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S Minutes
City of Keizer

River Road RedevelopmentBoard Meeting
Keizer City Hall Library

September28, 1994

1. CALL TO ORDER

The meetingwascalledto orderby Vice ChairmanSmithat 7:05 p.m.

2. ROLL CALL

Thefollowing memberswerepresent:Vice ChairmanTim Smith, JuneAbbott, Art Gottfried,
DonaldPorter,JoeVanMeter, andMark Grenz. Also presentwereCommunityDevelopment
DirectorJohnMorgan,City Council LiaisonJimKeller, Traffic EngineerDick Woelk,
ConsultantsJohnSpencerandCharlieKupper,city EngineerBill Peterson,andRecording
SecretaryNonaOxe’.

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

It wasmovedby Mr. VanMeter thattheminutesof July 27. 1994beapproved.The
motionwas secondedby Mr. Porter.andcarried,all presentvoting aye.

4. ANNOUNCEMENTS

DevelopmentActivity

Mr. Morganreportedonnewinvestmentoccurringin thecorridor. He notedthat real
commercialbuilding permitsarebeingpursued. Currentapplicationsincludea significantday-care
centerto be locatedbehindArbys. TheWittenburgpropertyis movingahead.Landsalesaretaking
placefor theHydrotubeproperty,andanew clinic is beingbuilt immediatelysouthof the Hydrotube
property. Also, inquiriesaboutpropertiesareencouraging.

Mr. Morgannotedthatresidentialdevelopmentin StattsLake,HiddenCreek,andCountryGlen
is going forward. Twoprojectsareplannedon theCherryAvenuecorridor;onelocatedon theAdams
propertybehindBaskinRobins;theotheracrossfrom Bi-Mart. TheSeniorCenteris movingalong
rapidly. Mr. MorganalsocommentedthatPropertyat 850Cadeis now cleanandapermithasbeen
issuedfor asingle-familyhome.
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Mr. Morganreportedthat River Roadcontinuesat a fastpace.We’re Looking at spring for
ringingwires down..

SalemElectric

Mr. Petersonpointedout thatSalemElectric’sunioncrewshavecertainrestrictionsthat would
affect thecostsof theirwork. TheCity would haveno controlover thesecosts. Mr. Morgannoted,
however,thatcostswill bewithin afew thousanddollarsof budget.

PGE

Mr. PetersonreportedthatPGEis committedto moving aheadwith thedesign,andtheywould
like basemapscompletedby theendof September.Henotedthatthebasemapswould becompleted
on time.

Discussionfollowed regardingthecostsinvolved for thecity in theproject, andacomparisonof
thecoststo theSalemElectricportionof theproject.

Traffic Signals

S Mr. Morganreportedthatall the loops arebeing replaced. Signalsareexpectedto be turnedon
bouta week. Mr. Woellcexplainedhow theloopswould be replaced.

StormDrainage

Mr. MorganreportedthatCouncil, lastweek, awardedabid to do theprojectoverthe hill and
downto CherryAvenue. At Cherry it will tie into thedrainagesystembeingput in at theStateFarm
complex.

SignInventory

Mr. Morgandistributedmaterialoutlining theresultsof the inventoryof signagewithin the
corridor. Henotedthatthe list of propertiesnot in compliancewill be re-checkedfor accuracybefore
sendingletters to theowners.

Mr. Morganreviewedthesign inventory. Of the248 signsin the inventory,approximately92
werenot in compliance. Headvisedthat thegoal is to sendout lettersin November. Signsnot listed,
andnot in compliancefor otherreasonswill alsoneedto comeinto compliance.
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Mr. Porterwasconcernedthat loweringsignswould causeproblemswith graffiti and would
atevandalism. Discussionfollowed regardingthetime andeffort put into creatingthesign

‘~linance. It wasfeltthat theseconcernswereaddressedat thattime.

5. DISCUSSION

a. CherryAvenueDesignPlan

Mr. Spencergaveanoverviewof what wouldbecovered. He notedthatMr. Woelkhad
completedthefirst draft of thetransportationanalysis,andthata reportwas includedin thepacket.
Mr. Woelkwould reviewconclusionsderivedfrom that analysis. Mr. Spencernotedthat Mr. Peterson
hadlookedatbike lanes,sidewalks,etc.,andwould coverhow propertieswould be impacted. Mr.
Spenceralsocalledattentionto a scheduleof majortopicsthat would be discussedat futureR3B
meetings,andbeforetheCity Council.

Mr. Woelk reportedthat from beginningtraffic countsobtainedin JuneandJuly hewasunder
the impressionthatCherry Avenuewould benotmorethana three-lanesectionwith a bike plan. He
pointedout that streetdesignsectionsrequireabasicarterialwith afive-lanesection. Henoted,
however,thata plannedextensionof CherryAvenuerunsthroughthemiddleof CapitalCity Transfer,
andfelt thatSalemwouldnot allowa five-lanestreetto be built. After analysis,andconsideringplans
dictatingthatCherryAvenuemustbe five laneswithbike lanes,he feltthat threelaneswouldbe

quate. Mr. Woelknotedthat CherryAvenuehasa significantaccidentproblem,andtraffic counts
icateaneedfor at leastoneadditionaleast/westconnectoralongthatsectionof road.

Mr. Woelkstatedthat, regardlessof roadconfiguration,if Council andR3B decideto go with
threelanesin the 70 footsection,he recommendsthat aten-footcombinationbike/pedestriansidewalk
bebuilt on one sidein additionto two on-streetbike lanes. Also, regardlessof whattheadopted
transportationplans indicate,he recommendsa three-lanesectionfor theduration.

Mr. VanMeterwondered,if anarterialstreetwereput in to PortlandRoad,would therestill be
aneedto makeCherryAvenueathree-laneroad? Also, if Alder wereextendedto Verda,would that
takeenoughtraffic off Cherry? Discussionfollowedregardingthepossibility of anAlder connectionto
Verdaandto River Road. Mr. Woelk felt thatthosepossibilitieswouldnot reducethe needfor Cherry
going to threelanes.

Mr. Woelkconfirmedthat the differencein expensein building afive laneroad,asopposedto a
threelaneroad, would be quite significant,andtheneedfor five lanesis not indicatedfor the20 year
projections. Hefelt thatCOG’s traffic projectionfor CherryAvenuewas 6,000carsoff, andwayout
of line. Mr. Woelkalsoreviewedspeedstudiesdoneon CherryAvenue,includedin thepackethe
distributed.
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TherewasdiscussionoftheLocalTransportationPlan that mustbeadoptedby January,1996,
andhow it would relateto theproject.

Mr. SpencerposteddrawingsofExistingLand UseDevelopmentOpportunitiesand “First Cut”
AlignmentOptions. Hepointed out that thedrawingsdepictingthealignmentoptionsapproximatedthe
locationof theedgeof right-of-way for the70-foot sectionin themiddleof thecorridor. He talked
aboutprimaryimpactsthat would occurwith this plan. Henotedthat thesectionby Lions is the
narrowest;only a 40-footright-of-way. Therewould needto be a 15 1/2 foot right-of-wayacquisition
for this section. Parkingat theclinic would needto be reconfigured. Therewould be somelossof
Cedartreeson the eastside of theroadway,anda couplemoreCedarson thewestside further to the
south. Mr. Spenceracknowledgedthatthetreesnow give CherryAvenueits character.A numberof
drivewayswould be impacted. ParkingalongCherryservingtheSeniorCenter,and southerly,would
be lost if thewideningschemeis adopted. Front yardsof existinghomeswould be impacted,and
landscapingwouldchange.Mr. Spencerpointedout that fourhomesarenowfor sale. He felt this
might bea redevelopmentopportunity.

Mr. Morganfelt that with thepropertiescurrentlyfor sale,theCity couldrun into a timing
issue. Opportunitiesnow availablemight notbeayearfrom now,andtheCity might be lookingat
buyingbrandnewbuildings.. Discussionfollowed regardingtheuseofIris Laneasa connector,andif not, thepossibility of

g Sunset,andwhetherboth shouldbe considered.Mr. Spencerhadno recommendationyeton
whichstreetsto useeast/west.He indicatedthat they werenow showingIris becauseit hasbeentalked
about.

In recapping,Mr. Spencerfelt thattherewould notbegreatimpactby thewidening. Henoted
that thetop ofthehill to pasttheSeniorCenterwouldbe acquiredfor right-of-way. Mainly parking
would be affected. For themulti-family unitsoffWeeks,drivewayswould be impacted. He concluded
that theprimaryimpactsare,existingparkingright up againstbusinesses,significanttrees,a few
drivewaysat multi-family dwellings,andsomeparking. Hefelt thataddinganotherfive feetfor
landscapingprobablywould notcausemuchgreaterimpact

Ms. Abbott questionedif any of thestructureshavetheability to haveoff streetparking in the
rear. Mr. Spencerfelt that wouldbegoodto explore.

Mr. Porterwasconcernedaboutpedestriantraffic, andwonderedwhat it would taketo have
sidewalksonboth sidesof thestreet. Mr. Woelkansweredthattheplancalledfor sidewalksonboth
sides. Therecommendationis for acombinedsidewalk/bikewalk, without aplanterononesideof the
street.
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S Mr. Woelk notedthat anotheradvantageto right-of-way takesis realignmentof crossstreetsfor
er flow of traffic.

Mr. Morganfelt that theSeniorCenterwould encouragemoreseniorhousingin thearea,
creatinganeedfor additional sidewalksandpedestriancirculation.

Therewasfurtherdiscussionof the importanceof treesandlandscapingto achievethedesired
appearancefor the area,andthepossibility of undergroundingutilities.

Mr. Spencerindicatedthat thenextstepwouldbe to refinetheproject,andalsoat thenext
meeting,look at landusein thearea.

It wasmovedby Mr. VanMeter thatstaffbe instructedto proceedwith the71 foot right-of-
way. andplanning to includea 10-foot sidewalkon thewestsideof ChenyAvenue.with a
plantingstrip onboth sides. Themotionwassecondedby Mr. Porterandcarried,all present
voting aye.

Mr. Spenceralludedto theschedulefor futuremeetingsof R3B andbeforeCouncil, and
indicatedthathe would like to haveacouplemembersofthis committeeattendtheCouncil briefmgs.
Healsonotedthattwo public workshopsareplannedbeginningin October,andhewould like some
from R3B to beat the workshops.

Mr. Morganadvisedthathehadmetwith PoliceLieutenantJennessto discussissuesthat would
interactwith theirefforts regardingsafetyandcrime control. LieutenantJennessidentifiedfour issues;
east/westtraffic, lighting, curbsandsidewalks,andspeedlimits. Mr. MorgansuggestedthatR3B
membersattendDistrict 1 Policing Committeemeetingsto keepthemabreastof what’sgoingonwith
theproject.

Mr. Morganpointedout thatback-upmaterialfrom previousmeetingshadbeenattachedto the
minutesin theagendapacketfor this meeting. He askedif Boardmembersfoundback-upmaterialto
behelpful, andwould like to receiveit in thefuture. Theyindicatedthat theywould.

b. PropertyImprovementProgram -

Mr. Kuppernotedthat includedin theagendapacketwerePolicy Recommendationdated
September21,1994. Hestatedthat staff is recommendingthattheRenewalAgencynotundertakea
loanprogramfor this year. Instead,staffsuggestsworkingwith local lendersby helpingto publicize
theirloanprogramsamongrenewalareabusinesses,andperhapsworking one-on-oneto bring a
targetedbusinessinto the lender’sprogram. However,dependingupontheavailability offundsto the
City, he felt the Agencymightwantto beopento thepossibility of someonewalking in andsaying,I
havea greatprojectandall it takesis a $10,000or $5,000loan. Mr. Kupperdescribedwhereother
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• eshaddonethiskind of project. For example,theAthletic Club in downtownEugeneinvolved
sionof redevelopmentloanfunds.

Mr. Porterasked,“If thedooris initially openedto thesepeoplethroughprivatelenders,would
it be closingthedoorto aCity loanprogramat a later time?” Mr. Kupperdidn’t seeanythingthat
would preventthecity from enteringinto the loanprogramyearsdowntheroad.

Staff felt that the mostefficientuseof themoneywould be to fund two kinds of commercial
improvements;drivewayreplacement,andsign compliance. As grantprograms,theywould beeasyto
administer. Staff recommendsthat thedriveway replacementprogrambe a straightgrantprogram,
with a maximumgrantof $1,200per driveway. Staff initially recommendsthat the signcompliance
grantbe for 10% of theprojectcost,up to a maximumof $500. Mr. Morganfelt this wasa good
reasonto holdoff until Novemberto sendsigncomplianceletters. A brochuredescribingthegrant
programcould be sentwith thecomplianceletters.

Mr. Kupperfelt thatperhaps10% of theprojectcostsor $500, whicheveris greater,mightbea
greaterincentivefor quickercompliance.

Therewasdiscussionof how the$75,000shouldbeused,andhow agrantprogramwould be
administered.. It was movedby Mr. Grenzthat, leavingflexibility in numbers.R3B recommendto theCity

Council adoptionof thestaff-recommendedpolicy for a grant-fundeddrivewayreplacemeqt
program.andsign replacementandcomplianceprogram. Themotion wassecondedby Mr.
VanMeter.

Mr. Smith notedthatthetime limit for sign replacementandcomplianceis now setat May,
1997. He felt thereshouldbea windowof opportunityto motivatepeopleto takeadvantageofthe
grantprogram. Mr. Kuppersuggestedthat sincethefundsarebudgetedfor thecurrentfiscal year,the
handoutcould indicatethat themoneyis availableuntil Juneof 1995.

Mr. Morganclarified that the$75,000is notactuallybudgeted. He pointedout thatit is in
contingencyandcanbeusedonly if Council approvesthis program. ThebudgetyearendsJune30th.

Therewasdiscussionof whetherthereshouldbeacut-off datefor businessesto bring signsinto
compliance,andwhatthedollar or percentageamountgrantedshouldbe.

It wasmovedby Mr. Smith thatthemotion on thefloor be amendedto recommendto the City
Council thatthe signprogramgrantsbe 10% oftheprojectcostsor $500. whicheveris greater.
Themotionwassecondedby Mr. VanMeter.with theadditionthat theprogramendingdatebe

June30. 1995. The motioncarried,all presentvoting aye.
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Theoriginalmotion. asamended.carried.all presentvoting aye.

c. CashProjections

Mr. Morgannotedthat shouldtax incrementrevenuebe affectedby passageof theballot
measuredealingwith tax or feeincreases,thereprobablywould not be enoughmoneyto completeall
theprojectson theestablishedlist. If thedecisionis to fully commit to Cherry Avenue,it would
probablybenecessaryto bankincomefor afew yearsandnot dootherthings. He felt there would be
a needto revisit prioritiesbasedon revisedcashflow projections. He suggestedthat Boardmembers
think aboutwhat shouldbe done,andnotedthathe would comebackwith areportto thecommunity.

Mr. VanMeter felt that projectsarein theorderof priority rightnow.

Mr. Smithsuggestedthat theBoardlook atpriorities again,with lessdollars.

d. River RoadZone

Mr. Morganstatedthat staff is embarkingona total rewriteof thezoningordinance. Henoted
thatonething talkedaboutaspartof theprojectis to do arevampof thezoningalongRiver Road, and
thepossibilityof a newzonefor thecorridor thatmight bettermeetdevelopmentexpectations.

Mr. MorgannotedthatthePlanningCommissiontalkedabouttheirvisionof whatwould work
onRiver Road. Hefelt thatR3B neededto be involvedin thoseconsiderations.Hesuggesteddifferent
waysthatzoningmight work for theRiver Roadcorridor. HenotedthattheCommissionhad
discussedhigherdensityhousing,office space,etc.,andhadsuggestedestablishingtwo zonesthat
would work together. Mr. Morgansaidthat he would like to setup aworking committee;possiblytwo
membersfrom R3B and two membersfrom thePlanningCommission.

Mr. Smith indicatedthathe would like to be apart of thecommittee.

Mr. MorganaskedCoundiorKeller if heknewof a Councilor who would like to be involved.
Mr. Keller felt thatCouncilorWatsonmight want to inasmuchashe is the liaisonfor thePlanning
Commission.

6. UPCOMINGMEETINGS

ThenextregularR3B meetingis scheduledfor October26, 1994at 7:00p.m.

If schedulingallows, aworkshopto discussCherryAvenuewill beheldtheweekof October
10th.
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OTHERBUSINESS

None

8. ADJOURN

Therebeingno furtherbusiness,themeetingwasadjournedby Vice Chairman
Smithat 9:25 p.m.

S
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