon thesubmittedelevationdrawing.

4. Any portionofthebuilding to bepaintedor stainedmustbe in compliancewith
Section2,315.08of theKeizerDevelopmentCode.The Applicant mustconfirm
chosencolor with theKeizerZoningAdministratorprior to final inspection.

5. Building shall havewood,brick, stone,or stuccosiding,orvinyl siding madeto
look like woodsiding.

6. The applicantshall providestaffwith a landscapingplanprior to issuanceofthe
building permit. The landscapingplanshall includethefollowing information:

EXHIBIT B
__________________________ “Pride, Spirit arid Volunteerism” _________ Development Review

lncorora~cd1982 Approv



• Type, variety, scaleandnumberofplantsused
• Squarefootageof proposedlandscaping

• • Placementand spacingofplants
• Sizeandlocationoflandscapedareas

Contouring,shapingandpreparationof landscapedareas
• Useand placementof non-plantelementswithin the landscaping
• Methodof irrigation

• Significanttrees

7. A minimumof 10% ofthetotal lot area(approximately17,336squarefeet) shall
be landscaped.Theapplicantshallcontinuallymaintainlandscapingper
approvedlandscapingplan. LandscapingPlanshall be providedto andapproved
by theCity prior to final inspection.Thelandscapedareas(thatare beingusedto
meetthe 10%oflot arealandscapingrequirement)shall be irrigatedwith
automaticsprinklersystemto insurethe continuedhealthandattractivenessofthe
plant materials.

8. Theapplicantshallprovidescreeningandbufferingalongthewestsideofthe
propertyadjacentto theresidentiallyusedpropertyto thewestof thesubjectsite.
Oneofthe following bufferingalternativesshall be employed:

a. PlantingArea: Width not lessthan15 feet,plantedwith the
• following materials:

• 1. At leastonerow ofdeciduousorevergreentrees
• staggeredandspacednot morethan 15 feetapart.

• 2. At leastonerow ofevergreenshrubsthatwill growto
form a Continuoushedgeat leastfive feet in heightwithin

• oneyearofplanting.

3. Lawn, low-growingevergreenshrubsor evergreen
groundcovercoveringthe balanceofthearea.

b. BermPlusPlantingArea: Width not lessthan 10 feet,developed
in accordancewith the following standards:

1. Bermform shouldnot slopemorethan40 percent(1:2~5)
on thesideawayfrom the areascreenedfrom view. The
slopefor theotherside(screenedarea)mayvary.

2. A denseevergreenhedgeshall be locatedsoasto most
effectivelybuffer theproposeduse.



3. Thecombinedtotal heightofthebermandhedgeshall be
not lessthanfive feet.

c. Wall PlusPlantingArea: Width mustnot be lessthanfive feet
developedin accordancewith the following standards:

1. A masonrywall or fencenot lessthanfive feetin height.

2. Lawn,low-growingevergreenshrubs,andevergreen
groundcovercoveringthebalanceofthearea.

d. Othermethodswhich producean adequatebuffer consideringthenatureof
the impactsto be mitigated,asapprovedby theCity.

9. TheKeizerDevelopmentCoderequires1 parkingspaceper 900 squarefeet. The
applicantnotesontheTitle Sheetofthesubmittedplansthattheexisting building
contains14,389squarefeetand theproposedbuilding contains2,828for atotal of
17,217 squarefeet. Thus,20 parkingspacesarerequired. Thesespacescarmotbe
usedto parkthevehiclesfor sale. Theyneedto beavailablefor customerand
staffparking.

10, Parkingspacesshall beaminimum 9 feetwide and 18 feetin length. The
following minimumaisledimensionshall apply:

a. Withoutadjacentparking:
1. Singlefamily residence:12 feet
2. One-way: 12 feet
3. Two-way: 22 feet

b. With adjacentparking:

PARKING ANGLE DRIVEWAY

WIDTH

Oto4O l2feet

41to45 l3feet

46to55 l5feet

56to70 l8feet

71to90 24feet

11. Commercialbuildingsarerequiredto havea minimumloadingspaceof 12 feet
wide, 30 feet long, and 14 feethigh for buildingscontainingover 5,000 square
feetof grossfloor area, Oneadditional spaceif requiredfor eachadditional
40,000squarefeetofgrossfloor area,or any portionthereof



• 12. All lighting shallbedirectedentirelyontothe loadingor parkingareaandway
from any residentialuse. Thelighting shall not castaglareorreflectionOnto the

• public rights-of-way.

13. Trashreceptacleshall bescreenedwith sightobscuringplant materials,wall or
fence

14. Confirmwith theKeizerFire District whetherfire sprinklersystemis requiredfor
the building. If required,constructionofsupply line plansshallbeapprovedby
theDepartmentof PublicWorks.

• 15. TheKeizerFire District to determineif additionalhydrantsareneeded,

• 16. Existing fire hydrantshall havebollard installedto protectthehydrant. All
• bollardsto beapprovedby theKeizerFire District.

17. Coordinatewith theDepartmentofPublicWorksfor thelocationofnew
irrigation servicefor landscapedarea.

18. Easementfor existingwatermainshallbeprovidedandrecordedwith Marion
Countyprior to occupancy.

19. Proposedplanshowsan existingcatchbasinon RiverRoadto beabandoned,The
applicantneedsto demonstrateto theDepartmentofPublic Workstheneedfor
abandoningthis catchbasin.

If you haveany questions,pleasecontactmeat 390-3700,ext. 145.

Sincerely,

H
NaomiTejeda
AssociatePlanner



L1~~’’~ architecture, E.A.I.A 3775 CHEROKEE DRIVE S.
SALEM, OREGON 97302

PHONE 503,581.4114
FAX 503.58 1 . 3655

23October2000 r~Ei~fl~!j~
Naomi Tajeda, Associate Planner [IJ OCT 30 20UU
City of Keizer
930 Chemawa Road NE -~.jr r~L.L.

• Keizer, Oregon 97307-1000 COMMU.N~TYDEVELOPMENT

RE: Development Review letter dated 13 September2000

Dear Ms. Tejeda:

Please consider the following our response to the development review referenced above.

1) Our sidewalks along the building are a minimum of 5’ wide.

2) All covered walkways are illuminated by soffit lighting above and the lot is well-lit throughout.

3)NIA

4) The exterior of the new and existing building will be some shade of gray. The Applicant will confirm the
chosen color prior to installation.

building ~

6) Landscaping plans shall be revised to include a 20’ planted buffer (and irrigation) to the south of the
property.

7) The revised landscaping plan area shall reflect the minimum required 10% landscaped area.

8) Screening from the property to the west is currently provided by vegetation growing on a 5’ tall fence and
various plantings at grcund eve!.

9) Twenty parking spaces shall be set aside for employee and Customer parking.

10) Our proposed parking will meet your dimensional standards.

11) The required loading space will occur to the west of the building.

12) Lighting shall be directed away from neighboring residential properties.

13) The trash receptacle shall be screened as required.

14) Interior sprinkler system is to be determined.

15) Additional fire hydrants are yet to be determined by the fire marshall.

EXHIBIT C

—— — --—- -~ Responding

Correspondence



KEIZERPLANNiNGCOMMISSION
MINUTES

Wednesday,September12, 2001@ 7:00p.m.
KeizerCitij f-hill — Council Clmuthers

1. CALL TO ORDER
ChairAndersoncalledthemeetingto orderat7:05 p.m. . .

2. RoLL CALL
Thefollowing memberswerepresent:BruceAnderson,JuneAbbott, Bill Wolf, Dick
Inmanand StanCompton.

Also presentwere:Council liaison JacqueMoir, l’lanning Director Maria Meier,City
AttorneyShannonJohnsonand RecordingSecretaryCindy I’eriy

Absent:MichaelSmith

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES . .

lu/v 25, 2001
~ August1, 2001

Vice-Chair Abbottmovedfor ap,p~ovalof theJuly 25, 2001 minutesaswritten. Mr.
Inmansecondedthemohonandcarriedall votingayewith theexceptionof Mr.
Comptonwho abstained,inasmuchashewasnot in attendanceatthem~tj~g

Vice-ChairAbbottmovedfor approvalof theAugust1, 2001 minutesaswritten. Mr.
Wolf secondedthemotion,andcarried~all presentvoting ave.

4 APPEARANCEOF INTERESTEDCITIZFNS
No interestedutizensappearedbeforetheCommission

5. DE~’{LOPMENTREVIEW
PlanningDirector, Maria Meiersupplieda staffreportregardinga Developmentreview
for propertylocatedat3555River RoadNorth. Shereportedthat PenceKelly
Constructionon behalf of SkylineFord hadsubmittedanapplicationfor remodelingto
alsokeepthemetalsiding thatexistedon thebuilding. Ms. Meiernoted ~ectioiis of
2.315.08(B)(4)which reads All b~iildingss/wi! luwe wood, brick, stone,or stuccosiding, or
viinjl siding~iiadcIa look like wood siding, Plain concreteblock, plain concrete,corrugated
i,ictal, plitwood and sheetpressboard iiiai~not be usedasexteriorfinisli materials.

Ms. Meier also notedtheletter providedby SettecaseArchitecture,F.A.I.A underitem

numberfive that theapplicanthadagreedthat the building exteriorwould bemasonry
Keiz~’rPlanningComm ission Minutes

It ~‘1n’sj
4

n
1

,S~’i1,”nzLer.12, 200]

EXHIBIT D
1 Planning Commission

Minutes



(existing)andstucco(newconstruction),butthenproceededto leavetheexistingsiding
which did notconformwith thecode.

Ms. Meier reportedthat arepresentativefrom SkylineFord hadagreed to attendthe
meetingto answerquestionsfrom theCommission.Unfortunately,therewasno
representativepresent..

Staff recommendedthat theCommissiondiscussthestandardsin Section2.315.08(B)(4)
Materialsand Textureandconsiderthepurposeof thesectionto assistin its final
decision.

City Attorney ShannonJohnsonreadthenoticefor applicablecriteriaandaskedthe
audiencefor any objectionsto thewritten noticeof themeetingorany biasor exparte
contactfrom theCommissioners.With no objectionsbroughtforward thedevelopment
review by theCommissionerscontinued.

ChairAndersonaskedthe audienceif anyonewishedto testify. With no onewishing to
testify theCommissionersaddressedthesubject.

Commissionmembersexpresseddisappointmentthat a representativefrom Skyline
Ford wasnot presentto explain their reasonfor not adheringto thecode.

Mr. JohnsoncautionedtheCommissionto basetheir decisionson thefindingsand
criteria.

Although someof themembersof theCommissionfelt thebuilding wasa niceaddition
to River Roadwith themetalsiding all theCommissionmembersagreedthat it did not
conformto theDevelopnientCodeandthefollowing motion wasmade.

Vice-ChairAbbottmoveda motion to denySkylineFord’s requestto keepthemetal
sidip~g~stheapplicantdid not meettheburdenof proof showingthattheir application
metthecriteriaand for staff to issuea noticeof decision.Mr. Wolf secondedthe motion
andcarried,all presentvotingaye.

Ms. Meier indicatedthatshewould notify theapplicantandwork with them on a
timeline for removalof thematerial,but also notedtheapplicanthad theability to
appealthe decisionto theCity Council. Sheofferedto keeptheCommissionup-to—date
on this.

Mr. Comptonexpressedan interestin re-addressingtheDevelopmentCoderegarding
the useof a metal façadeon local businesses.

As an outgoingmemberof theCommissionMr. Wolf cautionedagainstthis indicating
thatthe currentstandardswereto thebenefitandeyeappealof thecommunity.

K~-~i:’rPfamm:g (‘opnuij.c.~jo,, ,~IH,utec
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6. NEW BUSINESS/OLDBUSINESS
Infl/I Rede~eIopmentMaster Plan Update
Respondingto Mr. Compton’sinquiries Ms. Meierindicatedthat they werestill in the
processof accumulatingtheamountof staff time spenton the project. Sheofferedto
supply this informationto theCommissiononcethedatawascompiled.

Ms. Meier reportedthat theCity Council wasreviewingtheInfill MasterPlan
Documentand that staffhadbeendirectedby Council to compileadditional
information regardingthepossibleuseof incentives.

ChairAndersonexpressedan interestin theinlormation which would beprovidedto
theCouncil pertainingto an incentiveprogramfor theInfill MasterPlan. Ms. Meier
offeredto supply a copy of herstaff report to theCommission.

ChemawaActivitycenter
Ms. Meier reportedthat theCommissionwould beginreviewof theproposalfrom the
applicantpertainingto theCAC. Shenotedthat this would bedonein a work session
settingto allow theCommissionand its newmemberstheopportunity to become
familiar with theprocess.

LINOCAL Property
Mr. ComptonnotedthathehadattendedtheUrbanRenewalAgency meetingand
participatedin thediscussionsregardingtheUnocalProperty.As theliaison to the
KeizerUrbanRenewalBoard heprovideda history of thepropertyand its discussions
andvisionsasseenin the21stCenturyPlan.

Councilor Moir reportedthattheAgency haddecidedto proceedwith thepropertyasa
focal pointandto divert $10,000from theGatewaysline item in the 21stCenturyPlan
towardstheengineeringof theproject.Shesharedthat thefocal pointwould besimilar
to theonelocatedat thesouthendof Keizerwith additionalfeaturesto beexplored. As
partof themotion adoptedby Councila one-yeartimeframewassetto allow for the
coordinationof privatedonationsfor the building andmaintenanceof thestructure.
CouncilorMoir alsonotedthat public input would be takenregardingtheproject.

Farewell
Membersof theCommissionandstaffofferedtheir thanksand bestwishesto outgoing
PlanningCommissionmembersJuneAbbott, Dick Inmanand Bill Wolf for their
dedicatedservice.

VolunteercoordinatingCommittee
Councilor Moir reportedthattheVolunteerCoordinatingCommitteewould bemeeting
later this monthto fill the vacancyon thePlanning.Commission left by JereCtancy.

7. ADJOURN
~ NEXT MEETING — Wednesday,October10, 2001 @ 7:00p.,n~

- Kei:er Planning Commission~ linutec
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September13, 2001

Brad Barcroft
P.O. Box4109
Salem.OR 97302-8109

RE: DevelopmentReview Applicationfor Skyline Ford

DearMr. Barcroft:

The DevelopmentReviewapplicationsubmittedfor theSkyline Ford requestfor useof metal
sidingwas deniedby the PlanningCommission. Accordingto the Keizer DevelopmentCode,the
applicantis allowedten (tO) daysto appealthe decisionof the PlanningCommissionto theCity
Councilfor consideration. Therefore,shouldyou as representativefor Skyline Ford decideto
appealthe PlanningCommissiondecision,you mustsubmitan appealform to the Community
DevelopmentDepartmentby 5:00 p.m., September24, 2001. An appealform is availableat the
CommunityDevelopmentDepartmentat KeizerCity Hall.

If anappealis not filed accordingly,theapplicantwill receivenoticeof correctionto removethe
metalsidingon the structurelocatedon thesubjectpropertyat 3555 River RoadNE. A time
framefor removalof materialswill bedeterminedat thetime of noticeof correction.

On a side note,boththe PlanningCommissionandstaffexpressedregretthat no person
representingtheapplicantappearedbeforethePlanningCommissionatthetime oftheir review. I
expressedto the Commissionthat I was not awareof any intent of absenceof representation.
Accordingto my recollectionandrecords,as the listedagentfor theapplication,I sentyoua copy
of the agendaandmaterials. I alsorecall speakingwith you discussingthedate,time and location
of the meetingon thephone. Unawareof your circumstancesto not attendthe meeting,I hope
this letter reachesyou well.

Pleasecontactmefor any further information regardingthePlanningCommissiondecision. You
maycontactme at 390-3700,ext. 1 59.

Sincerely,

C

Maria Meier
PlanningDirector

Cc Skyline I ord Keizer — Jim Donofrio

EXHIBIT E
— -~ Planning Commission

“Pride, Spirit and Volunteerism” Decision Letter
Incorporated1982
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PENCE/KELLY
(:oNsTr~u(TIoN, LLC

“Creating Landmarks of Excellence”

September 24, 2001

Cityof Keizer
CityCouncil
930 Chemawa Road NE
Keizer, Oregon 97307

Dear Councilpersons:

There is a sequence of events regarding the exterior building materials installed at the Skyline Ford
Dealership located on River Road in Keizer that has brought us to where we are today. I think these
are verypertinent and need to be considered, prior to a final decision on this matter.

At the time the project was bid, a hidden seam metal clad fascia was called for above the storefront
areas on the face of the building. When the development review comments were issued there was a
note stating, “Building shall have wood, brick, stone, or stucco siding, or vinyl siding made to look like
wood siding.” Tina Barnes, who worked for Settecase Architecture for a short time during the first two
months of the project, issued a letter to the City of Keizer on October

23
d 2000, stating, ‘The building

exterior would be masonry (existing) and stucco (new construction).” With this and other clarifications
to the review comments a permit was issued for the project on 10/30/01.

At this time the project team believed the design complied with the Development Review Comments;
the structure was sided in existing split face CMU block, with aluminum storefront and an EIFS clad wall
on the west end to be installed with the addition/remodel.

Prior to the EIFS being applied on the west end of the new construction Pence/Kelly became aware of
reports noting EIFS applications had been failing in the Pacific Northwest over the past several years
and informed the owner and architect of possible complications. Please find attached an article titled
“The Performance of Exterior Insulation Finish Systems and Property Value”. The concern about EIFS
failure prompted the owner on January

30
th 2001 to change the EIFS to hidden seam metal on the west

wall. At the time this change was made Phil Settecase of Settecase Architecture had just stepped into
the project to take over for Tina Barnes. In the transition both he and Pence/Kelly missed the
development review requirement and as a result mistakenly installed metal on the west wall. When the
metal first went up there was a wrinkle effect in the panels. The owner expended considerable time
and expense to place insulation behind the material, eliminating the wrinkling and achieving a smooth
finished look. It wasn’t until the week prior to the final project inspection on June ~ 2000 that City of
Keizer brought the mistake to the Project Teams attention. At this inspection the fascia trim was also
included as part of the deficiency. As a result the owner was only issued a certificate of temporary
Occupancy.

EXHIBIT F

P.O. Box 4109 • 2747 Pence ioop SE • Salem, OR 97302-S109 • Ph. 503.399.7223 • Fx. Appeal Letter from Applicant
www.pencekelly.com • CCH #146525 Including pictures & article
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Once this mistake was brought to light, Pence/Kelly immediately began to research the possibility of
receiving a variance for the metal siding. The project team was baffled at the inclusion of the metal
fascia trim in this deficiency. The fascia metal is trim, and should not be confused with building siding.

Pence/Kelly spoke with Maria Meier, the City Planning Director, and Shannon Johnson the City
Attorney and they determined the best way to handle the situation was to apply for another
Development Review on the metal itself because the 10 day appeal period had already passed. In
earlyJuly Pence/Kelly was informed there was a Planning Commission meeting in August. On July

19
th

we submitted a Development Review Application. Pence/Kelly called in early August to follow up on
the meeting time and was told the meeting had taken place August l~2000 and there would not be
another until mid September and Maria would send notice to P/K, enabling us to have a representative
present to field questions from the Commission.

• On September
6

1h Pence/Kelly received a packet containing a Memo to the Planning Commission from
Maria, This packet did not contain the meeting notice and the agenda promised by Maria. On

• September
10

th Fence/Kelly called Maria, inquiring about the meeting, but did not receive a call back.
Due to other various communication breakdowns, P/K was never notified of the meeting schedules.
On September ~ 2000, Pence/Kelly received a letter from Maria regarding the Planning
Commission’s rejection of the metal.

Fence/Kelly immediately obtained an appeal form and on September 17th 2000 called Maria to get a
copy of the Planning Commission meeting minutes. On the

19
1h Pence/Kelly again spoke with Maria

• regarding the meeting minutes and was informed the City computer system was down and they were
unable to print or email. On September

20
th, Pence/Kelly finally received the meeting minutes and

were able to proceed with this appeal. The Project Team requests the additional cost for the appeal
process be waived. City of Keizer failed to notify Pence/Kelly of the scheduled meetings on August 1,

• and September 12, 2001. We believe the Commission’s inability to ask questions of the Project Team
at the meeting had a direct effect on the decision.

The Project Team wishes to respond to the Planning Commissions Interpretation of Section
2.31 5.08(B)(4) of the General Development Standards dated May 1998 titled Materials and Texture:

• (a.) Reads, “All buildings shall have wood, brick, stone, or stucco siding, or vinyl siding made to
look like wood siding”. We contend this was what the plans showed on October 23~2000
when Tina Barnes wrote the response letter addressing the development review and is still the
case today, with the exception of the west wall of the new construction where metal was
installed instead of EIFS as previously stated. The rest of the building shell is either aluminum
storefront glass or split faced CMU block. We feel the west wall area, which cannot be seen
unless a person walks behind the building, is very inconspicuous. Changing it was done with
the best of intentions and does not represent an eyesore for the community. The Project
Team feels that an exception should be made for the west wall.

(b.) Reads, “Building trim shall be wood, brick, stone, stucco, or metal.” The Project Team feels
that the current construction is in compliance with this section. The Ford Blue metal clad fascia
is an accent trim for the building to help promote product recognition and association with Ford

• Motor Company. The fascia trim does not fall under the requirements of the General
• Development Standards for siding.

(c.) Reads, ‘Plain concrete block, plain ‘concrete, corrugated metal, plywood and sheet press
board may not be used as exterior finish materials.” These exterior finish materials were not
used on the project. The Project Team feels this item incorporates the purpose of what this
section of the Development Review Standards is trying to accomplish. Essentially it says that
the City of Keizer doesn’t want unsightly exterior finishes being used on buildings in the
community. As was stated in the meeting minutes, some members of the commission felt the
Skyline Ford building is a nice addition to River Road with the metal trim. It creates a nice
looking landmark and adds to the eye appeal of the community. ‘
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The Owner of Skyline Ford and City of Keizer are striving to achieve a facility, reflecting not only the
class of the surrounding community, but also the professional way they do business. The Project
Team feels changing the metal siding would not only degrade the look of the building by introducing
additional variations in materials, but also bring with it unnecessary replacement and maintenance
costs. The Project Team has created a beautiful new landmark where an eyesore once stood. The
Project Team requests you grant a variance for this installation and waive any additional costs for the
appeals process.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Brad Barcroft
Project Manager

CC: Jim Donofrio, Skyline Ford
Phil Settecase, Settecase Architecture
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View looking west from River Rd.
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View looking north from Garland Way
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View from River Rd. looking SE.



View from behind building looking at west wall.
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Metal trim on Shell station directly across River Rd.



John A. Kilpotrick. Douglas C. Brown, MAI. and Ronald C. Rogers, PhD

The Performance of Exterior
Insulation Finish Systems

and Property Value

Exterior iitation finish systems, or synthetic stucco, is a siding material used
on aqua~rofamiiiion residencesand severalthousand commercial build-
ings in IheUnitedStates,Canada and EuropeEIFSusehasbeenlinkedwith
mcIstwc~ob1emsand~5~tural rot in many buildings1 necessitatingvalue
impact~iates byappraisers. Thevalueestimates,whichmayrequireout-
sideexp~seInaccordancewith AdvisoiyOpInion9oftheUniformSfanda~ds
oIPr~~’soJAppraisaIPraclice, Includecost to.cuI~and sliamci. l~orresiden-
tial appr~ils,Stigmamaybeestimatedwithmatched pairs.Foracommercial
appraiscdstlgma takes the form of an increased capitalization iute.

Synthetir stucco, commonly knownas ~ roo~~ean~,andoth~joi~its.Own-
exteriorin~tiortfiIÜSKIXIg systems(E1l~S), ersof suchproper~facesignificantpoten-
has been i~dasa siding material since tialvaluelossesstexwningfrom threedistinct
World War lort residentialandcommercial areasof impamnentpresertt valueof future
baiildixu~s.Wbile the product issold and in- repairansireplacementcosts,presentvalue
stalled th~ughoutEurope and North of future increasedmaintenaru~ecosts,and
Ainerica~~ge seemsto be geographically stigma.
conce~tr1~~flcertainareas,paztit~ular1yin EIFS generallyrefers to an exterior aid-

• theSouthe~and the PadflcNoithwest. ing systemwith four pruriaxy components:t

• EIFS ~inuesto be sold~i~1~istalled,. i Expanded polystyrene Loaminsu1atior~
but asasy*in for exterior ~idin~ it IS meet- panels,which areattached(itcuallywith
rng ~ opposition.EIFS-dadhom~ adhesive)to the intermediatfrsheathing
appeario~er elevatedinter-wallmoisture or othersubstrate
levelsanda~rocivityto sthicturalrOta. stern 2. ~Abasecoatthat isapplied to the insula-
riung froxn~kagearound windows,doors, ~ with a trowel

1. In~~~~pceIn~ for Property Lose Reduc~n,E~r~i~Insuiatx,n~r~dFlni5hSys~eme7N.~h~raIt-fwzard Mitr~~iio’rHigkligh*.
(Ba~tom.M~~cft~ [n5urai~c~Imtitute for Property t~ Raduction.F~bi~iaiy1997). i-Il

JohnA.K~ick iso senkxunolystat MundyondAssociates.Soaflie.~ishingtOn. He is oI~0doctorOl
cxindldate in~destate finance Ct the Untversilyof SouTh Carolina.Contoct:1109 Pr~tAve., Suite 200:
Seattle. WA ~II) 1. (206) 623-29~$.

DouglasC~wn, MAIS isthe preiident of DouglasC. Brown A~soclatosofCofumola.SouthCaroliflc~ke
~ C past ~ of the Appolsal Institute. Contact: P. 0. B~xS658: Columbia, SC 29205. (803) 25&-6072.
RonaldC~~ers

1
PhD, ,sart Qssoclatept’oVe~orof i9noncein the 1)0,10Moore Schoolof Busnesscit the

Universityc~~h Ccirôltno.ke is a~othe director of the SouthCordinG Center for AppliedReal Estate
Educationa,~ReseorcI,.Contact:(803) 777-5960.

Rcpiinted.witb ü~eionfrom The itppreisal Ie4rf”4 J~twary1999.~t 1999by theApprai~iti 1rt~rttuLe,Ct~zo.go.IL.



3. A fiberglassreinhorcmgmesh laid over 1995,EIFS wasusedon about23000-30000
thepanelsandimbedriedin thebasecoat new homesnationwide.

4. A finishcoatapplied with a trowel over
the fibermesh PERFORMANCE ISSt11~SWITH
Components2,3,and 4 togetherareusu- EffS SIDING

ally about0.l25-&25 inchesU’tidc Beneath
the Insulation panelsis an intei-medjate ~

• sheathing,usuallygypsumboard,plywood, not penetrate to the substrate.In practice.
or oriented strandboard.Recently the ~ howevei water doespenetrate, principally

• industrybeganusingalternative substrates at the edgesof wall openings (e.g.,doors,
andapplicationmethodsto addressmoisture ~ decks,roofintersections),through
problenis. ;ambsand sills of window frames, and

EIFS is designedto shedall watex~,~ throughcraclcsorchipsinthesidhxtgitself.It
though theEEFSIndus~M~b~A~ appears that even ~
tion indicates that thesystemsare intended ~2 alhiwmcj~t~~g,topenetratethe sid-
to be ‘water-vapor” peimeable.ZThe male- ~ wludt is thencontainedbetweenthecur-
ri~alisoftenconfusedwith traditional~ faceof theEIFSsystemandthe underlying
whichissirnilarlnappearance.However.~ wood,gypsum,or OSBintermediatesheath-
ditionalstuccoapplicationanti~pateswater mgand thestud walL Evenasmallcrackin
permeationandusesbuilding paper orother theEIFS surface,resultingfrom hail damage
flashingbehindthewall surfaceto carryWa- or wind-blowndebris, providesamoisture
ter down andout of the bottom of the wall. entrypathway,andthereisunfortunatelyno
Also, stucco is a Portland Cement-based ConSensustestmethod in the United States
p1aste~,troweled directlyontoa metalmesh for EJFS unpactresistance.3The EtFS indus-
or an underlyingmasonrywall. In short trY itself admits that if “the likelihood of
despitetheir physicalresemblance,thetwo Jnwact damageisveryhigh, it isprobablya
sidingsystemsaresignflcaiQlydifferent,and goodideanot touseEIPSat theselocations.”
the common term“syntheticstucco,” often The earliestpublishedreportsof EIFS
usedto describeEJF$,simply adds to the problemsin the United States apparently
confusion. originatedfrom astudy fundedby theMas-

EEFS wasfirst developed~ ~ in sacbusettsExecutiveOfficeofComintuuties
thelate1940sto aid in economicallyrebuild- andDevelopmentin 19S5~The study aria-
ing war-torn areas.As a ~ ~ lyzed 17publicbuildingswith EIFSsystems
countriesapply EIFS differently from how usedas a siding materiaL~very oneof the
NorthAmericaappliesit In Europe, EtI~S buildingshadcracksin thesurfacesufficient
typically applied overan underlyingma- to allowwater penetrationandinternalsub-
sonry base,becausetheuseof E]~~ stratedamage.Problems were uniform

• studwall is virtually unknownin Europe ~ aiLfOUI E~t~fac~urei~3ii
• Also, LuropeanELF’S installersusuallyuse the study

two basecoats,a baseprimer coat, and The U.S. Departmentof Housing and
thicker insulation~ UrbanDevelopment CHtJD) thenconmus-

As of T1997,E]FSaccountedfor 13%—14% sioned a study of SC) commercial, institu-
of all new commercialConstruction- tiorial, andmultifamily buildings with ELFS
United States-Residentialmarketpenetra- ~ sidm~in Missouri, Massachusetts,

• •~ • tion nationwideis lower, standingat about andlllinoi~TheEIFS systemshadbeensup-
4% of new homesin 1997althoughthis ~ plied by eight differentmanufacturers.The
ket penetration variesregionally from zero HOD studyfound that73% of all buildings,
in someareasto over 15% in other areas.~ and 10of U bui1dj,~~j~~haneightyears

1 Ibid.

3. Ibid..4~A gen~rcimp~ct.a~can~~t can bau~.dbw EltS i~1pa2r~eia~ctscand~rd~ar~,w~~ntoi~ly pubUahed.Set
A~~n Sodetyfor T~i~ ~4 Mat~iaia.ASTM E 695 (W~cConah cken,~ r~t~nSoc~.ty(orT~Ui~a,~d

4. Robert F. Thorais,Jr.,Th~fri ‘b~daztha,.zndFi,i1~S~ewn~C~igaH.mdbook<Seatda. h1ngtc.o~Rob~i1~ Thoirui~Jt.1995~.

• 5. K Kcnny md K. Ptp~. Propo~1Metect~land App1Ic~uonScai,dardmfor More DurableEx~orInaulamiO~iand F~nLahSys-

~..4Fi,.~eJ,S~ew~a~ C ~ t~n..~yk.~ja:A,nencan



• old hadcrackssuffidentto allowwater~i- aiductedaninvestigalionof 30 homesin
etnF~er~~àIthe buildingshad Mew Hanover Countyclad. with EIFS sys-
se~1~fai1iir~s,a e~exLQLth~11.build— tensmanufacturedby thatcompany.They
ingsmoie thaneightyearsold had~y~d kxindelevatedmoisturelevelsin~hom~.

The FIUD and~ su~g~~ ~ystemswit1j~t
reportrecvmmendednotusingsometypes amoe es stem.Theirnewprod-
of gypsumasa substratem adhesive-ks- adrainageplane. - andweep-

• tenedsysten~s.increasingthethicknessatthe holedetailsdesignedto vent thewall cavity ~
~j~ax, app1~~ basecoatin two L~- TheElFSlndustxyMembersAssodationdis- ~~ reports
ers,and inde~- third-party iris~ectiDns agreeswith U.S. Gypsum.and statesthat ofresidential
of buildhrtgs t~inw~F~sy~i’i~The HUT) qualitycur~stnictionis thekey issue.’°
reportalsocondudedthat~tFS manufadur- A further problem sterruningf~ ~ d~mwgecame
ers do not have the staff or procedures systemswasrevealedwhenHurricaneOpal fr~~mNew
neededto ensureproperinstallationof their bit the Flotida Panhandlein October 1995- ~
produds. St.~bsequently,FIUI) issueda hil- ~IS badbeena comirton sidingin thatpart L iiiflOVt7 ~OUfl&y
letiii ~ theuseof gypsumSubstrate ofthecountryoncondominiums,offices,and in North
in EI~2~~L~ otherbuildingswith metalstuds.TheInsur- ,~. , -

The ~rst reportsof residentialdawage ai~eTn.stitute for Property Loss Reduetion ~iTos2fla, w e
camefrom New HanoverCountyin N~ith (l.R)noted thatthefailurerateof UPSsid-
Carolina,wherehomeownersbegancorn- ing to withstandwind pressurewasmore
plainmgtobuildingOfficialsaboutstructural extensivethanthoseof other typesof wail vegan
damage.Ji~spectionslxi 1994and1995found sidings: complainingto
tha~Oof32 houseshadmoistureproblems.
The houseswerespread out over fourdif- building officzals
ferentsubdivisionsand involved diffeenr e~in~,Iyfnstancesoae~oth aboutstructural
~ntractors and severaldifferent manufac- sad gyp~umsbcathix~gbadbeen

turexs.S sequent tions of ~,Fl1s ~ Ib ~Isuids. ~ ~mage.
systemhousesin the rea found structural ~tud~WtTh nataL im~th~gprolongedwa-
damagecausedby water penetrationi~t Oflb~t~dth~jW~

,~fthem.Apparently, any spot wherethe ~ shea~ingprovided little support
plane ~f the EIPS panel met an operurig 01? utwind-induced tweet,andweakened

anotherpartofthestructurewasa leakz~te. pOr~so~liU~oftenkti frou~thenetal
TheNorth CarolinaChapterof the A~- ring passageofOpaL”
~n Institute of Ar hitectsatedthat~~_L In a study of lluthcane Erin, which
thesehousesbad Improperor ~ ~ stiudc in August 1995,the SouthernBuild-
~X~0h1~ . - ing Code Congress International, Inc.

Unfortunately, underlying moiSLure (~CQ)alsonotedtherelativelylargenum-
damagemaynotb vident from thesuxf~ce~~ E -relatedfaihiresinh ‘nes.The
In homesinspectedin New owttY~ SBCCIfound thatvinyl sidingandEIFSwere
the surfaceoften appearedintact,but the l~yfar the most damagedsystems~and •

• underlyingWOOd c~zninonly ShOWed ~ questionedwhetherliflS hadbeeninstalled
turei~dingsof~ or more’~trcordmgto andt.estedinaccordancewithwind-loadre-
the NationalA~SO~abonof Home BiJ11dCI~5 qrurern~Qs.The authors of the study again
(NA.II~),serious decay occurS when the surveyedtheareaafter HurricaneOpaLand
moisture contentof woodexceedsthe ~‘er ~ - ~ ffndin ~2

~turat Onpoint~9 Theproblemswith EIFS are not limited
- Onemajor systemmanufacturer totheSoutheastorevento theUnitedStates.

United StatesGypsumCompany,recently

~ J~j~57—~).(IS C~rnu~en~ofHeaui~~ga.ud (b’~a~c,on.eef, ti~,~Ma±ai&s17u,LO 101 (Jay 26,1993).

7. ~S~iI 1aapect~onsV~a1in F~opce£I?S ~~~llatiu~ The &~~ildi~Offie~iei~dCode Mmiei.~&:I*wth~ayJJusc1996):2a

• a. C. rI4de,~ 5$ UnderScrutir.y7Jcu~r.ua(4U~tC~ctth.~ (Apil 1~6):12

9. . Cn~udellandT. k~cnru.uy~In I~4etusofMUelMTe C~ at S 4~-Fait~thjLHwthei Hou~SLdil ~2ir rxkrior hu~MhcnF!nL~I’
• ~ 2d ~d. W~hi~to~.D.C.: NaiionaiAssodo~uuof Home~tñld~n. ja~~uary~9%). 6.

10. N.d~IIHeziid MiIiga non In5iSbto.
1~euccLnr&ute for Propertylo.e Rc4~.c6n~.A 1~n~ ~ ~ Humaitw ~I Ott theFkr6ta Per.hand~e(Boston.
i4~chus~tnInatirancrIrotutute foe Propc’tyL.O5~&dUC~On.~6rch 19%). 6.
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The(It)’ of Vancouver~~BritishCplumbia,has use—Ri~niediationaM compliancecoatead-
reviewedEJFSuseforseveralyearsandbe-
ganofficially Qu~tionjn~gE1~Susein199~.i3

Since 1996 Vnç~u~er~as reg~~~- ~ ~ an appmisermayoft~
screei~d~aina~eP~MT~F,JU.,&V.~WALebe in theposition of relying artexternalex-
moisturefro~~ sg~. Vancouveralso pertopinion.suchascontractorestimatesor
~i~de~endent inspectionof the~ engineermgstudies,todeterminethecost to
stallationof site-troweledEWS installation, cure.
although it doesnotrequiresuchinspection ~emediation of anEXFSproblemcanfall
of prefabricatedpanelssurfaced with EIFS ~nt~the categoriesof repair or replacement.
coating,”SinceMarch19~6,theNorthCaxo- Thesimplerepairof limited damageto an
lina Building CodeCouncilhas required ~ C~ to ~‘likenew” condition
similardrainson wood-framehousessided brings with it two additionalcategoriesof
with EIFSsystemsin thatstate. costs:erthancedongoingmaintenanceand

.— MarylandCommercialInsuranceCorn- sttgma.Bothof thesecategoriesof costsare
* ~ ~.tc~)’ pany,oneof thertathin’slargestconstruction al~presentjx~~ EIES-cjadconstruction.

-‘ liability carners,hasannouncedthat it will Di1f~t typesof siding requirediffer-
no longercover homebuilderswho install erit levelsofmaintenance.For exawple,van-

• EIFSsyst~s.~Lawsuitsarependingagainst ous masonryproducts (e.g.. true stucCo,
EIFSmanufacturersinseveralstates,includ- brick, block,stone)requirelittle orno ongo-
inga classactionsi.ütinNorthCarolixta~One ing maintenance,andthe siding oftenout-
~f the North Carolina EIFS defendants, livesthe economiclife ~f the restof thestrut-
~ hasseparatelyofferedto settle t~.oI~ typesof siding,suchaswoodlap,
~&~tribuiting $20 million to a repairfund requireperpetualmaintenancein the form
for thestate’sresidences,leavingeightother of painting. cauj)d.ng,andreplacementof
defendantsasof this writing.~’ rotten wood.Deferralof thesemaintenance

itemsis reflectedat variousjuncturesin all
AFFR.A1SAL IMPLICATIONSFOREI~S- threeof theapproaches-tovalue.

CLAD STRUCnJRES Likewise,a brand newEIFS-cladstruc-
ture will require intense ongoingmainte-

In anarticleby ScottB. Aiens~.a basicvalua- nance.Mostcommonongoingmaintenance
tionmodel for theanalysisof defectivepxOp concernsinclude periodicmoisturetesting,
ertesis demonstrated:~’ rotenseraulldng (at leastonceor twice per

year).andcontinuousmonitoringof sealant
~rto’ditton -Mter COnd1~1OI+D USOrtLIt Value problems onwmdowjanibs anddoorthresh-

olds. Most homeownersareunableor un-
For EliS-cladproperties,the diminution ~ui~ to do thesechoresthemselvesand

in valueincludesthree oi-iesof impair- will needto contract this Out to anappropri-
• merit: cost-to~~e,~ and ateprofessionaL

~ ~iating COStSUI thefirst category Stigma ascommonlyconsideredin ap-
may often be beyond the scopeof the ap- r,rajsal literature, concernsthe impact on
praisal process.Accordingto the Appraisal ~apitaiization ratesofapublic perceptionOf
Standards Beard’s commentaryonAdvisory con iminatioztt9 In short, a parcel with no

• Opinion~ actual costto cure, butwith a public percep-

An appraiserta a trained end exp~sncrd ti~n of cOrltItIThflatlOfl, will sulfer a value
~ realestIte~lut o~izin~de- impairment bestmeasuredbyan ncreasem

?ectin~Or treaturing contanhlrLationisO~’ the capitalizationrate.Thus, whileappraisal
beyondthe scopeof the apprais~s~ practiceis repletewith examplesof capital-

i~) City ofVeeeo~tvet.B.d1ial~~-7(Aug~t 20,1992).
14. GLy of Verirouven.th4&fis559 (Deceaibcr1995).

15. SherrieWinston. CieddirigSystcxriTre~b1esMounc. ErtginethngN~ Rep~ne(Oetobrr25, 1l~96)22.

16. Stuc~x,Ma5~Agi~n o T~ ceri..g~N~,5R,~art,,(J~stat, 1995): 19-

17. &vlt B.Azcns. TheValui.oonott*fecti”e p~It~s:A Common SenseApprc.ACh7 Ths App~is4IJE)U7iZP.t (April 1 9~1):143-44S.

l& Appra&~aJirtsti*uls. TheStendf.ardn~‘ Profreio,,& ~p.’tis~J Prsetcr.~~Ch~go. U1lnois Appnsisal 1risthu~c,J~rvsry1. 1995L 113.
19. Se& tot e~mpk.B’dI Mun.l~~5cigau andVj]oe,’ TheAppra~If~i4,mal(January1992): 7-13; J~m~A. Oulmert artSS.oCA.

Roehr. ‘lssues~ntheVahLatiLMI Of COft~mir~a1c~Propcrt~TheAppr~1Jottrrt( (JartuaryI 99~25-41



12mgfuturecostainto presentvalue,suchas = ~NOI, - Cc’~
the cost to maintain a historic façadeease- C (1 -i- i)’

uient,the future caStsareusuallydiscounted
at~narket~apitaIiz3tiO1lrates.An impaired Whilethe valueofa similaz~,uncontanu-
pwpertywith ~i negativepublic perception natedpropertywould be:
shouldbecapitalizedat a differentrate.The
unpact of thedifferent rateisstigma. - ~ NOl

To ifiustrate the appraisalimplications, u — ~-(i i-

assumea residencewith $4,000 in EIFS-
relatedrepaIrco5tS~Oncerestoredto “as Note the different capitalizationrates.
pew” condition, the structurewill require Theuncontanilnatedcashflow iscapitalized
$1,000per year of extraordinaryongoing at while thecontamnina±edpropettyis val-
maintenancecosts.Assuminganappropri— ueclat thesomewhathigher rate of i~To il-
atemarketcapitalizationrate of 10%, the ac- lustrate,assumetwo otherwisesimilarprop-
tual reductionin value for a contaminated erties,propyCbe.ingElPsCladaMProF
property(VC) WOULd be. ert)r U sidedwith someothermaterialBoth

propertiesare fully rented at marketrates
~ ,~ $1.0OO_$14~ (and identicalNOl—$l00,000) an nllbe

for the fai~eeablefuture.However.theElPS-

cladstructurewill require$10000in repairs

Notethat the presentvalueof theongo- in the first yearand au ongoingenhanced
rag maintenanceis significantlygreater than maintenanceof $2,000per yeanAn analysis
thecurrent repaircosis.Also,this modeldoes of the market indicates that unimpaired
~t take into account the impact of st]grfla propertiesarecapitalizedat 10%, while im-
oapropertyvalue.Stigma sarealfactor,and pairedpropertiescarry a 12% capitalization
in anomiquantitauvesense.the marketpei rate. The problem is to isolate the E]FS-re-
cavesthevaluelossof stigmatizedproper lated valueimpact on propertyC.
t~,andtmnsactionprices arereduced ac- Therefore, it isnecessaryto takethe diE-
cordingly.A study by the North Carolina fereruebetweenthe two precedingequa-
Home BuildersAssociatiOnnoted thatone tions.Assumeacost-to-curein thefirst year,
homeownerof a six-month-Old EIPS-dad aperpetualNO1,andaperpetualincreased
homewithminor moistureproblemsstated, maimttenancecost
~Lcouldn’t dive this houseaway now if I
wantedto.” Regardiessof whetherthis case v - ~2.L~!-~LCosts+ maintenanç~
wasextreu~or the homeownerwas exag- ‘~~‘-‘ — j~ j~ •1 + ~,:

geraLin~d~eis substantialanecdotal~ iOO,000 joo,ooo io,00o 2,000
dnceforsevema1ketre~00~~~ 0.10 — 0.12+1+.12+Tff
ivside.nces.~.in theabsenceof any real cost
tn curea problem1stigmaiinposesn~arket = $192,000
behaviorc~tssuchas~’ -The&st two termsin thisequatlcmare

• t nizi~4iedrents thelossinvalueresulting fromstigmaalone~

• Increasedvacancylosses Evenin a iu11ycured,no-maintenanceworld,
Higherongoingexpenses thestigmalosswould be$166,667,whichisa

• 1nô~easedcapitalization rate quantifiedmeasureof the market’sreaction

The I ~ ~ . - to potential futuxe problems assodatedwithgenera m r tui~ga Con this ro-”-~ Notealso that the taim-
taminated jzicomejirducw.g °~‘ ~ natedpropertyvalue(V) is$1 miliiOn~Thus.
over a valuation horizon of t yearscanbe . - ,,.,, - -

- - this relatively minor ELES impairment,wn as- giventheconstraintsof thismodeL result in a

___ havedamage av~agingS~COO-

ThoO1~.duatiy Me~b~A~ a~&oninaprcbed68homminNotch Ca~oIina.Sixty-onehad ~nt~ danttg& aitd nearty

tO% had da~gcit’ e~ ot ~lO.1X~.ScveralNorth C~zcIthabom build~rr~rl repair coats~ highaa S100flCXJ.Allen
Coldeat.assoiaMdisecwrol iitapcC1~fO~i4anoverCouz~iNorthCai~1lxla,reportsonebtsurartoesettlezwxtto~Sat~OOO.Sct

SCKQ~ ‘Tro
1

ibIi~io°~TMgetEZ~Btiiidar (March1996): 168-171-

~i. Ibid.,i89-

2L Mund~28-41.



valuelossof nearly2(J%. This model helps costtocurefor EIFS-relateddamage,butalso
explain the economicallysignificantmarket account før increasedfuture mainte~nce
eaclionsto EIIFS-cladproperti~. costsandthe impact of sttgma For cost-to-

• cure and maintenance estimates,the ap-
CONCLUSION praisalwill probably needto rely onoutside

expertise, in accordancewith USPAP’~
EtFS-clad properties, both residentialand Advisoiy Opinion 9.
commercial,ma~kefor challengingassign- Stigrria, which is manifestedin market
mentsin many areasthroughout the United impacts of transactionprices, can be more
States. The EI.PS industrysuggeststhat a easilyestimatedfor commercialproperties
suarterof a million homesandmanythou- via the increasedcapitalizationrate in the
sandsof commercialbuildings have been incomeapproach. For residential properties,
built with EIPS siding. For example, in measuring stigma will probably require a
Florida alone, EtF5 is estimatedto be used matched-pair analysis,andwill most likely
on25% of the100,000homesbuilt annuaJ1y~ vary from onegeographicmarketto anothei~,

BcLh residentialand commercialap- particularlybecauseEIFSsiding has its a-it-
pra~salsmustnot oidy takeinto accountthe ies in someareas.

23. J~cq~ie1ineBuenc.~ Jouni~l:8~gJnsurei Wo~~CoverStuccoProce,~7Thc ~ll ~ (Octob.r16.19%).F~-i.



U,
LU

0
•1

(I-)

LU

.~< H
‘D

1(J)ow
F’WD~

<0

LU ~•~_ wc~

~H:o
-

hiuII~1~i
~: .~



CITY COUNCiL MEETING OctoberL 2001

• AGENDA ITEM NUMBER:____________

TO: MAYOR CHRISTOPHER AND CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS

• THROUGH: CHRIS EPPLEY
CITY MANAGER

FROM: ROB KISSLER
DIRECTOR OF PUBLIC WORKS

SUBJECT: CHALMERS JONESPARK

BACKGROUND:

City CouncilhasrequestedthattheParksAdvisoryBoardprovide arecommendationon the
boundaryof ChalmersJonesPark.Staffsupplied5 different optionsin theJuly 6, 2001 memo.The
ParksBoardat their September18111 meetingmadeamotion that carriedunanimously,chose
option2 asthepreferredpark boundary.Thefollowing attachmentsareenclosed.

Attachment1 Park’sBoardMinutes
Attachment2 Option 2 Boundary
Attachment3 July

6
th memoto theParksBoardoutlining 5 ParkBoundaryoptions

FISCAL IMPACT:

No fiscal impacton delineatingthefinal. ChalmersJonesParkBoundary.

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommendedthepublic hearingbe reopenedanduponconclusionofany additiontestimony,
thehearingbe closed. It is furtherrecommendedthat theCouncil direct stafito preparean
OrdinancechangingthedesignationofChalmersJonesParkfrom aneighborhoodpark to a
commumtypark andto adopttheParksBoard recommendationto designateformal boundariesat
ChalmersJonesPark. This actionwill allow staffto begintheMasterPlanprocessasoutlined in
the 2001/2002Budget.

(‘SuggestedMotion: Direct staffto preparean Ordinanceto he broughtbackfor adoption on
October15, 200110 changethe designationot ChalmersJonesParkfroma neighborhoodpark
to a communityparkanddesignatetheboundariesas recommendedby theKeizerParksAdvisory
Board.) •.



Arr,i~c4M1c,~rrt
1. OLD BUSINESS/NEXT MEETING

*Chalmer’sJonesPark BoundaryDesignation
Mr. Lawyer reportedthat the Council and staff requestedthat a definedboundaryof the
park be set. He provideda memo and optionsfor the suggestedboundary.

CaroleDicksa arrived at 8:30 p.m. and took at seatat thetable.

The Board reviewedthe optionsand the following motion wasmade.

Mr. Burns moveda motion to reéommendOption NumberTwo as thefootprint for
ChalmersJonesPark. Mr. Perrysecondedthe motion.

The motion passedasfollows:

AYES: Bartlett, Burns, Dicksa, Ford, PerryandWilliams (6)
NAYES: None (0)
ABSTAIN: None(0)
ABSENT: Taylor (1)

/ ~/~i P~I~&. ,~. A
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CITY OF KEIZER
I MEMORANDUM I

DATE: July 6, 2001

TO: Parks Advisory Board

THROUGH: Chris Eppley City Manager

FROM: Rob Kissler
Director of Public Works

SUBJECT: Chalmers Jones Park De!ineation

BACKGROUND:

City Councilhasaskedstaffto presentto theParksBoardseveraloptionson how to delineate
ChalmersJonesPark locatedatthe City’s Civic Center,Oncea Park delineationoption is
chosen,staffcan beginthe processofdevelopinga MasterPlan as approvedin the 2001/2002
budgetby City CouncilandBudgetCommittee.

In the 1992 ParksMasterPlan,ChalmersJonesParkis identifiedas City Hall Park.AttachmentI
includesan aerialphoto of theCivic Centertakenin the late80’s andlanguagethatdetermines
minor improvements.This photo indicatestheentire acreageas a park.With theacquisitionof
propertyalongRickmanAvenue,muchhaschangesincethe establishmentof ChalmersJones
Park.The City’s Civic Centeris approximately8.7 acrestotal, includingthe Park.City Council
just approvedthe purchaseof an additionalparcelalongBailey Avenue,which is not included in
thetotal acreageatthe Civic Center.

Staffhas includedAttachment2, whichhasseveraloptionsto considerfor ChalmersJonesPark
delineation.Staffconsidersoption 3 and 5 as the mostappropriateatthistime to allow for future
growth of City Hall Facilities.

RECOMENDATION:

Staffrecommendsthe ParksAdvisoryBoardchoosean optionpresentedor developan
alternativepark delineationoption andforwardto City Council for consideration.

P.O. Box 21000, Keizer, OR 97307 FAX:393-9437 phone: 390-3700 - Ext. 149
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iNVENTORY OF PARI( FACILITIES

City Hall Park

Description: City Hall Park is approximately a 45-acresite locatedadjacentto Keizer City
Hail andthe Keizer City Police Station. It is an open lawn areawith some
existing mature treesthroughout the site, There arecurrently severalsmall
out buildings and residenceson the site. The lawn areasare not irrigated.
Accessis good from ChemawaRoad and the surrounding neighborhood.

Comments: City Hall Parkis an excellent site to developinto a neighborhood park. It
could accommodatea pedestrianpathway,future building expansionanda
multipurposeball field. Irrigation on theball field would berecommended.
Thespecific designof the open spaccshould be carefullydevelopedto augment
City HalllCivic Centeractivities.

372IJINVENTORY.PRK 13
0592.11
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KEllER cOMPnEHENSIVE PARK SYSTEMDE~/ELOPMENTPLAN :
CONTRACT SERVICES

YEAI~LYMAINTENANQE ESTIMATE
MAY7~1992

UNIT H OF ITEM
TEM QUANTITY UNIT PRICE TREATMENT AMOUNT
~ITYUAU~

3roadleaf Weed Control 4.5 AC $67.00 1.5 $452.25
ertilization 4.5 AC $77.00 2.0 $693.00

ire—Post Emergent Weed Control L.S. $34.00 1.5 $51.00
Aowing L.S. $130.00 20.0 $2,600.00
rrigation Maintenance __________ YR _________ ___________ $1,500.00

•721\KCDP2
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CITY OF KEIZER
I MEMORANDUM I

DATE: April2,2001

TO: Mayor Christopher and City Council

CC: Chris Eppley City Manager

FROM: Rob Kissler
Director of Public Works

SUBJECT: Chalmers Jones Park at City Hall Complex

BACKGROUND:

The attached exhibit is an aerial photo of the City Hall Complex with the Skate
Park and future Gazebo drawn in. This photo also indicates the perimeter
property of approximately 8.7 acres at the City Hall Complex including Chalmers
Jones Park. I’m providing this information for your files. Please contact me if you
have questions. Thanks.

P.~. Box 21000. Keizer, OR 97~?07 FAX~393-9437 p??one: 390-3700 - Ext 149
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CITY COUNCIL 1~1EETING:October 1, 2001

• AGENDA ITEM NUMBER:___________

TO: MAYOR CHRISTOPHER AND COUNCIL MEMBERS

THROUGH: CHRISTOPHER C. EPPLEY, CITY MANAGER

FROM: E. SHANNONJOHNSON,CITY ATTORNEY

SUBJECT: EXTINGUISHING EASEMENT NEAR JACK STREET AND
RIVERCRESTDRIVE

TheCityof KeizeracquiredRiver’s EdgeParkfrom theCity of Salemin 1993. Longbefore
the City of Salemacquiredthe property it wasaportionof the old Weeksberry farm. In
1955, theWeeksacquiredan easementto accesstheproperty.

Laterwhentheareawas subdividedtherewasno furtherneedfor theeasement,but it was
neverextinguished.The City acquiredthe easementalongwith thepropertywhenit was
conveyedby Salem.

DennisSchaffnerandJanisSchaffnerownpropertyon thenortheastcornerofGarlandWay
andJack Street. They are in the processof selling the hometo anotherbuyer who is
concernedthattheeasementcloudsthetitle to theproperty.

I havetalkedto both RobKissler andBill Lawyerandthey indicatedthereis no reasonto
retainthiseasementasthereis no roadwayoralleywayin thisareaat all andnoneedof one.
TheSchaffnersandthe title companyarerequestingthereleaseoftheeasementso that the
saleofthepropertymaymoveforward. I haveprepareda resolutionanddeedto thateffect.
I havealsoenclosedamap indicatingwheretheSchaffnerpropertyis (“SubjectProperty”)
andtheRiver’s EdgeParkarea,

RECOMMENDATION:

AdoptedtheenclosedResolution.

Pleaselet meknow if you havequestionsin this regard. Thankyou.

EST/trnh
attachment



1 CITY COUNCIL, CITY OF KEIZER, STATE OF OREGON

2 ResolutionR2001-_____

3 AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO SIGN DEED
4 EXTINGUISHING EASEMENT ~N THE VICINITY OF GARLAND

WAY NORTH AND JACK STREET(RIVER’S EDGE PARK)

6 WHEREAS,at onetime aeasementwasgiven in favor ofLloyd E. Weeksand

7 FlorenceWeeksto enabletheWeeksto accesstheirpropertyadjacentto theWillamette

e River;

9 WHEREAS,aportionoftheWeekspropertywasacquiredby theCity ofSalem

10 andknownasRiver’s EdgePark;

11 WHEREAS, the City of Keizer acquiredsuchpark from the City of Salemin

12 1993;

13 WHEREAS, a portion of the easementcrossespropertyownedby DennisG.

14 Schaffner,Jr. andJanisA. Schaffnerandisunusedandunnecessaryfor theconvenience

15 ofthepublic;

16 WHEREAS, theSchaffnershaverequestedthe City extinguishtheeasementto

17 removethe cloudon thetitle;

18 NOW, THEREFORE,

19 III

20 III

21//I ::

22//I

PAGE 1 — Resolution R2001-_____

Lien & Johnson
Attorneys at Law
4855 River Road N

Keizer, Oregon 97303
(503) 390-1635



BARGAIN AND SALE DEED - STATUTORY FORM
CorporateGrantor

CITY OF KEIZER, an Oregonmunicipal corporation,Grantor, conveysto DENNIS G.
SCHAFFNER,JR.andJANIS A. SCHAFFNER,astenantsby the entirety,Grantees,the

• following describedrealpropertysituatedin MarionCounty,Oregon,to-wit:

North twentyfeet(20’) of LOT 1, BLOCK 2, GREENWAY ADDITION, in
• the City of Keizer,County ofMarion, andStateof Oregon.

This deedis executedandrecordedto releasetheabovereferencedpropertyfrom thatcertain
EasementrecordedMarch3 1, 1955 atVolume474, Page80, Marion CountyRecords.This
deedis beingexecutedandrecordedto becertainsucheasementis extinguished.

Thetrueconsiderationfor this conveyanceisNONE.

THIS INSTRUMENT WILL NOT ALLOW USE OF THE PROPERTYDESCRIBEDIN
THIS INSTRUMENT IN VIOLATION OF APPLICABLE LAND USE LAWS AND

• REGULATIONS. BEFORESIGNIING OR ACCEPTINGTHIS INSTRUMENT, THE
PERSONACQUIRING FEETITLE TO THE PROPERTYSHOULD CHECKWITH THE
APPROPRIATE CITY OR COUNTY PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO VERIFY
APPROVEDUSESAND TO DETERMINE ANY LIMITS ON LAWSUITS AGAINST

• FARMING OR FORESTPRACTICESAS DEFINED iN ORS30.903.

DATED this ___________ dayof , 2001.

CITY OF KEIZER, an Oregon
municipalcorporation

By:______________________________

• ChristopherC. Eppley, City Manager

STATE OF OREGON,CountyofMarion) ss. ____________________,2001.

The foregoinginstrumentwasacknowledgedbeforeme by ChristopherC. Eppley,
City Managerof the City of Keizer, an Oregonmunicipal corporation, on behalfof the
corporation.

NOTARY PUBLIC FOROREGON
My CommissionExpires:___________

AFTER RECORDING UNTIL A CHANGE IS REQUESTED,
RETURN TO: • SEND ALL TAX STATEMENTS TO:
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MINUTESKEIZER CITY COUNCIL

WORK SESSION
Monday, September 10, 2001

Keizer C2ty Hall
Robert L. Simon Council Chambers

Keizer~Oregon

CALL TO ORDER Council President Moir called the work session to order at
5:30 p.m. Roll Call was taken as follows:

Present:
Ray Kelly, Councilor (arrived at 5:47)
Charles E. Lee, Councilor
Jerry McGee, Councilor
Jacque Moir, Council President
Judy K. Smith, Councilor
Richard Walsh, Councilor

Absent:
• Lore Christopher, Mayor

Staff:
Chris Eppley, City Manager
Maria Meier, Senior Planner
Shannon Johnson, City Attorney

• Tracy L. Davis, City Recorder

DISCUSSION a. Proposed InfiIl and Redevelopment Master Plan
• Planning Director Maria Meier supphed an overview of the

program and the process for the project. She provided
information regarding participating stakeholder groups,
the Citizen Advisory Group and the Planning Commission
and their role in the process and recommendations.

Ms. Meier answered questions from the Council
pertaining to the methodology, the intent of the plan and
Measure sevens possible significance. The process for
review of the document was also covered.

Councilor Kelly arrived and took at seat at the table.

~ Introduction
• ~ Plan Purpose and Goals

~ Constraints and Opportunities
# Objectives and Strategies

• ~ Code Audit

Ms. Meler summarized each of the chapters as above
bullet points in the Infill and Redevelopment Master Plan.

KeizerCliv Council If ork SessIonMinutes
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Ms. Meier addressed questions pertaining to the
definitions of affordable housing and compatibility with
existing neighborhoods. She reminded the Council that
the use of these terms was subjective as demarcated in
the document. The Council discussed these terms with
the City Attorney offering information from the
Comprehensive Plan.

At the request of Councilor McGee, Ms. Meier indicated
that she would provide building permit data connected
with infill development.

Ms. Meier went on to address and answer questions
about the Development Code and the suggested changes

• regarding infill development as part of the code.

Responding to questions City Manager Eppley indicated
• that the Council’s role in this process would be as the

Council wished to define it.

Council discussed and debated the options while listening
to ideas and receiving background information from legal
counsel and staff. The Public Works Director also
addressed economic issues pertaining to public sewer
and waterlines.

Due to the hour the bullet points were only discussed
through the bulleted item “Constraints and Opportunities.”
It was the decision of the Council to continue with the next
bullet point during the next meeting.

ADJOURNMENT Council President Moir adjourned the meeting at 7:00
p.m.

Cindy Perry
Recording Secretary

APPROVED:
MAYOR:

___________ABSENT____________
Lore Christopher .

.Kei:er City Council WorkSession ~~Ii,nites
Monday,September10, 2001 Page2
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• MINUTES
• KEIZER CITY COUNCIL

Monday, September 17, 2001
Keizer City Hall

Robert L. Simon Council Chambers
Keizer, Oregon

• CALL TO ORDER Mayor Christopher called the regular meeting to order at
7:00 p.m. Roll Call was taken as follows:

Present:
Lore Christopher, Mayor
Ray Kelly, Councilor

• .• Charles E. Lee, Councilor
Jacque Moir, Council President

• Judy K. Smith, Councilor
Richard Walsh, Councilor

Absent:
• Jerry McGee, Councilor

Staff:
• Chris Eppley, City Manager

• Rob Kissler, Public Works Director
Maria Meier, Senior Planner
Marc Adams, Chief of Police
Shannon Johnson, City Attorney
Bill Peterson, City Engineer

• Tracy L. Davis, City Recorder

PUBLIC TESTIMONY No public testimony was heard before the City Council.

COMMITTEE
REPORTS > Community Policing-Councilor Kelly reviewed the

memo from Sergeant Kuhns pertaining to the future of
• community policing due to budget constraints. He

• noted recommendations by staff including the
• assignment of a Sergeant to participate in

neighborhood association meetings.

Responding to questions Chief Adams indicated that
• the suggested changes were brought before the Main

• Community Policing Group, but that this group has not •

had a quorum during its last three meetings. Chief
• Adams indicated that the Main Community Policing

Meeting would continue to meet monthly with an
• attempt for greater participation through this and the
• neighborhood association meetings.

• KeizerCi~CouncilRegularSess~oii.lIinures
~fonc/w~,September17, 200/ - Page/



> Parks Advisory Board-Mayor Christopher reported
that the meeting was cancelled and rescheduled for
September

13
th

Mayor Christopher expressed the Council and the
City’s condolences for the victims of the terrorist
attack. She asked for a moment of silence for the
families and victims of the attack.

> Planning Commission-Council President Moir
reported on October

10
th the new Planning

Commissioners would be sworn j~

~ Mid Willamette Area Commission on
Transportation-Councilor Smith reported discussions
were still taking place regarding ODOT funds.

> Chamber of CommerceGovernmental Affairs-
Councilor Walsh reported bylaws for the group was
addressed and the suggested changes in
representation from individual occupation
representation to geographic representation.

> Library Task Force-Councilor Walsh reported that
the next meeting of the main committee would take
place on September

20
th•

OTHER BUSINESS a. New Business
Councilor Smith addressed the ongoing liter problem at
the Skate Park. She requested consensus from the
Council to purchase brooms and a small shed to house
the supplies, which could bn used by the kids using the
park.

The Council discussed various options and Council
requested that staff reviews these options and make a

• recommendation to Council on the viability of these
suggestions.

b. Old Business
• Warrant Study

• Councilor Smith re-addressed the request for a warrant
study for a crosswalk at Verda and Lockhaven. She noted
a memo submitted by Public Works Director Rob Kissler
pertaining to the costs of the study.

Councilor Smith moved to set aside funds for a warrant
study for a crosswalk on Lockhaven at Verda Lane,

14
th

Avenue and River Road. Council President Moir

A.~o:erC/tv Council Re~uIarSession~1Jinutes
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seconded the motion.

Mr. Kissler addressed questions from the Council noting
that it was his opinion that the study would find that a
signalized crosswalk would not be warranted. Visibility in
the area was also discussed, as well as, other projects
that had been slated for review and the funding issues
involved,

Councilor Smith indicated that the request was not for a
signalized crosswalk, but rather a painted crosswalk to
allow for the safe crossing of pedestrians.

Mr. Kissler stressed that it was his belief, as well as the
Traffic Engineer that a mid-block painted crosswalk would
be dangerous for pedestrians. He addressed the
differences between a school crossing verses a normal
pedestrian crosswalk and the ODOT codes and manuals
that deal with warrant studies and its criteria.

The motion failed as follows:

AYES: None (0)
NAYS: Christopher, Kelly, Lee, Moir, Smith and Walsh
(6)

• ABSTENTIONS: None (0)
ABSENT: McGee (1)

Task Force for Possible Development of Unocal Property
Councilor Lee reported that this Task Force had been

• organized and consisted of Bob Newton, Jerry McGee,
• Christine Jones, Greg Rands and staff Rob Kissler.

• Mayor Christopher requested that the adjacent property
owners be contacted as stakeholders in this process.

Visibility Issue
Councilor Lee noted contact from a citizen regarding the
reduced visibility at River Road and Parkmeadow Drive
due to chain link fence at this area. He requested that
staff be directed to review the issue.

• Pay It Forward Day
• Councilor Lee supplied a packet containing information

pertaining to Pay it Forward Day. He urged the Mayor to
• • develop a proclamation declaring November as Pay it

• • Forward month.

Councilor Lee moved to draft a proclamation for the

Kei:er Cliv CouncilRegularSessionMinutes
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Mayor’s signature proclaiming the month of November as
“Pay it Forward” month. Councilor Kelly seconded the
motion.

The motion passed as follows:

AYES: Christopher, Kelly, Lee, Moir, Smith and Walsh
(6)
NAYS: None (0)
ABSTENTIONS: None (0)
ABSENT: McGee (1)

• Whiteaker Grounds
Councilor Walsh reported that he was approached by

• individuals at Whiteaker requesting the cooperation
between the School District and the Parks Board to allow
for development of the field behind the school.

Mayor Christopher indicated she would address this issue
with the Parks Board.

• Willow LakeTreatmentPlant
City Manager Eppley reported that Frances Kessler
requested to make a presentation at the next Council

• meeting regarding Plant Collection System. With the
consensus of the Council this to the agenda for the next
meeting.

Natural Treatment System
Public Works Director Rob Kissler reported that a meeting
with the DEQ would take place at the Salem Public
Library on September

27
th at 2:00 p.m.

PUBLIC HEARINGS
a~Comprehensive Plan City Attorney Shannon Johnson noted the applicable
Map Amendment/Zone criteria and requested a waiving of reading of the criteria.
Change/Conditional With no objections the reading was waived. Mr. Johnson
Use Case No. 01-35 as for any objections to notice, jurisdiction, exparte
(Salem-Keizer District) contact or bias is presented.

Councilor Smith noted that she visited the site to review

the stage of development.

• Planning Director Maria Meier reported that the applicant
was the Salem-Keizer School District 24J. Ms~Meier
indicated that the subject property was located at 1050
Clearlake Rd NE. The request was for approval of a
Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment] Zone Change to
establish an Elementary School (ES) Comprehensive

Keizer City CouncilRegular Session ~linures
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Plan designation and a Public (P) zone designation on the
subject property. It was also noted that the applicant was
requesting a Condit~onaIUse for the construction of the
Elementary School.

Ms. Meier noted that the criteria was outlined in the staff
report and reported that the Hearings Officer conducted a
public hearing on August 23~of which the record was
closed on September 4, 2001.

The staff and Hearings Officer recommendation was to
approve the above request with the suggested Hearings
Officer recommendations.

Mayor Christopher opened the public hearing.

Public Testimony
Mark Shipman, 250 ChurchStreetSE, Suite 300,
Salem-attorney for the applicant. Mr. Shipman shared
their agreement with the staff and Hearings Officers
recommendations. He asked for concurrence from the
Council to move forward with the project to allow the
school to open in the Fall of 2002. Mr. Shipman also
offered input from the various organizers of the project at
the Council’s request.

Dan Prideaux, Project Manager Salem-Keizer School
District- responding to Council’s questions he indicated
that the street would be developed to full width with curb
and sidewalk up to Mr. Cronemiller~sproperty.
Mr. Prideaux also noted that a traffic study did not warrant
a left -hand turn lane.

- Mr. Prideaux addressed the perimeter access road
requested by the Marion County Fire District. He noted
that the District had met all building code requirements for
this building and felt that the perimeter access road was
unnecessary. He noted that a gated emergency access
would be available if the need arose for evacuation or
access for emergency vehicles.

In response to Councilor Smith’s concerns Mr. Shipman
noted his comment pertaining to the Chemawa Activity
Center in his written statement was to recognize that
there was a need for publicly owned land in Keizer as part
of their zone change application. He summarized the
recent development of other schools in the area where
these issues were cited as part of the process.

A~ize, (T~t~,( ounczIRLgu/ar ~ec~ion ~1inutes’
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Mr. Prideaux explained as part of the development a tree
preservation and replacement plan was enacted that
would include the planting of approximately 40 trees. He
also noted DEQ’s inspection of the site and the
compliance as required by the permits.

Addressing additional concerns pertaining to the
purchase and placement of flashing lights at the new
schools Mr. Prideaux indicated that there had been
discussions for the school district to pay the Costs for
appropriate crosswalks on Wheatland and Clearlake
Road. These areas would be outlined once attendance for
the school had been determined.

Mark Grenz, Multi-Tech Engineering, Project
Engineer, 1155 13th Street SE, Salem-noted storm drain
facilities and the 12-inch water line that would be placed
for the new school. He offered to answer questions from
the Council.

Dave Guile, Principal of Forest Ridge Elementary
School, 6711

14
th Avenue, Keizer-spoke in support of

the land use change and requested that this action take
place in an expedient manner to help reduce the
overcrowding at Clear Lake Elementary School.

Mr. Guile addressed portions of the Hearings Officer~s
report noting the environmental theme would be followed
and the required trees added to the site. He also
addressed the lack of sidewalks from St. Charles Street to
the new school site. Mr. Guile encouraged the School
District, City and the Clear Lake Neighborhood

• Association to engage in conversations to see that this
addition was added for the safety of children walking to
school in that area. The curriculum was outlined, as well
as the suggested boundaries for the new school.

Mr. Guile answered questions from the Council pertaining
to the development and boundaries of the new school.

Council and the City Attorney discussed the
appropriateness for the requirement of the sidewalk as
recognized by Mr. Guile. Public Works Director Rob
Kissler summarized issues for the area, but indicated that
there might be enough right- of- way available to provide
at least a shoulder along the road to provide some
protection to pedestrians. He offered to develop some
cost analysis for Council’s review.

KeizerC’itv Coz.vwil Regular Session ~I/aides
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The sidewalk issue was discussed further with Mr.
Shipman pledging their commitment to work with the city
and the neighborhood association to see that the
appropriate sidewalks were put in place. Although Mr.
Shipman did not feel it was reasonable to expect the
school district to bear the full cost of the sidewalks for this
area.

Mr. Prideaux expressed his support for continued
discussions between the city and the school district for
cost sharing negotiations for walking access in the area.

Responding to Councilor Smith’s concerns Mr. Guile
indicated that he did not feel that additional traffic would
be moved onto Rupp Street and stressed that the school
would be providing training to the children and their
families to keep everyone safe and minimize the use of
Rupp Street.

Paula Smith, Deputy Fire Marshall Marion County Fire
District-addressed the access road requested by the Fire
District. She noted the hydrant, which was placed towards
the back of the site, but indicated that no access was
made available for emergency vehicles to use this
hydrant. She stressed the need for access to this hydrant
as the size and weight of the fire equipment could make it
difficult to access the hydrant across the grass.

Responding to questions, Mr. Kissler indicated that Rupp
was built to development code standards and should
adequately accommodate fire equipment with parking on
both sides of the street.

With further discussion Ms. Smith agreed that the
conditions of approval as recommended by the hearings
officer were adequate for access to the fire hydrant.

The use of Marks Avenue was addressed and Mr.
Johnson cautioned the Council against imposing a
condition that was out of the control of the applicant since
Marks Avenue was a private street.

The Council and legal counsel debated the request by the
Fire District for the requirement of the road around the
perimeter of the school for emergency access per the Fire

• Code and the Hearings Officer~sreport.

Dennis Wise, 999 Rupp Avenue NE, Keizer-expressed •.

appreciation for recognition regarding concerns of the

Ker:~’r(‘itv Council Regular Session Minutes
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neighborhood. He urged neighborhood awareness for the
safety of the children in the area and advised involvement

• of the neighbors during the development of the school.

City Manager Eppley noted that the School District had
expressed an interest in working with the neighbors to do
this.

Mr. Prideaux confirmed that they would work staff and the
Fire District pertaining to emergency access to the school.
He addressed the enormous growth of the district, which
was twice the projected growth. He urged the Council to
allow the district to move forward with the development of
the school.

• With no additional testimony Mayor Christopher thanked
• everyone for testifying and recessed the meeting at 9:37
• p.m. The meeting was reconvened at 9:47 p.m.

Mr. Johnson noted that Council had suggested some
additional conditions those included:

• ~ Page 16 of Hearings Officer’s
Recommendation to add to Condition 13 after
second sentence; Upon dedication of sufficient
right-of-way from the adjoinit~g_pmpertyowner
(Rod and Loretta Lent), the applicant shall
construct a full street improvement on that
property.

• Mr. Johnson addressed this amendment whereupon Mr.
Shipman noted that this amendment would work on the

• Lent property but indicated that on the Cronemiller
• property they had agreed to provide gate access to

approximately 30 feet on his property.

Council discussed the Cronemiller agreement.
Mr. Prideaux indicated that Mr. Cronemiller was
interested in only developing to his property line and

• gaining property to extend this would probably take the
• condemnation process.

Council further deliberated this issue reviewing the Lent
and Cronemiller properties by way of the map provided by

• the school district.

Discussions of “No Parking” along Rupp Avenue were
brought about. Mr. Johnson suggested an amendment to

• Page 16 Condition 14 to add the sentence to read:
> The applicant shallpay the cost of signage

KeizerCliv CouncilRegularSession,%Jinutes
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and markiriq for the cul-de-sac area as a “No
Parking/Tow Away Zone.

Mr. Johnson also suggested the addition of Condition 19
to read:

> The applicant shall construct and/or pay for
the school zone crosswalks and flashing
signals in accordance with City specifications
on ClearLake and Wheat/and Road.

Council President Moir moved to Ad~pta Bill for an
Ordinance in the Matter of the Comprehensive Plan Map
Amendment Zone Chanç~eConditional Use for
Development of New Elementary School in the Vicinity of

• Clear Lake Road in which the City Grants Approval in
Accordance with the Keizer Hearinq1s Officer
Recommendation Dated September 7, 2001 as

• amended. (Case 01-35 Salem-Keizer School District 24J)
Councilor Lee seconded the motion.

Councilor Kelly moved to remove the amendments from
the motion.

The motion died due to the lack of a second.

The motion passed as follows:

• AYES: Christopher, Lee, Moir, Smith and Walsh (5)
NAYS: Kelly (1)

• ABSTENTIONS: None (0)
• ABSENT: McGee (1)

Councilor Kelly moved to suspend the Council rules to
enable him to reconsider his vote. Councilor Walsh
seconded the motion.

The motion passed as follows:

AYES: Christopher, Kelly, Lee, McGee, Moir, Smith and
Walsh (7)
NAYS: None (0)
ABSTENTIONS: None (0) •

ABSENT None (0)

CouncilorWalsh moved for reconsideration of the Motion.
Councilor Smith seconded the Motion.

KezzerC/tv CouncilRegularSession.\Iinutes
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The motion passed as follows:

AYES: Christopher, Kelly, Lee, Moir, Smith and Walsh
(6)
NAYS: None (0)
ABSTENTIONS: None (0)
ABSENT: McGee (1)

Mayor Christopher moved a bill for an ordinance in the
Matter of the Comprehensive Plan Map
Amendment/conditional Use For Development of A New
Eiementary School in the Vicinity of Clear Lake Road in
which City Grants Ap~gvalin Accordance with the
Hearings Officer Recommendation with the Amendments
as Outlined by the City Attorney-Case No. 01-35 (Salem-
Keizer School District 24J) Councilor Walsh seconded the
Motion.

The motion passed as follows:

AYES: Christopher, Kelly, Lee, Moir, Smith and Walsh
(6)
NAYS: None (0)
ABSTENTIONS: None (0)
ABSENT: McGee (1)

Council President Moir Moved to Direct Staff to Work with
the School District and Property Owners in the area to
Consider Possible widening of Clear Lake Road to
Include five-foot Bike Paths on Eath Side from St.
Charles to the New School. Councilor Lee seconded the
motion.

Councilor Walsh suggested a friendly amendment to
consider Bike Paths from Wheatland Road to the City
Limits. Council President Moir and Councilor Lee
accepted the friendly amendment

The motionpassed as follows:

AYES: Christopher, Kelly, Lee, Moir, Smith and Walsh
(6)
NAYS: None (0)
ABSTENTIONS: None (0)
ABSENT: McGee (1)

b. Kat’s Komer Billiards City Manager Eppley reported that on August 30, 2001
Liquor License Kathy Miller submitted an application for a Limited On-

KeizerCity (‘ininc!/ Regular.S’es,swn~uinutes
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Application (taken before Premises Sales Liquor license for Kat’s Korner Billiards
Public Hearing a.) located at 3393 River Road North, Keizer, Oregon. He

noted public hearing notices were published and the
required background checks had taken place.

Staff recommended that the public hearing take place and
approve the application for the Limited On Premises
liquor license for Kats Komer Billiards,

Mayor Christopher opened the public hearing.

Public Testimony
Kathy Miller, applicant, 1826 SE 52~Avenue,
Hillsboro, Oregon-expressed an interest in opening a
small pub and billiard parlor opening October l~.She
submitted a plan of compliance to the Council.

Responding to questions Ms. Miller noted that a General
Manager would be hired but that all final decisions would
come through her.

Councilor Lee urged Ms. Miller to let the neighbors in the
area be aware of her establishment and to develop a level
of trust with neighbors in the area.

With no one else wishing to testify Mayor Christopher

closed the public hearing

Council President Moir moved to recommend approval of
the Limited On Premise liquor license application to the
Oregon Liquor Control Commission. Councilor Kelly
seconded the motion.

The motion passed as follows:

AYES: Christopher, Kelly, Lee, Moir, Smith and Walsh
(6)
NAYS: None (0)
ABSTENTIONS: None (0)
ABSENT McGee(1)

c. Infihl Master and Mayor Christopher opened the public hearing.
Redevelopment Plan
(continued from 8-20-01) There was no testimony to come before the Council.

• Mayor Christopher continued the public hearing until the •

special session scheduled for September 24, 2001 at
5:30 p.m. She announced that additional special sessions
would be held on October

8
th and October 22~at 5:30.

ICeizer City CouncilRe~’uIarSecwon ~Iinzites’
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p.m.

d. Legislative Mayor Christopher opened the public hearing,
Amendment to
Redesignate Chalmers There was no testimony to come before the Council.
Jones park and Clarify . .

Boundaries (continued Mayor Christopher continued the public hearing until
from 8-20-01) October 1, 2001.

ADMINfSTRATIVE
ACTION
a. RESOLUTION- Mayor Christopher addressed questions as submitted by
Authorizing City an audience member noting that the grant was only for
Manager to Award Bid improvements to Alder in the existing right-of-way.
from Alder Drive NE
Improvements (Storm Responding to additional questions PublicWorks Director
Draina~’e Rob Kissler explained the process, as it would take place

through the Urban Renewal Agency, which would forward
their action to the Council for consideration.

City Manager Eppley indicated that property owners
would be involved in the process prior to public hearing
being contacted by public works to address issues which
property owners might have. He noted a minimum of 90-
days notice to the property owners before the issue would
be brought before the Council for a public hearing.

Mayor Christopher directed staff to develop a schedule to
outline for the public how the process takes place.

• Councilor Smith expressed concerns regarding issues in
the TSP.

Planning Director Maria Meler responded that the TSP
was scheduled to be reviewed on five-year intervals, but
could be reviewed as requested by the Council.

City Manager Eppley agreed to work with Councilor Smith
to review some of the issues, which she identified and
would work with various committees to review before
bringing back to the Council.

Council President Moir moved to Authorize the City
• Manacier to Enter an Aqreement with Morse Bros.

Construction for Alder Drive lm~~ements.Councilor
Kelly seconded the motion.

The motion rassed as follows:

KeizerCityCouncilRegularSession,tiinutes
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AYES: Christopher, Kelly, Lee, Moir, Smith and Walsh
(6)
NAYS: None (0)
ABSTENTIONS: None (0)
ABSENT: McGee (1)

CONSENT a. Approval of September 4, 2001 Regular Session
CALENDAR Minutes

Council President Moir moved for Approval of the

Consent Calendar. Councilor Kelly seconded the motion.
The motion passed as follows:

AYES: Christopher, Kelly, Lee, Moir, Smith and Walsh
(6)
NAYS: None (0)
ABSTENTIONS: None (0)
ABSENT: McGee (1)

WRITTEN Mayor Christopher noted that Clear Lake Neighborhood
• COMMUNICATIONS Association’s next meeting would be September

18
th at

7:00 p.m. she noted the agenda for this meeting.

Mayor Christopher requested consensus from the Council
to amend Ordinance 2001-441 to allow PGE to submit
franchise payment to the City in 45 days rather than 30
days. It was the consensus of the Council for the
amended ordinance to be brought back before the
Council.

Mayor Christopher noted letters from Albertson’s
pertaining to assisting the Red Cross by accepting
donations, a letter from citizen Casey McCallister urging
the development of a library in Keizer and a letter from
the Governor pertaining to statewide policy and
requesting input from the Council.

AGENDA INPUT October 1, 2001
7~00pm. City Council Re~iularSession
~ Presentation by Frances Kessler on ‘Mllow Lake

Treatment Plan
~ Legislative Amendment to Re-designate Chalmers

Jones Park and Clarify Boundaries

October8, 2001
5:30 p.m. City Council Special Session
~ Infill Master and Redevelopment Plan • •

• October 15, 2001

Keizercity CouncilRegularSession~‘tIinu1es
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7:00 p.m. City Council Regular Session

ADJOURNMENT Mayor Christopher adjourned the meeting at 10:48 p.m.

• Cindy Perry
Recording Secretary .•

APPROVED:

Lore Christopher-Mayor

COUNCIL MEMBERS:

Couricilor#1 - Judy K. Smith Councilor #4 - Jacque Moir

Councilor#2 - Ray Kelly Councilor #5 - Richard Walsh

________________________ _________ABSENT__________
Councilor#3 - Charles E. Lee Councilor #6 - Jerry McGee

Minutes approved

KeizerCliv Council RegularSession~\finiites
AIondav, September17, 2001 - Page14
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_______________________Salemcompanies

win recycling award
BY LAURENCE M. CRUZ June,the companiescollected
Statesman Journal yard debris and mixed curbside

Two local garbageand recy- recyclables using automated
cling companieswon Re cler trucks.
of the Year awards•rom Theaward—oneof ninegiven
1TregoiA~o~iãIi~iT~~ to individuals and companies

aroundthestate waspresent-
V~lleyRecyclingandDisposal ed earlier this month at AOR’s

in SalemandLoren’s Sanitation annualrecycling conferencein
andServiceInc. in Keizershare Eugene.
the Education/Promotion~ “Implementinganynewrecy-

~ V~ar~A~ãi~’~or their achieve- cling programis difficult, butto
~ ~ii~a~iiomatiflg recycling, bring residentsup to speedon

yardwasteandgarbagecollec- recyclingandyarddebriscollec-
tion, and in successfullyeducat- tion on alternatingweeksis an
ing residentsaboutthenewsys- incrediblefeat,”AOR saidin its
tern. newsletter.P ,,‘~t’ogether,thecompaniesare AOR representsmore than

/ creditedwith increasingKeiz- 330 businesses,governments,
( er’srecyclingparticipationby 40 nonprofitorganizationsandindi-

percentbecauseof the easeof viduals.\~thesystem. It encouragesandpromotes
Aspartof thecity’s every-oth- wastepreventionandrecycling

er-weekprogram,in effectsince in Oregon.
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City of Salem
Wastewater Collection and Treatment Project

INFORMATION SUMMARY FOR FIRST PHASE - FACILITY PLANNING

Why The Project
In 1996 theCity adoptedNewWastewaterMasterPlanthat coveredlong term
wastewaterimprovementsincluding SanitarySewerOverflow (SSO)reductions.
CostEstimatefor improvementswas$310million.

• SSO’sare Storm driveneventswhererain water/groundwaterget into thesanitary
sewersystemexceedingthecapacityof sewersandcausingoverflowsof
untreated,dilute sewageinto theWillametteRiver. Many communitiesacrossthe
countryare facedwith this sameproblem.

• In 1998 theCity signedan agreement(MAO) with theOregonDepartmentof
EnvironmentalQuality (DEQ) requiringSSO treatmentcomplianceby Dec. 31,
2009.

• City hasbeenmaking annualimprovements,approximately$4 million/year, to
wastewatercollection systemto reduceSSO’sbut this is not thetotal solution.

• TheCity, alongwith theconsultantteamof Black & Veatch/CarolloEngineers,
hasundertakenaFacility Plan Study to determinethebestsolutionto meetthe
requirementsof theMAO andpossibly reducethe $310million original estimated
cost.

• Paymentfor theprojectwill comefrom rateincreases(initial 2001 increasewas
8.9%).

AlternativesBeingConsidered (SeeAttached Figure)
• Constructlargediametercollectionpipesandconveyall theexcessflowto the

existingWillow LakeWastewaterTreatmentPlantand thenexpandtheplant to
handlethis flow increase.(Alternative listedin 1996WastewaterMasterPlan).

• Install two newsatellitetreatmentfacilities ator nearexistingSSOlocations.
This alternativewould greatlyreducetheneedfor a largeexpansionat theWillow
Lake Facility. Thisalternativealsoeliminatesmostof theneedto constructa
largecollectionpipelineto Willow LakeFacility. This alternativehaspotential
for significantcost savings.

• Eitherof the abovetwo alternativeswill requirenewcollection pipelinesin the
downtownareaandmiscellaneousupdatingandgrowthrelatedimprovementsat
theWillow Lake Facility.



1•’
Public InvolvementProgram (Intended to insure thecommunity is aware of the costsand

issuesand is afforded the opportunity for input/comment)
• StakeholderInterviews.
• 4 Newsletters.
• NeighborhoodAssociationPresentations(Salem,Keizer, and Marion County).
• 3 Stakeholder/CommunityWorkshops.
• E-mail updatesto VariousParties.
• Presentationsto Water/WastewaterTaskForce.
• PlanAdoptionProcess:

- 2 Meetings/Workshopswith Water/WastewaterTaskForce.
- Presentationsto City Council.

Schedule
• Facility PlanDraft completedby December2001. Council adoptionin early

2002.
• Designof facilitiesto beginimmediatelyafteradoptionof Facility Plan.
• Constructionofimprovementsto be phasedto coincidewith bondsalefunding

andto providefor logical implementationof improvements.
• Facilities in serviceby December31, 2009.

WhereAre We to Date
• Public InvolvementProgramis well underway. As of August24, 2001we have

made10 NeighborhoodAssociationpresentations,havecompletedstakeholder
interviews,issuedonenewsletter,madeone presentationto theWaterand
WastewaterTaskForceandhaveconductedoneStakeholder/Community
Workshop. Secondnewsletterto be issuedby September

7
th andthenext

Stakeholder/CommunityWorkshopis September13 at City library.
• Haveconductedinitial pilot studyof satellitetreatmentsystem.
• Continuedcorrespondenceandmeetingswith DEQ for approval/agreementwith

investigationsof innovativetreatmentapproach.
• Currentlyevaluatingandcostingconveyance/treatmentalternatives.

Companion Project
• City is currentlyconstructinga NaturalReclamationSystemDemonstration

Project(NRS) at theWillow Lake Facility.
• Improvementwill usenaturalmethodssuchaswetlandsto providetreatmentas

well asloweringthe temperatureof thetreatedwastewater.
• This approachwill investigatecosteffectivealternativemethodsto conventional

nitrogenremovalandtemperaturereduction.
• Facility to be in serviceby late2001 with trial testperiodconcludedby 2004-

2005.
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CITY OF KEIZER
OFFICE OF THE CITY RECORDER

~MEMORANDUM ~

DATE October 1, 2001

TO: Mayor Christopher and City Council Members
Chris Eppley — City Manager

FROM: Tracy L. Davis, CMçç~\
City Recorder

SUBJECT: Local Law Enforcement Block Grant for FY 2001

—.~--

The Keizer Police Department has an opportunity to receive a Local Law Enforcement
Block Grant in the amount of $10,621.00. The required match from the City would be
$1,180. The deadline to accept this grant is Wednesday, October 3, 2001. The Police
Department has requested this matter be discussed during New Business at tonight’s
Council meeting. Captain Mark Miranda will be on hand to give you details on the use
of the grant funds and the designated line item the matching funds will be taken from
the Police budget. If the Council desires to accept the grant, a motion should be made
and voted upon.

930 C/~emawaRoad NE/P.O. 8ø~21000 503-390-3700, extensIon105
Keizer, Oregon 97307 e-mail to: davist~keizer.org



CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF OCTOBER 1, 2001

AGENDA ITEM NO. ______________

TO MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL

THRU CHRISTOPHER EPPLEY
CITY MANAGER

FROM: H. MARCADAMS
CHIEF OF POLICE

SUBJECT: LLEBG GRANT FOR F.Y. 2001

The U. S. Department of Justice has awarded grants to law enforcement agencies
throughout the country for the past few years. The Local Law Enforcement Block Grant
(LLEBG) program allocates a certain amount of money to agencies based upon a
formula developed from Part I crime statistics, Jurisdictions may not use LLEBG funds
to supplant/replace local funds. Agencies have 24 months to expend the grant funds.

LLEBG provides law enforcement agencies the opportunity to purchase much needed
equipment that has not been allotted for in their budgets. For F.Y. 2001, the City of
Keizer Police Department is eligible to receive $10,621.00 from this federal grant. Our
matching amount would be $1,180.00 and obtained from the police department budget.

This public meeting provides the opportunity for discussion of such grant. These grant
monies will be used to purchase much needed patrol-related equipment.
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