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AGE)JDA

KEIZER CITY COUNCIL
Monday, September 18,19957:OOp.m.

Robert 1. Simon Council Chambers
Keizer City Hall, Keizer, Oregon 97303

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. ROLL CALL

3. PUBLIC TESTIMONy

This time is provided for citizens to address the Council on matters not scheduled for

public hearing or listed on the agenda.

4. COMMITTEE REPORTS

a. Volunteer of the Quarter Award

5. LUBLIC HEARINGS

a. QCCE. Preservatjon/Repj~eme~~of Trees

b. Salem..Keizer Schools Draft School Facility Study

6. ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION

7. NT~ALENDAR

a. ES ION - Certification of Delinquent Sewer Accounts

b. Keizerbrau Liquor License - Change of Ownership

c. Approval of September 5,1995 Regular Session Minutes
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8. OTHER BUSINESS

This time is provided to allow the Mayor, Council, City Manager and Department Heads
an opportunity to bring matters before the Council which are not on tonight’s agenda.

a) Mayor and Council Members
b) City Manager and Department Heads

9. WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS

To inform the Council of significant written communications and petitions.

10. AGENDA INPUT
OCTOBER 2,1995

6:30 p.m. Urban Renewal Agency Meeting
• Appointment to RiverRoad Redevelopment Board (Mayor’s Position)
• Sign Grant Request Criteria/Procedure
• Sign Grant Requests
7:00 p.m. City Council Meeting
• Chemawa Activity Center Plan Briefing
• Keizer Police Department Recruiting Plan
• Certification of 199495 Lighting Districts

OCTOBER 9,1995
5:30 p.m. City Council Work Session
• Keizer Development Code

OCTOBER 16,1995
700 p.m. City Council Meeting
• Chemawa Activity Center Plan Public Hearing

APIQURN

~ Threquø~.
tho’igfrj- .. . ~OàrIw~it~ I~j

~ :~?.~V8ho~rsJ~ 1• ______



CiTY COUNCIL MEETING: September18. 1995

AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 4a

TO: MAYOR KOHO AND CITY COUNCILMEMBERS

THROUGH: DO1TY TRYK
CITY MANAGER

FROM: TRACY L DAVIS
CITY RECORDER

SIJBJECf: VOLUNTEEROFTHE QUARTER AWARD

ISSUE:

The VolunteerCoordinating Committee recently selectedSam Goesch as the recipient of the
Volunteer ofthe QuarterAward. Mr. Goeschwasrecognizedfor his contiibutionson the Keizer
Planning Commission and theGovernmentalAff~irsCommittee. A clock will be presentedto Mr.
Goeschatthemeetingfor hisvaluablecontributionsto theCity ofKeizer.



CITY COUNCIL MEETING: Sept. 18, 1995
AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 5a

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL

THROUGH: DOTTY TRYK,
CITY MANAGER

FROM: JOHN N. MORGAN, AICP
COMMUNITY DEVELOPM T IRE OR

SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING
ZONING ORDINANCE AMENDMENT-
PRESERVATION OF TREES AND LANDSCAPING IN NEW DEVELOPMENT

DISCUSSION:

Before the Council tonight for public hearing is a proposed amendment to the zoning ordinance
which was developed by the Tree Committee. This new section will require the submittal of a
landscaping plan with all land use actions and building permits.

The plan must include an inventory of existing trees, identification of trees to be removed, and a plan
for new landscaping. There are two major provisions of the amendment which differ from the
existing code:

• The landscaping standards today only apply to land use actions and may be required as a
condition of approval. With the proposed change, thestandards are required ofall land use
actions and building permits.

• The standards allow the city to require the replacement of any significant trees removed with 2
new trees.

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommended Council:

1. Conductand close the public hearing;

2. Give staff direction on any amendments; and,

3. Direct staff to finalize the findings and return with an ordinance for adoption.



1 BILL NO. ____ A BILL ORDINANCE NO.
2 95-
3 FOR

4 AN ORDINAJ’.!CE

5 REQUIRINGPRESERVATIONOFTREESAND LANDSCAPING
6 IN NEW DEVELOPMENTS; AMENDING KEIZER ZONING
7 ORDINANCE (ORDINANCE NO. 87-078)

8 The City of Keizer ordainsas follows:

9 Section 1. FINDINGS. The Keizer City Council hereby adoptsthe

10 findings atlacliedas Exhibit A” andby this referenceincorporatedherein.

11 Section 2. AMENDMENT OF KZO 18.09. Ordinance No. 87-078

12 (Keizer Zoning Ordinance)is amendedat Section 18.09 (Landscaping). The new

13 Section 18.09shall readasfollows:

14 18.09 LANDSCAPING PLAN.

15 (a) All applicationsfor land useapprovals,andapplicationsfor building

16 permits shall include a site plan which identifies the following:
17 (1) The existingsignificanttreesidentifiedby theircommon
18 names, along with the size of such significant trees.
19 Existing significanttrees shalt include any treeswhich
20 were removedwithin the one-yearperiodprior to the
21 datethe applicationwasfirst submitted.

22 (2) Which significanttreesareproposedto he removed,or
23 havebeenremovedwithin (lie pastyear.

24 (3) Which significant treesare to be left standingand what
25 stepswill be takento protect andpreservethosetrees.

26 (4) Location,sizeandtypeof replacementtreesproposed
27 to he added, if any.

28 (5) Developmentin commercial and industrial zones shall also
29 show the following on (lie site plan:

30 (i) The layout of irrigation systems.

31 III

32 I/I
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1 (ii) The locationof all plantings (oilier thansignitIcani
2 trees)by common names,togetherwith their size
3 attime ofplantingor expectedcoveragewithin live
4 (5) growingseasons.

5 (iii) The locationand type of groundcover.

6 (iv) The size and configuration of oilier landscaping
7 fealures.

8 (h) As usedherein, “significant trees” are treeshaving a height of more than

9 fifty (50) feet and/or having a trunk whosediameteris more than twelve

10 (12) inchesat ground level.

11 (c) The City recognizesthat factorssuchas discasc,safety concerns,and site

12 developmentrequirementsmayrequire removal of maturetrees. Depending

13 on thesefactors,the City of Keizer may require removal of mature trees.

14 Developmentof the property in contormancewith an approvedlandscaping

15 site plan shall be a condition of land useapprovalor building permit. The

16 City may require that significant trees that are removed(including trees

17 removedwithin the year prior to the application) be replacedat the rate of

18 up to two new trees for eachsignificant tree removed. Replacementtrees

19 shall have a trunk, when measuredat six (6) inchesaboveground level, of

20 at leastone andone-quarter(1¼)inches whenplanted, andshall he a type

21 that will be at least twelve (12) inches in diameterat ground level when

22 fully mature.

23 (d) The aboveprovisions include and apply to all significant trees located in

24 any public right-of-way adjacentto or on thesubjectproperty.

25 /1/

26 /1/

27 III
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1 Section 3. EMERGENCY. This Ordinancebeing necessaryfor the immediate

2 preservationof the public health,safely, and welfare,an emergency is declared to

3 exist and this Ordinance shall lake elTect immediately upon its passage.

4 PASSED this day of _______________, 1995.

5 SIGNED this day of _______________, t995.

6 ________________________________________

7 Mayor

8 ________________________________________

9 City Recorder

It) 4152(X)K2M04
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FINDINGS

(Findingsto bedeveloped.)

EXHIBIT A
Page1 of I



CITY COUNCIL MEETING: Sept. 18, 1995

AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 5b

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL

THROUGH: DOTTY TRYK,
CITY MANAGER

FROM: JOHN N. MORGAN, AICP
COMMUNITY DEVELOPM IR CTOR

SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING -

SCHOOL FACILITY STUDY - SALEM/KEIZER PUBLIC SCHOOLS

BACKGROUND:

This public hearing is the first oftwo leading to the adoption of the School District’s Facility
Master Plan. The Plan, according to state statute, must be adopted by the local governments
as elements of their Comprehensive Plans, as well as by the School District. Keizer and
Salem will consider the document for adoption after adoption by the School Board.

This hearing is informational and intended to help the Council prepare comments for
transmittal to the School District as the final plan draft is completed. A formal
Comprehensive Plan amendment public hearing will be held after School Board action
which is expected to occur sometime in October.

Marty Matiskainen of the Planning Commission and John Morgan of the Community
Development Department have both participated in the Coordinating Committee for the
project. Mr. Morgan also sits on the Technical Advisory Committee.

DISCUSSION:

The Facility Master Plan is intended to identify school facility needs for the next 20 years and
present a plan for meeting those needs.

Highlights of the draft plan that are relevant to Keizer include the following:



City Council
September18, 1995

8 Establishment of 26.5 students per classroom as the planning standard.
9 Elementary School capacity
12 Middle School capacity
13 High School capacity
19 Elementary School population projections showing Keizer school population

growing beyond existing capacity.
21 Middle School population projections showing Keizer school population growing

beyond existing capacity.
22 High School population projections showing Keizer school population staying within

capacity.
32 Map showing new Keizer elementary school in the SEKNA neighborhood.
33 Map showing new Keizer middle school in the SEKNA neighborhood.
41 Figure showing new Keizer elementary school to be constructed in 2003 as a starter

school and completed in 2015 as a full school.
46 Figure showing 10 of 2 new middle schools built in 2009 and 2~built in 2014. No

identification of which school, Keizer or South, will be built first.

Staff is generally supportive of the draft document, with the exception ofthe timing for the
new middle school.

The assumption used in the planning process is that the new middle schools will not be built
until they can open with a significant percentage of their capacity population, which is 925
to 1,000 students (page 34). This means Whiteaker will remain at its current overcrowded
state until 2009 at best unless other programmatic changes are made to relieve the
overcrowding. No provisions are made in the plan for any alternatives.

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommended Council:

1. Conduct the public hearing;

2. Close the hearing followed by development of any comments on the draft plan; and

3. Direct the Staff to transmit the comments to the School District.

Page 2
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ExecutiveSununary

The Salem-KeizerSchoolDistrict, in schoolsfor the nextfive years. The Study
cooperationwith theCitiesof Salemand will be revisedby January31, 1998, to
Keizer, Marionand PolkCounties, andthe updatethe high schoolportion of this
SalemAreaTransitDistrict, worked document.
cooperativelyto developeda long-range
school facilities study(Study). The Study Recognizingthe importanceof thecurrent
helpstheschooldistrict and local inventoryof facilities, the Studydoesnot
governmentsplanfor anticipatedschool proposeto closeany existingschools.
agepopulationgrowthover thenext20 Approximately40 million dollars was
years. assignedfrom the 1992 Bond Fundto

improveelementary,middle, and high
The Study inventoriesexistingfacilities, schoolbuildings. The currentcapital
forecastsschoolagepopulationgrowth improvementprogramincludesearthquake
within theschooldistrict, determinesthe proofmgand otherphysicalimprovements.
number,by type, of schoolsneededover
theplanningperiodas well as the The Studyreaffirms theimportanceof
approximatelocationof theneeded anticipatingtheneed for new facilities.
facilities, identifiedneededpublic The availability of suitableschoolsites
improvements,and sets forth a schedule continuesto declineastheSalem-Keizer
for site acquisition. The Study is designed urbanizableareadevelops. Therefore,the
to meettheschool facility planning schooldistrictshould attemptto acquire
requirementsof OregonRevisedStatute sitesat leasttenyearsin advanceof the
(ORS) 195.110. needfor a new school. The Study

identifies generalareaswhereschoolswill
The Salem-KeizerSchoolDistrict is ator beneededandestablishescriteria to
nearcapacityfor elementary,middle, and evaluateschoolsites.
high schools. The schoolage populationis
expectedto growby anadditional 38 The Studysets forth a frameworkfor
percent(nearly 12,000students)over the assessingneededfacilities and
next20 years. The greatestgrowth is improvementsto existingfacilities.
expectedin theSouthandWestSalem However, theStudy is just thestarting
areas. This growth translatesinto theneed point. It mustbecontinually monitored
for nineadditional elementaryschoolsand andupdatedto reflectgrowthpatternsand
two additionalmiddle schools. The school changesin educationalprograms.
district’s 21stCenturyHigh School
Advisory Committeerecommendsthat
future high schoolcapacitydemandsbe
met by additions,remodeling,and
operationalchangesat theexistinghigh

Executive Summazy 1



Introduction

Scopeand Objectives TheSalem-Keizermetropolitanareais
projectedto grow from approximately

The Salem-KeizerSchoolDistrict, in 175,000 in 1995 to 245,000in 2015.
cooperationwith theCities of Salem~j Schoolagepopulationis expectedto grow
Keizer, Marionand PolkCounties,andthe from30,968to approximately42,700
SalemAreaTransitDistrict, developeda during the sameperiod, a38 percent
long-rangeschool facilities study (Study). rncrease.
TheStudy helpsthe schooldistrict and
local governmentsplan for anticipated
schoolage populationgrowthover thenext StatutoryRequirements
20 years. (ORS 195.110)

The Study is acomprehensiveevaluation In 1993, theOregonLegislatureenacteda
of future schoolfacility requirements. law requiringlong-rangefacility planning
Primaryobjectivesinclude: for large, high growthschooldistricts

(ORS195.110)’. AhighgrowthsChool
• Inventory of existing facilities to district is definedas adistrict with:

determinecurrentcapacityand needed
improvements; • Anenrollmentof over 5,000students;

and
• Forecastof schoolagepopulation

growth within the Salem-Keizer • An increasein studentenrollmentof
metropolitanareaoverthenexttwenty six (6) percentor moreduringthe
years; three(3) mostrecentschoolyears.

• Recommendedsiting criteria for new TheSalem-KeizerSchoolDistrict meets
schoolfacilities; both criteria. District enrollmentis nearly

31,000andthestudentenrollment
• Identificationof potential areasfor increasedmorethan10 percentoverthe

additionalschoolfacilities; last threeyears. Thefollowing table
(~I’able1-1) summarizestheschool

• Review andanalysisof alternativesto district’s growthoverthelasteight years.
new schoolconstructionand major
renovation;and

• Site acquisitionandfacility ________________________

developmentschedules.
‘A copy ofORS195.110is provided in the
TechnicalSupplemeni,Oregon Statutes and
Rules.

!ntrod~tion 3



Table 1-1

Salem-KeizerSchoolDistrict First Quarter Enrollment Figures (GradesK-U)

1986-87to 1993-94

__________] Annual. Three-Year
Enrollment Growth GrowthRate

1986-1987 25,213

1987-1988 25,844 2.50%

1988-1989 26,669 3.19%

1989-1990 27,103 1.63% 7.50%

1990-1991 27,893 2.91% 7.93%

1991-1992 29,210 4.72% 9.53%

1992-1993 30,225 3.47% 11.52%

1993-1994 30,735 1.69% 10.19%
ource: Salem-KeizerSchool District

Process Boardof Commissionersappointed

representativesto a Coordinating

Early in 1994, Salem-KeizerSchools Committee.
applied for and receivedaTechnical
AssistanceGrant fromtheDepartmentof The CoordinatingandTechnical Advisory
Land Conservationand Developmentto Committeesreviewed andapproved
conduct a SchoolFacilities Study. The elementsof the Study. Preliminary
Schoolcontracted with theMid-Willamette informationregardingschoolage
Valley Council of Governments populationprojections, existing school
(MWVCOG) to serveasproject manager. facility capacity, alternative educational

programs,and recommendedsiting criteria
Staff members from theCities of Salem waspresentedto thepublic at six
andKeizer, Marion County, and the Salem presentationsin the springof 1995.Two
Area Transit District servedon a additional public meetingswere held in
TechnicalAdvisory Committee (TAC). June1995 to allow for public review of
The TAC developedtheScopeof Work thedraft Studybefore it was forwardedto
andprovided technicalassistance. localJurisdictionsandthe school board.

The Salem-Keizer SchoolBoard, the
Transit District, the Salem andKeizer City
Councils, and the Marion andPolk County

4



Study Outline

The Study is divided into five chapters:

The Introduction chapterdefinesthe scope
andobjectives, outlines the statutory
requirements, and reviews the Study
process.

In the secondchapter, Existing School
Facilities, facility capacity is assessed,
improvementscompleted as a result of a
bond measurein 1992 aresummarized,
andneededfacility improvements are
outlined.

FutureFacility Needsareanalyzedin the
third chapter. The Study compares
projectedschoolagepopulation with
currentbuilding capacities. Needed
facilities are assessed.Alternative
educational programs arereviewed.

The fourth chapter, Facility Development,
reviews funding options for school facility
development. Desirable site acquisition
anddevelopmentschedulesare provided.

Finally, Study findings and
recommendationsfor future stepsare
summarized in the Conclusion. The final
decisionon program designsand additional
facilities is the responsibility of the Salem-
Keizer SchoolBoard.

A TechnicalSupplementunder a separate
cover accompaniesthis study. Items
included are listed at the endof this
document.

1ntro~ucgion 5
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Existing Facilities

Existing School District required to adopt the criteria, “to the
greatestextentpossible,”to evaluateFacifities ordinance or comprehensiveplan changes

that impact residential densities. The
During the 1994-1995school year there capacity criteriacannot be usedto enact a
were 39 elementary, six middle, and five developmentmoratorium.
high schools,serving nearly 31,000
students. The district is currentlyin a Schoolcapacityis a functionof:
building program, fundedby a 96 million
dollarbond programpassedin 1992. The • The numberof classroomsand support
building programfundednumerous facilities available;
improvementsto existingschoolsand
provided for the developmentof four • The numberof studentsper classroom;
middle schoolsandtwo elementary and
schools. A copy of the 1994-95Quarterly
BoardReporton the 1992 Bond Fund IS • The operationof the school (i.e., hours
foundin the TechnicalSupplementunder of operation,school calendar,etc.).
Facifity Improvements.

The Study establishesastudentsper
Salem-KeizerSchoolDistrict is committed classroomratio. The Study evaluates
to themaximum utilization of existing capacity at 26 students perclassroomfor
school facilities. The 1992 Bond fUfld kindergarten through secondgrade(K-2)
provided $40million for the improvement and 27 studentsper classroomfor the third
of existing facilities. This Study does not I~ughthe twelfth grades(3~12)2.
contemplatethe closure of anyexisting
facilities with the exceptionof Leslie The numberof availableclassroomsis not
Middle School. A planned replacement a static figure. The school district uses
facility is currently delayedpending a portableclassroomsto accommodate
decision by the Land UseBoard of localizedcapacity constraints. The study
Appeals (LUBA). Thisdecision is not acknowledgesthatthe useof portable
anticipated prior to November1995. classroomscontinues as a method to

increasecapacity at certain schools.
However, the Study maintains that

Criteria to AssessSchool portables are a temporary measureto
Capacity bridge thecapacity gap until new or

ORS 195.110requires the school district
to adopt objective criteria to assessfacility 2

TheStudy averagesclassroomcapacityfor
capacity. The local jurisdictions are elementaryschools,using a ratioof26.5 students

perclassroom.

Esisting Faciinies 7



expandedfaaiities areconstrected, • Classroomsfor special education,
program operationsareamended, or integrated social services,and high
boundary adjustments lessenthe needstudents; and
constraints.The inventory of facilities
assessesindividual sitesandestablishesthe • The inability to fully ‘load’ schools
maximumnumberof portables eachsite dueto geographicaland/or
can accommodate.The difference between transportationboundaries.
the standardschool facility capacity and
the capacity including theuse of portables
is called “strain.’

The Study calculatesstandardcapacity
basedon school operation. The Study
assumesthe continuation of the regular
two semesterschoolprogram, but also
provides capacity calculationsbasedon
alternative schoolprograms. The
alternatives are furtherexplored in the
sectionentitled,Facility Needs.

Capacity of ExistingFacifities

The following tables(Tables 2-1, 2-2, and
2-3) list the existingbuilding capacity for
elementary, middle, and high schools.
The capacity is assessedusing 27 students
per classroomratio (26.5 students per
classroomfor elementary schools). The
strain(regular capacity+ the maximum
number of portables) is also provided.

Elementary Schools

Elementary schoolsare divided into six
geographically basedstudy areas. Study
areas are further describedin the section
entitled, Facility Needs. The maximum
building capacity for elementary schools is
determinedby the numberof classrooms.
Individual schoolfacility building capacity
is multiplied by a factor of .95 and
districtwidebuilding capacity is multiplied
by a factor of .93. The ratios are to
accountfor:

8 &L5tLng



Table 2-1

ElementarySchoolBuilding CapacityBy Study Area

26.5 Students per Classroom, GradesK-5, 1995

Building Maximum Capacity+ Portables
Study Area/Schools Classrooms Capacity* Portables (Strain)* ~j
1 - West Salem _______ _______________

Brush College 20 530 2

Chapman Hill 22 583 0 554

Myers 18 477 4 554

Total 60 1,479 6 1,627

2 - Keizer ________ ________ ________________

Keizer 28 742 0 705

Cummings 16 424 6 554

Kennedy 15 398 6 529

Gubser 20 530 6 655

ClearLake 17 451 10 680

Centennial 6 159 0 151

Total 102 2,514 28 3,204

3 - Hayesville _________ ________ ________________________

Lake Labish 5 133 0 126

Hayesviile 18 477 6 604

Middle Grove 5 133 0 126

Scott 19 504 6 629

Hazel Green 7 186 2 227

Yoshikai 17 451 10 680

F~tal 71 1,750 24 2,341

&isting Facj1üi~s 9



Building Maximum Capacity+ Portables
Study Area/Schools Classrooms Capacity Portables (Strain)*

4 - SoutheastSalem

Swegle 20 530 6 655

Fruitland 4 106 0 101

Four Corners 18 477 4 554

Bethel 4 106 0 101

Auburn 20 530 4 604

M. Eyre 20 530 6 655

Total 86 2,119 20 2,612

5 - South Salem

Salem1-leights 18 477 0 453

Morningside 19 504 2 529

Schirle 19 504 6 629

Liberty 21 557 2 579

Wright 20 530 2 554

Sumpter 20 530 6 655

Pringle 22 583 6 705

Rosedale 9 239 4 327

Total 148 3,647 28 4,338

10 ExistingFacilities



Building Maximum Capacity + Portables

Study Area/Schools Classrooms Capacity~ Portables (Strain)*

6 - Central Salem

Candalaria 13 345 0 327

Baker 3 80 0 76

Highland 18 477 0 453

Grant 13 345 0 327

McKinley 15 398 0 378

Richmond 18 477 0 453

Bush 17 451 0 428

Hoover 18 477 6 604

Englewood 17 451 0 428

Washington 18 477 4 554

Total 150 3,697 10 3,943

District Total 617 15,2061 116 18,065
ource: Salem-KeizerSchoolDistrict and MW~COO

* Capacityand strainaremultipliedby .95 for individual schoolsand .93for Studyareatotals and
distsictwidecapacity. Seesectionentitled,Capacityof ExistingFacilities.

Note: Duringthe 1994-95schoolyeartwo newelementaiyschoolsopened—ClearLakeandYoshikai.

There aretwo “starter” elementaryschools
in the Salem-Keizerarea—Clear Lakeand
Yoshikai. Five additional classroomsmay
beaddedin the future to createafull
elementaryschool. Other existing schools
with 17 or lessclassroomsin sizeare not
considered‘starter” schoolsfor the
purpose of this study.

&isling Facilities 11



Middle andHigh Schools Each facility is assessedindividually by
the schooldistrict and a determinationis

The snaicimumcapacity (strain) for middle made as to the total numberof studentsa
andhigh schoolsis basedon several facility canaccommodateat onetime,
factors: which may include theuse of portables.

Strain is the point at which there is a
• The total numberof classrooms seriousimpacton operations.

with the studentsperclassroom
ratio; and The district does not propose any

classroom additions to existing middle
• Other program facilities such as the schools. Tables2-2 and2-3 show the

numberof work stationsin science capacityof existing middle andhigh school
andcomputerlabsandseating facilities.
capacity for media centersand
cafeterias,etc.

Table 2-2
Middle School Building Capacity, Grades 6-8, 1995

Building Capacity Maximum Capacity

Middle School at 27 Students/Class (Strain)

Crossler 965 1,145

Houck 965 1,145

Judson 965 1,145

Leslie 580 710

Parrish 725 810

Stephens 965 1,145

Waldo 965 1,145

Walker 965 1,145

Whiteaker 965 1,325

TOTAL 8,060 9,715
urce: Salem-Keizer~chooIDistrict

* Strainis the pointatwhich there isa serious impacton operations.
Note: During the 1995.1996 schoolyearthreenew middleschoolswill open—Crossler.Houck,
and Stephens.
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Table 2-3
High SchoolBuilding Capacity, Grades9-12,1995

Building Capacity Maximum Capacity

High School at 27 StudentslClass (Strain)

McKay 1,625 1,750

McNary 1,625 1,750

North 1,625 1,750

South 1,650 1,775

Sprague 1,700 1,900

TOTAL 8,225 8,fl5
rnrce: Sa1em~Keizer&~o1District

NeededFacifity Improvements . Classroomadditionsto eightelementaryschools;

The schooldistrict andlocal jurisdictions
inventoriedneededon- andoff-site • Five two-classroomportables;
improvementsfor existingschool facilities.
The informationhelps guidethedistrict’s • Two newelementaryschools;
facility improvement program. It also
helps the schooldistrict andlocal • Threenew middle schools(an
governmentscoordinateoff-site public additionalmiddle school is plannedto
improvements (i.e., streets,sidewalks, replacethe LeslieMiddle School for a
etc.) total of four);

NeededOn-Siteimprovements • Additions or improvementsto existingclassrooms,science,homeeconomics,

The school district inventoried facilities industrial arts and computerareas,
prior to the passageof the 1992 bon~i auditoriums,media/libraryandlearning
measure. Approximately$40million was resourcecenters,music rooms, a
usedto fund needed improvements~ greenhouse,gymnasiums,play fields,
existing facilities. Whencomplete, the locker/showerrooms,and restrooms;
improvements result in the maximum and
utilization of elementaryandmiddle
schoolsand greater expandedhigh school • Additions or improvements to parking
facilities. The following arefunded lots, schoolbus loading/unloading
improvements thatwill increase areas,storagecabinets, time-out
districtwide capacity: rooms, and staff roomsand offices.
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Improvements Recommendedby Local
Jurisdictions

The Cities of Salemand Keizer, Marion
County, andthe SalemArea Transit
District assessedthe schoolsites located
within their jurisdictions. The
recommendationsfor off-site
improvements include:

• Constructingsidewalks and bike paths;

• Installing traffic signals;

• Improving streetsincluding dedicating
additional right-of-way, widening and
adding turn lanes;

• Adding busshelters;

• Providing handicapaccessibility to

adjoining parks;

• Providing additionalparking and
paving andstriping existingparking
lots;

• Removingvegetationthat interferes
with visionclearance; and

• Implementing measuresto reduce
impacton neighborhoods, such as
expandeduseof transit facilities.

The detailedevaluationsof needed
improvementsareprovidedin the
TechnicalSupplement,Facility Needs.
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Facility Needs

Study Areas Figure3-1
Study Areas

TheStudy divides theschooldistrict into
six, geographicallybasedstudyareas.
AreasincludeWest Salem,Keizer,
Hayesville,SoutheastSalem,SouthSalem,
and CentralSalem. Theuseof studyareas r——., :J --/ I,allows for a more localizedanalysis of t.J Ke~.r

elementaryschools.3 High schoolsare Stody ~eo 2/

studiedon adistrictwide basisbecause / ~°~° ~

they are designedto servea wide w~tSol~ A -

geographicalarea. The following map ~tody keo I ~ / 6~

(Figure 3-1) showsthe six schoolstudy - r
areas. The study areaboundariesare J f
basedon transportationanalysiszones L_. ~ c~,troi

cFAZs) coupled with geographical tStOdY ~reo 6 : Soothoc~t Solem

boundaries.The useof TAZs allows for ~~d
1

’ ~eo 4

populationandlanduseassumptionsto be ~ <
consistentwith theSalem-Keizerarea 6

South Salem Itransportationmodel. The studyareasdo __~udy NeoS L
not reflect currentattendanceboundaries; — I-—~ (

however, the areasaresimilar in some ~.-

sectionsof thecommunity to high school School Facility Plan

boundaries. Attendanceboundariesare Study Steos

relatively fluid, moving as population ‘ :~a0~m05

fluctuates or school capacitychanges.
Source: MWVCOG

3
A more limited analysisof middleschoolsby

subareais provided; however, theseschoolsserve
larger areas than elementaryschools.

Facilliy Needs 15



Population Growth Projections district. Growth in Keizer,which has
beenthe fastestgrowingareain the

Schoolagepopulationgrowthwas metropolitanarea, is expectedto slow as
projected to theyear2015. The ~ vacantareasaredeveloped. South and
schoolage populationis ojected to West Salem are expectedto experiencethe
increasefrom 30,968 in 1995 to 42,700ii~ greatestamountof growth. Below is a
the year2015, a 38 percentincrease, summaryof schoolage population growth

for elementary,middle, andhigh schools.
The population growthis not expectedto
be evenly distributed throughout the school

Figuie 3-2

SchoolAgePopulationGrowth
1990to 2015

44000

fl[tI ~
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

Year

Source: The Salem-KeizerSchoolDistrict and MWVCOG
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Elementary SchoolProjections schools,assumingthe current school
programanda 26.5 studentper classroom

Elementary school population is expected ratio. The following figure (Figure3-3)
to increaseby more than 5,800 students illustrates thedistrictwide elementary
over the planning period. This equatesto school population projection, as well as
theneed for nine additionalelementary existing capacity and strain.

Figure3-3

Elementary SchoolProjections
District Wide (Classsizeat 26.5)

22,000

I!~~
~ 12,000
z 10,000 l9~O 19~)5 2O~1)0 20b5 2O~0 2O~5

Year

Projectedgrowth rate
1995 building capacity(15,206)
Straincapacity (18,280)

Source: Sajem-KeizerSchoolDistrict and MWVCOG
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Elementaryschoolprojections, capacity, in general,the attendanceboundariesare
andfacility needsarecalculatedfor the comparableto thestudy areaboundaries.
individual studyareas. Elementaryschool Thefollowing tables(Table3-1 and3-2)
capacityfor subareasis calculatedbased list theelementaryschool population
on thecapacityof theelementaryschools projections,percentagesof increaseover
within eachstudyarea. Thelocalized 20years,andschool capacityfor the
projectionsarepossiblebecause, individual studyareasand districtwide.

Table3-1
ProjectedElementarySchool PopulationGrowth (GradesK-S)

By Study Area

1995 2015
ElementarySchool ElementarySchool Percent

Study Area Population Population Increase

Area 1 - West Salem 1,442 3,167 120%

Area 2 - Keizer 2,464 3,085 25%

Area 3 - Hayesville 1,803 2,483 38%

Area 4 - SE Salem 2,085 2,444 17%

Area5 - South Salem 3,400 5,711 68%

Area6 - CentralSalem 3,936 4,064 3%

TOTAL 15,130 20,954 38%
Source: Salein-KeizerSchoolDistrict and MWVCOG
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Table 3-2
1995Building CapacityCompared to ProjectedPopulation

ElementarySchools(K-5) Capacity at 26.5StudentsperClass
By Study Area

WESTSALEM - AREA 1 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

ProjectedStudentPopulation 1,442 1,820 2,190 2,675 3,167

1995 Building Capacity 1,479 1,479 1,479 1,479 1,479

Studentsover capacity *~“ 341 711 1,196 1,688

KEIZER - AREA~2 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

ProjectedStudent Population 2,464 2,730 2,956 3,020 3,085

1995 Building Capacity 2,514 2,514 2,514 2,514 2.514

Studentsover capacity u”” 216 442 506 571

ILAYESVILLE - AREA 3 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

ProjectedStudent Population 1,803 1,986 2,159 2,321 2,483

1995 Building Capacity 1,750 1,750 1,750 1,750 1,750

Studentsover capacity 53 236 409 571 733

SE SALEM - AREA 4 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

ProjectedStudentPopulation 2,085 2,151 2,246 2,345 2,444

1995BuildingCapacity 2,119 2,119 2,119 2,119 2,119

Studentsover capacity ““‘~ 32 127 226 325

SOUThSALEM - AREA $ 1995 2000 200.5 2010 2015

ProjectedStudent Population 3,400 3.889 4,365 5,038 5,711

1995 Building Capacity 3,647 3,647 3,647 3,647 3,647

Studentsover capacity 242 718 1,391 2,064

CENTRALSALEM AREk6 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

ProjectedStudentPopulation 3,936 3,971 4,043 4,054 4,064

1995 Building Capacity 3,697 3,697 3,697 3,697 3,697

Studentsover capacity 239 274 346 357 367

D1S~LR1CTWIDE TOTAL 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015

ProjectedStudentPopulation 15,130 16,547 17,959 19,453 20,954

1995 Building Capacity 15,206 15,206 15,206 15,206 15,206
Studentsover capacity *~‘ 1,341 2,753 4,247 5,748

Source: Salem-Keizer Schoolsand MWV~.OO
*** denotesthatareaisUNDER capacityat the time
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Middle SchoolProjections middleschoolpopulationincreasein
comparisonwith building capacity. The

Middle schoolenrollment districtwide is following table (Table 3-3) lists the
expectedto increaseby nearly2,500 projectedmiddle school population growth
studentsby 2015. The following figure by study areas.
(Figure 3-4) illustrates theprojected

Figure3-4

Middle SchoolProjections
16,000 District Wide (Classsizeat 27)

~ 14,000
3 12,000

~ ~
Z 4000 I I I I

1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Year

Projected growthrate
Building capacityat 27 (8,060)
Strain area(9,715)

Source: Salem-KeizerSchoolDistrict and MWVCOG
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Figure 4-4
Area3 - Hayesville

ElementarySchoolGrowth ProjectionsandFacility Needs
26.5 Studentsper Class

Area 3 (Hayesville)
Elementary SchoolProjectionsat 26.5

~ 4000

3500

~3000I E ~
~ 1000 19~0 19~)5 20b0 20b5 20~0 20~5

Year

Projected growth rate
1995 building capacity (1,750)
Straincapacity (2,386)

Source: Salezn-KeizerSchoolDistrictandMWVCOO
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Figure4-5
Area4-SESaIem

Elementary School Growth ProjectionsandFacility Needs
26.5Students perClass

Area 4 (SE Salem)
Elementary School Projections at 26.5

~4000•

• 13500.a 3000

~ ~
11500 __________________________________

Z 1000 19~0 l9~5 20b0 20b5 2010 2015

• Year

[~Projected growth rate
1995 building capacity (2,119)
Straincapacity (2,694) j

Source: Salem-KeizerSchool District and MWVCOG

Note: Theneededschool is to accommodategrowth in SE andCentralSalem.
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Figure 4-6
AreaS-South Salem

ElementarySchool Growth Projections and Facility Needs
26.5 Studentsper Class

Area 5 (South Salem)
Elementary SchoolProjections at 26.5

.~ 6000

3500 ____

~ 3000 l9~O 19~5 20b0 20b5 2&1O 2th5
Year

[~~rojected growth rate
1995 building capacity(3,647)
Straincapacity (4,389)

Source: Salem-KéizerSchoolDistrict andMWVCOG
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Figure4-7
Area6- CentralSalem

ElementarySchoolGrowth ProjectionsandFacility Needs
26.5StudentsperClass

Area 6 (Central Salem)
Elementary SchoolProjections at 26.5

~ 6000

5500
5000

~ 4500
~ 4000 ----f

3500 - -. --
Z 3000 l9~O 19~5 20b0 20b5 20~0 20~5

Year•

[~~-Projected growthrate
1995 building capacity (3,697)
Straincapacity (3,962)

Source: Salem-Keizer School District and MWVCOG

Note: Neededfacilities areshownon theSE Salemdevelopmentschedule (Figure4-5).
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Table 3-3
ProjectedMiddle SchoolPopulation Growth (Grades6-8)

By Study Area

1995 Middle School 2015 Middle School Percent
Study Area Population Population Increase

Area 1 - WestSalem 750 1,436 91%

Area2 - Keizer 1,201 1,425 19%

Area 3 - Ilayesville 976 1,259 29%

Area4-SESalem 1,126 1,318 17%

Area 5 - SouthSalem 1,876 2,842 51%

Area 6 - Central Salem 1,576 1,691 7%

TOTAL 7,505 9,971 33%
.~ouTce:Salem-KeizerSchoolDis~ictandMWVCOO
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High SchoolProjections South andWestSalemareexpectedto
experiencethehighestpercentageof

High Schoolenrollmentis projectedto growth. Thefollowing tables(Tables3-4
increaseby more than3,400studentsover and3-5)showenrollmentprojectionsto
theplanningperiod. As with the the year2015 andhigh school growth
elementaryandmiddle school projections, projectionsby study area.

Table 3-4
High School (Grades9-12)

EnrollmentProjection
1995 To 2015

Year [ Enrollment*

1995-1996 8,334
1996-1997 8,609

1997-1998 8,842
1998-1999 9,047

1999-2000 9,236
2005 10,042

2010 10,901
2015 11,759

urce: Salem/KeizerSchoolDistrictand MWVCOO

* Numbersincludealternativehigh schoolstudents.All numbers

areannualaveragemembership.

Table 3-5
ProjectedHigh SchoolPopulation Growth (Grades9-12)

By StudyArea

StudyArea 1995 High School 2015 High School Percent

Population Population Increase

Area 1 - West Salem 833 1,694 103%

Area2 - Keizer 1,333 1,680 26%

Area3 - Hayesville 1,192 1,605 35%

Area 4- SE Salem 1,142 1,434 26%

Area 5 - South Salem 2,167 3,445 59%

Area & - CentralSalem 1,667 1,901 14%

TOTAL 8,334 11,759 41%
Source: SalemKeizerSchoolDistrict and MWVCOO
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Districtwide capacity for existing high businessesand agencies,allowing
school facilities, without portable college-typescheduling for high
classroomsor useof interim spaces,is schools,and expanding theuse of
8,225 assuminga 27 to 1 staffing ratio. instructionalcomputer technology

The districtwide operationalcapacitycan • Implementing a combination of
be increasedto 8,925by adding portable alternativeprogramoptions including
classrooms,using spacessuchas libraries, maintainingsomeschoolson a
meeting rooms, and workroomsfor traditionalcalendar year
classroomspace,providing alternatesites
for educationalopportunities,expanding YearRound Education (YRE)
computer technologiesfor educational
programs, and limiting some subject A YearRound Education (YRE) program
offerings. High school populationsbeyond changesthe traditionalnine-month school
this requirelimitations in classroom yearby eliminating the summer breakand
offerings, and areassuch as the media replacingit with shorterbreaks staggered
center, restrooms,office space,and throughout a twelve-month period. Actual
parkingwill no longer functionadequately. schooldayhours remainsimilar to the

traditionalprogram.

Alternativesto New School Another potential elementof YRE is
Construction dividing studentsinto groupscalled“tracks” and rotating the attendance

schedules. One group attendsclasses,
Physical changesto school sitessuchas calledan “instructional block,” while
theuseof portables, limiting parkingwhile anothergroup is on vacation, calledan
expanding the use of public transit, ~ “inte~ssion.”
candelay theneed for new construction.
In addition to that categoryof The Study choseto consider theoptions of
considerations,OregonRevisedStatute both four- andfive-tracksystems. Three
195.110requires a school district tO (four-track) or four groups (five-track) of
provide an“analysisof the alternativesto studentsattendclasseswhile one group is
newschoolconstructionand major ~ ~ Breaksbetween
renovation.” The following potential instoictionalblocksaverageabout two
programalternativesareexplored: weeksper intersession.The potentialto

increasecapacityusing a four-track system• Implementing Year RoundEducation is approximately33 percentanda five-
(YRE) tracksystemis approximately25 percent.

The following table lists somepros and
• Providing double shifts at school siteS consfor a four-trackandfive-trackyear

roundeducationprogram.
• Increasingthe numberof students per

classroom

• Implementingother trends and
innovations,including contractingwith
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Table 3-6
Pros andCons

YearRound Education(Four-and Five-Track Arrangement)

PROS CONS

• Relievesovercrowdedconditionscreating a • Increases,initially, operatingcosts. (There
betterlearningenvironment. Using a five- is the potentialfor a ‘break-even’point.
tracksystemin a schoolof 1,000students, Consider increasesin comparisonwith the
750 attend at onetime, cost of constructingnew facilities.)

Investingin supply storageunits for
• Enhancesacademicachievementlevels by teachersand installingair conditioning are

reducing summerlearning loss,utilizing examplesof initial costs. Operating costs
off-track studentsas tutorsor teachers’ increasewith the usageof sircosiditioning.
assistants,and reducing student/teacher
absenteeism. • Createsan initial need for additional public

outreach programs to counter the initial
• Createsthepotential of additional building stancefrom parents.

capacityat an existingfacility ranging from
33 percent(four-track) to 25 percent(five- • Establishesa needfor non schoolsupported
track). youth activities for studentson intersession.

• Maximizesthe availablespaceand delays • Requiresrenegotiatingcontractswith all
theneedfor newconstructionorexpanded levels of school employees.
facilities.

Disruptstraditionalsummeractivitiesby
• Reducesparkingimpacts and encroachment families and students.

on neighboring properties by more efficient • Accelerates‘wear andtear’ on the school
useof existingschool parking. facility by expanding the use to yearround.

• Encouragesyear round useofpublic transit. • Changesyear round transportationservices

• Eliminates school facilities remaining vacant provided by the school district and/or trMsit
over the summer months and reduces district.
vandalismduring that time.

• May reduceteenvagrancy and
burnout/stress by teachersand students.

• Allows shorter, more frequent vacations
throughout the schoolyear for families and
teachers.

• Permits multipleopportunities for staff
development during intersessionbreaks.

• Increasesusageofday carefacilities,
private club andpublic recreation programs,
religious instruction,etc.

• Provides greater opportunities for student
employmentby spreadingavailablejobs
throughout the year.

Source: MWVCOO
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Double Shifting Instructionalhours do not include breaks
betweenclassesor lunch breaks. Based

Double shifting (or split days) breaksan upon the current calendar year, the
actual full classday into eithermorning- morning sessionwould probably begin
only or afternoon-only sessions. before 8:00 a.m. and the afternoonsession

would probably not end until after
Accordingto the OregonAdministrative 5:00 p.m.
Rules, 581-22-503,a school year is
defmed in instructional hours versusa The following table (Table 3-7) lists the
required number of days of attendance, pros andcons of double shifting.

Table 3-7

Pros andCons
Double Shifting

PROS CONS

• Createsthepotential for doublingschool • Doublesthe numberof requiredschool
capacity. personnel.

• Maintainsa moretraditionalschool year • Changestheschoolcafeteriascheduleby
and summervacation, addingmorningandafternoon snack times.

• Providesadditionalemployment • Requiresadditionalspacefor off-duty
opportunitiesforolder students, teachersandstorageof their materials.

• Createsa potential for increased useof • Impactssportsand extracurricularactivities.
transitfacilities. Schoolbusschedulesand Early morningandeveninghours are
useof parkingfacilitiesmayoverlap as availablefor activities.
morning students/teachersexit at the same • Establishesa need for non school supportedtimeafternoongroupsare entering the

youth activitiesfor studentson either afacility. morning or afternoonbreak.

• Acceleratesthe ‘wear andtear’ on a facility
by doublingthenumberofstudents.

• Createsa school day thateither beginsearly
in the morningor ends early evening.

• Impactsbusschedulesandparkingfacilities
due to potentialoverlapping between
morningstudents/teachersexiting the
facility at the sametime the afternoon
groupsare enteringthe facility.

Source: MWVCOG
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IncreasingClassSize approximately3.5 percent for each
additional studentper classroom. The

An increase in classsizeallows for greater following table (Table 3-8) illustrates
capacity. Capacityincreases someof the pros andcons of increasing

classroomsize.

Table 3-8

Pros andCons
IncreasedClassSize

PROS CONS

• Increasesbuildingcapacity3.5 percentfor • Increasesimpacton classroomsand
eachadditionalstudentperclassroom nonclasaroomareas,tucli ascafeterias,

• Delaystheneedto enlargecurrentbuildings libraries,computerlabs. etc.
or construct newfacilities. • Increasesteacherworidoadandmay require

the additionof teacheraidesfor individual
• Allows the currentschoolschedulefor

classeS,extracurricularactivities,and assrooms.
persosmelcontractsto remainconstant. • Decreasesindividualizedattentionfor

• Createsanopportunityfor the school
district to limit useof automobilesand • Requiresadditionalstudent supplies,such as
encourage use of public transitto lessenthe copiesof educationalmaterials,desks,
need for additionalparking. computers,recreationalequipment,etc.

• impacts transportationand parking. Creates
the needfor additionalstaff/student/patron
parking andvehicularaccess.

• Increasesthe needfor efficient management
of studentswaiting at and walkingto and
from transitstops.

Source: MWVCOG
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Other TrendsandInnovations College-typeschedulingfor high school
students. A collegeschedulefor high

Contractingwithprivatebusinessesand schoolstudents allows oncampusstudents
otheragencies. Articles published in to attendschoolduring scheduledclasses.
businessandschooljournals discuss The total numberof studentsthat could
cooperativeefforts betweentheprivate attendduring specific timeperiods would
sectorand the public school systems. The needto be limited before it would have
programsmay havea negligible effect on anyeffect on actual building capacity.
school capacity; however, they can be While this may provide for additional
consideredan integralportion of overall rooms, theimpact on other facilities would
educationalopportunities. not decrease,suchasuseof libraries,

study areas, cafeterias, parking lots, etc.
For programs thatdo include off-site Expanding thehours for an earlier start
training in the Salem-Keizerarea, up to time and delayed endtime allows more
severalhundred students participate. The flexibility. Changing the programdesign
potentialchangesin educational from two semestersto four quarters and
specificationsmay create more scheduling classesover a full year could
opportunities to instruct students off- increasehigh school capacityby up to 20
campus. The designof those programs percent.
determine the extentthat students attend
classesat their own high school. Computertechnology. The accessto

networked computer systemsand
Salem-KeizerPublic Schoolsleaseother educational bulletinboards may changethe
facilities for uniqueeducational programs, educationalprocessand the traditional
suchas alternativeeducational programs classroom. Innovations using this
for teenparents. Approximately 200 technology are still experimental; however,
studentsare involved annually. These the techniquesand usescontinue to expand
programs may be expandedand combined rapidly. One private school programin
to thepoint of creating an alternative high British Columbia allows studentsto choose
school. their owncurriculum, hire their own

teachers, and meet with the teacher only
Whilethere may be vacant off-site space oncea week. The computer assisted
available, establishingthat inventory educationdesignshave not been
requires researchto determine if the space: implemented, but were consideredby the

school district’s 21st Century High School
• Is usable during regular school hours; Advisory Committee.

• Meets appropriate codesand
regulationsfor classroomuseby
children;

• Is central to the studentpopulation; and

• Is physically accessibleandsafefor

use by area youth.
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Facifity Needs following is an assessmentof needed
facilities basedon the statusquo conditions

Theexisting schoolfacilities areat ornear andtheimplementationof the alternatives
capacity. capacity c nstraints ~ discussedin the previous section.
throughout the district. To a degree, the
school district is able to adjust attendance Elementary Schools
boundariesto compensatefor localized
capacity constraints. However, geography Elementaxy school needscanbeevaluated
(i.e., distance,major streets,andthe by studyareabecausethey servesmaller,
Wilamette River) limits the school morelocalized populations. Basedona
district’s ability to movestudentsfrom ratio of 26.5 students per class,nine (9)
over capacity schools to schoolswith additionalelementar’ schools are needed
surplus capacity. by the year2015. The implementation of

either yearround or double shifting
Basedon theexistingeducational program, programsalso alters the need for new
additional facilities are required. The facilities. The following table (Table3-9)
numberand timing of additional facilities catesthe effect of educationalprogram
dependson population growth, classsize, alternativesby study area.
andthe educationalprogram. The

Table 3-9
ElementaryFacilitiesNeededBy StatusQuoandAlternatives

In the Year 2015

~~UDY .4REAS
EDUCATIONAL

PROGRAM Area 1 Area2 Area3 Area4 AreaS Area6
South i CentralWest Salem Keizer 1 Hayesville SE Salem { Salem Salem TOTAL

Classsizeat 26.5 3 1 1 * 3 * 9

Classsizeat 29.5 2 0 1 0 3 0 6

5-trackYRE 2 0 0 0 2 1) 4

4-trackYRE 2 0 0 0 1 0 3

Double slsiftiig 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
...ource: MWVCOU

* Combining the growth in SE Salemand CentralSalemgeneratestheneedfor one additionalschool.

28 Facility Needs



Middle schools Thecommitteeis not recommendingthe
constructionof anewhigh schoolat this

The school district’s recentbuilding time. They believe thatthe five existing
program accommodatesmostof the facilities shouldbe upgraded to meet
demand for middle schoolsover thenext program needsandincreasedcapacity
twentyyears. Two (2) middle schoolsare througha combination of additions,
neededassuminga 27 student per class remodeling, andoperationalchanges. The
capacity. If classsizeis increasedby committeerecommendationhas not yet
three studentsper classroom, thedistrict been forwarded to theschool boardfor
needsone newmiddle school. No new review. This approach does not assume
schoolsareneededif the other alternatives that all high schoolswill be the samesize.
are implemented. Table 3-10 showsthe The school district will continueto study
neededmiddle schools in the year2015, the complex issuesassociatedwith
basedon the alternatives, programdelivery,the movementof

students betweenfacilities, andthe impact
Table3-10 of alternativedelivery methods.

Middle SchoolsNeeded
By StatusQuoandAlternatives The committee offered the following

In the Year2015 recommendationsto increasehighcapacity
to accommodateprojected high school
population growth over thenext five years:

Educational Needed
PrOgram Schools • The task force believesthat,prior to

Classsize at 27 2 building a newcomprehensivehigh
facility, modifications to the current

Class sizeat 30 1 facilities shouldbe made to meetthe

5 - track‘iq~ 0 continueddevelopmentof the newlyemerging high school programand
4- track YRE 0 anticipatedstudentpopulation growth

Double shifting 0 of 10 to 20 percent.
ource: MWVCOG . The task force believesa bond issue

should bepreparedthat would propose
High Schools fundingto:

For thelast year,therehasbeen 1) Modify all high school facilities to:
considerablediscussionandstudy
regardingtheevolutionof thehigh school • allow for varying sizedspacesfor
program. The 21st Century High School smalland largegroups
Advisory Committeeevaluatedthe • createflexible spacesdesignedto
construction of a completely newfacility accommodate:
as well as the improvement of the existing — school-withm-a-school
facilities to meet a significantly different — teaming
program thancurrentlyoffered. — large-group presentations

portfolio, project, and student
materialstorage
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— teacherconferenceandprep • Technologymust be integratedinto
areaswith computeraccess curriculum to allow greater

— accesslarger volumesof flexibility and individualization.
information through
restructuringmedia centers • Thetask force also believesthedistrict
communityresourceinformation should build or securean alternative
centers(CRIC) high school facility (facilities) for the

• add additional functionalspace- Downtown LearningCenter, Teen
add to capacitywhere possible. ParentProgram, andStructured
Give consideration to transportation Learning Center with a capacity of at
accessibilityand parking as well as least 600 students.
internalspaceissues(i.e.,
environment, air flow, and air Trendsaffecting facility capacity include
conditioning) an increasedemphasison off-site

• maximizesecurity to protect education, such as “on thejob”
personal property,records, and experiences,skills centers for technical
facilities training, and extendedlearning

opportunitiesusing computers for off-site
2) Add technology(computerlearning interface to thefacility.

stations,et. al.) to existing schools
(refer to district’s Technology Thereis a growingneedfor an alternative
MasterPlan). Criterion for adding high schoolto house specialprograms.
technologyare: The district currentlyrunsthe Structured

LearningCenter for students expelled from
• The infrastructure of eachhigh school,a TeenParentProgram for parents

schoolmust be in place to provide and expectingparents,and the Downtown
for everchangingsystems. LearningCenter for studentsseeking

• An investmentmust be madeto differentchoicesfor completing their high
replaceand add computersand schooleducation. Somestudentsgo to
other technology. Large ChemeketaCommunity Collegefor
investmentsin costly industrial completionof their G.E.D. (General
equipment would not be Equivalency Diploma). Programs such as
recommended,ratherdevelop the EmotionalGrowth Center needa
partnerships with industry and specialenvironment to be successful.
higher education.

• Technologymust provide access An alternativehigh school would house
betweenschools, school andhome, about 600 students. This facility needsto
and With businesses,etc. It must be reasonably accessibleto the entire
also provide for the integration of district. It should be located in an urban
existing communicationresources setting, adjacent to either a collector or
with OSU, WOSC, Willamette, arterial street,andeffectively servedby
CCC, CCTV, Oregon Department transit facilities. The site would not need
of Education, businessesand other physical education facilities or athletic
agencies. fields to meettheprogram needs. This
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type of high school site could fit on an
approximately three-acre site with the
building approximately 55,000to 60,000
square feet in size.

Future Facifity Locations

The Study evaluated areaswhich maybe
suitable for future school development.
Specificsitesare not evaluated. Instead,
generalareas appropriate for future school
sitesare identified basedon the following
factors:

• Needfor additional facilities generated
by population growthof surrounding
areas;

• Availability of landcapableof
supporting the educationalprogram
(approximately 7 to 20 acresfor an
elementary schooland 16 to 34 acres
for a middle school)4;and

• Geographicalrelationship to existing

schools.

Elementary SchoolLocations

The following map (Figure3-5) identifies
potential locationsof future elementary
school facilities. Nine areasare indicated
on the map. The school district ownsa
site in WestSalemwhich is deemed
suitable for a future elementaryschool.
Additional property owned by the school
district in south and west Salemhave been
evaluatedand are not considereddesirable
locations for future schoolfacilities.

4
recisnicalSupplement,Maps,providesa mapof

vacant/underutilizedland in the Salem-Keizerarea
by TAZs (10acresto 40 acresor larger in size).

FaciWyNe~s 31



Figure 3-5

Potential Elementary School Locations
(26.5 Students Per Class)
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Middle SchoolLocations

The following map identifies potential
middle school locationsbasedon
classroomcapacityof 27 students. Two
areasare indicated on themap.

Figure3-6

Potential Middle School Locations
(27 Students Per Class)
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Siting Criteria

Developmentof standardsfor school site Primaryaccessshouldbefrom acollector
selectionrequires flexibility. The siting street. Public transportationneedsshould
criteriaaredesignedto help evaluate becoordinatedwith the transitdistrict.
potentialschool sites. The criteria do ~t
apply to the existingschool facilities. AlterisativeHigh Schools (600 students)

Elementary Schools(650 students) PreferredSiteSize 3 acres

Preferred Site Size

With park: 12 to 20 acres Reasonablyaccessibleto the entire district.
10 acresfor school
5 acresfor park

Without park: 7 to 12 acres Primary accessfrom either a collector or
arterial street. The site needsto be

Location effectively served by the transitdistrict.

Elementary schoolsshouldbe sited in ~ DevelopmentStandards
areas planned for residential development.
Schoolsshould be within a reasonable Utilities
proximity to the anticipated population
served. ‘l’he full complementof utilities (i.e.,

sewer,water, and stomi drainage) must be
availableand capableto servethe site at
thetime of development.

Vehicleaccessshouldbe from a local
street. Public transportationneedsshould Site Conditions
be coordinatedwith thetransitdistrict.

The minimum site sizemustbe evaluated
Middle Schools (925 to 1000 students) With regardto topography, configuration,

hazards, and other possibleencumbrances.
Preferred Site Size 16 to 34 acres The preferred site sizesrefer to the

minimum developablearea, free of
Location encumbrances.

Middle schoolsare decentralized and ParkSites
located throughout the community and
integrated into the neighborhood they The schooldistrict, in cooperation with the
serve, park authorities, shouldattempt to acquire

park sitescontiguous to school sites.
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Transit Facilities

The schooldistrict, in cooperationwith the
SalemArea Transit District, should
attempt to locatetransitfacilities near or
contiguous to school sites.

Bike and PedestrianAccess

Multiple bike andpedestrianaccesses
shouldbe provided to school sites.

Location within the Urban Growth
Boundary

Schoolsprimarily serving the urban area
should be located within the urbangrowth
boundary.

Site DesianCriteria

Schoolsite and facility planning shallbe
proposedaccording to the appropriate
jurisdiction’s designcriteria including, but
not limited to, zoning regulations,
buffering, screening, etc.
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Facility Development

Financing Options Lease-PurchaseandCertificatesof
Participation

Theconstructionof newschoolfacilities
orexpansionof current facilities requiresa Monies are availablethrough lease-
funding source for the improvements. The purchaseandsimilar financingagreements
school district’s tax baseand state ~ to fund a variety of capital items.
do not provide adequatefunds to develop Examples for usingfunds include
new school facilities. The fmancing purchasingequipment or modular
mechanismsavailableto Salem-Keizer buildings, constructingnew facilities, and
schools include generalobligation bonds, renovating andconducting major
lease-purchaseagreements,andtaxand ~nteuance of existing facilities.
revenue anticipation notes.

In manyrespectsa lease-purchase
GeneralObligationsBonds, Notes agreementis very similar to a general

obligation bond. An investor lends the
Schooldistrictscan authorize issuanceof money and repayment is madefrom the
generalobligation bondsand notesto district’s generalfund throughlease
finance capitalconstruction~ paymentsaccording to the terms of the
improvements. Aftervoterapproval,the agreement.
method for securing thesebonds and notes
is the full faith andcredit of the school TaxandRevenueAnticipation Notes
district. A school district unconditionally
pledgesto pay theprincipal of, ~ Schooldistricts may authorizetheissuance
intereston, the bonds and notes. The of short-termnotesto meetcurrent
revenueis frompropertytaxesleviedon expensesin anticipation of thecollection of
all taxable propertywithin the boundaries taxes or other budgetedrevenues. Under
of the school district. Most school Oregon law, thedollar amountof notes
districtssellbonds thatmatureover 15 t~ issuedcannotexceed80 percentof the
20 yearperiods, schooldistrict’s budgetedbasic school

support,tax levies,andotherbudgeted
Issuing generalobligation bonds is ~ revenues. The issuanceof suchnotescan
method currently usedby theSalem-Keizer temporarilycurecashflow deficits in the
School District to finance the construction generalfund.
of new or expandedfacilities. The school
board decidesthetypeof bonding. Additional information on the abovethree

options is available in the Oregon School
Bond Manualprepared by the Oregon
Department of Education.
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SystemsDevelopment Charges district’s ability to acquiresitesin
advance. At present,thedistrict hasa

SystemsDevelopmentCharges(SDCs), future elementary school site in West
also known as impactfees,requirea Salem. Other sitesownedby the school
developer to pay a user fee for a particular district are deemedlesssuitable for school
communityservice. Theseare most development. Figures4-2 through 4-8
commonwhendealingwith watersystems, compare growthprojections to facility
sewersystems,and roads. This gives needsby study areas for elementary
localjurisdictions the power to exact fees schoolsand distrietwide for middle
for servicesmadenecessarydue to schools.
increaseddevelopment. This is not
currently permitted for schoolsin the state
of Oregon. Figure 4-1

SchoolDevelopmentSchedule

Financial Plahs Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

In conjunction with this Study, the
Salem-KeizerSchoolBoardwill adopt a ~
financialplan to meet upcoming school _______________________

facility needs. The five-yearcapital
improvement plan is a supplemental
documentto the SchoolFacilities Plan, ProjectedDevelopmentSchedule
under separatecover.

The followmg are the projected school
developmentschedulesfor elementary and

DevelopmentSchedulesand
Programs sectionentitled, Facifity Needs.Thebasis

for the schedulesarea 27 students per
A site should be acquired approximately classroomratio andpopulation
tenyearsin advanceof need. Planning projections.5The schedulesneedto be
andconstruction for new schoolstakes adjustedin the futureto reflectactual
approximately 30 months for an population growth.
elementaryschool, 36 months for a middle
school, and 40 monthsfor a high school, The first table (Table 4-1) lists
usingcommercial methodsof develop- distrjctwideneedsfor sites indicating the
ment. (SeeFigure4-1). numberof recommendedfacilities and

community locations for elementary.
A primary objectiveof theStudy is to schools. Table 4-2 indicates the number
assistthe school district and local of sitesneededfor middle schools. The
governments anticipatefacility needs. As categoriesinclude immediate needsandthe
the urbanizable area of Salemand Keizer years2000 and2005. Additional tables
is develops, it becomesincreasingly
difficult for theschool district to acquire
sitessuitable for new school development. Elementary schoolsarecalculatedusing a 26.5
The lack of funds has limited the school student perclassroomratio.
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indicatefacility schedulingby study areas Table 4-2
for elementary schoolsanddistrictwide for Middle SchoolSitesNeeded
middle schools. ____________

SitesNeededBased
Table 4-1 When Sites on 27 Studentsper

ElementarySchool Sites Needed Needed Class

Sites NeededBasedon Immediately — —

When Sites 26.5 StudentsperClass y~ 2000 1
Needed (Location)

________ Year2005** 1
Immediately 2* (South Salem) — -~

________ Total 2
3 (WestSalem,
- Hayesvilie,and ** Neededschoolsprojectedto year2015, all sites

Year2000 — SouithSalem) shouldbeacquiredfor theseschools
approximately10 yearsprior toconstruction or

3 (WestSalem,Keizer aroundtheyear2005.

Year2005** andSE/Central
Salem)

8 plus existingWest
Total Salemsite

* A school isneededin West Salem;however,
the schooldistrictcurrently ownsa site in West
Salemso it isnot indicatedon thechart.

** Neededschoolsprojectedtoy~2015,all sites
shouldbe acquiredfor theseschools
approximately10 yearsprior to constructionor
aroundtheyear2005.
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Figure 4-2
Area 1 - WestSalem

ElementarySchool Growth ProjectionsandFacility Needs
26.5 StudentsperClass

Area 1 (WestSalem)
Elementary SchoolProjectionsat 26.5
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Figure4-3
Area2- Keizer

ElementarySchoolGrowth ProjectionsandFacilityNeeds
26.5StudentsperClass

Area 2 (Keizer)
ElementaiySchoolProjectionsat26.5
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Figure 4-4
Area 3 - Hayesville

Elementary School Growth ProjectionsandFacffity Needs
26.5 Students perClass

Area 3 (Hayesville)
ElementarySchool Projections at 26.5
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Figure 4-5
Area4- SESalem

ElementarySchool Growth ProjectionsandFacility Needs
26.5Studentsper Class

Area 4 (SE Salem)
ElementarySchool Projections at 26.5
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Note: The neededschool is to accommodategrowth in SEandCentralSalem.
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Figure4-6
Area 5 - South Salem

Elementary SchoolGrowth ProjectionsandFacffity Needs
26.5Studentsper Class

Area 5 (South Salem)
ElementarySchoolProjectionsat 26.5
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Figure4-7
Area6- CentralSalem

ElementarySchoolGrowth ProjectionsandFacffity Needs
26.5 StudentsperClass

Area 6 (Central Salem)
Elementary SchoolProjectionsat 26.5
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Note: Neededfacilities are shownon the SE Salemdevelopmentschedule (Figure4-5).
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Figure4-8
Middle SchoolGrowth ProjectionsandFacility Needs

27 Studentsper Class

Middle SchoolProjections
16,000 District Wide (Class size at 27)
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Alternative DevelopmentSchedules

The following tables(Tables 4-3 through
4-9)outline theprojected development
schedulesassuming the implementation of
alternative education programs (e.g., year-
round school and double shifting). The
tables assumethe completeconversion to
one of the alternative programs.

Capital ImprovementPrograms

The schooldistrict is in the processof
developing a capitalimprovement
program. The adqpted capital
improvement program is consideredasan
attachment to this Study.
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Conclusion

The Salem-KeizerSchoolDistrict, in theavailability of public utilities, the
cooperationwith the Citiesof Salemand adequacyof thetransportationnetwork,
Keizer, Marionand PolkCounties,andthe theaccessibilityto the transit system,and
SalemAreaTransitDistrict, recognized the feasibility of anareapark.
theneedto planfor neededschool
facilities over thenext20 years. School The Study setsforth a framework for
agepopulationis -expectedto increaseby assessingneededfacilities and
38 percentover this period. Basedon the improvementsto existingfacilities.
currenteducationprogram,nine new However,theStudy is just thestarting
elementaiyschoolsandtwo new middle point. It mustbe continually monitored
schoolswill beneededto accommodatethe andupdatedto reflect growthpatternsand
projectedgrowth. The SchoolDistrict’s changesin educationalprograms.
High School Advisoiy Committee
recommendsthat future high schoolneeds The SchoolDistrict and localjurisdictions
be metby operationalchangesandby mustcontinueto work closely togetherto
addinganalternativehigh school, improve conununicationandcooperation.

Areasof particularimportanceinclude:
The SchoolDistrict’s currentbuilding
programwill providefor themaximum • Developmentof objectiveprocedures
utilizationof existingfacilities. Therefore, for the siting of new facilities;
future growthmustbe accommodatedby
programand/oroperationalchangesor by • Coordinationof capital improvement
new facility development. Alternativesto programs;
new schooldevelopmentincludeincreasing
classroomsizes,implementinga year • Cooperationon future updatesof the
roundeducationprogram,or “double Facilities Study;and
stacking” schools.

Coordinationof public facility
Areassuitablefor new schooldevelopment improvementsincluding publicutilities,
are diminishingasthe Salem-Keizer transportationand transit facilities,
urbanizableareadevelops. It is parks,etc.
increasinglyimportant for theSchool
District to anticipatefamily requirements
andattemptto acquireschoolsitesat least
tenyearsin advanceof development.

Site assessmentincludesnot only locating
propertyadequatefor siting a school,but
also evaluatingtheinfrastructureincluding
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING: September18. 1995

AGENDA ITEM NUMBER~ 7a

TO: MAYOR KOHO AND CITY COUNCILMEMBERS

THROUGH: DOTTY TRYK
CITY MANAGER

FROM: KIM KRAUSE
FINANCEOFFICER

SUBJECT: CERTIFICATIONOF DELINQUENT SEWERACCOUNTS

ISSUE:

TheCity of Keizercollectssewerfeesfor theCity of SalemfromresidentsofKeizer The
attachedlist, markedasexhibit “A” representsan itemizedlist ofdelinquentaccountsfrom
August 1, 1994throughJuly 31, 1995. Eachresidenthasbeennotifiedby certified letter
andgivenasufficient amountoftimeto remitpaymentfor theiraccount. ORS454225
authorizestheCity to certi±~’thedelinquentamountsto theCountyAssessorto be
assessedagainstthepremisesserviced.The statutealsoallowsCity to collect penalty,
interestorcostsassociatedwith thedelinquencies.A 10% delinquentamounthasbeen
addedasa penaltyanda $10.00administrationcostshasbeenaddedto thedelinquent
amount.

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommendedtheCity CounciladopttheattachedResolutionwhich certifiesthe
delinquentseweraccountsto theCountyAssessorfor collection.



CHY COUNCIL,CITY OF KEIZER, STATE OF OREGON

2 Resolution R95-

3 CERTIFICATION OF DELINQUENT SEWERACCOUNTS

4

5 WHEREAS, theCity ofKeizer is responsiblefor thecollection ofsewerfeesfor the City

6 of Salemfrom the residentsofKeezer~NOW THEREFORE,

7 BE IT RESOLVED that theattachedExhibit “A” is anitemizedlist of delinquent sewer

8 chargesthrough andincluding July31, 1995 that the City hasbeenunable to collect through

o theusual collection procedures;and

10 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVEDthat ten percent (10%) of the delinquent amount has

11 been added as a penaltyand that a $10.00 administration cost hasalso been added to the

12 delinquent amount; and

13 BE Fr FURTHERRESOLVED that the amounts certified on Exhibit “A” shall be

14 addedto theappropriate tax accountsas indicatedpursuant to ORS454.225.

‘5 PASSEDthis_dayof ,1995.

16 SlGNEDthisdayof ,1995.

17

18

19

20 Mayor
21

22

23 City Recorder



EXHIBIT “A”

DELINQUENT SEWERACCOUNTS
Asof September6, 1995

DELINQ.
TAX ACCT PROPERTYADDRESS OWNER ADDRESS AMOUNT

48554-000 7890WheatlandRd N JamesIngerson 83.41
Keizer, OR 97303-9727 7890 WheatlandRd N

Keizer, OR 97303-9727

48881-000 7495 WheatlandRdN PatrickBryant 155.53
Keizer, OR 97303-3452 7495 WheatlandRd N

Keizer, OR 97303-3452

52969-000 4750VerdaLn NE TabbSkelton 98.68
Keizer, OR 97303-2245 4750 VerdaLnNE

Keizer,OR 97303-2245

52991-000 1618ChemawaRdNE FrancisLara 237.58
Keizer, OR 97303-3659 1618 ChemawaRdNE

Keizer, OR 97303-3659

53424-000 4930Delight StN WarrenPerkins 324.36
Keizer, OR 97303 3995 PleasantView Dr N

Kiezer, OR 97303-5409

53640-000 390 WeeksDr N Della Park 120.79
Keizer, OR 97303-5674 390 WeeksDr N

Keizer, OR 97303-5674

70790-030 1256JaysDr N EdwardMurphy 265.65
Keizer, OR 97303-3437 1256JaysDr N

Keizer, OR 97303-3437

70840-650 4915RickmanRd NE JamesCowley 228.94
Keizer, OR 97303-3824 4915 RickmanRd NE

Keizer,OR 97303-3824

73641-010 l354LockhavenDrNE AprilCrisp 69.00
Keizer, OR 97303 1954AllendaleStNE

Keizer, OR 97303

80130-220 1695 Leo StNE GeraldTroutman 37.23
Keizer, OR 97303 1695 Leo StNE

Keizer,OR 97303



80130-390 4357Arnold StNE JoeTreml 44.16
Keizer, OR 97303 4737CarolinaAve NE

Salem,OR 97305

82256-590 1250CandlewoodDr NE RaymondHiebert 50.62
Keizer, OR 97303 1256CandlewoodDrNE

Keizer, OR 97303

82257-200 1250 ShadyLnNE EEAsher 237.58
Keizer, OR 97303-4738 1250ShadyLnNE

Keizer,OR 97303-4738

Total Delinquent SewerAmount $ 1,953.53



CITY COUNCIL MEETING: SeDtember18.1995

AGENDA ITEM NUMBER:___________

TO: MAYOR KOHO AND CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS

THROUGh: DOTIY TRYK
CITY MANAGER

FROM: TRACY L. DAVIS
CITY RECORDER

SUBJECT: KEIZERBRAU - CHANGE OF OWNERSHIP
RETAIL MALT BEVERAGE LIQUOR LICENSE

BACKGROUND:

On August29, 1995, an applicationfor achangeof ownershipwasreceivedfor aRetail
Malt Beverageliquor licensefbr theKeizerbrau. Theestablishmentis locatedat 4170
River RoadNorth, Keizer.

In February,1995 theCity Council adoptedanOrdinanceestablishingaprocedurefor
reviewingliquor licenseapplicationswithintheCity ofKeizer. TheOrdinancespecifies
for newlicensesorrenewals,theCity Managerwill notif~rall propertyownerswithin 200
feetoftheoutletof thependingapplication. Lettersweresentto thedesignatedproperty
ownersonAugust29, 1995. As ofthisdate,therehavenot beenanyresponsesreceived.

TheapplicationhasbeenreviewedbytheKeizer PoliceDepartmentandtheyhaveno
objectionsto therequest. TheCity Plannerhasalsoreviewedtheapplicationandfound
thepropertyto bezonedcommercialretail(CR) whichis appropriatefor thisbusiness.
Copiesof theseapprovalsandtheapplicationareavailablefor reviewin theCity
Recorder’soffice.

RECOMMENDATION:

it is recommendedtheCity Council approvethechangeofownershipapplication for a
retail malt beverageliquor licensefor theKeizerbrau.



MINUTES
KEIZER CITY COUNCIL

Tuesday, September 5, 1995
Robert L.. Simon Council Chambers

Keizer City Hall
Keizer, Oregon

CALL TO ORDER Mayor Koho called the regular meeting to order at 7:02 p.m.
Roll call was taken as follows:

Present:
Dennis Koho, Mayor
Carl Beach, Councilor
Jim Keller, Councilor
Jerry McGee, Councilor
Bob Newton, Councilor
Jerry Watson, Councilor (amved at 7:04 p.m.)

Absent
Al Miller, Councilor

Staff:
Dotty Tryk, City Manager
Wally Mull, Public Works Director
Kim Krause, Finance Director
John Morgan, Community Development Director
Shannon Johnson, City Attomey
Tracy L Davis, City Recorder

PUBLIC
TESTIMONY There was no public testimony to come before the Council.

COMMITTEE Dotty Tryk, City Manager reported presently there are three
REPORTS vacancies on the Keizer Planning Commission. The VolunteerCoordinating Committee has recommended the appointment of

Richard Inman, Bill Wolf and JuneAbbott to fill these vacancies on
COMMISSION the Commission.
APPOINTMENTS Councilor Keller moved to a~oointRichard Inman. Bill Wolf and

June Abbot to serve three-year terms on the Keizer Planning
Commission. Councilor McGee seconded the Motion.

In response to a question from Councilor McGee, City Manager
Tryk confirmed the recent resignation of Planning Commission
Chair Sam Goesch.

Mayor Koho invited members of the Council to the next Volunteer
Coordinating Committee meeting when a review of applications to
fill the vacancy will be discussed.

KeizerCity Council Minutes
September 5, 1995 - Page 1



Councilor Newton recommended a letter of appreciation be sent to
those individuals who have resigned their position on the
Commission.

Councilor McGee suggested the City Manager conduct a formal
exit interview with the volunteers who resign from the committees
orcommissions.

The Motion passed as follows:

AYES: Beach, Keller, Koho, McGee, Newton and Watson (6)
NAYS: None (0)
ABSTENTIONS: None (0)
ABSENT: Miller (1)

BUDGETCOMMITTEE Dotty Tryk, City Manager noted the Budget Committee terms of
APPOINTMENTS JoAnne Beilke and Shirley Pitt expired on August 30, 1995.

The Volunteer Coordinating Committee has recommended the
reappointment of these individuals to serve another three-year
term on the Budget Committee.

Councilor Keller moved to reappoint JoAnne Beilke and Shirley
Pitt to additional three-year terms on the Keizer Budget
Committee. Councilor Watson seconded the Motion.

The Motion passed as follows:

~ Beach, Keller, Koho, McGee, Newton and Watson (6)
~ None (0)
ABSTENTIONS: None (0)
ABSENT: Miller(1)

PUBLIC HEARINGS Mayor Koho opened the public hearing.

HIDDEN CREEK PHASE Dotty Tryk, City Manager reported a local improvement district
III STREET UGHTING was initiated at the request of the developer of the Hidden
LOCAL IMPROVEMENT Creek Phase Ill subdivision. An engineering report was
DISTRICT completed and notice of the public hearing was mailed as

required by Ordinance. Ms. Tryk noted she has not received
any written remonstrance to this project

There was no public testimony to come before the Council.

Mayor Koho closed the public hearing.

Councilor Keller moved a Resolution forming the Hidden Creek
Phase Ill Street Ughting Local Improvement District. Councilor
McGee seconded the Motion.
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The Motion passed as follows:

~ Beach, Keller, Koho, McGee, Newton and Watson (6)
~ None (0)
ABSTENTIONS: None (0)
ABSENT: Miller (1)

Councilor Keller moved an Ordinance Spreading Assessments
to the Hidden Creek Phase 10 Street Lighting Local
Improvement District. Mayor Koho seconded the Motion.

The Motion passed as follows:

AYES: Beach, Keller, Koho, McGee, Newton and Watson (6)
NAYS: None (0)
ABSTENTIONS: None (0)
ABSENT: Miller (1)

ORDINANCE - Mayor Koho noted this was the timeand place for a Public
DECLARING UEN FOR Hearing on this Ordinance.
NUISANCE ABATEMENT
AT 3856 CHERRY Mayor Koho opened the public hearing.
AVENUE NE (DINEHART)

Shannon Johnson, City Attorney reported this action initiated
from an abandoned house on Cheny Avenue which had been
the scene of an attempted murder/suicide. Mr. Johnson noted
the owner refused to cooperate and several appearances in
the Municipal Court were necessary to proceed to this point.
Under the guidelines of the nuisance abatement ordinance it
allows the City to abate the nuisance and charge the costs
against the property in the form of a lien.

Councilor Keller questioned the need to revise the provisions in
the ordinance to handle a situation of this magnitude to
expedite the process.

Mr. Johnson stated atthis time there is no need to change the
ordinance, only a possible fine tuning of the process.

Councilor Watson commended the staff on the detailed report
and handling ofthis situation.

In response to a question from Councilor Beach, Mr. Johnson
noted the costs assessed were based upon the actual costs of
the demolition, capping ofsewer, clean-up fees and the legal
costs. The ten-percent administrative fee would not accurately
reflect the time of the City Manager, Chief of Police orstaff in
handling this matter.
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Councilor McGee stated the administrative fee should be the
samewhether handling a simple or difficult case.

There was no public testimony to come before the Council.

MayorKoho closed the publichearing.

In response to a question from Councilor Keller, City Manager
Tryk stated it is very difficult to determine the actual
administrative costs since a time card is not kept for each
matter.

Councilor Watson felt the ten-percent administrative fee was a
reasonable amount to charge.

Mayor Koho noted basing the administrative costs on
ten-percent of the other costs will reflect the difficulty of the
case.

Mayor Koho moved a bill for an Ordinance Declaring a Lien
against Property located at 3856 Cherry Avenue Northeast and
Directing the City Recorder to Enter Such Uen in the Minor
Uen Docket Pursuant to Ordinance 94-282 (Nuisance
Abatement): Declaring an Emergency. Councilor Beach
seconded the Motion.

The Motion passed as follows:

~ Beach, Keller, Koho, McGee, Newton and Watson (6)
NAYS: None (0)
ABSTENTIONS: None (0)
ABSENT: Miller (1)

CONSENT The consent calendar consisted of the following:
CALENDAR

a) RESOLUTION - Approve Engineer Report for Tepper East
Street Lighting LID

b) RESOLUTION - Initiate Koufax Lane Street Lighting LID

C) Approval of August21, 1995 Regular Session Minutes

Councilor McGee removed item ~c”from the consent calendar.

Councilor Keller moved for aporoval of the remaining items on
the Consent Calendar. Mayor Koho seconded the Motion.
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The Motion passed as follows:

~ Beach, Keller, Koho, McGee, Newton and Watson (6)
li~)~:None (0)
ABSTENTIONS: None (0)
ABSENT: Miller (1)

“itemc” - August21, 1995 Minutes

Councilor McGee stated the vote recorded on page 3 of the
minutes should read 4-2-1 rather than 5-1-1 as noted. He
requested the minutes reflect this.

Mayor Koho moved for approval of the minutes of August 21.
1995 as conected. Councilor Beach seconded the Motion.

The Motion passed as follows:

~ Beach, Keller, Koho, McGee, Newton and Watson (6)
f~~:None (0)
ABSTENTIONS: None (0)
ABSENT: Miller (1)

OTHER BUSINESS
Councilor Keller inquired of the volunteer recognition program.
Mayor Koho noted a volunteerof the quarterwill be recognized
at the next Council meeting.

Councilor Keller requested the City Manager prepare a report
on the enforcement of temporary business permits.

Councilor Keller asked the City Manager to prepare a report or
a plan on the recruiting and hiring process used to fill the
recent voter approved positions in the Police Department. He
requested this report be given to the Council by the City
Manager at the next regular meeting. Councilor Keller voiced
his concern that a drug enforcement officer will not be hired
until May and also the policy of not hiring already qualified
officers to fill these vacancies.

Councilor Beach stressed the importance of hiring a drug
enforcement officerfor Keizer. He recalled previous testimony
of a Keizer Police detective stating drug enforcement has not
occurred during the last year. Councilor Beach suggested the
drug enforcement be as high of a priority as traffic
enforcement.

KeizerCityCouncil Minutes
September5, 1995- Page 5



Councilor McGee requested the report include any other
current vacancies in the Keizer Police Department. He also
voiced his concern with the hiring time for these vacancies. In
addition, Councilor McGee asked the report to contain the plan
to control drugs in Keizer.

City Manager Tryk requested the plan be presented to the
Council at the October 2, 1995 meeting due to her absence
from the September18, 1995 meeting.

Councilor Watson concurred a plan needs to be developed for
drug enforcement.

Councilor Newton stated it is a detriment to hire inexperienced
officers rather than experienced. He requested the report
include why Keizer is considered a training ground for new
officers.

Councilor Keller stated the high turn-over rate of personnel
within the department is also a concern for him. He approved
the City Manager presenting the report at the October 2, 1995
meeting.

Mayor Koho reminded the Council of their budget decision to
delay hiring of some of the officers until later in the fiscal year.
He noted his disappointment if the officers were not hired until
the end of the year and the funds were used for other
purposes. Mayor Koho called attention to the fact the voters
were told the officers would not all be hired at one time.

Councilor Beach reiterated his concern for drug enforcement.
He advocated the hiring of an experienced officer for this
position.

Councilor McGee expressed his disappointment the plan would
not be presented by the City Manager in two weeks. In
addition, he asked the report also include the plan to deal with
the problems of drugs, traffic and the safety of the officers on
the streets. Councilor McGee suggested hiring outside officers
to curb the drug problem or consider other options to solve
these problems.

Councilor Keller suggested the City Manager provide an
advanced copy of the plan in two weeks.

Mayor Koho confirmed a report will be prepared by the City
Manager to be distributed in the next couple of weeks and will
be discussed as an agenda item on October 2, 1995.
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Councilor McGee called the Council’s attention to the fact the
voters were promised new positions to address the traffic and
drug enforcement problems in the community. If these
positions are not filled by the end of the fiscal year, the details
will need to be adequately explained so the faith of the voters
will not be broken.

Councilor Beach stressed the Council’s obligation to put get
these officers on the street shortly after the first of the year.

Councilor McGee questioned the minimum coverage allowable
on the streets and what plan is used to provide additional
coverage by the sergeants, lieutenant and chief. In addition
he requested reasons for the purpose of 12-hour shifts
compared to other options.

Councilor Keller shared recent statistics from a Community
Policing meeting. He noted the Police Department has towed
291 cars, 222 of those for no insurance, under the recently
adopted impound ordinance. In addition the number of reckless
dnving arrest were down by 50%, traffic accidents down 2%
and the driving while suspended arrests were up 158%.

Councilor Beach noted a recent memo listing liaison positions
did not include his position on the Mid-Willamette Valley
Economic Development district. Mayor Koho noted the liaison
positions will be discussed at the September 18 meeting when
Councilor Miller is present.

Mayor Koho announced he has sent a letter to property owners
along Claggett Creek proposing a greenway. In the letter he
asked for input or participation on a committee to discuss this
issue in further detail.

Councilor Watson noted his disappointment in distributing this
letter to citizens prior to the announcement to the Council.

Councilor McGee also voiced his disapproval of a letter being
distributed prior to determining what the consensus of the
Council would be on this issue. This situation puts additional
pressure on the Council to follow the lead ofthe Mayor.

Mayor Koho said the letter stated it was only a concept that
needs to be discussed before implementation.

Councilor Beach felt as a councilor, an obligation to voice the
consensus of the Council when speaking in public. This will
avoid loosing the credibility of the Council as a governing body.
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Mayor Koho relayed some of the success and failures he has
shared with the Council during his terms of office. In addition,
he noted an upcoming article in the Keizertimes will include this
item as well as a possible updated taxbase and the possibility
of a public plaza.

Councilor Newton suggested using the written communications
portion of the meeting to inform the Council on written issues.

Mayor Koho read to the Council the contents of a letter he has
drafted to the City of Salem in regards to the Willow Lake
Treatment Plant SKPAC process.

Councilor McGee noted he concurred with the comments in the
letter which were taken from the discussions that occurred
during past Council meetings on this issue.

Wally Mull Public Works Director reported on the traffic
problems at Whiteaker Middle School which occurred today
due to the revision to the parking lot Additional signs were
erected and the situation improved at the dismissal of school.
Mr. Mull stated the staff will continue to monitor this situation.

John Morgan, Community Development Director gave a brief
report on the status of the Safeway store remodeling project.
He commended Safeway for working with the City on the
design and landscaping when it was not a requirement of any
permit process. Mr. Morgan stated the building permit should
be issued at any time with construction to begin the first of the
month.

Dotty Tryk, City Manager noted she will be out of town
September 13 through 20. John Morgan will be acting City
Manager during this time.

WRITTEN John Morgan, Community Development Director stated reports
COMMUNICATION on the Chemawa/River Road Design Plan, the School Facilitydraft plan and the Chemawa Activity Center were distributed to

each of the Councilor’s mailbox.

There was no further written communication to come
before the Council.
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AGENDA INPUT Mayor Koho noted the agenda input items.

ADJOURNMENT The meeting was adjourned at 8:20 p.m.

Tracy L. Davis
City Recorder

APPROVED:
MAYOR:

Dennis Koho

COUNCIL MEMBERS:

Councilor #1 - Jerry Watson Councilor #4 - Cart Beach

(absent)
Councilor #2 - Bob Newton Councilor #5-Al Miller

Councilor#3-Jim Keller Councilor#6- Jerry McGee

Minutes approved:
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PUBLIC TESTIMONY

IF YOU ARE INTERESTED IN ADDRESSINGTHECOUNCIL
ON AN ISSUE NOT LISTED ON THE AGENDA OR AN
ITEM ON THE AOENDANOT SCHEPULEDFORA PUBLIC
HEARING. PLEASE FILL OUT THE INFoRMATION BELOW
AND GIVE TO THE CiTY RECORDER OR STAFF GREETER
PRIOR TO T1~START OF THE MEETING. THE MAYOR
WILL RECOGNIZE YOU AND ASK FOR YOUR
TESTIMONY AT EITHER THE PUBLIC TESTIMONY
SECTION OF THE MEETING OR THE APPROPRIATE
AGENDA ITEM~

EACH PERS(ThT’S COMMENTS WILL BE LIMITED TO FIVE
MINUTES
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