
MINUTES
KEIZER CiTY COUNCIL

S Monday,July1, 1991
RobertL. SimonCouncilChambers

KeizerCityHall

CALL TO ORDER
MayorOrcuttcalledthe regularsessionto orderat 7:32p.m. Roll callwas
takenas follows:

Present
AndrewJ. Orcutt,Mayor
Mike Hart, Councilor
DennisKoho,Councilor
JerryMcGee,Councilor
Al Miller, Councilor
JoeVan Meter,Councilor

Absent
BobNewton,Councilor

Staff
Don Otterman,City Manager
ShannonJohnson,CityAttorney
Wally Mull, PublicWorks Director
SusanDarby, City Recorder

PUBLIC
TESTIMONY Therewasno public testimonyto comebeforetheCouncil.

COMMITTEE
REPORTS Therewereno committeereportsto comebeforethe Council.

PUBLIC HEARING -

MCNARY ACTIVITY
CENTERPLAN Mayor Orcuttopenedthepublichearingon theMcNaryActivity CenterPlan.

CoundlorVan MeterindicatedthathehashadconversationswithSandyStaats
andErnieFishregardingtheMcNaryActivity Centerplanandspecificallyhow
it affectstheirproperties.CoundlorMiller declaredapotentialconflictof
interestin thatheresideswithin McNaryEstates.

Mr. Ottermanindicatedthatthisitemwascontinuedfrom thelastCity Council
meetingto give thepublican opportunityto commenton thedraftplan. The
Councilwill bereceivingtestimonytonight,andstaffis requestingthatthe
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Councilgivestaff theopportunityto draft responsesto tonight’scommentsand
returnattheAugust5 meeting. Mr. Ottermanalsorecommendedthatthe
Councilnot closethepublichearingtonightsothatif anyquestionsremainafter
the August5 discussion,responsesmaybe offeredto theCity Councilwhile the
recordis open.

Ken Sherman,Jr., AttorneyatLaw representingSandyStaatsandherfamily,
687CourtStreet,Salem,testifiedthathebeganworkingwithSandyandher
family lastyearon this project. Mr. Shermancommentedon thecomplex
document,andthefact thattheplanis notyetcomplete.Heagreedwith Mr.
Otterman’srecommendationto leavethe recordopenat thispointin time. Mr.
Shermanstatedthathe hascirculatedthedraftplanto somelocaldevelopers
but he hasnotyetheardbackfrom all of them.

Mr. Shermanindicatedthattheownershopeto turn thepropertyinto
somethingactive. The draftplancreatesnewzones,andis verycomplexand
intricate. Theownersarereadyto moveforwardto obtaindevelopment
proposals,althoughsomefine tuningmayneedto bedoneata latertime.

Mr. Shermancommentedon thework performedby thePlanningCommission
andstaff to datein producingthisdraftplan. Henotedthatsomechanges
requestedby thepropertyownershavebeenincludedin thisdraft. He
explainedthatthereareanumberof thingsaboutthisdraftwhichthe property
ownerslike. Thoseincludethepredominanceof singlefamilypropertyuse,the
minimumdensitystandardswhichwerereducedfrom eightunitsperacreto
six, theprovisionfor someelementof commercialdevelopmentatthesoutheast
endof the lake,andthewillingnessofthe PlanningCommissionto createa
new zoningtool in whichto integratecommercialandresidentialuses.

Mr. Shermanquestionedthebasisuponwhichthepublicmayfeel thatStaats’
Lakeshouldbein publicuse. To do sowouldbe verydetrimentalto its
development.Heagreedwith the draft’srecommendationagainstsuchuse.
The ownersalsoagreedwith thedraftin thatit doesnotmandatethatpublic
accessto thelakebeprovided. Hebelievedthis is necessarybecauseof the
configurationof thelakealongwith the steepwalls. The currentversionof the
planprovidesfor a smallerpublicparkandforusingapart of theschool
groundsasparkland.
Mr. Shermanidentifiedfour areasof concern,includingGeneral,Community
Relations,PlanningandZoning,andSiteDevelopment.

With respectto thegeneralaspect,Mr. Shermanquestionedwhetherit is
appropriateto usetheactivitycenterapproachon thisproject. He indicated
thatsuchadesignationcould beoverwhelmingfroma developer’sperspective
with the manyregulationsthatmustbefollowed.
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Onthe communityrelationshipissues,Mr. Shermannotedthatthe lakeis a
• privatepieceof propertyandis not a “communityasset.”He indicatedthatthe

lakeis manmadeandthepublichasneverhadaccessto the lake,norhasthe
publicevermadeknownanywishto acquireownershipof thelake. He
expressedconcernwith thecasual,carelessuseof thelanguagewhichmightbe
interpretedasgivingthe communitya greatstakein thisprivateproperty. Mr.
Shermanusedthe analogyof theMcNarygolfcourseasan example.He
indicatedthattheownersof the coursemay,atsomefuturetime,wishto make
theclubprivate. He questionedwhetherthe communitycould stopsuchaction
undertheassertionthatit hasagreatstakein thatproperty.

The secondcommunityrelationshipissueinvolvesgeesewhomigrateto the
lake. An earlierversionof theplanprovidedfor sometypeof wildlife study.
The latestdraftis muchstrongerand,if thatlanguageremains,it would
precludedevelopmentof thelakealtogether.Mr. Shermanindicatedthat, in
hisopinion,suchlanguagewould makethe lakeawildlife preserveandfor the
Cityto imposethis on theownerwould beunprecedented.He notedthatit
wouldbe impossibleto developapieceof propertyto adensityof six to eight
unitsperacreandstill maintainawildlife preserve.

The third communityrelationshipissueinvolvestheparkland. Hequestioned
whetherthisis theappropriatelocationfor a publicpark,andwhethertheCity
hasadequatefunds to developandoperatethepark. With City financesbeing
strappedby Measure5, Mr. Shermanquestionedwhetherthiswouldbe
feasible.HebelievesMr. Morganquoteda reserveof about$50,000,at a

• developerfeeof $100perlot, overthepastseveralyearsto put towards
developmentandmaintenanceof thepark. After discussingthisfurther,Mr.
ShermanindicatedthatMorganagreedwith him on thelackof fundsto
establishthis asapark, includingtenniscourtsandotherimprovements.Mr.
Shermanalsoquestionedthelocationof thepark, in themidstof an adultsonly
mobilehomepark,McNaryEstateson anotherside,Staatspropertyon yet
anotherside,andafilbertorchardto thewest. Hequestionedwhetherthere
areother,moresuitablelocationsfor a publicpark,especiallyconsideringthe
availabilityofopenspacein theimmediatevicinity within otherdevelopments.
Heaskedwhetheraparkatthis locationis thebestuseof publicmoney. If the
answerto this questionis in theaffirmative,thenhe questionedwhetherthis
propertyis bestsuitedor whetheranotherpiece,whichwouldotherwisenotbe
developed,mightbe moreappropriate.If theparkis developedto thewest
wherethe filbertorchardis located,thiswouldbe within the sewerplantarea
of influencewhereotherdevelopmentcannotoccur.

On theplanningandzoningissues,Mr. Shermanquestionedwhetherthe
Staats’propertyshouldbe developedasaplannedunit development(PUD).
Henotedthatthepropertyownerswill developthepropertyin muchthe same
fashionasaPUD,however,to requirethePUD will takeawaysome
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developmentpotential.Mr. Shermanindicatedthatthe ownersmayfind it
impracticalto lay out a single,uniformPUD. Thepropertymayneedto be
parceledoff anddevelopedin phases,or it mayneedto bedevelopedby
differentdevelopers.The propertyownersdo notwishto beforcedinto
developingthepropertyasa PUD. Mr. Shermanstatedthathe believesMr.
Morganfeelsthatthereareother,adequatecontrolson developmentandthat
the PUD approachis notnecessary.He suggestedthattheCity givethe
developerasmuchflexibility aspossible.

The secondplanningandzoningissueinvolvedtheuseof theMHDR andMU
zones.He indicatedthereis no textamendmentto thecomprehensiveplan,
whichhepointedout to Mr. Morgan. Mr. ShermanindicatedthatMr. Morgan
saidheforgotto includethis. Anotherapproachmightbenot to amendthe
comprehensiveplanbutjustto adoptanewzonein theMU andMHDR zones.
Mr. ShermanstatedthatMr. Morganagreedthat thiswouldbeaviable
alternative.

Anotherplanningandzoningissueinvolvedthe doublejointedprocess
necessaryfor rezoningthepropertyfrom UT to residential.He indicatedthat
the RL zonewouldfit in thiscase. Mr. Shermanstatedthat, for themostpart,
the approachis greatandis worthtryingto havea mix of commercialand
residentialuses.However,hequestionedtheprohibitionof personalcare
facilities,suchas theoneat HiddenLakes. Mr. Shermanquotedthe Standard
IndustrialClassificationandthemannerin whichit relatesto theHiddenLakes
facility. Hedoesnot believeit wasMr. Morgan’sor thePlanningCommission’s
intentto precludesuchuse.
Mr. Shermanindicatedthatthedraftplanprohibitsanygroundfloor residential
use. With currenthandicappedrequirements,Mr. Shermanbelievedit might
beprohibitivelyexpensivetoinstallelevators.He alsoquestionedwhetheritis
necessaryto imposesuchhardandfastrulesat thispoint in timewith respect
to theresidentialdevelopment.

Mr. Shermanalsoquestionedtheterm “singledevelopment.”Heindicatedthat
this maymeanasinglebuilding,or it maymeantheentiredevelopment.If it
doesmeana singlebuilding,he believedsuchan approachwouldbe totally
unworkableandimposesaverysharprestrictionon the development
opportunities.The planis to createamix of commercialandresidentialuses,
however,he seesno reasonto severelyrestrictresidentialdevelopmentoptions
atthis pointin time.

Mr. Shermanalsoinquiredaboutthenecessityfor staggeredsetbacks.He
questionedwhetherthisis oneindividual’sviewpointonaesthetics.In any
case,Mr. Shermantermedthisasdesignreviewwhich shouldbe consideredat
a laterpoint in thedevelopment.In addition,theminimuminterior
landscapingin theparkinglotasprovidedin thedraftplanrequiresfour times
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theamountof landarearequiredin commercialdevelopmentsandis too
restrictive.

With respectto sitedevelopmentissues,Mr. Shermanquestionedthedraft
plan’sprovisionfor densityalongthenorthshoreof the lake,althoughthis
issueis not ascritical asit waswhenthe densitywaseightunitsper acre. He
notedthatthenew densitylimits givemoreflexibilityin planningtheoverall
project. In the mixedusezone,the developerwill be givencreditsfor every
unit to go towardstheresidentialzone.

Mr. Shermanstatedthataccordingto the engineershehastalkedwith, thereis
no traffic engineeringreasonto providea continuousinternalstreetpattern
within the development.Integratingneighborsdoesnot occurwith carsdriving
down the street.He believesthisprovisioncamefrom the Planning
Commission. Thereareotheroptionswhich aremuchmoreeffectivein
attemptingsocialengineering.Anotheraspectinvolvesthe lossof propertyfor
developmentwiththe requirementforpavedareasandsetbacks.Mr. Sherman
statedthatif McClureevergoesthroughandconnectsto McNaryEstatesDrive,
thatstreetwouldbecomea thoroughfarethroughaneighborhood.He believed
it shouldbecomeacollectorstreet.

A similarrequirementfor apedestrian/bicyclepathlinking keycomponentsof
theactivitycenteris not feasible,especiallywithRiverRoadandLockhaven
runningthroughthemiddle. Whilehe doesnothaveanyobjectionto thepath,
heindicatedtheownersdo notwishto be saddledwith somethingthatis

• unclear. In addition,the roadsystemmayeventuallybeprivatizedandit
wouldbeincompatibleto havea publicpedestrian/bicyclepathrunningthrough
theproject.

Mr. Shermanstatedthathis perspectiveon theprojectis thattheStaats’Lakeis
thefocalpointof the activitycenter. Henotedthattheprocesshasbeenand
will continueto beverylongandinvolved. Evenif the Counciladoptedthe
plantonight,it wouldbetwelveto eighteenmonthsbeforeanydevelopment
begins.Mr. Shermanstatedthatthiswill bea firstclassdevelopmentthatcan
be of benefitandbe an assetto thecommunity. It will bring financialaswell as
otherbenefitsto Keizer,however,thedevelopersneedenoughflexibility to
fosterdevelopmentof theproperty. HenotedthattheStaatsareinterestedin
movingforwardwith thedevelopment,andareencouragedby the
improvementsmadeto therevisedplan.

Don Nissen,650 SneadDrive, Keizer,testifiedthatto becalleda “lake,”abody
of watermustbecomprisedof freshwaterandsaltwater. Mr. Nissenstated
thattheStaatspropertyis a quarry. Mr. Nissenindicatedthatuseof the
propertyhasbeenbadlyplannedby Staatsin thepast. Henotedthat
developersdo thedevelopment,profit from it, andthenmoveon. Mr. Nissen
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indicatedthathe favorsresponsibledevelopment,however,theStaatsare
againstthe bikepath,andareagainstanybodyusingtheirlake. Theydo not
wishto developa continuoussystemof streetswhichwill giveemergency
personnelfits. He urgedtheCity not to issuea blankcheckto the developers
atthis time. Mr. Nissennotedthatthepropertywasdevelopedonceforprofit
andthatthecommunitydoesnot haveto guaranteeasecondprofit.

MarkGrenz,Multi-TechEngineeringrepresentingtheMcNaryEstates
developers,HillmanProperties,testifiedthatagreatdealof efforthasgoneinto
theplanningof thisproject. Henotedthatwhile themixed usezonemaybe a
goodideafor theproperty,therearesomeissueswhichneedto beclarified.
Hehighlightedtheissueof theClaggettCreekwetlandscorridorandhowthe
developmentmayeffect theMcNaryproperty. Anotherconcernis the
encouragementofpublicaccessfrom thedevelopmentontotheMcNarygolf
course.In 1988-89therewasconsiderablediscussionon thesecondaccessfrom
McNaryEstates,andHillman Propertiesfundeda trafficstudyto determine
whetherMcClurewouldbe theappropriatelocationfor thataccesspoint. The
engineer’sreportindicatedthatMcClureStreetwould bethemostappropriate
pointandMcNaryhasbeenrepresentingthisto prospectivepropertyowners
andhasconductedextensiveplanningtowardstheuseof McClureStreet. Mr.
Grenzdistributedapapertitled “SuggestedWordingfor McNaryActivity
CenterPlan”andpreliminaryMcClure accessplan. This waslabeledasExhibit
“A”. Theplanprovidesfora full sizecul-de-sacturn aroundextensionoff of
McClureStreetanda gatedaccess.Sucha gatewouldbe operatedprobablyby
acardsystem.

Al Lambert,propertyownerof 5640NorthRiverRoad,testifiedthathe has
beenin andout of Keizersince1946. He statedthatwhoeverdeveloped
McNaryEstates,andthe Staats,deserveamedal. Mr. Lambertindicatedthat
for thelast40 yearsit hasbeenfeastandfamine,but usuallyfamine. Now that
thereis theopportunityfor alittle feast,coldwateris thrown on theproject.
Mr. Lambertstatedthatthelakewill be afuturemosquitoholeif development
doesnot occur. Theneighborsarebeggingto allow this development.

JimCockrell,2525NiagaraN., Keizer,indicatedheis a propertyownerin the
city. He saidthatwhile thelegalcounselfor thepetitionerhassomegoodideas
of whichhewouldendorse,thereneedsto bea rudimentaryideaof whatis
desiredfor theproperty. Mr. Cockrellexpressedconcernaboutpotential
groundwaterpollutionandhowit will materiallyimpactthepeopleof Keizer.
He statedthatthe runoff, pesticideandfertilizeruse,aswell asboatsand
houseboatson thelake,will impacttheaquifer. Hequestionedwhetherthere
will beahomeownersassociationwhowill be liableformaintenance.Mr.
Cockrellstressedtheneedfor a concertedeffortto lookatthe entirepicture.
He alsosuggestedthatthedeveloper’strackrecordor lackof it beinvestigated
aswell as thatof anyfinancialbackers.Mr. Cockrellindicatedthat$100perlot
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is insufficienttobuild a parkandshouldinsteadby $500. He alsobelievedthat
themixedusezoneneedssomefurtherstudy. Mr. Cockrellopposedusing
KeizerSchoolpropertyfor parksland. In summary,Mr. Cockrellhopedthat
somethingbeautifulwould comeout of thisandthatthe developmentwill
enhancethecommunityratherthanbecomea liability.

Mr. JohnsonindicatedthatMr. Morganwill be listeningto the taperecordings
of tonight’smeetingandwill be providingwrittenresponsesto theCouncil.

Therebeingno furthertestimonyto comebeforetheCounciltonight,Mayor
Orcutt recessthepublic hearinganddeliberationto theAugust5, 1991meeting.
Heindicatedthatanyfinal commentsfrom thepublicwill be takenatthattime.
He alsoaskedtheaudienceto placetheirnameon the sign-upsheetif they
wishedto receiveacopyof thefinal determination.

RESTROOM
REMODEL Mr. Mull addressedthebid awardfor theremodelof therestroomsin theCity

Hall andPolicebuildings. The low bidder,ColemanConstruction,submitteda
bid of $39,167.

CouncilorHartmovedto approvethestaffrecommendationandawardthebid
for restroomremodelto ColemanConstruction.CouncilorKoho secondedthe
motion.

CouncilorMcGeeaskedwhethervolunteerscouldperformthe painting. Mr.
• Mull respondedthatthereis little paintingto be done,andthatthecontractor

put thiswork in hisbid. To now removethatwork mayrequireanewbid.
CouncilorMcGeeindicatedthatheheadedup a committeeto paintthe entire
PoliceDepartmentbuildingseveralyearsagoandthathereceivedagreatdeal
of praisefor their efforts.

CouncilorKoho indicatedthatwhile he considersthis to be a goodpoint,he
recommendedthattheCouncilacceptthebid as submitted,andthatperhaps
volunteersbe consideredto paint theoutsideof the buildings.

The motionpassedunanimouslyby thefollowingvote:

AYES: Orcutt,Hart,Koho, McGee,Miller, Van Meter(6)
NAYS: None(0)
ABSENT: Newton(1)

RESURFACING
BID AWARD Mr. Mull reviewedthe staffreportregardingthe 1991-92programfor street

resurfacing.D & D Pavingwaslow bidderon all projects,for atotalof
$243,110.50.The budgetedamountwas$300,000.Therewill be sufficientfunds
remainingin thebudgetto overlayLockhavenDrive.
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CouncilorKohomovedto acceptthefour bids submittedby D & D Pavingfor
the 1991-92streetresurfacingprogram. CouncilorVan Metersecondedthe
motion.

CouncilorHartaskedabouttheavailabilityoffundsto completethe
constructionof thebikepathalongWheatlandRoad. Mr. Mull respondedthat
theLockhavenprojectis in dire needof an overlayprior to the schoolyear.
The projectwill cost$170,000to $180,000,someof which hasalreadybeen
budgeted.Bids for thebikepathwill be openedon July17. Mr. Mull indicated
thattheremaybe sufficientmoneyto do thebikepathprojectfrom thosefunds
previouslyreservedfor LockhavenDrive (OlsonStreet)in theamountof
$350,000.

CouncilorMcGeeindicatedthatthe Lockhavenoverlayclearlyoutweighsthe
bikepathneed. CouncilorHartnotedtheaccidentsthathaveoccurredon
WheatlandRoadbecauseof thelackof a bikepath.

The motionpassedunanimouslyby thefollowingvote:

AYES: Orcutt,Hart, Koho, McGee,Miller, Van Meter(6)
NAYS: None(0)
ABSENT: Newton(1)

SYSTEMS
DEVELOPMENT
CHARGE Mr. Mull reviewedthe staff reportregardingthe sewersystemsdevelopment

chargeordinance.Henotedthatthereareno changesincludedin the
ordinance.

CouncilorVan Metermovedfor passageof abill for an ordinanceestablishinga
sewersystemdevelopmentchargefor wastewatertreatmentfacilities;repealing
Ordinance90-162. CouncilorHartsecondedthemotion. Themotionpassed
unanimouslyon first readingby the followingvote:

AYES: Orcutt,Hart,Koho, McGee,Miller, VanMeter(6)
NAYS: None(0)
ABSENT: Newton(1)

TEAM BUILDING
FACILITATOR

Mr. Ottermanprovidedto theCity Councila list of facilitatorswhomaybe
availablefor theCity Council’steambuildingsession.TheCouncildiscussed
thedifferentfacilitators,andthepossibilityof a militaryfacilitator. Mayor
OrcutturgedthattheCouncilactquickly to selectthefacilitatorbecausetheir
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Saturdaysarebeingbookedup with othercommitments.The Councilasked
Mr. Ottermanto provideresumeson the variousfacilitators.The Councilalso
discussedwhetherteambuildingis a genericterm andwhethertheyneedto
lookat someonewhospecializesinthis area.

CouncilorHartmovedthatthe selectionof a facilitatorbe delayeduntil thenext
City Councilmeeting.CouncilorMiller secondedthe motion. The motion
passedby thefollowing vote:

AYES: Hart, Koho, McGee,Miller, VanMeter (6)
NAYS: Orcutt (1)
ABSENT: Newton(1)

SURPLUSPROPERTY
Mr. Ottermanreviewedthe staffreportregardingappropriationof unclaimed
personalpropertyfor publicpurposes.He explainedthat 12 itemswerepulled
from thepolicedepartment’ssemi-annualauction.Mr. Ottermanindicatedthat
theseitemscouldbe of useto City Hall. Heexplainedthattheboltcutters,for
example,will be distributedto thesergeant’sunit andthewaterdepartment.
The microwavewill beputin theAuditoriumwhichwill cutdown on the
numberof visitorswhousethepolicedepartment’sbreakroom whenattending
classesin thatbuilding.

CouncilorKoho movedforappropriationof 12 itemsfor publicpurposesby the
• City. in accordancewith OrdinanceNo. 88-117. CouncilorVan Meterseconded

the motion.

CouncilorMcGeesuggestedthattheitemsbe placedfor publicauctionandif
theyarenot sold, thentheCity couldusethemforpublic purposes.Hewas
concernedthatif the microwaveburntout, for example,thatit would
automaticallybereplacedby staff. Hebelievedthisis an item thatshouldbe
handledin thebudgetaryprocess.Mr. Ottermanindicatedthattheseitemswill
beinventoriedseparatelyandwill beunderhis directcontrol. Councilor
McGeesuggestedan administrativepolicyfor monitoringthe property.

The motionpassedunanimouslyby thefollowingvote:

AYES: Orcutt,Hart, Koho, McGee,Miller, VanMeter (6)
NAYS: None(0)
ABSENT: Newton(1)

OTHER BUSINESS CouncilorKohoexpressedconcernwith a potentialconflictby MarkGrenz,a
PlanningCommissionmember. Whilehe doesnotwishto imply a lackof
integrityon Mr. Grenz’ part, CouncilorKohobelievedtherewereenough
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conflictsbetweenMr. Grenzanddeveloperswho comebeforethe Planning
Commissionthatit shouldbeof concern. CouncilorKoho indicatedthathehas
spokenwith Mr. Grenzregardingthis andthatit wouldagreeto giveMr.
Grenzanyforum in whichhefeelscomfortableto addressthe Councilon this
issue. MayorOrcutt indicatedthatthiscould beplacedon thenextCity
Councilagenda.Mr. Grenzindicatedthathewouldbehappyto addressthe
Council’sconcernsatthattime.

CouncilorHart indicatedthatanotherPlanningCommissionmember,Dave
Siegel,whohasa professionalplanningbackground,tendsto dominatethe
Commission.CouncilorHartstatedthatMr. Siegelprobablymakes85% of the
motionswhichareput on thefloor.

MayorOrcuttindicatedthatMr. Grenz’ situationis differentin thatthereis a
publicperceptionof conflictsbecauseof Mr. Grenz’associationwith Hillman
Propertiesandotherdevelopers.CouncilorHartstatedthatif a conflictarises,
he hasobservedMr. Grenzdeclarea conflictandnot participatein the
discussion.MayorOrcuttindicatedthatCouncilorKoho’sconcernsfocuson
thefactthattheseconflictsarecomingup moreandmore,while theCity loses
theinputof a memberof thecommunityon the Commission.

CouncilorMcGeeindicatedthatif Mr. Siegelis domineering,thatis an issue
whichhefeelsshouldbehandledby theChairmanof theCommission.
CouncilorHartnotedthatMr. Siegelis usinghisprofessionalcareerto do this
while the otherCommissionmembersdo nothavethatbackground.Mayor
Orcuttsuggestedthatthe PlanningCommissionChairmandiscussthissituation
with Mr. Siegel. If a resolutioncannotbe found, thenthe mattercancomeback
to the CityCouncilforfurtherdiscussion.Mr. Ottermanindicatedthathe
wouldmeetwithJerryWatson,DaveSiegelandCouncilorHart to discussthe
situation.

CouncilorMcGeeindicatedthatthe Councildid not approveanyminutes
tonight. He saidthatit helpshim to havetheearlierminutesavailableto him
for thenextmeeting. Mr. Ottermanstatedthatbecauseof staffworkloadsand
illnesses,therehasnot beentimeto preparethe minutes.He indicatedthat
staffwill beworkingon thempriorto thenextmeeting.

WRITtEN COMMUNICATIONS
CouncilorVan Meteraskedaboutanewspaperarticleregardingawaterleakon
DennisLane. HenotedthattheWaterDepartmentdid awonderfuljob in
repairingtheleak.

CouncilorMiller saidthathe hashadpeopletalkto him aboutFir Conebeinga
dangerousstreet.Mr. Mull statedthatheis awareof only oneaccidentwhere
aconcretetruckran off ontoa softshoulderandtipped. He explainedthat
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driversarenot slowingdown enough. Mr. Ottermanaddedthatthereis quite
a bit of speedenforcementalongthis stretchof theroad. CouncilorHartwas
awareof two accidents,oneat Fir ConeandtheotherjustbeyondFir Cone.

AGENDA INPUT Mr. Ottermanindicatedthatthe appealhasbeenwithdrawnon the Lydon
Subdivision,therefore,a publichearingwill not beheldat thenextCouncil
meeting.MayorOrcuttquestionedwhetherotherswhowerecontemplating
filing an appealhavebeennotifiedof thewithdrawal. He wasconcernedthat

theymayhavereliedon theoriginalappellantin orderto givetheir input to the
City Council. Mr. Ottermanexplainedthedecisionof theHearingsOfficerand
thefact thatthe SKATS planis silenton the matterof RivercrestDriveand,
therefore,the statusof thestreetis within the localgovernment’sjurisdiction.

ADJOURNMENT The meetingadjournedat9:49p.m.

SusanBiasi Darby
City Recorder

APPROVED:

MAYOR /7
S ~ ~ ________
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