
CITY OF KEIZER MISSION STATEMENT
KEEP CITY GOVERNMENTCOSTSAND SERVICESTO A MINIMUM BY

PROVIDING BASIC CITY SERVICESTO THE COMMUNITY IN A
COORDINATED, EFFICIENT AND LEAST COSTFASHION

AGENDA
KEIZER CITY COUNCIL

Monday,June7, 1993
7:30 p.m.

RobertL. SimonCouncil Chambers
Keizer City Hall

Keizer, Oregon 97303

1. CALL TO ORDER

2. ROLL CALL

3. PUBLIC TESTIMONY

This time is providedfor citizens to addressthe Council on mattersnot on the
agenda.

4. COMMITTEE REPORTS

a. Mayor’s Proclamation

b. Volunteerof the MonthAward - RosemaryEmmerich

c. Five Year ServiceAward - Police Department

d. Tree OrdinanceTaskForceReport

5. PUBLIC HEARINGS

6. DELIBERATION

7. ORDINANCE

a. PropertyAccess;LarsenSubdivision (secondreading)

b. ZoneChange- LarsenSubdivision

8. DISCUSSION

a. RESOLUTION - Keizer HeritageUse Agreement

b. RESOLUTION - Authorizing City Manager to Enter Agreement
RegardingHousingIssues

~
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C. Preparationfor June 10 LCDC Meeting Concerning Keizer’s Periodic
Review

9. CONSENTCALENDAR

a. RESOLIJTION- CherrylawnCourt StreetLighting District

b. RESOLUTION - AppletreeEstateStreetLighting District

c. RESOLUTION - RivercrestStreetLighting District

d. Approval of May 17, 1993 RegularSessionMinutes

10. OTHERBUSINESS

This time is providedto allow Council membersthe opportunityto bring matters
beforethe Council which arenot on tonight’sagenda.

11. WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS

To informtheCouncil of significantwritten conununicationsandpetitions.

12. AGENDA INPUT
June14. 1993 - 7:00 p.m. SpecialCouncil Worksession
June21. 1993 - 7:00 p.m.

UrbanRenewalAgencyMeeting
PublicHearing- Budget
Appointmentto Position #2
Bond Issuance

RegularSession- 7:30 p.m.
Closureof Sandy/NewbergDrive Report
Adoption of 1993-94Budget
SupplementalBudget
NeighborhoodAssociationPublicHearing
ChemawaActivity CenterReport
ChronicNuisanceOrdinance

July 6. 1993 (Tuesday)- 7:30 p.m.
ChemawaActivity CenterPublic Hearing
Updateon progressof Goals
Marion CountyBuilding/PlanningAgreement

13. ADJOURN

X~\~g.ud~\co.mcii.6-i



City of Keizer
930 Chemawa Rd.. N.E. • P.O. Box 21000
Keizer, Oregon 97307-1000 • (503) 390-3700 • Fax # 393-9437

COUNCILMEETING: June 7. 1993

AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 4b

TO: MAYOR KOHO AND CITY COUNCIL

THROUGH: DOTFY TRYK&
6

.6~
CITY MANAGER

FROM: TRACY L. DAVIS
CITY RECORDER

SUBJECT: VOLUNTEER OFTHE MONTH AWARD

A memberof theVolunteerCoordinatingCommittee,will presenttheMay Volunteerof the
Month Award to Rosemaiy Emmerich. Ms. Emmerich was nominatedby Lynn Owen,
AdministrativeAssistant.

Attachedto this report is a copyof thepressreleaseissuedfor Ms. Emmerich’snomination.

“Pride, Spirit and Volunteerism” __________________

R~yd~dP
9
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City of Keizer
~II~ Administration

930Chemawa Rd. N.E. • P.O. Box 21000
Keizer, Oregon 97307-1000 • (503) 390-3700• Fax # 390-8295

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:

June1, 1993

Keizer — The City of Keizer will honor RosemaryEmmerichas its June Volunteerof the
Month” at the City Council meetingon June7th, 7:30PM atCity Hall. Emmerichwas
selectedby the Citys VolunteerCoordinatingCommitteefor donatingher time eachweekto
City Hall.

The letter nominating Emmerich,describedher as someonewho always brings cheerand
smiles to City Hall along with her high energylevel. ‘While Rosemaryhasbeena volunteer
with City Hall, shehastruly madeadifferencein ourworkload Like themanyotherCity
Hall volunteers, Rosemary Emmerich’s generosity continues to rekindle the spirit of
volunteerismin Keizer. It is peoplelike her who truly makeour world go ‘round!”

Emmerichhasspentmuchof her volunteer timeupdating theCity’s filing systems,alongwith
completingothertasksfor Keizer City staff. Emmerichalso donatesher time to the Oregon
State Library, processinglending orders for audio tapes from blind citizens throughout
Oregon. Her volunteertime with Keizer follows a life-long careerof volunteerismwith her
churchandin othercommunitieswhereshehas lived.

‘Volunteeringhasprovidedtheopportunityto seelocal governmentfromtheCity staffsside;
not just as a taxpayer. It’s rewardingfor meto know I’ve done somethingto helpsomeone.’
said Emmerich.

The City of Keizer hasanactivevolunteerprogram. Anyoneintereste4in volunteeria should
contactCity Recorder,TracyDavisat390-3700. -

“Pride, Spirit andVolunteerism”_______________________



City of Keizer
.,: 930 Chemawa Rd. N.E. • P.O. Box 21000

Keizer, Oregon 97307-1000 • (503) 390-3700 • Fax # 393-9437

COUNCIL MEETING: June 7. 1993

AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 4c

TO: MAYOR KOHO AND CITY COUNCIL

THROUGH: DOTFY TRYK

CITY MANAGER

FROM: CHARLES STULL
POLICE DEPARTMENT

SUBJECT: FIVE YEAR SERVICEAWARD

The Police Departmentwill present a five-year service award to Beverly Bin for her
contributionsto theDepartmentover the last five years.

“Pride, Spirit and Volunteerism” _________________

R~yddPep,



City of Keizer
.: 930 Chemawa Rd. N.E. • P.O. Box 21000

Keizer, Oregon 97307-1000 • (503) 390-3700 • Fax # 393-9437

COUNCIL MEETING: June 7. 1993

AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 4d

TO: MAYOR KOHO AND CITY COUNCIL

THROUGH: DOTTY TRYK
CITY MANAGER

FROM: TRACY L. DAVIS)~’~
CITY RECORDER

SUBJECT: TREE ORDINANCE TASK FORCE

Al Miller, Chair of the Keizer Tree OrdinanceTask Force will presenta statusreport to the
Council.

“Pride, Spirit and Volunteerjsm” __________________

R~~yddP.p~



City of Keizer
.: 930 Chemawa Rd. N.E. • P.O. Box 21000

Keizer, Oregon 97307-1000 • (503) 390-3700 • Fax # 393-9437

COUNCIL MEETING: June 7. 1993

AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 7a

TO: MAYOR KOHO AND CITY COUNCIL

THROUGH: DOTTY TRYI~~
CITY MANAGER

FROM: TRACY L. DAVIS
CITY RECORDER)~

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE - PROPERTY ACCESS - LARSEN SUBDIVISION

The Bill for an Ordinance relating to thesaleof city property located at the cornerof Brandon
Streetand 19th Court to MarvinR. Larsenis before theCouncil for secondreading. Councilor
McGeemovedfor adoption of theOrdinancewith a purchasepriceof $500.00. The Motion was
secondedby Councilor Keller with a vote of 5-2 with Coundior Miller andCouncilor Watson
in opposition. The attached Ordinance has been amended to show the purchaseprice of
$500.00.

“Pride, Spirit and Volunteerism” ____________________

Re~yddPp~



1 BILL NO. A BILL ORDINANCENO.
2 93—
3 FOR

4 AN ORDINANCE

5 RELATING TO THE SALE OF CITY PROPERTYLOCATEDAT
6 THE CORNER OF BRANDONSTREET AND 19TH COURT TO
7 MARVIN R. LARSEN
8
9 The City of Keizer ordains as follows:

10 Section 1. PUBLIC HEARING. A public hearing was held before

11 the City Council on May 17, 1993. Notice of such hearing was

12 published concerning the above referenced sale.

13 Section 2. FINDINGS. The notice requirements of ORS 221.725

14 have been complied with. The nature of the proposed sale and the

15 general terms thereof, including an appraisal or other evidence of

16 the market value of the property have been fully disclosed by the

17 City Council at the public hearing. Any resident of the city has

18 been given an opportunity to present written or oral testimony at

19 the hearing.

20 The property is described as Lot 8, Block 5 Northview Terraces

21 Annex No. 1. The property is not developable as it is bisected by

22 storm and sanitary sewer easements, including working easements.

23 The property is not necessary for public use, except for such

24 easements. The subject property is necessary to the proposed buyer

25 in that it provides the only access to the buyer’s approved

26 subdivision (Land Use Case No. ZC/5UB93—2).

27 ///

28 ///

29 ///

1 - ORDINANCENO. 93-

LIEN, HOBSON & JOHNSON

4855 RI~8,Rd. N
Ke,zer. O’egon 97303

503) 390-16S5



1 It is necessary and convenient to sell the real property at this

2 time as it would be of little or no use to anyone other than the

3 proposed buyer herein and the proposed buyer now wishes to buy the

4 property.

5 Section 3. DECISION TO SELL. Following the public hearing,

6 the City Council voted to sell the subject property to the buyer,

7 Marvin R. Larsen, on the terms set forth below.

8 Section 4. SALE. The City Council, being fully advised in

9 the matter, hereby directs the Mayor and City Recorder to sign a

10 bargain and sale deed on a form approved by the City Attorney in

11 consideration of payment of the sum of $500.00, the appropriate

12 easements and dedications to the City, and the completion of all

13 required public improvements to be determined by the Public Works

14 Director. This authority to sell is automatically revoked if the

15 subdivision plat has not been filed with the Community Development

16 Director by the first day of the 18th month following the date of

17 detailed approval of the subdivision.

18 Section 5. CLOSING. If the plat is filed as set forth above,

19 the Mayor and City Recorder shall sign the deed and such deed shall

20 be delivered to the buyer when the purchase price has been paid, the

21 buyer has completed the public improvements referred to above, the

22 appropriate easements and dedications to the City have been made, and

23 the subdivision plat is recorded or has received final approval.

24 ///

25 ///

26 ///

2 - ORDINANCENO. 93-

LIEN, HOBSON & JOHNSON
Attome,satLa~,
4855 ~ 84, N.

KeIze,~O,egon 97303
5031 390-1635



1 Section 6. EFFECTIVE DATE. This ordinance shall take effect

2 30 days after its passage.

3 PASSED this ___________ day of _____________________, 1993.

4 SIGNED this ___________ day of _____________________, 1993.

5
6 Mayor

7
8 City Recorder

9 824.107

3 — ORDINANCENO. 93-

LIEN, HOBSON & JOHNSON
Al o ,n Sys at Lao
4855 RIse, Ad. N

80.551. O~egon97303

(503) 390-1635
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City of Keizer
.: 930 Chemawa Rd. N.E. • P.O. Box 21000

Keizer, Oregon 97307-1000 • (503) 390-3700 • Fax # 393-9437

COUNCIL MEETING: June 7. 1993

AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 7b

TO: MAYOR KOHO AND CITY COUNCIL

THROUGH: DOIlY TRYK~~
CITY MANAGER

FROM: SKIP WENDOLOWS
CITY PLANNER

SUBJECT: ORDINANCE - APPROVING ZONE CHANGE CASE NO. 93-2, LARSEN
SUBDIVISION

ISSUE:

Shall the City of Keizer adoptan Ordinanceapprovinga zone changefrom UT (Urban
Transition) to RL (Low DensityResidential)for CaseNo. 93-2?

DISCUSSION:

On March 1, 1993 a completedapplicationwas filed for a zonechangeby Marvin R. Larsen
to changefromUT (UrbanTransition)to RL (Low DensityResidential). A public hearingwas
heldonApril 1, 1993 andtheHearingsOfficer foundtheapplicanthadmettheburdenof proof
for thezonechangeand issuedan Orderapprovingtherequest.

RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommendedthatthe City Council adoptthe proposedOrdinancefor thezonechange.

“Pride, Spirit and Volunteerism” ___________________

R~yd~dP~p~r



1
2
3
4
5 BILL NO. _______ A BILL ORDINANCENO.
6 93-
7 FOR
8
9 AN ORDINANCE

10
11 IN THE MATTEROF THE APPLICATION OF MARVIN R. LARSEN FOR
12 A ZONE CHANGE FROM UT (URBAN TRANSITION) TO RL (LOW
13 DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) ON 3.05 ACRES OF PROPERTYIN WHICH
14 THE CITY RECOMMENDSAPPROVALOF THE ZONE CHANGEREQUESTED
15 IN ACCORDANCEWITH THE KEIZER HEARINGS OFFICER’S ORDER
16 DATED APRIL 29, 1993.
17
18

19 The City of Keizer ordains as follows:

20 Section 1 - THE APPLICATION. This matter comes before the

21 Keizer City Council on the application of Marvin R. Larsen (Owner

22 and Applicant) for a zone change from UT (Urban Transitional) to RL

23 (Low Density Residential) on 3.05 acres of land located between

24 19th Avenue NE and the Salem Parkway, Keizer, Oregon (Section OlD;

25 TownShip 7 South; Range 3 West; Tax Lots 1800, 1900, and 2000).

26 Section 2 - JURISDICTION. The land in question in this

27 Ordinance is within the City limits of the City of Keizer. The

28 City Council is the governing body for the City of Keizer. As the

29 governing body, the City Council has the authority to make final

30 land use decisions concerning land within the city limits of the

31 City of Keizer.

32 Section 3 - PUBLIC HEARING. A public hearing was held on this

33 matter before the Hearings Officer on April 1, 1993. The following

34 persons either appeared at the hearing or provided written

35 testimony on the application:
36
37 1. Skip Wendolowski City Planner



1 2. Marvin R. Larsen Applicant
2 3. Ken Larsen Proponent
3 4. Rich Peterson Area Resident
4 5. Rick RUPP Area Resident
5 6. Gary Short Area Resident
6 7. Carol Phelps Area Resident
7
8
9 Section 4 - EVIDENCE. Evidence before the City Council in

10 this matter is summarized in Exhibit ‘A” attached.

11 Section 5 - OBJECTIONS. No objections have been raised as to

12 notice, jurisdiction, alleged conflicts of interest, evidence

13 presented or testimony taken at the hearing.

14 Section 6 - CRITERIA AND STANDARDS. The criteria and

15 standards relevant to the decision in this matter are set for in

16 Exhibit “A” attached.

17 Section 7 - FACTS. The facts before the City Council in this

18 matter are set forth in Exhibit “A” attached.

19 Section 8 - JUSTIFICATION. Justification for the City

20 Council’s decision in this matter is explained in Exhibit “A”

21 attached.

22 Section 9 - ACTION. The decision of the City Council is set

23 forth in Exhibit “A” attached.

24 Section 10 - FINAL DETERMINATION. This Ordinance is the final

25 determinatiOn in this matter.

26 Section 11 - EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance being necessary

27 for the immediate preservation of the public health, safety and

28 welfare, an emergency is declared to exist and this Ordinance shall

29 take effect immediately upon its passage.

30 Section 12 - APPEAL. A party aggrieved by the final

31 determination in a proceeding for a discretionary permit or a zone



i change may have it reviewed under ORS 197.830 to ORE 197.834.

2

3 PASSED this _____ day of ___________________ 1993.

4

5 SIGNED this _____ day of _____________________ 1993.

6

7
8 Mayor
9

10
11
12 city Recorder



BEFORETHE CITY OF KEIZER HEARINGS OFFICER

In thematter of theapplicationof: ) CaseNo. ZC/SUB 93-2

MARVIN R. LARSEN ) ZONE CHANGE/SUBDIVISION

ORDER

1. Natureof the Application

Thismatter camebeforetheCity of Keizer Hearings Officer upon the
applicationof Marvin R. Larsenfor a zonechangefrom UT (URBAN
TRANSITION) to RL (LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL) and for conceptual
approval of a subdivision creating 20lots on approximately 3.05 acresof
landlocatedbetween19thAvenue NE andtheSalemParkway,Keizer,
Oregon(Section0 1B; Township 7 South;Range3 West,TaxLots 1800, 1900
adn 2000).

2. RelevantCriteria

The applicablecriteria for thisproposedzonechangeand subdivision
areembodiedin the following:

1. Keizer Subdivisionand PartitioningOrdinance,especially
SectIons111(1)and IX.

2. KeizerComprehensivePlan, especiallyresidentialdevelopment
policies 4 (coordinate newresidentialdevelopmentwith provision of
adequatesewer,water,transportation,schoolsandparks), 5 (promote
higher density residentialdensitiesfor compact urban form), 7 (encourage
in-filling of existingundevelopedlots). Policy 9 (encourageconsolidationof
smallparcelsor residential land for projects),and 15 (provide three levelsof
residential density: low, mediumand high).

3. Keizer Zoning Ordinance, especiallyChapters 4, 24,and 36.

3. PublicHearing

A public hearingwasheld onApril 1, 1993. Official notice wastaken
of the Keizer CommunityDevelopmentDepartment file in this matter. The
record wasleft openuntil April 5, 1993,at the requestof the participants.

1- ZC/SUB 93-2
LARSEN



The following personsappearedatthehearingandprovidedtestimonyon
the application:

Skip Wendoloweki City Planner
2. Marvin R. Larsen Applicant
3. Ken Larsen Proponent
4. Rich Peterson Area resident
5. Rick Rupp Area resident
(. Gary Short Area resident
7. Carol Phelps Area resident

Thefollowing documentsweremarkedasexhibits andentered into
the record:

Ex. 1 Statementof TedMinden opposingzonechange
andsubdivision

Following thehearing,a statementof theKeizerCity Planner
concerningaccesto thesubjectproperty.

No objections wereraisedasto noticeor jurisdiction,allegedconflicts
of interest,bias or prejudice, or evidencepresentedor testimonytakenat
thehearing.

4. Findingsof FactandConclusions

The Hearings Officer, after carefulconsiderationof the testimonyand
evidencein therecord,Issuesthe following findingsand conclusions:

1. Thesubjectproperty contains3.05acresandiscomposedof three tax
lots locatedbetween19thAvenueNE and theSalemParkwayshoutliof the
Kennedy Mobile Home Park. ThepropertyisdesignatedMedium-High
DensityResidentialin theKeizerComprehensivePlan andzoned UT (URBAN
TRANSITION). The purposeof this Plandesignationis to provide land for
residential developmentat a dwelling densityof greater than8 units per
acre.

2. Propertyto thesouthandwestisdesignatedLow DensityResidential
andzoned RS (SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL) with single family residences
dominating. Landtothenorth iszonedRM (MEDIUM DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL), and containsa mobile home park. The SalemParkway
borders the propertyon theeast.

2- ZC/STJD 93-2
LARSEN



3. Theapplicantseeksa zonechangetoRL (LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL)
andconceptualapproval of a 20 lot subdivision. ThesubdivisiOfl is designed
to accommodateeither single family residencesor duplexes. Subsequently,
the applicant submitteda modifiedsite plan that wouldcreate12 lots. This
application will considerthe modifiedsiteplan.

4. The following agencycommentswere received:

a. U.S. WestCommunications(Pacific NorthwestDell) requested
1ive(5) footeasementsaroundeach lot, aswell asthe implementationof a
developmentagreement. NorthwestNaturalGas noted that it couldserve
theproperty,andrequesteda 5 footutility easementalong thesidelOt lines
and tenfoot easementson the front lot lines.

b. Viacomstatedthat theproperty can beserved.

c. TheKeizer Public Works DepartmentandCity Engineer
commentedthat engineeringplansfor water,sewer,storm waterdrainage
andstreetswouldneedthedepartmentsreview andapproval. Accessto the
property wasa significantconcern.

d. SalemArea Transitreviewedtheproposal andhad nocomment.

e. SalemCommunityDevelopmentDepartment provided
commentsconcerning potentialwetlandimpacts,the needfor noise
buffering,and streetgrade.

1. TheDivision of StateLandswascontactedconcerning wetland
impacts.TheDivision made no response.

5. Thesubjectproperty hasa steepslopeonthe southsideanda gentle
slopeon thenorth side. Theslopesconvergeat themidpointof theproperty
andform a draw. Along thisdraw there is a possiblewetlandarea. The
subjectproperty alsohas three largeutility easements,a 30 foot storm
easementanda 10 foot sanitarysewereasementrunningdiagonallyacross
the property from thesouthwestto the northeast,anda 10 foot utility
easementalongthe southwestcorner of the property.

6. Thesubjectproperty doesnothave frontage ona public street.The
neareststreetisBrandonStreet,which canbeaccessedthrough an
undevelopedsubdivision lot ownedby the City of Keizer. Thelot is usedfor
storm drainageandsanitarysewerlines. On April 5, 1993,theKeizer City
Councildeclaredthe lot surplusproperty and directedcity staff to negotiate

3- ZC/SUB 93-2
LARSEN



asaleof the lot toMr. Larsen,theapplicant. Theapplicanthasan
opportunityto obtaintheaccessnecessaryto developthe proposed
subdivision.

7. Developmentof thepropertyrequirestwo landuseactions. Oneisa
zonechange,whichwould permit residentialdevelopmentoutright. The
other is a proposalfor a 12 lot subdivision,with lots ranging from 6,200 to
14,500squarefeetin size. The lots aredesignedto accommodatesingle
family residencesor duplexes.

8. Keizer Zoning OrdinanceSection 4.02identifiesthree zonesfor the
comprehensiveplandesignationof Medium-High Density: RL, RM. and RH.
TheRL zone requiresat least3,000squarefeetperdwellingunitand a
densityof 8 to 15dwethngunitsperacre. Applicant seeksanRL zone.

9. Keizer Zoning OrdinanceSection 4.16setsforth thezonechangereview
criteria. TheRL zoneisanappropriate zonefor theMedium-HighDensity
plandesignation. Theproposed12 lOt subdivision,evenwith the
topographicalfeaturesandeasementsidentified in 5above,canaccomodate
the dwellingunitsanticipatedandmeetdensity requirements.The
submittedsiteplandemonstratesthat the developmentstandardsin Keizer
Zoning OrdinanceChapters 17 to 20canbesatisfied. Generally,adequate
public facilities areavailable to servethe property. Conditions can be
imposedto ensureconnectionto public sewer,waterandstormdrainage
facilities. TheKeizer ComprehensivePlan containsnozonechangecriteria
relevant to this application. Thezonechangeis consistentwith the proposed
RL zone,which isthemostcompatible zonewith adjacentezisting
development. The proposalcomplieswith thezonechangecriteria.

10. The proposedsubdivision istentatively identified asthe LarsenPark
Subdivision. Thesubdivisionwill contain 12 residentiallots. Lotsizeswill
rangefrom 6,200squarefeetto 14,500squarefeet. Theminimum lot size
In the RL zoneIs 3,000squarefeetper dwelling unit. Theproposedlots are
largeenoughto accomodateduplexes. Theproposedlots will becompatible
with the generalresidentialcharacter of thearea. Accessto the subdivision
will be from Brandon Street.

11. Section111(1)of the Keizer SubdivisionandPartitioningOrdinance
requiresthe City to consider whether a proposalis in accordancewith the
Keizer ComprehensivePlan andthe implementing ordinancesand
developmentpoliciesof the City. ThisSectionalsoauthorizesthe City to
prescribeconditionsor make changesto the proposal to bring it into
conformancewith applicable policiesand regulations.

4- ZC/SUB 93-2
LARSEN



12. This application qualifies for reviewasa mini-subdivision. The
relatively smallsizeof theparcel andits location andtopographicalfeatures
andexistingeasementspreclude usualsubdivision practices. Theproperty is
3.05acres,within the 5acresguidefor mini-subdivisiondevelopments.
Residentialdevelopmenttothenorth,westandsouthandtheParkwayto
theeastpreventcombination of theproperty with adjacentlands. The
property cannotbe developedat single family densitiesand theproperty is
notsuitable for developmentasa mobile homepark. The proposed
developmentisthemostcompatiblewithexistingdevelopment. Many of the
commentsat thehearing reflectedthebeliefof area residentsthat the
limitation to 12 lots would minimizetraffic impactsandprovide flexibility to
adapt to inherent limitations onthe subjectproperty. Theproposedsite plan
callsfor a cul-de-sac. Theproposedsite plan indicatesthat the 12 lotscan
conform to developmentstandards,and the proposedright-of-way meets
subdivision ordinancestandards.Themini-subdivisionrequirementsare
satisfiedandappropriate for thisproposedsubdivision.

13. The ComprehensivePlan containsa numberof residential
developmentpoliciespertinentto this proposal. Policy 4 encourages
coordination of residentialdevelopmentwith publicservicesand facilities.
Policy 5 promoteshigher residential densitiesfor a compacturban form.
Policy 7 encouragesin-filling of existingundevelopedlots. Policy 9
encouragestheconsolidationof smallundevelopedparcelsfor large projects.
Policy 15 anticipates 8 to 15 dwelling unitsperacre.

14. The proposal provides in-filling by extendingexistingresidential
developmentand theconsolidationof three undevelopedtax lots to provide
efficient developmentof thesubdivision. Full public serviceswill be
available when thesubdivision is developed. Theextensionof and
connectionto public facilitiesprior to thesubmittal of a final plat can be
placedasa condition of approval. Accessto BrandonStreetcanbeobtained
by theapplicant. Thesubdivision doesprovidecompacturban development,
given limitations applicable to thisproperty. Theexistenceof topographical
featuresandeasementsreducethe developablearea from 3.05acresto 1.9
acresand make highdensity development,suchasapartmentbuildings,
impractical. Furthermore, highenddensity would adverselyaffectuseof a
localstreet,suchasBrandon Street. The 12 lots can provide up to 24
dwelling units,which isconsistentwith thedensity range of 15 to 27 units
provided for 1.9acres. Theproposalis consistentwith comprehensiveplan
policies.

5- ZC/SUB 93-2
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15. The proposed lotsmust conform to the standardsin Chapter 24of the
Keizer Zoning Ordinancefor lot sizes,parceldimensions,permitted uses,
setbacksand other relateddevelopmentstandardsfor property developed
for residential lots.

16. The applicant must obtain accessto Brandon Streetfrom thecity.

17. A portion of the propertymay lie within a wetland. The final plat and
construction shouldbe delayeduntil commentsarereceivedfrom the
Division of StateLands concerningwetlandstatusand its impact on
subdivision design.

18. The SubdivisionandPartitioningOrdinance requiresa 30 foot right-
of-way with a 35 foot bulb for a cul-de-sac.The streetpatternmust comply
with thesedimensions.

19. The lleizer Departmentof Public Works submitted a listof public
facility improvementsrequredto completethesubdivision. These
requirements arenecessaryto ensurethepublics healthand safety,andwill
be a condition of development.

20. The developermust alsoconnectto public utility services.Utilities
must beplaced belowground. Thedeveloperisresponsiblefor all utility
connectioncosts.

21. TheCitys systemdevelopmentchargefor park developmentis $300
persingle-family or duplexdwelling unit. Thesedevelopmentchargeswill
apply to this proposal.

22. Approval of a zonechangeallowstheapplicant or subsequentowners
to developthepropertyconsistentwith thepermittedusesin thezone
without furtherland useapproval or review. Someusesin theRL zoneare
not appropriate for thislandandtheadjacent neighborhood. A limited use
overlay zonecan restrict permitteddevelopmentto residential development
at appropriate densities,which should be a mazimumof 24 dwelling units.

5. ORDER

It is hereby foundthat theapplicant hasmet the burden of proving
that this application for a zonechangeto RL-LU (LIMITED DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL-LIMITED USEOVERLAY) andfor conceptual approval of a
subdivision conforms to the relevant criteriain the Keizer Subdivisionand
PartitioningOrdinance, the KeizerComprehensivePlan andtheKeizerZoning

6- ZC/SUB 93-2
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Ordinance. It is hereby ordered thatthezonechangeandconceptual
approvalof theproposedsubdivision isgranted,subjectto the following
conditions:

I. Prior to reviewof anysite developmentplan,engineeringplans,or
building permit applications, theapplicant shall furnish evidencethat he has
obtainedaccessto Brandon Street.

2 Prior to thereviewof anysitedevelopmentplans, engineeringplans
or building permit applications,applicant shall provide information
regardingdevelopmentwithin any identified wetlandareafrom DSL. Future
developmentshall comply with permit anddevelopmentrequirements of
DSL.

3. The applicant shall takepartin a conferencewith the applicable
public facility providers for the purposeof coordinating facility
improvements. This conferenceshalloccurprior to submittingengineering
drawings. It isrecommendedtheconferenceparticipants include theKeizer
Departmentof Public Works, KeizerCity Engineer,KeizerFire District,City of
SalemDepartmentof Public Works (sewer),U. S. WestCommunication,
Portland General Electric andNorthwestNaturalGas.

4. Theapplicant shallsubmit an engineeringsite plan to the Keizer
Departmentof PublicWorks for its review andapproval. The site planshall
include information concerning storm waterdetention,streetimprovements,
easements,sewer,waterandother engineering information asnecessaryto
showcompliancewith Public Works developmentstandards. Specific
requirementsareattachedheretoasExhibit C. Construction standards
shall be thecurrent standardsat the time theconstruction permitisissued.

5. Theapplicant shall submit a detailedsubdivision plan to theKeizer
CommunityDevelopmentDepartment for reviewandapproval. The detailed
planshall substantiallyconform with the submittedconceptualplan and
shall include thefollowing additional provisions:

(a) Create a minimum of 12 lots.
(b) Include all engineeringelementsasrequiredby Exhibit C.
(c) Include anysite developmentconsiderationsrequired by the

Division of StateLands.

6. Uponapproval of thedetailedsite plan, engineeringplansandthe
landscapeplan, theapplicant shall submita final plat for the subdivision,
which conforms to the detailplanapproval. The plat shall bepreparedby a

7- ZC/SUD 93-2
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registeredprofessionalsurveyor,andconform to the requirements in ORS
Chapter 92. A bondwill be requiredby theCounty Surveyor for post-
monumentationof thesubdivisionplat.

7. Items 1 through6 aboveshall becompleted,including review and
approval by the appropriate department,prior to the issuanceof a building
permit for anyone building.

~. The following additional items shall alsobe completedprior to
receiving a buildingpermit:

(a) Full streetimprovements, including curbs,sidewalks,paving
anddrainage,shallbe installedwithin theentire subdivision. These
improvementsshall conform to the plansapproved by the City of Keizer
Departmentof Public Works. Adequate bonding or other financialsecurity
shallbeobtained.

(b) Theapplicantshallapply to the City of Keizer for the creation of
a Local Improvement District for streetlighting. Streetlighting
improvementsshallcomply with thecity regulationsandrequirements.

(c) Streetnamesshallbecoordinated with the Mid-Willaniette
Valley Councilof Governments. (Forms are availableat theCity of Keizer.)
No plat shall be releasedthat doesnotcontain approvedstreetnames.

9. The applicantshall havetheoption of phasingthe facility
improvementsandcity financial agreements.

10. The manmumnumberof dwelling units permittedon theentire
property shall be 24.

11. Permittedusesarelimited to thosefound in Section 24.0l(a)-(e),
(g)(1-4, 11, 13) and(h) of theKeizer Zoning Ordinance. All other uses
permittedor subjecttoconditional approval shall requirespecific approval
asa conditional use.

6. APPEALS

Any interestedperson, including theapplicant,whodisagreeswith
this decision,may appealthis decisionto the City Council. An appeal must
be filed with the Keizer Community DevelopmentDepartment.930 Chemawa
Road NE, Keizer, Oregon,97303,by 5:00p.m.on the 10thdayof May, 1993.
(tendays from themailing of thisorder).
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The appealmustbe in writing, mustrequestthat theCouncil hold a
hearing on theapplication, and mustexplain why thedecision is factually or
legally incorrect, or basedon incompletefacts,or presentnew factsmaterial
tothedecision,or presentmodifications that will conformtheproposalto the
requirementsof the ordinance andregulations governing theapplication.
(Consultthe Community DevelopmentDepartmentto determineif a filing fee
is required.)

This Order shall be effectivetendaysfrom thedate theOrder is
mailed, unlessappealed.

If you have any questionsaboutthis application or thedecision please
call 390-3700or visit the CommunityDevelopmentDepartmentat theabove
address.

DATED this dayof April, 1993.

Mi4ael J. Han4~h
City’ of Keizer I~earingsOfficer
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EXHIBiT “CI’

DATE: MARCH 30, 1993

TO: CITY OF KEIZER
PLAI’4NING DEPARTMENT

SUBJECT: PRELIMINARY PLAN FOR LARSEN PARK SUBDIVISION
PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT COMMENTS

Thefollowing commentsaredirectedto theplanning staff to incorporaterecommendationsin
the staffreportto thehearingsofficec

Theplan indicatesaBrandonStreetsight of way existsonthe~wstside ofthe property. The
areaindicatedasBrandonStreettightofway is propertyownedby theCity ofKeizerbutto
ourknowledgeit hasnever beendedicatedas apublic street. The public wnrks department
doesnot havethe authorityto grant~xessto thesubjectpropertyover-properlyownedby the
City ofKeizer.

If the developeris successfulin obtainingcity approvalto convertthecity ownedpropertyto
public right ofway the following minimal in~,rovementswill be required

SANITARY SEWERS

1. The developerwill be required to obtain City of Salemapprovalto connect to the
existingsanitasysewerline that bisectsthe property. No buildings will beallowed to
be placed within thecurrentsewereasements.

2. Plans approvedby the City ofSalemshall besubmitted to theCity of Keizer for
review prior to any construction permits beingissued for water systemimproveruents
or public streetsand stonn drainage.

WATER SYSTEM

1. An approvedconnectionto thepresentcity watersystemin 19thAve. will be
requireci Final detailsof thepointof connectionwill bedeterminedafter the
developersubmitsexistingutility informationwithin thepresentdevelopedstreet
system.

2. The Keizer FireDepartmentshall determinerequiredfire hydrant locations.
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3. Requirementof Polywrap in this area~ll bedetenninedafter review ofsoils
infbmiation.

4. Individual metersshall be requiredfor eachdwelling unit.

5. Public Utility easementsshall be provided on eachside oftheproposedright ofway.
Minimal width of easementsshall be 10 feet.

6. All watersystemconstructionshall conformto City of Keizer WaterSystem
Specifications

STRE~AND STORM DBA1N~lE

I. A minimum width of 40 feetofright of waywill accommodatethe standardcity
improvement of 34 feet,curb, and sidewalk on both sidesof the street. The standard
city streetsectionwill allow parkingon both sidesof thestreet. It is recommended
that thecity standard streetsectionbeconstructedfor this project.

2. The standard curb radiusfor acul-de-sacturnaroundis 38 feeL The right of way
should be45 feet in radius.

3. Public utility easements10 feet in width shall belocatedon bothsidesof the
proposedstreet.

4. Lot I appearsto havea stormdrain easementbisectingthe lot diagonallynearthe
midpoint of the lot. Thedeveloperneedsto provideaccurateinformation regarding
theactual location andwidth of theeasementto determineif abuilding can actually
be locatedon thelot withoutbuilding overtheeasement.

5. City of KeizerStandardSpecifications for StreetConsiniction shall apply to all street
and storm drainage improvements.

6. Storm water detentionis a standard requirement in theGty of Keizer andwill be
applied to this siteunlessthedevelopercanprovide informationthat indicates that
stormwater detentionwould not bebeneficial to this site.

7. The areaappears to behave poorly drained soils andthestandard baseconstruction
requirementsmaynot beadequate.Thedevelopershouldprovide adequatesoils
information to the city for review to indicatethebasedesignselected.
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8. The presentintersectionof Brandonand19th streetsmay requiresomemodification to
provide a safenew intersection of the proposedBrandon extension. The developer
shall submit an intersectiondesignfor review by the PublicWorks staffprior to
developingfinal engineeringplans for thepro ject.



CERTIFICATE OF MAILING

I hereby certify that I served the foregoing Order on the
following persons:

Marvin Larsen Pam lipton
8440 SE 55th 4763 19th P1 NE
Portland, Oregon, 97206 Salem, Oregon, 97303

Ken Larsen Gary Short
2445 LaJolla Ct NIl 1948 8randon Ave tIE
Salem, Oregon, 97304 Keizer, Oregon, 97303

Rich Peterson Carol Phelps
1996 Drandon St tIE 4782 19th P1 NE
Salem, Oregon, 97303 Keizer, Oregon, 97303

Rick Ilupp Ted Minden
479? 19th 1969 Uiessner Dr HE
Keizer, Oregon, 97303 Keizer, Oregon, 97303

by mailing to them copies thereof. I further certify that said
copies mere placed in sealed envelopes addressed as noted above,
that said copies were deposited in the Post Office at Salem, Oregon,
on the C” day of April, 1993, and that the postage thereon was
prepaid.

ltichael . ansen
City of Keizer Hearings Officer



City of Keizer
930 Chemawa Rd. N.E. • P.O. Box 21000
Keizer, Oregon 97307-1 000 • (503) 390-3700 • Fax # 393-9437

CITY COUNCILMEETING: June7. 1993

AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 8a

TO: Mayor Koho and City Council Members

FROM: Dotty Tryk~Q~~
City Manager ~

SUBJECT: Keizer HeritageUseAgreement

SUBJECT:

ResolutionauthorizingtheMayorto sign aUseAgreementwith theKeizerHeritageFoundation.

BACKGROUND:

The Keizer HeritageFoundationapproachedtheCity with a requestto renegotiatesomeof the
termsof their Use Agreenient. The City staff, Mayor and membersof the Keizer Heritage
FoundationBoard worked out languagewhich is summarizedin the attachedmemo from
ShannonJohnson. The Board votedto ratify the attachedagreementat theirmeeting,June2.

RECOMMENDATION:

This agreementprotectstheCity andoffers the flexibility the Foundationneedsto be able to
completetheproject. Staffrecommendsthat theresolutionbeadopted.

“Pride, Spirit and Volunteerism” ___________________

R~ydd~



MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor Koho and City Council

FROM: E. Shannon Johnson, City Attorney

RE: Keizer Heritage Use Agreement

DATE: June 2, 1993

Keizer Heritage Foundation approached the City and asked to
renegotiate the current Use Agreement. Their main concern was an
extension of the deadlines to finish the restoration work, as well
as arranging a long term agreement. This latter point was crucial
because Keizer Heritage Foundation felt they could not get the
needed grants if they did not have a permanent site for the Old
School.

Initially, Keizer Heritage wanted an indefinite term to the
agreement. After several staff meetings and negotiations between
myself and Keizer Heritage’s attorney, we had a meeting with the
Mayor, the City Manager, members of Keizer Heritage and their
attorney, and myself. At such meeting the final issues were
negotiated.

The essential terms of the Agreement are as follows:

1. The initial term shall be ten years. Thereafter, the
Agreement may be terminated by either party without cause
with a one—year notice of such termination.

2. Other than Keizer Art Association and Keizer Heritage,
all tenants of the Old School must be approved by the
City, though public and private groups may rent
facilities for weddings, meetings, etc.

3. All required work on the first floor of the building and
the landscaping next to the Old School must be completed
by June 30, 1995. The remainder of the building work and
landscaping for the rest of Fernwood Park must be
completed by January 1, 1997.

4. Keizer Heritage is responsible for maintaining the
entirety of Fernwood Park.



The new Use Agreement has been approved by the Keizer Heritage
Foundation Board and is now before the Council for their approval.
The Use Agreement is attached to the enclosed resolution, which
authorizes the Mayor and City Manager to sign on behalf of the
City. Members of Keizer Heritage will be at the meeting to answer
any questions you night have in this regard. Thank you.

ESJ:clt
Enclosures



1 CITY COUNCIL, CITY OF KEIZER, STATE OF OREGON

2 Resolution R93—_____

3 AUTHORIZING MAYOR AND CITY MANAGER TO SIGN KEIZER
4 HERITAGE FOUNDATION USE AGREEMENT(FERNWOODPARK)

5 WHEREAS, the City of Keizer, an Oregon municipal

6 corporation, and the Keizer Heritage Foundation, Inc.

7 (hereinafter “Keizer Heritage’) entered into a Use Agreement

8 dated November 20, 1988, whereby Keizer Heritage was allowed use

9 of Fernwood Park for the placement and operation of the Old

10 Keizer School;

11 WHEREAS, there is general agreement that a new Use

12 Agreement be entered into between the parties; and

13 WHEREAS, the Old Keizer School is the only building on the

14 City Historical Register and the City wishes that Keizer

15 Heritage have the opportunity to restore such building; NOW,

16 THEREFORE,

17 BE IT RESOLVED by the City of Keizer that the Mayor and

18 City Manager are authorized to sign the Use Agreement, which is

19 attached as Exhibit “A” and by this reference incorporated

20 herein.

21 PASSED this _________ day of ________________, 1-993.

22 SIGNED this __________ day of ________________, 1993.

23
24 Mayor

25
26 City Recorder
27 824.108

PAGE 1 — Resolution R93-_____

LIEN, HOBSON & JOHNSON
AttorrleysatL~*
4855 R,~e,Pa. N

Ke,z�,. O~~go~97303
503) 390.16S5



EXHIBIT “A”

USE AGREEMENT

This Agreementis madeandenteredinto by andbetweenthe CITY OF KEIZER,
an OregonMunicipal Corporation,hereinafterreferred to as “the City,” and KEIZER
HERITAGEFOUNDATION, INC.,anOregonnonprofit corporation,hereinafterreferred
to as“Keizer Heritage.”

RECITALS

WHEREAS, by agreement between the City and Keizer Heritage dated
November20, 1988, theCity andKeizerHeritageagreedto allowthe relocationof theold
KeizerSchoolon FernwoodPark andits useasapublicfacility andart andcultural center
servingthe Keizercommunity;and

WHEREAS,certainconditionsrelating to actionsandperformancewereplacedon
KeizerHeritagein considerationof the City allowing theuseof FernwoodPark; and

WHEREAS,theoriginalagreementbetweentheCity andKeizerHeritagecalledfor
KeizerSchoolto beopenandoperatingasacommunityfacility by November15, 1991;and

WHEREAS,Keizer Heritageasked the City for an extensionandwas grantedan
extensionto March16, 1992;and

WHEREAS,thereis generalagreementto revisethe useagreement.

NOW,THEREFORE,in considerationof themutualagreementsbetweentheparties
andthe mutualadvantagesandobligationsassumedherein,theCity andKeizer Heritage
do herebyagreeby andamongthemselvesas follows:

1. Keizer Heritageagreesto be responsiblefor all operation, maintenanceand
restorationcostsassociatedwith the old KeizerSchool building, andhold theCity
harmlessfrom such costs.

2. KeizerHeritagehassubmittedand the ParksandRecreationAdvisoiy Boardhas
approvedthesiteplan datedJune29, 1992, which is attachedasExhibit ‘A” andby
this referenceincorporatedherein.

3. KeizerHeritageagreesto payall feesandobtain all necessarypermits associated
with the restorationof thebuilding, improvementof the site, andestablishmentof
land uses in accordancewith the Zoning Ordinance,and all other applicable
regulationsandlaws. Keizer Heritagealso agreesto improveand maintain the
KeizerSchoolbuilding a~dall otherimprovementsrequiredunderthetermsof this
Agreementaccording to all applicable standardsand regulations for public
occupancy.

4. KeizerHeritageshall complywith theconditionsof all conditionaluse,partitioning,
or other planningrelatedapprovalseither now existing or grantedin the future.
Nothingcontainedin this Agreementshall be interpretedasimpliedly or expressly
authorizinganyparticularuse,andKeizerHeritageunderstandsthatall usesof the
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Keizer School building and FernwoodPark must meet applicableland use and
Keizerpark regulations.

5. KeizerHeritageagreesto improvetheentiretyof FernwoodParkin accordancewith
the site plan referencedin Section 2 (with theexceptionof PhasesII andHI, and
futurewalkway/gazebo)~.ccordingto thetimelinessetforth in Sections6 and7. The
City will not requiretheinstallationof playgroundequipmentor landscapefeatures,
other thangrassand thescreeningrequiredby this Agreement. However, Keizer
Heritagemay chooseto install these park elementsin accordancewith any City
approvedandadoptedparkplan(hereinafter“KeizerHeritageimprovements).Any
and all Keizer Heritageimprovementsinstalled on park property outside the old
Keizer Schoolshall becomethepropertyof theCity upon installation.TheCity may
choose to add additional landscapingor playground equipmentin the future
(hereinafter“City improvements’).TheCity shallconsultwith andgarnerinputfrom
Keizer Heritagewith regardto the appropriatematerialsand locationsprior to
installationof improvements,however,the typeand locationof City improvements
shall restsolely with the City. KeizerHeritagewill beresponsiblefor maintenance
of both Keizer Heritageimprovementsand City improvements,unlessthere is a
specific agreementto thecontrary.

6. KeizerHeritageshall completethefollowing on or beforeJune30, 1995:

a. Constructandprovideall necessaryutilities to thesiteandconnecttheKeizer
School to all necessarypublic utilities.

b. Completeinstallation of parkingas requiredby the zoning ordinance.This
Agreementacknowledgestherequirementsof thelanduseactionsestablishing
SchoolhouseSquareto require them to provide parkingfor Keizer School.

c. Gradeandinstall theparkinglot, if establishedon-site,in amannerconsistent
with theapprovedsiteplan,andprovideall site improvementsrequiredby the
Zoning Ordinanceandany otherapplicableregulations.

d. Completeexteriorrenovationand renovationof the first floor of theinterior.

e. Completeinstallationof thesite improvementswithin twenty(20) feetof any
portion of thebuilding andparkingarea.

f. Complete installation of any additional site improvementsrequiredas a
conditionof anyconditional usepermitor otherland useapproval.

g. Havean occupancypermit for the first floor and beopento thepublic.

7. On or before January1, 1997, Keizer Heritage shall complete all remaining
renovationof theold KeizerSchoolbuildingandtheimprovementanddevelopment
of the entiretyof FernwoodParkpursuantto PhaseI of the approvedsite planand
Section 5, and in addition receive an occupancypermit for the entire building.
PhasesII andIII, andfuturewalkway/gazeboasnotedon thesite planareoptional.
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8. KeizerHeritageagreesto maintaintheentiretyof FernwoodParkin accordancewith
the standardsand proceduresusedfor other developedparks in Keizer, or other
written standardsandproceduresadoptedby theCity Council. Suchmaintenance
shall include, but is not limited to, irrigation,weedcontrol,mowing, trimming and
other maintenanceof landscaping,and repair and maintenanceof walkwaysand
equipment.

9. KeizerHeritageshall operatethe KeizerSchool asapublic resourceconsistentwith
the intendeduseof the site as a public park. TheKeizer School maybeoperated
by Keizer Heritageasa museumfor the preservationof art and historical objects
appropriateto theSchoolandfor otherpublicpurposesappropriateto theuseof the
premisesas a public park, subject to all applicableland use regulationsand
approvals.The selectionof objectsto beobservedordisplayedshall beexclusively
underthecontrolofKeizer Heritage. Also, KeizerHeritagemayoperateasmall gift
shop, with all netproceedsdedicatedto the preservationof the Keizer Schooland
the operationof the museum. Keizer Heritagemayrent meetingrooms to service
clubs (e.g., the Masons)or to private groupsfor specialoccasions(e.g.,wedding
parties); provided, however, that other than as listed above, all usesshall be
noncommercial.Any tenantotherthan Keizer Heritageor Keizer Art Association,
or anyuseof the building other thanas a museumor as provided above,must be
approvedby the City Council in writing, in addition to any applicableland use
approvals.

10. To theextentthepartiesagreefrom time to time, Keizer Heritageshall providefor
thecare,storage,andexhibition of any art or historical objectswhich theCity may
own or hereaftermay acquireand entrustto Keizer Heritagefor suchpurposes.
KeizerHeritageshall havethe right to placein storageor to return to theCity any
suchobjectswhich Keizer Heritagedeemsunsuitablefor exhibition.

11. KeizerHeritageshall keepandmaintainthepublic roomsof theKeizerSchoolopen
to thepublic, admissionfree, for at leastfour dayseachyear. As usedherein,‘public
rooms’ shall meanall rooms which are opento the public uponpaymentof a fee,
including, but not limited to, anymuseumoperatedby Keizer Heritage. Thedays
of suchfreeadmissionshall be fixedby Keizer Heritageandstatedin a noticeposted
upon the Keizer School where it maybe seenby the public. In addition, between
September1 and the following May 30 of any school year, groups of public
schoolchildrenunderschoolsupervisionmayvisit theKeizer Schoolbuilding free of
charge during regularvisiting hours by prior appointment. Otherwise, Keizer
Heritagemaychargeadmissionandrental feesfor tours andpublic or privateuses
of the Keizer School. The amount of such feesand the postedhours shall be
approvedby the City Council.

12. Keizer Heritage,with the adviceof the Parksand RecreationAdvisory Boardand
with the approvalof theCity Manager,mayprescribesuch rules andregulationsas
may be deemednecessaryfor the operationof the old Keizer School building.
However, only the City Council mayprescriberules and regulationsfor Fernwood
Park,andonly theCity shall regulatetheuseof thepark andissuepermitsto groups
and individualsfor specialevents. The operatinghoursof the schoolandparking
lotsshallbedeterminedby Keizer Heritage,subjectto thelimitationssetforth in any
landuseapprovals. Thepark hoursshall besetby ordinanceby the City Council.
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13. Keizer Heritageshall selectandsupervisea personor personsto act as manager.
KeizerHeritageshallprovidethestaffnecessaryto superviseprogramsat theschool
building. KeizerHeritageshall maintainanup-to-daterosterof BoardMembersand
Staffand shall continueto provide this up-to-dateroster to theCity.

14. Keizer Heritageshall provide the staff necessaryto conduct public tours of the
Keizer Schoolbuildingduringtheusualvisiting hoursandprovide regularcustodial
care of the premises. At no costto theCity, KeizerHeritageshallprovide for the
interiorcareandcleaningof thebuilding, replacementofjanitorial supplies,andfor
all maintenance.

15. No later than July31 of eachyear, Keizer Heritage shall submit to the City a
detailedreportof theoperationsandtransactionsof KeizerHeritagein connection
with theoperationof Keizer schoolfor the previousfiscal year. This shall include,
ata minimum,dataon attendance,classes,activities,a detailedrevenueandexpense
statement,andabudgetprojectingrevenuesandexpensesfor thecoming fiscalyear.

16. KeizerHeritageshall promptlyprovideanyrepairsandmaintenanceneededfor the
protectionof the public and theproperty.

17. KeizerHeritageshall beresponsiblefor all utility costsexceptfor water,which the
City will provideatno cost for both theschoolbuilding and thepark.

18. If anyadvalorem tax liability is assertedby any taxing authority,Keizer Heritage
shall indemnify, defend,and save harmlessthe City of Keizer from the amount
thereof,togetherwith any interestand costsconnectedtherewith; and,in no event
sufferor permitanyassessedadvalorem taxto becomea lien againsttheproperty.

19. Keizer Heritage shall neither assign, transfer, attempt to assign or transfer, nor
permit anyinvoluntaryassignmentor transferof its rights or obligationsunderthis
Agreement,in wholeor in part,without theprior written consentof the City. Any
suchassignment,transfer,or attempt to do so, whethervoluntary or involuntary,
without suchprior written consentshall automaticallyand without further notice
renderthis Agreementnull andvoid.

20. KeizerHeritageshall obtainandmaintainduringthetermof thisAgreementapolicy
or policiesof liability insurancein the form and limits specified herein. Such
insuranceshall beevidencedby one or more certificatesof insuranceissued by
agentslicensedin Oregon,and shall evidencecoverageby insurancecompanies
authorizedto transactinsurancein Oregon. Evidenceof insuranceis subjectto
approvalby theCity Attorneyasto form andsufficiencyundertheprovisionsofthis
Agreement.

a. CoverageandForm- All policiesof insuranceshallbewritten in ‘occurrence’
andnot“claimsmade”formunlessotherwiseagreedto by theCity. Coverage
shall include ~ComprehensiveGeneral Liability” or “Commercial Liability’
coverage;provided, however,that wherespecific coverageor endorsements
arerequiredby th~-City, theCity Attorneymaydemandspecificevidencethat
suchrequirementsaremet.

KeizerHeritage UseAgreement Marc/i 1993- Page4
at\KE9~7.oo1\usaAoT(6/2/93)



b. Limits of Liability - All liability insurancerequiredunderthis contractshall,
unlessotherwisespecifiedby theCity of Keizer,providelimits of not lessthan
$500,000.00combinedsingle limits for property damageand bodily injury.
Where“personalinjury” costcoverageis required,separatelimits of not less
than $100,000.00 per claimant and $500,000.00 per occurrenceshall be
provided. Where“errors andomissions”(professionalmalpractice)coverage
is required,not lessthan $1,000,000.00limits shall beshownin oneor more
policies,with not morethan $25,000.00deductibleper claim. Exceptas to
“errors and omissions” coverage,insurancerequired herein shall be “first
dollar” coverage,w~thoutdeductible,unlessexpresslyapprovedby theCity.

c. City~sInterestasInsured- All liability insurancepolicies which arerequired
herein,except“errors andomissions”and“automobileliability” coverage,shall
name“the City of Keizer, Oregon,its officers, employees,and agents”as
additional insured. Such “additional insured” coverageshall be without
prejudice otherwise existing, and shall protect each insured in the same
mannerasthougha separatepolicy hadbeen issuedto each;provided that
theaggregatelimits of liability shall not therebybeincreasedbeyondthelimit
theinsurerwould beobligatedto payif only onepersonor interesthadbeen
namedasinsured. All suchpolicies shallunequivocallyobligate the insurer
to provide the City not less than ten (10) days’ prior written notice of
cancellationor materialchangein the termsof the policy.

21. Keizer Heritageshallobtain andmaintain proof of compliancewith theprovisions
of the OregonWorkers’ Compensationlaw by satisfactoryevidence that Keizer
Heritageis a“carrier-insured”or “self-insured”employercomplyingwith that law; or
that Keizer Heritage employs and will employ no personswho are entitled to
coverageundersaidlaw in connectionwith thework hereunder.In thelatter event,
Keizer Heritageshall executeand file with the City of Keizer a “Declaration of
IndependentContractorStatus”in a form provided by the City. Keizer Heritage
shall provide evidenceof compliancesubjectto approvalby the City Attorneyasto
form and sufficiencyunder the provisionsof this contract.

22. If KeizerHeritagebecomesa custodianof City-ownedproperty,then to theextent
that thepartiesthenagree,KeizerHeritageshall obtainandmaintaininsurancesuch
aswill reimbursetheactualcashvalueof suchproperty. Unlessotherwisespecified,
suchcoverageshall bewithout deductible;andin theeventa deductibleis authorized
in writing by theCity, Keizer Heritageshall besolely responsiblefor paymentof any
and all deductible amounts. Such insuranceshall be evidencedby one or more
certificatesof insuranceissuedby agentslicensedin Oregon,and shall evidence
coverageby insurancecompaniesauthorized to transactinsurance in Oregon.
Evidenceof insuranceis subjectto approvalby the City Attorney asto form and
sufficiency under the provisionsof this Agreement. All property insuranceshall
provide protectionagainstfire, theft, vandalism,and naturalperils including flood,
storm,andearthquake.Coveragefor additionalperils maybespecifiedby theCity
of Keizer. If anysuchinsuranceon City-ownedpropertyshouldbecomeunavailable
or costprohibitive in the opinion of Keizer Heritage,then at the option of either
party, KeizerHeritagemayreturn suchpropertyto theCity.
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23. TheCityshall allowKeizerHeritageto usethesite onFernwoodParkwhereKeizer
Schoolis locatedsubjectto thetermsandconditionssetforth hereinandsubjectto
andconditionedupon the rights of anydedicatorsof FernwoodParkandthelawful
rights of thepublic.

24. If KeizerHeritagefailsto comply with anyof the termsof thisAgreementandsuch
failureshall continuefor a periodof sixty (60) daysafterwritten noticeof thefailure
is givenby theCity, then the City may terminatethis Agreementby giving written
noticeto Keizer Heritage. In the eventthat such failure is of arequirementunder
Sections3 (secondsentence),8 or 16 andsuchfailurecannotbereasonablycorrected
within such60-dayperiod,then theCitymaynotterminatethisAgreementif Keizer
Heritage commencescorrective action within the 60-day period and continues
diligently thereafteruntil the failure is corrected. Notwithstandingthe above,all
requirementsof Sections 6 and 7 shall be met within the times set forth in such
sections. Termination,asprovided herein,is in addition to andnot in lieu of any
otherremedywhich maybeprovided by law.

25. This Agreementshall becomeeffectivewhenfully executed,andshall continuefor
a periodof 10 years. Thereafter,this agreementmaybe terminatedby eitherparty
at any time, effectiveas of a stateddate at leastoneyearafterdelivery of awritten
noticeto theotherparty. If theCity wishesto give noticeof terminationunderthis
section,suchdecisionto give noticeshall only beby actionof theCity Council after
a public hearingatwhich Keizer Heritageis allowed to participate.

26. Upontermination,KeizerHeritageshall haveninety(90) daysto removetheKeizer
School andits contentsfrom the site on FernwoodPark andto restorethesite to a
level gradewith a consistencysuitablefor continuedpark purposes,asdetermined
by theCity. If the Keizer School and its contentsare not removedas provided
herein,theKeizerSchool anditscontentsshall becometheexclusivepropertyof the
City of Keizer andKeizer Heritageshall have no further rights therein.

27. If Keizer Heritageshould fail to removethe Keizer School and its contentsfrom
Fernwood Parkwithin ninety (90) daysof terminationas set forth in Section26
above,Keizer Heritages-all transferthe Keizer Schooland its contentsby Bill of
Saleto the City of Keizer. If Keizer Heritagefails to do soatthe endof the ninety
(90) dayperiodsetforthabove,thentheCity canpursueits rights undertheUniform
CommercialCode.This Agreementshallconstitutea securityagreementand“fixture
filing” under the Uniform CommercialCode-SecuredTransactionstatutesof the
Stateof Oregon.Keizer Heritageagreesto cooperatein preparingandexecutingthe
appropriatefinancingstatementsand other UCC documents.

28. KeizerHeritageunderstandsandagreesthattheCity doesnot hold title to Fernwood
Park,buthasjurisdictionover thepark astrusteefor thepublic andhasauthorityto
regulatethe park assuch trustee. This Agreementis not a leaseor anestatefor
yearsanddoesnotconvey any legal interestin the park to Keizer Heritage.

Shouldanypartyclaimaninterestin thepark,orshouldanypartyclaim thattheuse
by KeizerHeritageand/ortheplacementof theold Keizer Schoolarenot consistent
with the useof apublic park,Keizer Heritageherebyagreesto indemnifytheCity
for any costs,disbursementsand attorney fees connectedwith such claims,and
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further, to indemnifyandhold the City harmlessfrom any andall claims,causesof
actions,suits, andcomplaintsof anykind whatsoever.Keizer Heritageunderstands
and agreesthat the City may choosenot to defendtheuseof the park by Keizer
Heritageand/ortheplacementof the old Keizer School on public property.

29. Amendmentsto this Agreementshall be recognizedonly if reducedto writing and
executedby formal action of the Board of Directors of the Keizer Heritage
Foundationand by formal actionof the City Council of the City of Keizer.

30. This Agreementis the entire, final and complete agreementof the parties and
supersedesandreplacesall writtenandoral agreementsheretoforemadeor existing
by andbetweenthepartiesor their representatives.

31. UponexecuteofthisAgreement,theAgreementdatedNovember30, 1988 is hereby
terminated.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have causedthis Agreementto be duly
executed in their respectivenamesby their authorized representativesas of the date
hereinafterset forth.

CITY OF KEIZER KEIZER HERITAGE
FOUNDATION, INC.

By: By: ______________________________
Mayor President

Dated: ____________________________ Dated: ____________________________

Attest: Attest:

By: By: ________________________________
City Recorder Secretary

Dated: ____________________________ Dated: ____________________________

Approvedasto form:

By: ______________________________ Dated: ___________________________

City Attorney

KeizerHeritage UseAgreement Marc/i 1993 - Page 7
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City of Keizer — Community Development
Phone: 390-3700• Fax # 393-9437

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

CITY COUNCIL MEETING: June7, 1993

AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 8b

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL

THROUGH: DOTI’Y TRYK~2~..-~
CITY MANAGER

\
FROM: JOHNN. MORGAN, AICP \-i

COMMUNITY DEVELOPM~~D1RECToR

SUBJECT: HOUSINGISSUES

SUMMARY:

On November16, 1992, the Councilheldaregularmeetingwith afocuson housingissues. This
metingbroughttogethermanydiscussionson thequalityof housingin Keizer, andtheneedto
providesomeinterventionto assurecontinuedmaintenanceofthehousingstock. Therewasa
recognitionthat housingin Keizeris generallyin goodcondition,with a fewsignificant
exceptions.At thatmeeting,theresultsof aregionalhousingconditionsurveywerereported,
whichconfirmedthis recognition. Fromthatmeeting,Staff left challengedto find waysto help
assurethat housingin Keizeris andremainssafeandsanitary,andthatalsodonotinvolvemajor
time, investment,or interventionby KeizerCity Government.

Theproblemsto be addresseddistilled to two majorfocusareas:

1. Keepingall housingin aconditionthatmeetsminimumstandardsfor healthandsafety.

2. Assistingthosein needwith necessaryrepairsto keeptheexistinghousingstockin

relativelygoodcondition.

“Pride, Spirit and Volunteerism” _____________________

®R~cyd~d ~



In theinterveninghalfyear,Staffhasworkedcloselywith SalemandMarion County,andwith a
consortiumof otherMarionCountycities, in exploringtheseissues,andreachingspecific
recommendations.Theresultsof this work arepresentedto Council this eveningfor
considerationandaction. Two specificactionsarebeingrecommended;achronicnuisance
ordinanceto addresshousingconditions;andenteringinto ahousingconsortiumwith Salemto
provideassistanceto homeownersin maintainingexistinghousing. Eachof thesewill be
describedbelow:

ISSUEONE - HousingConditions

Within thelast two yearstheCityhasreceivednumerouscomplaintsregardinghousing
conditions. Thecomplaintsconcernfaulty wiring, leakyroofs andsubstandardplumbing.
Theseproblemscanresultin unsafeandunsanitaryliving conditions. In responsetheCity
CouncildirectedStaffto investigatethepossibilityof enactingahousingcode. Thepurposeof a
housingcodeis to establishregulationswhichcontinuallyensurecleanandsafehousing,with
specialemphasison multi-family residences.

TheCityjoined with otherMarion Countycommunitiesto form theNorthWillameneValley
HousingCoalition (NWVHC). Thegroupmetonceamonthto discussandexplorepossible
remediesto housingandnuisanceproblemsthroughthesharingof informationandideas. Mter
eightmonthsof work theCoalition reachedaconclusionasto whatis practicalandpossible.
Thefollowing is asummaryof theCoalitionsworkanditsapplicationin Keizer,

TheCoalitionis recommendingachronicnusanceordinanceasthebestway to approach
problemhousing. Suchan ordinancegenerallysaysthatif apropertyis thesite ofchronic
illegal activity, thecity cantakeactionto remedythesituation,includingorderingtheproperty
closed. A draftordinanceto this effecthasbeenpreparedandcurrentlyis underreviewby the
PoliceDepartment. It will be presentedto theCouncilfor considerationonJune21, 1993.

ISSUETWO - RepairandRehabilitation

It is with greatregularitythat StaffreceivesinquiriesabouttheCity’s programsto assistlow to
moderateincomehomeownerswith householdrepairs. Ofcourse,thereareno suchprogramsin
Keizerandthesepeoplearetold wecannothelp. Generallythis is metwith dismay,aspeople
areawaresuchprogramsoperatein surroundingcommunities.

Housingrehabilitationprogramsgenerallytaketwo forms; thefirst is theprovision of services
by alocaljurisdiction, thesecondis provisionof housesthroughanon-profithousing
organization. In bothcases,thebulk of thefundscomesfrom Federalsources.Keizerhasnever
takenthestepsnecessaryto participatein theseprograms,primarilybecauseof theextensive
staff time involved. Suchprogramsrequirethejurisdictionto firsthaveaComprehensive
HousingAffordability Strategy(or CHAS), secondto makethenecessaryapplicationsthrough
theStateHousingDivision, andthird to administertheprogram,eitherthroughdirectservice
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delivery,or throughadministrationofgrantsto thenon-profitorganizations.In anycase,oneor
morestaffpeoplearenecessaryto establishandadministersuchaprogram.

New FederalregulationshaveprovidedKeizerwith anopportunity to meetthehousingneed
within thecommunitywithout theextensiveinvolvementoutlinedabove. TheNational
AffordableHousingActof 1990createdtheHOME program. TheHOME programis aformof
housinggrantsto entitlementcitiesbaseduponaformulatakingpopulationandhousingneeds
into account. Citieswith alongandsuccessfulhistoryof housingprogramadministrationcanbe
designated“entitlement”cities. Salemis suchacity andhasparticipatedin theHOME program
for aboutoneyear. Entitlementcitieshaveagreatdealofauthorityandlatitudeto administer
housingprogramsindependently,andwithoutdirect involvementfrom the StateHousing
Division. They alsocanform “housingconsortiums”with surroundingcitiesextendingtheir
programsinto theseotherjurisdictions. Springfieldenjoyssucharelationshipwith Eugene,as
do severalMetrocommunitieswith Portland.SalemhasaskedKeizerto join with it in a
housingconsortium.

HOME fundsallocatedto Salemthis yeartotaled$598,000. AddingKeizer’s populationto the
formula will resultin theallocationto thenewConsortiumreachingorpossiblyexceeding
$750,000.

Attachedto this reportis adraftintergovernmentalagreementthatwill establishaHousing
Consortium. Generalpointsof considerationincludethefollowing:

1. Allocationof fundsis basedon individualprojectproposals. In agivenyearbothcitiesand
severalnon-profithousingorganizationsmayproposespecificprojects. For example,in
Keizer, OregonHousingandAssociatedServices,Inc., (aprivatenon-profitorganization
thathasexpressedstronginterestin operatingin Keizer), couldproposearehabilitationgrant
programfor low-incomehomeownersto assistwith basicrepairssuchasleakyroofs;or
Keizer, throughtheRiverRoadRedevelopmentDistrict,couldproposeestablishmentof a
revolvingloanfundto beusedfor repairsfor elderlyhomeownerswithin theDistrict’s
boundaries.All suchproposalsareconsideredfor fundingfrom thetotalamountavailable.

2. Administrationofprojectsandadministrationof theprogramis by Salem. Asthe
entitlementcity, Salemretainscontrolof thefunding. Justaswith federaltransportation
funding, thereis no requirementto allocateacertainamountof moneyto eachpolitical
jurisdiction. However,theagreementstatesthateffortswifi bemadeto spendfundsin
proportionto thepopulationof eachcity, butthetoppriority for projectswill be themeritof
theproject,notits geographiclocation. Theagreementrequiresconsultationwith theKeizer
staff beforedecisionsaremade.

3. Keizerdoesnot needto providestafffor administrationof anyaspectof theprogram. Ten
percentof theHOME allocationpaysfor programadministration. TheexistingSalemstaff
will usethesefundsto continueto operatetheprogram,expandingtheoperationin to Keizer.

4. Forall projects,alocal matchis required. Thismatchcancomefrom manysourcessuchas
stateorlocal bondproceeds,assessedprojects,OregonHousingTrustfunds,costsharing
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suchastheCity doingnecessaryutility work for asitepaidfrom enterprisefunds,private
fundsasmaybeput forward by a non-profithousingcorporation,bankwrite-downof aloan
rate,urbanrenewalfunds,orgeneralfund. Keizer hastotalcontrolof anyCity funds,and
maydecideto notenterinto aprojectbecauseof localbudgetpriorities.

5. A CHAS needsto bedevelopedfor theentire two-jurisdiction area. Salemis proceeding
with aCHAS and,if this consortiumis approved,theCHAS will beexpandedto cover
Keizer. The document,andits strategiesandprioritiesfor housing,will needto beadopted
by both Cities. Theremaybea smallcostfor Keizersparticipationin theCHAS
development.It is expectedthis would not exceed$3,000whichis availablein FY 93-94
throughtheUrbanRenewalandCommunityDevelopmentbudgets.

6. HavinganadoptedCHASmakesKeizer eligible for manyotheroutsidefundingsources.
Theprimary sourceis CommunityDevelopmentBlock Grants(CDBG). CDBGmoneycan
beusedfor abroadvarietyof projectsin identified low to moderateincomeareasfor
projectssuchasstreetimprovementsandstormdrainconstruction.

7. With a CHASin place,Keizercanchooseto developandadministrateits ownHOME
program,workingthroughtheStateHousingDivision. However,enteringinto the
consortiumallowsthesamebenefitsto beavailableto theCitywithouttheadministrative
overhead.

Key benefitsof theHousingConsortiumto Saleminclude:

• Greaterassuranceof continuedfunding

• Increasedadministrativefundingwhile probablynot requiringadditionalstaff

• Developmentof a serviceareathatis geographicallyalmostidenticalto thatof theSalem
HousingAuthority allowing greatercoordinationofprograms

• Greaterintergovernmentalcooperationon alocalandregionalproblem

Key benefitsof theHousingConsortiumto Keizerinclude:

• Fundingto addressidentifiedhousingproblems

• Provisionof a neededservicewithoutimpactingtheCity Budgetorcreatingnewstaff
positions

• Availability of HOME fundswithouthavingto administera localprogram

• Creationof a ComprehensiveHousingAffordability Strategywith minimalcity fmancial
involvement
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Asaresultof havingan adoptedCHAS,theavailabilityof otherfunds,especially
CommunityDevelopmentBlock Grants,to supplementotherCity fundsfor necessary
projects.

CONCLUSIONS

1. Keizerhasarelativelygoodhousingstock. However,thereareareaswheredilapidation
anddecayaretakingplace. Plus,thehealthof thehousingstockis threatenedby the
inability to assistlow andmoderatehomeownerswith necessaryrepairsandrehabilitation
to maintainminimumlevelsof quality.

2. TheChronicNuisanceOrdinanceprovidesawayto help assuremaintenanceof housing,
while havingtheaddedbenefitof extendingto all structuresanduses,andaddressingissues
beyondhousingconditions.

3. TheHousingConsortiumprovidesthemeansto assistlow andmoderatehomeownerswith
necessaryrepairsandrehabilitationto maintainminimum levelsof quality.

4. No additionalstaff or financialcommitmentsarenecessaryto carry outtheprogram,other
thanrelativelyminor involvementin thepreparationof theCHAS.

5. Thesetwo programsprovidethestructuretheCouncilwasseekingto addressinghousing
issueswithoutmakingmajorchangesin City stafforprograms.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

it is recommendedCouncil adopttheattachedresolutionauthorizingtheMayor to enterinto the

intergovernmentalagreementwith theCityof SalemestablishingaHousingConsortium.
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1 CITY COUNCIL, CITY OF KEIZER, STATE OF OREGON

2 Resolution R93- ______

3 AUTHORIZING A HOUSING CONSORTIUMAGREEMENTWITH
4
5 THE CITY OF SALEM

6 WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Keizer is desirous of

7 entering into agreement with the City of Salem establishing a

8 Housing Consortium; NOW, THEREFORE,

9 BE IT RESOLVEDby the City Council of the City of Keizer that

10 the City enter into the attached Agreement with the City of Salem

11 and that the Mayor and City Attorney are authorized to sign said

12 agreement on behalf of the City of Keizer.

13 PASSED this _____ day of ______________, 1993.

14 SIGNED this _____ day of ______________, 1993.

15
16 Mayor

17
18 City Recorder



DRAFT
CONSORTIUM COOPERATION AGREEMENT

between

The CITY OF SALEM, an Oregon municipal corporation (Salem)

and

The CITY OF KEIZER, an Oregon municipal corporation (Keizer).

(1) Authority. This Agreement is entered into pursuant to ORS
190.010.

(2) Purpose. By this Agreement, the parties hereby form a
consortliuu for the purpose of participation in the Federal
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) Home Investment
Partnership Program (HOME Program).

(3) Administration. Salem is designated the representative for
both Salem and Keizer and assumes overall responsibility for
ensuring that the consortium’s HOMEProgram is carried out in
compliance with the HOMEProgram law, including requirements
concerning a Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy
(CHAS) in accordance with federal law.

(4) CHAS. Keizer and Salem will jointly submit a single CHAS to
HUD covering the entire geographic area of both Cities.
Keizer is responsible for assisting Salem in a timely manner
to gather all information necessary for participation in the
HOME Program including information for CHAS.

(5) Allocation of Funds. Funds will be allocated throughout the
city limits of Salem and Keizer. Efforts shall be made to
expend funds approximately in proportion to each
jurisdiction’s population over the life of the agreement. The
top priority for funding projects will be the merit of the
project and its conformance to the CHAS, rather than
geographic location. Project priorities will be established
with the advice of the Community Development Directors of
Salem and Keizer.

(6) Publication of Materials. Any informational materials
published for general public distribution shall display the
Salem and Keizer logos with a notation that funding is
provided by the Salem/Icejzer HOME consortium.

(7) Fair Housing. The parties agree to take affirmative action to
further fair housing in their jurisdictions. The parties also
agree to cooperate to undertake or assist in undertaking
housing assistance activities for the HOMEProgram.

1



(8) Adding New Members. Keizer authorizes Salem to amend this
consortium agreement on behalf of the entire consortium to add
qualified new members to the consortium.

(9) Term of Agreement. The parties shall not terminate this
agreement prior to the completion of all activities to be
funded by the HOMEfunds during the three federal fiscal years
following the fiscal year in which this Agreement is executed.
The parties are required to remain in the consortium and
cannot terminate or withdraw during the entire period.

IN WITNESSWHEREOF, the undersigned parties have executed this
Agreement as of the date set forth below.

CITY OF SALEM C11YOF KEIZER

By: ________________________ By:________________________
Mayor Mayor

Date: ______________________ Date:

APPROVED AS TO PORN: APPROVEDAS TO FORM:

City Attorney City Attorney

DD\cONSORTIUM.co
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City of Keizer Community Development
Phone: 390-3700• Fax # 393-9437

930 Chemawa Rd. N.E. • P.O. Box 21000 • Ketzer, Oregon97307-1000

CITY COUNCILMEETING: June 7, 1993

AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 8~

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL

THROUGH: DOTTY TRYK ~
CITY MANAGER

FROM: JOHNN. MORGAN,AICP
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMØ~)’bIkECTOR

SUBJECT: PREPARATIONFORLAND CONSERVATIONAND DEVELOPMENT
COMMISSIONHEARING ONTHE PERIODICREVIEW OF THE KEIZER
COMPREHENSIVEPLAN

SUMMARY

Keizer’s PeriodicReviewOrderupdatingtheKeizerComorehensivePlangoesbeforetheLand
ConservationandDevelopmentCommissionfor considerationonThursday,June10, 1993. A
copyof thestaff reportis attached.While thereport recommendsapprovalof themajority of
theorder,it finds faultwith threeareasdealingwith theUrbanGrowth Boundary,Industrial
Landspolicy, andpolicy relativeto residentialzonechanges.Staffis recommendingpositions
for theCity to takeon eachof thesepoints. Thesepositionsarediscussedin somedetailin the
following sectionsbutaresummarizedin thefollowing points:

1. Thereis adequatelanguageto indicatetheUGB is regionalin natureandcanbeamended
only by mutualconsent.Thereis no needto amendtheplanto makeKeizerparty to
Salem’s“first out-first in’ policy.

2. A regionaleconomicdevelopmentstrategywill bedevelopedto guidefl.iture landuse
decisionsrelativeto industriallands. In the interim landwill beprotectedaccordingto
existingpolicy. Thepolicy will beamendedto includeanexceptionsprovisionfor
propertiesto beconsideredona caseby casebasisfor land-useactions.

3. Thezoningordinancewill beamendedto createmoreclearandobjectivestandardsto
guiderezoningto allowneededhousing.

“Pride, Spirit and Volunteerism” ______________________

R~ydd P~,,



4. An extensionfor complianceuntil December1993 is necessaryin orderto cariyout the
work, andto be in coordinationwith Salem.

DISCUSSION

In 1987 theCity ofKeizer adoptedtheKeizer ComorehensivePlan. It wasacknowledgedas
beingin compliancewith thestateplanninggoalsandguidelineslaterthatyear. Everyfive years
all jurisdictionsarerequiredto performa “periodicreview’ oftheir comprehensivepiansto assure
thedocumentsarecurrentandrelevantgivenchangesthathaveoccurredin thecommunity,and
changesthatmayhaveoccurredin otherregulationsimpactingthePlan. Keizer adoptedits
periodicrevieworderin Januaryof 1993.

With theformationofKeizer in 1982 thecitiesofSalemandKeizerhaveoperatedwithin a single
urbangrowthboundary(UGB) andconsequentlyarerequiredto coordinatetheirlanduse
decisionswithin theUGB with MarionandPolkCounties. In November1992 theCityof Salem
submittedto theLandConservationandDevelopmentCommission(LCDC) theFinalOrderfor
thecomprehensiveplanperiodic review. The City ofKeizersubmitteditsFinalOrderin February
1993. As ofMay21, 1993, noobjectionsfrominterestedpartiesaboutthefinal ordershavebeen
receivedby theLCDC staff. SincetheperiodicreviewordersfromKeizerandSalemare
coordinated,theyarebeingtreatedasoneduringthestatereviewandapprovalprocess.

TheLCDC staffhasrecommendedthat thejoint PeriodicReviewOrder,comprehensiveplansand
relatedordinancesbeamendedby theSalem/KeizerUGBjurisdictionsto comply with Statewide
Goal2 (LandUsePlanning), 9 (EconomicDevelopment),10 (Housing),andin Salem’scasebut
notKeizer, 14 (Urbanization). Thespecificsoftheamendmentsarerelatedto theurbangrowth
boundary,industriallands,andneededhousing. In all otherrespectsDLCD acceptsthePeriodic
ReviewFinal Order.

FACTSAND FINDINGS

The LCDC staffreport providesthebasisfor theLCDC to consider“segmented”approvalofthe
periodicreviewat itsJune10,. 1993 meeting. Underthesegmentedapproachtheaccepted
portionsareapprovedandtheremainingissuesarescheduledfor refinementandcomplianceby
thelocaljurisdictions. A copyof theentireLCDC reporton thefinal orderis attached.

Keizerstaffhasmet on two occasionswith theplanningstaffsoftheotherjurisdictionsinvolved
to coordinatearesponseto LCDC. Thefollowing reflectstheLCDC staffsrecommendationsto
theCommissionandcommentaryby city staffregardingtheimpactofthesecommentson the
Keizer, andtheSalem/Keizerurbanarea. QuotesfromtheLCDC staffreport arein italics.

1. In order to comply with thePeriodicReviewFactorOneandGoals2 and14, theCities
of SalemandKeizer,Marion andPolk Countymust:
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Comment: The RegionalPolicyrelative to LCDC StaffrecommendationsIa, ib, ic,and
id readsasfollows:

G. URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY

1. The citiesof SalemandKeizer andCounties ofMarionandPolk have adoptedby
legal description theSalem/Keizerurbangrowthboundary for theSalemand
Keizerurban areasandshallreview theSalem/Keizerurban growthboundary on a
periodic basisor upon the request of oneofthejurisdictions to identif~’ifchanges
are necessary.

2. All parties shallwork toward thedevelopmentofthe mostefficient andeconomical
methodfor providing specificurban servicesto the areawithin the Salem/Keizer
urban growth boundary.

3. Changesto theSalem/Keizerurbangrowth boundaryshallbe basedupon
consideration ofthefollowing factors. This consideration doesnot include
comparisonof theproposedchangewith the lands within the Salem/Keizerurban
growthboundary.

a. Demonstratedneedto accommodatelong-range urban population growth
requirementsconsistentwith Stateland usegoals.

b. Needfor housing,employmentopportunities andlivability.

c. Orderly andeconomicprovision for public facilities andservices.

d. Environmental, energy, economicand socialconsequences.

e. Retention ofagricultural land asdefined, with Class I being thehighest
priority for retention andClass VI the lowestpriority.

f. Compatibility of theproposedurban useswith nearby agricultural
activities.

g. Other criteria asrequiredby the StateLand UseGoalsandAdministrative
rules.

a. AmendRegionalPolicy G.Ito statethatamendmentsto theSalem/Keizerurbangrowth
boundary(UGB) mustbeadoptedconcurrentlybyallfour affectedjurisdictions.

Comment: Staffbelievesthat this issuehasbeendealtwith in thefollowing statement
from theadopted plan:
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C. PROCEDURESFORAMENDMENT

1. RegionalPlanning ActionsProcedures

a. Regionalplanningactionsmaybeinitiated by any oneofthefour
jurisdictions (Cities of SalemandKeizer andCountiesof Marion and
Polk),but mustbe concurred by all oftheotherjurisdictionsassetforth
below beforetheyareconsideredeffectiveamendmentsto thePlan.

Comment: Staffsuggeststhat theintent is clearandtheabovestatementis adequateto
addressconcurrentadoptionby thefour jurisdictions. If thestatementis not adequate,
thenthestructureofthestatementcan bechanged.

b. AmendRegionalPolicyG.3 to deletethefollowing sentence: “This considerationdoes
no! include comparison oftheproposedchangewith landswithin the Salem/Keizerurban
growth bounda,y.”

Comment:Theintentofthedirectionwasfor achangein theUGI3 to bea separate
considerationby SalemandKeizerof theuseof landwithin theirindividualUGBs. The
intentwasfor Keizer to be able to deal with theUCIB changewithout havingto give
considerationto the“first out-firsthf regionalUGB policy whichreads:

“If theUrbanGrowthBoundaryfor theSalemUrbanAreais expandedto include
additionallandfor residentialdevelopment,first priority shallbegivento landsthat
havebeenremovedfromthe 1982boundary.”

This policy relatesto landremovedfrom theSalemUGB severalyearsago. By policy,
this landmustbegivenfirst considerationfor inclusionin theUGB whensuchexpansion
is justified. PolicyB, above,exemptsKeizerfrom this“first out-first in’ commitment,and
allowsKeizerUGB expansionproposalto beconsideredon their ownmerits. Keizerwas
notparty to theagreementbetweenSalem,thecounties,andtheindividuallandowners,
anddoesnot feelany needto be boundby suchacommitment. Therefore,Staff
recommendsthispoint bearguedbeforetheCommission.

c. AmendRegionalPolicyGto statethatamendmentsto theSalem/KeizerUGB mustbe
basedonprojectionsof landneedsandthesupplyofbuildable landwithin thewhole
urbanizablearea.

Comment: ThisDLCDrecommendationis anamplificationoftheissuein itemb.

d AmendRegionalPolicy G.3to includeall ofthesevenfactorsofGoal 14.

Comment: TheGoal 14 policy thatis lackingreads: “Maximum efficiencyoflanduses
within andon thefringe oftheexistingurbanarea”. This issuesis tied to itemsb andc
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andreflectingGoal 14 criteria in anychangeoftheUGB. This cnteriawill needto be
includedin theregionalpolicy.

2. In order to complywithPeriodicReviewFactorTwoandGoals2 andOAR660-09-000
“Industrial andCommercialDeveIopment”~the CitiesofSalemandKeizer,Marion and
Polk Countymust:

Comment: Thecomprehensiveplanpolicy aboutwhich DLCD is concernedreadsas
follows:

2. Thedivisionof industrialdesignatedparcelsof 40ormoreacresshallbesubjectto
a specialreviewandapprovalprocess.theproposedindustrialusemustbe
verifiedby theapplicant. Theparcelsmaybedivided afterapublic hearingprocess
andrecommendationby theHearingsO~cerandafinal public hearingand
approvalby theCity Council. Noticewill begivento all urbanareagovernments.
Parcelswill only bedivided sothat no morethan30percentoftheoriginal parcel
is dividedintoparcelsofless than20 acres.

a. Adoptpoliciesandimplementingmeasureswhichregulatedivisionsoflarge industrial
sites(i.e.. 20,40,and80acres)so that largesitesprovidedunder therecommendationsof
Project90 remainavailablefor their intendeduse.

b. Adoptmeasureswhichpreventtherezoningof largeindustrial sitesin the UGB.
Alternatively,jurisdictions mayassuresimultaneousreplacementofrezonedlarge
industrial sites, usingsurpluslandsin otherusesalreadyin the UGB.

Comment:DLCD finds that thefoundationoftheindustrialportionsofthe
comprehensiveplanis the ‘Project 90” Report.However,DLCD saysthat the
comprehensiveplanandimplementingordinancesdonot reflectthe“Project 90” criteria.
Therearetwo apparentalternativesto dealwith theissue. In thenearterm,additional
policy couldbe craftedregardingpreventingtheconversionofindustriallandto other
uses,exceptthroughan exceptionprocess.In the longerterm,theentireindustrial land
needsof Salemandthesurroundingareashouldbe reassessedto determinethebasisfor
modii~,’ingthe“Project 90” positionon landinventoryissues. This two stepapproach
worksfor the“big picture” ofa neweconomicdevelopmentstrategyfor theregion.
However,it is intendedto includean “exceptions”processfor individual propertieswhere
thereareclearreasonsto removethem fromtheindustriallandsinventory. Sucha
propertyis theEppingpropertyonRiverRoad.

3. Tocomplywith PeriodicReviewFactorsOneandTwo, Goal 10, OAR660-08-015,020,
and025, andORS197.307,the CitiesofSalemandKeizer,andMarion CountyandPolk
Countymust:

a. Adoptclearandobjectiveapprovalprocessesandstandardsfor upzoninglands
to meet20-yearhousingneeds. Alternatively, thejurisdictionsmayhave
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sufficient landto meettheseneedsin advance,andprovideclearandobjective
reviewprocessforneededhousingtypes.

Comment: This recommendationis relatedto thepolicy ofKeizerto not legislatively
predesignatemultiple andhigh densityhousing. The objective oftheLCDC is to provide
a clearandobjective set ofstandardsto which both thedevelopermaymeethousinggoals
without an indiscriminate appealandtheculTent residentmayhave a better idea ofwhat
mayhappenin thevacant nearbylot without a constantreactionto theunknown. Some
craftingof thecomprehensiveplanandthe implementingcodeswill benecessaiyto better
statethesedirections.

LCDC PUBLIC HEARING

The public hearingfor theperiodicreview is scheduledfor June10, 1993 at theLands Board
Roomin the StateLands Building beginningat 9:00am. An exacttime for thePeriodic Review
hasnot been set, but shouldbe prior to 12:00 p.m. Staffis askingCouncil for authorization to
representthe City in the hearing presentingthegeneralviewsand argumentsoutlinedin this
report.

The generaldirection to be presentedat thehearingcan be summarizedasfollows:

1. Thereis adequatelanguageto indicate theUGB is regionalin natureand canbe amended
only by mutual consent.There is no needto amendtheplan to makeKeizerparty to
Salem’s “first out-firstin” policy.

2. A regional economicdevelopmentstrategywill be developedto guidefuturelanduse
decisionsrelative to industrial lands. In the interim land will be protected accordingto
existingpolicy. Thepolicy will beamendedto includean exceptionsprovisionfor
properties to beconsideredon a caseby casebasisfor land-useactions.

3. The zoningordinancewill be amendedto createmoreclearand objective standardsto
guiderezoningto allowneededhousing.

4. An extensionfor complianceuntil December 1993 isnecessaryin orderto carryout the
work, andto be in coordinationwith Salem.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommendedCouncil:

1. Concurin the directionsdiscussedabovefor respondingto the LCDC staffreport;and

2. Authorize staff torepresent theCity andpresent thesepositions to theLCDC on June 10,
1993.
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May 27, 1993 RECEIvED _____________DEP.ART\IF\‘93 Jii~ 2 ~ ~L~K.D

TO: Land Conservation and Development Commission L~O\SER\ \flL~\

FROM Richard ~ Benner, Director/’
9

’g— ~
DE\E1.Ofl\I[\

SUBJECT: Agenda Item 4.1, June 10, 1993, LCDC Meeting

SALEM AND KEIZER PERIODIC REVIEWS

BACKGROUND

On May 21, 1993, the department issued its report on
the final periodic review orders for the Cities of
Salem and Keizer. The report finds that the cities
have met all requirements of periodic review except
with regard to three issues, outlined on pages 3
through 12 of the attached report. The attached report
refers the Cities of Salem and Keizer periodic review
orders to the Commission for final action.

Objections

The department received no objections to either city’s

final periodic review order.

Unresolved Issues

The findings in the report are divided into two
sections:

1. Section A, “Referral Issues,” consists of the
issues referred to LCDC for resolution. These issues
concern portions of the submittal which are found not
in compliance with the requirements of periodic review,
statewide goals, rules, and statutes (see pages 3
through 12)

2. Section B, “Consistency with Periodic Review
Requirements,” refers to the remaining portions of the
local periodic review orders which satisfy all
statutory and rule requirements of periodic review (see
pages 13 through 16)

The following is a summary of the unresolved periodic
review issues and compliance recommendations for each ‘

issue:

i ~ ‘tr~ \
Si~~ ~R



Salem/Keizer —2— May 27, 1993

Urban Growth Boundary:

The comprehensive plans for the Cities of Salem and Keizer are
bounded by a regional urban growth boundary (0GB) which was
jointly adopted by the City of Salem, City of Keizer, Marion
County, and Polk County. The regional boundary recognizes that
these jurisdictions share a common housing, employment and
business market area.

The two comprehensive plans which govern this urban area are
coordinated through the adoption of “regional policies” by the
four local jurisdictions. Regional Policy G governs amendments
to the 0GB. The department’s report lists several changes to
this policy which are necessary to comply with Goals 2 and 14.
The most important change is to clarify that 0GB amendments must
be adopted by all four jurisdictions, based on coordinated
projections for population, housing and employment as well as
coordinated inventories of developable land.

Industrial Lands:

During the original acknowledgment process, a large amount of
land was justified for inclusion within the 0GB to meet the need
for large industrial uses (in the range of 20 to 59 acres, 60 to
119 acres, and 120 acres and above)

At periodic review, it became apparent that these industrial
sites are not adequately protected against conversion to other
uses and/or divisions into smaller parcels. The four
jurisdictions attempted to address this problem. However, they
were unable to agree on a policy which provides adequate
protection for these needed industrial sites.
Based on our conversations with the planning directors, this

issue may require considerable effort to resolve.

Needed Housing:

All urban jurisdictions are required to provide a 20—year supply
of buildable land within the 0GB. Salem and Keizer have planned
and zoned a supply of buildable land which is only adequate for
12 years. The remaining areas of the 0GB are planned and zoned
“developing residential” in Salem and zoned “Urban Transition” in
Keizer (the plan map designations in Keizer are specific)

Since specific zoning is not applied in all areas, the plans must
rely on upzoning (rezoning for higher density) to provide land
for needed housing over 20 years. Some of the future sites for
multifamily development, for example, require a rezoning before
they can be developed.

The Goal 10 rule, OAR 660—08—020 and 660—025—030, allows such an
“upzoning” process under certain circumstances when the process
is clear and objective. The department has reviewed the
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jurisdictions’ plan and ordinance provisions related to rezoning,
and finds that the approval standards, conditions and procedures
are not clear and objective.

OVERALL RZCONMENDATION

Require the jurisdictions in the Salem/Keizer urban area to amend
their Periodic Review Order, comprehensive plan and related
ordinances in order to comply with Statewide Goals 2, 9, 10, and
14, regarding:

— regional policies governing amendments to the
Salem/Keizer urban growth boundary;

— protection of industrial sites; and

— clear and objective standards for housing.

Sustain portions of the Salern/Keizer periodic review orders as in
compliance with the periodic review factors as specified in the
department’s report.

The department also recommends that the Commission establish
October 1, 1993, as the final submittal date for all amendments
required to remedy these problems.

RPB:JH:BR/deb
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Attachment: Salem/Keizer Periodic Review Report

cc: Kenn Battaile, City of Salem
John Morgan, City of Keizer
Russ Nebon, Marion County
Art Schlack, Polk County
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DEPARTMENTOF LAND CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT
PERIODIC REVIEW

Salem and Keizer Urban Area

FINAL ORDERSRECEIVED: CO~4IS5ION REVIEW:
February 24, 1993 June 10, 1993

I. ACTION OF THE DIRECTOR

Referral of the Salem/Keizer final periodic review submittal to

the Land Conservation and Development Commission.

Recommended Action:

Require the jurisdictions in the Salem/Keizer urban area to amend
their Periodic Review Order, comprehensive plan and related
ordinances in order to comply with Statewide Goals 2, 9, 10, and
14, as specified in this report.

Sustain portions of the Salem/Keizer periodic review orders as in
compliance with the periodic review factors as specified in this
report.

DLCD FIELD REPRESENTATIVE:
Bob Rindy, 373—0067

DLCD REVIEWERS:
Jim Hinman, 373—0088
Bill Adams, 373—8009 -

Bob Riridy, 373—0067

LOCAL GOVERNMENT CONTACTS:
Kenn Battaile, City of Salem, 588—6173
John Morgan, City of Keizer, 390—3700
Russ Nebon, Marion County, 588—5038
Art Schlack, Polk County, 623—9237

DATE OF REPORT: May 21, 1993
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II. BACKGROUND

The Salem/Keizer urban area plans are administered by the Cities
of Keizer and Salem and by Polk and Marion Counties. The
planning area is within a single urban growth boundary (0GB) . In
1990, the population of Salem was 108,200 and the population of
Keizer was 21,950.

The City of Keizer was incorporated in 1982, subsequent to the
initial 1982 acknowledgment of the Salem area plan by LCDC. At
the time of Salem’s acknowledgment, the Keizer urban area was
unincorporated land inside the Salem urban growth boundary. The
City of Keizer’ comprehensive plan and land use ordinances were
adopted in January, 1987. LCDC did not review nor acknowledge
this document; it was “deemed acknowledged” through ORS 197.625,
i.e., as an unchallenged post acknowledgment amendment to the
Salem area plan.

The Salem/Keizer urbanizable area has remained a single urban
growth boundary (0GB) with two separate comprehensive plans. The
four jurisdictions have adopted an intergovernmental agreement in
order to coordinate land use decisions within the boundary. The
coordination program includes certain “regional policies” which
are adopted by all four jurisdictions.

(
Th

ronology Salem Keizer

Acknowledgment 5/20/82 1/19/87

Periodic Review Notice 1/15/88 1/15/88
Sent

Proposed Order Submitted 11/15/88 5/5/89

DLCD Comments Mailed 2/10/89 7/19/89

Final Order Submitted 11/4/92 2/24/93

Proposed orders and proposed amendments to the plan were
submitted to the department on November 15, 1988 and May 5, 1989.
The department’s comments on these proposed orders were mailed on
February 10, 1989 and July 19, 1989.

The Cities of Salem and Keizer chose to remain under the “old”
periodic review process contained in OAR 660-—Division 19.

Upon receiving final periodic review orders from both cities, the
department found the cities’ periodic review submittals to be
complete on February 24, 1993. The department notified
interested parties about receipt of these orders. No objections
were received.
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III. FINDINGS

The Cities of Salem and Keizer and Marion and Polk Counties, each
held a final periodic review hearing and adopted a final
“periodic review order” addressing the state’s requirements and
the four Periodic Review Factors under OAR 660—19—055. The final
local periodic review orders are considered to include all land
use documents referenced by the jurisdictions’ adopted findings.

The director’s report contains the findings of the department
about whether the submittal Complies with Statewide Goals, rules
and statutes. This report is divided into two sections:

— Section A consists of the issues referred to LCDC for
resolution. These issues concern portions of the
submittal which are found not in compliance with the
requirements of periodic review, statewide goals, rules,
and statutes.

— Section 5 refers to the remaining portions of the local
periodic review orders which satisfy all statutory and
rule requirements of periodic review.

SECTION A. REFERRAL ISSUES

Urban Growth Boundary

Goal 2 requires the comprehensiveplans of neighboring cities and
counties to be “consistent” and “coordinated.” ORS 197.190
requires that counties coordinate comprehensive planning within
each county to “assure an integrated comprehensive plan for the
entire area.” In addition, LCDC’s housing rule, OAR 660—08—030,
requires regional coordination to assure “that needed housing is
provided for on a regional basis through coordinated
comprehensive plans.”

Salem and Keizer comprise one of the largest metropolitan areas
in the state. In the decade from 1980 to 1990, the populations
of Marion and Polk Counties increased by 11% and 10%,
respectively. The City of Salem’s population increased by 21%
during the same period. Because of its size and robust
population growth, it is particularly important that decisions on
where and how growth will occur be coordinated among the affected
jurisdictions.
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The comprehensive plans for the Cities of Salem and Keizer are
bounded by a regional urban growth boundary (tJGB) which was
jointly adopted by the City of Salem, City of Keizer, Marion
County and Polk County. Although Salem and Keizer are separate
political jurisdictions, they share a common housing, employment
and business market area. Many people live in one city while
working or shopping in’ the other. In addition, the two cities
share major public facilities such as a regional sewage treatment
plant, a bus system and arterial streets.

Prior to periodic review, the comprehensive plans of the two
cities contained policies requiring concurrent (joint) adoption
of major plan map amendments. During periodic review, the
comprehensive plans of Salem and Keizer were amended to delete
this requirement. A new mechanism for regional coordination was
adopted. The new mechanism specifies that “regional policies”
must be adopted concurrently by all four jurisdictions and “urban
area policies” must be adopted by the two cities. However, there
is no longer a concurrency requirement for plan map amendments.

The following regional policy on UGB amendments has been adopted
by the four jurisdictions:

“G. Urban Growth Boundary

1. The Cities of Salem and Keizer and counties of
Marion and Polk have adopted by legal description
the Salem/Keizer urban growth boundary for the
Salem and Kejzer urban areas and shall review the
Salem/Keizer urban growth boundary on a periodic
basis or upon request of one of the jurisdictions
to identify if changes are necessary.

3. Changes to the Salem/Keizer urban growth boundary
shall be based upon consideration of the following
factors. This consideration does not include
comparison of the proposed change with lands within
the Salem/Keizer urban growth boundary.

a. Demonstrated need to accommodate long—range
urban population growth requirements consistent
with State Land Use Goals.

b. Need for housing, employment opportunities and
livability.

c. Orderly and economic provision for public
facilities and services.

d. Environmental, energy, economic and social
consequences.

e. Retention of agricultural land, as defined with
Class I being the highest priority for
retention and Class VI the lowest priority.
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f. Compatibility of the proposed urban uses with
nearby agricultural activities.

g. Other criteria as required by the State Land
Use Goals and administrative rules.

Policy G.l, above implies that amendments to the 11GB require
concurrent adoption by all four jurisdictions. However, this is
not explicitly stated. To clarify this point, Policy C needs to
be amended to clearly state that 11GB amendments require
concurrent adoption by all four jurisdictions.

Policy G.3, above states that for an 11GB amendment, no
consideration will be given to lands already within the 11GB.
This statement directly conflicts with Goal 14. To determine the
need for additional land within an 11GB, one must determine
whether an adequate Supply of vacant land is available within the
existing UGB. The second sentence in paragraph 3 violates this
fundamental principle and must be deleted.

As described above, the Salem/Keizer 11GB is based on regional
land needs for residential, commercial, and industrial land and
open space. This 11GB was not acknowledged as two separate but
adjacent 11GB’s. This distinction is important. LUBA has upheld
the proposition that “any 11GB expansion must be justified by the
need to accommodate population growth within the entire 11GB.”
(Baker vs. Marion County, LUBA No. 92—174.) The implication of
this opinion as applied to the Salem/Keizer 11GB is that the 11GB
can be amended only if there is insufficient land in both the
Salem and Keizer urbanizable area to meet the projected need.

Because the 11GB is regional, Policy G.3 needs to include a clear
statement that findings to justify any future 11GB amendments must
address the entire 11GB rather than only the Keizer or Salem
portions of the boundary. This requires coordinated projections
for population, housing and employment as well as coordinated
inventories of developable land.

Regional Policy G.3 lists six of the seven “factors” from Goal 14
for amending a 11GB. Factor (4) “Maximum efficiency of land uses
within and on the fringe of the existing urban area” has been
omitted. Factor (4) must be addressed as part of any 11GB
amendment and must be included in Policy G.3.

Conclusion:

For the reasons stated above, Regional Policy G “Urban Growth

Boundary” does not comply with Goals 2 and 14.

In order to comply with Periodic Review Factor One and Goals 2
and 14, the Cities of Salem and Keizer, Marion County and Polk
County must:
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a. Amend Regional Policy G.l to state that amendments to the
Salem/Kejzer urban growth boundary (UGB) must be adopted
concurrently by all four affected jurisdictions.

b. Amend Regional Policy G.3 to delete the following sentence:
“This consideration does not include comparison of the
proposed change with lands within the Salem/Keizer urban
growth boundary.”

c. Amend Regional Policy G to state that amendments to the
Salem/Keizer UGB must be based on projections of land needs
and the supply of buildable land within the entire Salem and
Keizer urban areas.

d. Amend Regional Policy G.3 to include all of the seven factors
of Goal 14.

Industrial Lands

The Salem and Keizer area Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) was
initially adopted in 1974, and was expanded in 1981 in response
to concerns about a shortage of suitable and available industrial
sites. The 1981 “Project 90” study found that much of the city’s
industrial land was fragmented, in “numerous scattered parcels”
less than 10 acres in size. The Project 90 report indicated new
industrial sites were needed in the 20 to 40 and 80 to 200 acre
range “to ensure a competitive market in industrial lands”.

The city’s 1982 findings in support of LCDC acknowledgment
(called the “Conformance Report” findings) explained that almost
3,000 acres of additional industrial land was added to the UGB so
that the inventory would contain parcels, in single ownership, in
the range of 20 to 59 acres, 60 to 119 acres, and 120 acres and
above. The large industrial parcels added to the UGB were
intended to remain undivided and available for industries needing
larger sites.

The 1982 Conformance Document also noted that the city’s
industrial land was:

“currently contained in zones that . . . allow the
fragmentation of large parcels and the development of
residences and other uses that could hamper future
industrial development. In order to correct this problem,
the city and Counties commit themselves to work together and
develop those techniques . . . which will ensure that
industrially designated lands, in large parcels within the
UGB, will be held in sizes appropriate for use by a variety
of industries. These techniques should be ready for
adoption by City Council and Board of Commissioners by
December, 1982” (Page 33)

The City of Salem did adopt an amended industrial zone for Campus
Industrial in 1983, but these zones did not prevent division or
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rezoning of the large industrial parcels rezoned or added to the
UGB under Project 90. Keizer also adopted industrial policies
and zoning in 1987. Since acknowledgment, some of the Project 90
sites have been divided, some have been developed with industrial
use, and some have been rezoned to permit commercial or other
types of development.

During periodic review, the City of Salem conducted a survey of
industrial lands (Order, Pages 3—1 and Pages 10—1 and ff.) . This
determined that some industrial property has been rezoned to
permit other uses such as commercial. The survey does not
evaluate land division activity on the larger industrial sites in
the (JGB, but it is clear that a significant Supply of large
sites, provided under Project 90, still remains in the boundary.

During periodic review, the jurisdictions modified the plan
policies for industrial use. A policy discouraging division of
any industrial parcels currently over 20 acres (“Economic
Development Policy 3”) was modified to discourage their division
below 20 acres. (Order, Page 1—56)

Therefore, the parcels ranging from “20, 40, and 70 acres or
greater”, described in the plan’s intent statements as necessary
“for the type of industries Salem wishes to attract”, could
ultimately be divided into numerous 20 acre pieces. In addition,
there are no measures in effect to implement this policy, i.e.,
to “discourage division of industrial parcels below 20 acres.
The word “discourage” renders this a non—mandatory policy.

The Industrial Development Policies section of the plan was
amended at periodic review in response to a concern about the
issue of large industrial sites. Different regional policies
were adopted by Salem and Keizer on this issue. For Salem, the
amended policies state:

“(a) The division of Industrially designated parcels of 40
acres or more which were included in the urban growth
boundary in 1982 or were unincorporated at that time shall
be subject to a special review and approval process. The
parcels may be divided after a public hearing process and
recommendation by the Salem Planning Commission and final
concurrence by the City of Salem and Marion County as the
final decision. The purpose of this provision is to
maintain two or more sites suitable for large labor
intensive industries (the subject parcels are generally
located: (1) at the SE corner of Boone Road and 36th Avenue,
(2) between Gaff in Road and Culver Drive, and (3) between

Kale Road and Hazelgreen Road)”

“(b) The division of other industrial designated parcels of
40 acres or more planned shall be the subject of a public
hearing and decision making process before the Salem
Planning Commission provided: 1) the proposed industrial
use is verified by the applicant and 2) Marion County is
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afforded an opportunity to review and comment, as an
interested party, on the proposed division prior to the
initial land use decision.”

These policies do not provide protection for these Sites. First,
policy (a) simply requires a public hearing and concurrence by
Marion County. There are no criteria provided to direct that the
parcels be preserved. The stated purpose, to maintain two or
more sites suitable for large labor intensive industries, is not
stated in Project 90 or elsewhere in the plan. It appears only
here in the plan, i.e., there is no justification provided
regarding a decision to only preserve two large Sites, rather
than preserve the larger inventory provided in 1982.

The Department believes that simply requiring county concurrence
when industrial land divisions are requested is not sufficient to
conserve a variety of parcel sizes for use by industry.

For Keizer the regional policy is worded differently:

“2. The division of industrial designated parcels of 40 or
more acres shall be subject to a special review and approval
process. The proposed industrial use must be verified by
the applicant. The parcels may be divided after a public
hearing process and recommendation by the Hearings Officer
and a final public hearing and approval by the City Council.
Notice will be given to all urban area governments. Parcels
will only be divided so that no more than 30 percent of the
original parcel is divided into parcels of less than
20 acres.”

This policy apparently applies to only one approximately 67 acre
industrial parcel currently inside the Keizer urban area. The
policy does not prevent the city from redesigning this property
toother uses. The owner of the parcel has recently indicated
the intent to ask the city to redesignate this property for
residential use.

Conclusion

It is recommended that the policies and implementing ordinances
in the Salem and Keizer plans be revised to prevent the division
or redesignation of the large industrial parcels that were
designated in 1992 to assure opportunity for a new industries
seeking large sites.

We recognize that some division of these sites may be needed to
accommodate new industries, as those industries commit to
locating in the Salem/Keizer area. However, the current policy
and implementing ordinances for the City of Salem are not worded
so that protection of these large sites is mandatory.

Redesignation of large industrial parcels is not addressed by the
policies in these plans. There are at least two pending requests
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to redesignate Project 90 sites for other uses, and we should
anticipate additional requests in the future. If the City of
Keizer redesignates its large site, this would leave the city
with no role in accommodating large industrial development in the
region. The jurisdictions have no policies to assure replacement
of lost sites.

Since the boundary is to contain a 20—year supply of lands for
industrial use, it is anticipated that some sites may not develop
for many years. The fact that no activity has occurred since
1982 is not an indication that these sites are no longer needed.
Nevertheless, owners of large industrial sites may not realize or
accept the notion that their site is in the UGB in order to
provide for a need that may be many years away. Therefore,
continual rezoning pressure should be anticipated, and the plan
needs a mechanism to deal with this. Otherwise, the supply of
available industrial land will not remain sufficient.

The Salem/Keizer UGB is estimated to contain an approximately 35
year supply of residential land. The WGBshould not be expanded
while there remains such a large surplus of residential land, but
this becomes a real possibility if suitable industrial sites are
lost to other types of uses.

Past rezoning activity and the pending proposals to change two
more of the Project 90 sites indicate a pressing need for the
jurisdictions to reaffirm their commitment to maintain a supply
of suitable and available industrial sites in the UGE. That
should be done by either (1) providing stronger resistance to the
conversion of these sites, in the plan and zoning ordinance, or
(2) providing an alternative process to simultaneously replace
these sites, using other lands currently in the boundary.

The four jurisdictions also need to provide a coordinated
agreement about their share of industrial development in the
region. Keizer may not unilaterally choose to defer provision of
their share of the region’s industrial employment.

In order to comply with Periodic Review Factor Two, Goal 2 and
OAR 660—09—000 “Industrial and Commercial Development” the Cities
of Salem and Keizer, and Marion County and Polk Counties must:

a. Adopt policies and implementing measures which regulate
divisions of large industrial sites (i.e., 20, 40 and
80 acres) so that large sites provided under the
recommendations of ~‘roject 90 remain available for their
intended use.

b. Adopt measures which prevent the rezoning of large industrial
sites in the UGB. Alternatively, jurisdictions may assure
simultaneous replacement of rezoned large industrial sites,
using surplus lands in other uses already in the UGH.
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Needed Housing

All urban jurisdictions are required to provide a 20 year Supply
of buildable land for “needed housing” within the UGB. Salem and
Keizer have planned and zoned the current developed area (CDA) of
the city with an adequate Supply of buildable land for the next
12 years. The remaining areas of the UGB are planned and zoned
“developing residential” in Salem, and zoned “Urban Transition’
in Keizer (planning designations in the Keizer UT areas are
specific) . These areas are intended to ultimately provide the
remaining Supply of needed housing types, but have not yet been
zoned to allow the needed housing.

The Commission’s Goal 10 Rule (OAR 660, Section 8) requires that
“specific ~ designations” be applied to “all buildable land.
However, jurisdictions may defer specific designations provided
the following conditions are met.

First, the plan must demonstrate that the reason for this
deferral is due to uncertainties about the location, funding, and
timing of public facilities (OAR 660—08—020(2) (a) and (b)) . The
“Intent” chapter of the Salem plan provides this demonstration
(see also pp. 11—9 through 11—11 of the Final Order) . The Keizer
plan does not defer specific plan designations.

Second, OAR 660—08—020(2) (c) requires that plans include “a time
specific strategy for resolution of identified public facilities
uncertainties and a policy commitment to assign specific
residential plan designations when identified public facilities
uncertainties are resolved”. The Salem plan does not provide a
time specific strategy for assigning specific plan designations.

Since specific zoning is not applied in Salem’s developing
residential and Keizer’s urban transitional area, the plans must
rely on upzoning in order to provide for needed housing types
over the 20 year time frame. The Goal 10 Rule indicates that
deferred “rezoning of land within an urban growth boundary to
maximum planned residential density” is permitted provided
standards and procedures governing the process for future
rezoning are clear and objective. The department has reviewed
the jurisdictions’ plan and ordinance provisions related to
rezoning, and finds that the approval standards, conditions and
procedures are not clear and objective.

Salem Urban Area

The Salem Periodic Review Order states that “... the applicant
must demonstrate that the conditions and character of the
neighborhood has changed to warrant a higher intensity
residential use, as well as review the proposal’s impact on
public facilities and services” (Order, Page 11—9)
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Policy 12 (Rezoning Policy) on page 1—49 of the Salem Order
contains vague statements such as “physical conditions and
location warrant.” These phrases are not clear and objective.
Regional residential development policy 1 (Page 1-47) also
establishes vague criteria involving “Character of existing
neighborhoods” and “need.”

In addition to these policies, there are other policies in the
Salem plan that may apply to upzoning or to other development
decisions, including land divisions. Salem zoning code Section
114.160 requires “an applicable goal or policy” to be a criteria
for certain development decisions. Policies and goals throughout
the plan contain vague and discretionary wording.

Policy 8 (page 1—45 of the Salem Order) and Policy 1 (listed on
page 1—47 of the Order) contain vague and subjective language.
Terms and phrases such as “will not adversely affect” or “are
compatible with,” or “the character of existing neighborhoods”
are not clear and objective.

Policies 3, 8, 9, and 12 (listed on pages 1—47 and 1—48 of the
Salem Order) also contain vague and subjective language if used
as approval criteria. Terms such as “convenient,” “due
consideration,” and “warrant” are not clear and objective.

Goal E “Residential Development” is not clear and objective. The
term “quality living environment” is particularly vague, and
could be used to block virtually any housing development if used
as a review criterion.

Keizer Urban Area

The Keizer urban area includes land planned for single family and
multifamily, but zoned urban transition (UT) . The UT zoned areas
may be upzoned to permit the uses shown on the plan, guided by
Section 4 of the Zoning Ordinance. Zone Change criteria in 4.16
require review against the “description and policies” of the
applicable classification, development requirements of
Chapters 17 and 20, and the “purpose” section of the zone. These
sections are not clear and objective, for reasons similar to
those described above for the Salem plan.

Section 4.18 also requires that zone changes may be
“conditioned,” without limit, if necessary to “serve a public
purpose such as mitigating the negative impacts on adjacent
properties.”

ConclusiOn:

The Salem and Keizer Area Periodic Review Orders do not meet
Factors One and Two, and the plans do not comply with Goal 10,
OAR 660—08—015, 020, and 025, and ORS 197.307.

The Salem area plan defers specific zone designations due to
public facility uncertainties, but has not provided a schedule



Salem/Keizer Page 12 May 21, 1993

for resolving these uncertainties and providing specific zone
categories, as required by OAR 660, Section 8. (It is possible
that the decision to defer specific designations in the
developing residential area was made prior to completion of the
Public Facilities Plan, and more specific zoning decisions may
now be possible)

The Salem and Keizer plan rely on upzoning to meet needs in the
developing residential and urban transition areas. However,
upzoning standards are not clear and objective. The
jurisdictions must either provide for a clear and objective
upzoning process, or upzone applicable areas legislatively prior
to termination of periodic review.

Salem policies which are not clear and objective may also be
applicable to development decisions for all types of housing. To
which decisions they apply should be clearly stated in the plan
and ordinances (see Stotter v. City of Eugene, 18 Or LUBA
135(1989), and Murphy v. City of Ashland, 19 Or LUBA 182(1990)).

In order to comply with Periodic Review Factors One and Two, Goal
10, OAR 660—08—015, 020, and 025, and ORS 197.307, the Cities of
Salem and Keizer, and Marion County and Polk County must:

a. Adopt clear and objective approval processes and standards
for upzoning lands to meet 20—year housing needs.
Alternatively, the jurisdictions may upzone sufficient land
to meet these needs in advance, and provide clear and
objective review process for needed housing types.

The City of Salem must:

b. Provide a schedule for applying specific plan designations to
land needed for 20—year housing needs in the developing
residential area, including resolution of public facility
uncertainties that prevent application of specific zone
districts.
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SECTION B. CONSISTENCYWITH PERIODIC REVIEW REQUIREMENTS

Except for the issues discussed in Section A, the Salem and
Keizer Area periodic review orders meet state requirements. The
following findings outline the requirements of periodic review,
and the findings from the local periodic review orders concerning
these requirements.

FACTORONE

SUBSTANTIAL CHANGEIN CIRCUMSTANCES
(OAP~660—19—055(2) (a))

Substantial change in circumstances are defined in
OAR 660—19—055(2) (a) and (3) (a) through (d) as follows:

A. Major developments or events which have occurred that the
acknowledged plan did not assume or anticipate or major
developments or events which have not occurred that the
acknowledged plan did assume or anticipate;

B. Cumulative effects, resulting from amendments to and
implementation of the acknowledged plan’s factual base, map
designations, and policies;

C. Either an oversight or a decision by the local government to
delay or not carry out plan policies which implement a
statewide goal requirement;

0. New inventory material, which affects a statewide goal
issue, made available to the jurisdiction after
acknowledgment; or,

E. Consistency of the plan and land use regulations with new or
amended statutes.

In addition to the five subfactors listed above,
OAR 660—19—055(4) requires consideration of:

F. ~Other issues or objections involving the ‘substantial change
in circumstances’ factor...”

Response

The City of Salem considered the substantial changes in
circumstances which have occurred since acknowledgment (final
order, pages 1—1 through 9—1) and amended its plan and
regulations addressing those changes.

The City of Keizer considered the substantial changes in
circumstances which have occurred since acknowledgment (final
order, pages 1—1 through 1—38) and amended its plan and
regulations addressing those changes.
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CONCLUSION-FACTOR ONE

Based on the findings in the City of Salem’s periodic review
order, the city satisfies the requirements of Factor One, except
for the policy on urban growth boundaries, as described in
Section A, above.

Based on the findings in the City of Keizer’s periodic review
order, the city satisfies the requirements of Factor One, except
for the policy on urban growth boundaries, as described in
Section A, above.

FACTOR TWO

NEW OR AMENDED GOALS OR RULES
ADOPTEDSINCE TEE DATE OF ACKNOWLEDGMENT

(OAR 660—19—055(2)(b))

Under this factor, the jurisdiction must address the following
statewide planning goals and administrative rules which were
amended since acknowledgment.

GOALS EFFECTIVE DATE

Goal 2 Land Use Planning 660—04—000 07/21/82
Goal 5 Natural Resources 660—16—000 06/29/81
Goal 9 Economic Development 660—09—000 Per. Rev.
Goal 10 Housing Rule 660—08—000 07/21/82
Goal 11 Public Facilities Rule 660—11—000 Per. Rev.

Response

The City of Salem has addressed the administrative rules on
pages 10—1 through 13—2 of the final order.

The City of Keizer has addressed the administrative rules on
pages 2—1 through 2—27 of the final order.

CONCLUSION-FACTORTWO

Based on the findings in the City of Salem’s periodic review
order, the city satisfies the requirements of Factor Two, except
for the Goal 9 rule on economic development and the Goal 10 rule
on Housing, as described in Section A, above.

Based on the findings in the City of Keizer’s periodic review
order, the city satisfies the requirements of Factor Two, except
for the Goal 9 rule on economic development and the Goal 10 rule
on Housing, as described in Section A, above.
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FACTOR THREE

NEW OR P
1

MENDED STATE AGENCY PL?~NSOR PROGRAMS
ADOPTED SINCE THE DATE OF AC~(OWLEDGMENT

(OAR 660—19—055(2) (c))

Requirement

“The comprehensive plan or land use regulations are
inconsistent with a state agency plan or program
relating to land use that was not in effect at the
time the local government’s comprehensive plan was
acknowledged, and the agency has demonstrated that
the plan or program:

(A) Is mandated by state statute or federal law;

(B) Is consistent with the goals; and

(C) Has objectives that cannot be achieved in a
manner consistent with the comprehensive plan or
land use regulation.”

State agency programs that apply to the city were listed in the
DLCD periodic review notice.

Response

The City of Salem has addressed the state agency programs listed
in the department’s periodic review notice on pages 14—1 through
14—5 of the final order.

The City of Keizer has addressed the state agency programs listed
in the department’s periodic review notice on pages 3—1 through
3—4 of the final order.

CONCLUSION-FACTORTHREE

Based on the findings referenced above, the City of Salem and the
City of Keizer satisfy the requirements of Factor Three. The
cities have amended their comprehensive plans and regulations to
be consistent with state agency plans and programs.
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FACTORFOUR

ADDITIONAL PLANNING TASKS REQUIRED AT TEE TIME OF
AC~OWIZD~NT OR AGREEDTO IN RECEIPT OF STATE GRANT FUNDS

(OAR 660—19—055(2) (d))

Requirement

The city or county must do additional planning that:

(a) Was required in the comprehensive plan or land use
regulations at the time of initial acknowledgment or that
was agreed to by the city or county in the receipt of state
grant funds for review and update; and

(b) Is necessary to make the comprehensive plan or land use
regulations comply with statewide goals.

Response

Factor four does not apply to the City of Salem’s periodic
review.

The City of Keizer finds that no additional plan or code
amendments are required under Factor Four (final order,
page 4—1)

CONCLUSION-FACTORFOUR

Factor Four does not apply. Neither city nor the department have
found any issues under this factor.

OVERALL CONCLUSION: SECTION B

Except for the issues discussed above under Section A, the
periodic review orders for the Cities of Salem and Keizer meet
the requirements of periodic review.
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IV. OVZRALL CONCLUSION

The periodic review orders of the City of Salem and the City of
Keizer do not adequately address Periodic Review Factors One and
Two. The Director refers this periodic review to the Land
Conservation and Development Commission with a recommendation
that the local jurisdictions be required to amend their
comprehensive plans and implementing ordinances in order to
comply with Goals 2, 9, 10, and 14.

1. In order to comply with periodic Review Factor One and Goals
2 and 14, the Cities of Salem and Keizer, Marion County and
Polk County must:

a. Amend Regional Policy G.l to state that amendments to
the Salem/Keizer urban growth boundary (UGB) must be
adopted concurrently by all four affected jurisdictions.

b. Amend Regional Policy G.3 to delete the following
sentence: “This consideration does not include
comparison of the proposed change with lands within the
Salem/Keizer urban growth boundary.”

c. Amend Regional Policy G to state that amendments to the
Salem/Keizer 0GB must be based on projections of land
needs and the supply of buildable land within the whole
urbanizable area.

d. Amend Regional Policy G.3 to include all of the seven
factors of Goal 14.

2. In order to comply with Periodic Review Factor Two, Goal 2
and OAR 660—09—000 “Industrial and Commercial Development”
the Cities of Salem and Keizer, and Marion County and Polk
Counties must:

a. Adopt policies and implementing measures which regulate
divisions of large industrial sites (i.e., 20, 40 and
80 acres) so that large sites provided under the~
recommendations of Project 90 remain available for their
intended use.

b. Adopt measures which prevent the rezoning of large
industrial sites in the 0GB. Alternatively,
jurisdictions may assure simultaneous replacement of
rezoned large industrial sites, using surplus lands in
other uses already in the 0GB.

3. To comply with Periodic Review Factors One and Two, Goal 10,
OAR 660—08—015, 020, and 025, and ORS 197.307, the Cities of
Salem and Keizer, and Marion County and Polk County must:

a. Adopt clear and objective approval processes and
standards for upzoning lands to meet 20-year housing
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needs. Alternatively, the jurisdictions may upzone
sufficient land to meet these needs in advance, and
provide clear and objective review process for needed
housing types.

The City of Salem must:

b. Provide a schedule for applying specific plan
designations to land needed for 20-year housing needs in
the developing residential area, including resolution of
public facility uncertainties that prevent application
of specific zone districts.

JH/BR/deb
<prr>



City of Keizer
930 Chemawa Rd. N.E. • P.O. Box 21000

Keizer, Oregon 97307-1000 • (503) 390-3700 • Fax # 393-9437

COUNCIL MEETING: June 7. 1993

AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 9a

TO: MAYOR KOHO AND CITY COUNCIL

THROUGH: DOUY TRYK~&~,.~&
CITY MANAGER ~

FROM: TRACY L. DAVIS~J~’
1

CITY RECORDER

SUBJECT: CHERRYLAWN COURT STREET LIGHTING DISTRICT

ISSUE:

Reviewthe City Engineer’sreport filed for the Cherrylawn Court Street Lighting District and
consider a Resolution to adopt this report and to set a public hearing date to receive
remonstrancesto the project.

BACKGROUND:

On April 19, 1993, the City Council adopted Resolution R93-634initiating the Cherrylawn
Court StreetLighting District anddirectedtheCity Engineer to makea surveyandfile a written
report with theCity Recorder. ThisCouncil actionwas takenin responseto a petitionfrom the
property owners requesting the formationof a lighting district.

FISCAL IMPACT:

There is no direct fiscal impacton the City aside from the costof preparing the City Engineer’s
reportwhich runs approximately $150to $200, which is reimbursed during the first year. The
City receives reimbursement from theproperty owners for electricalcoststhroughassessments
placed on the tax rolls eachyear. Spreading of the lighting district assessmentson the annual
basistakesa minimalamountof staff time when the assessmentsare made on a per lot basis.
All activity is budgetedthroughthe Utility Fund.

“Pride, Spirit and Volunteerism” ___________________

R~yddP~pr
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May24, 1993

TO: Mayor DennisKoho andKeizerCity Council

FROM: William L Peterson,PE
KeizerCity Engineer

SUBJECT: StreetLighting District for ChenylawnCourt

Authority andPurpose
This reportisbeing submittedin accordancewith therequirements ofCity ofKeizer
OrdinanceNo. 87-094for the purposeofcreatingthe Cheriylawn Court StreetLighting
District.

DistctBoundariesandMap
A map ofthe proposeddistrict is attachedshowingthe areasto be benefitedby the
proposedstreet lights.

Lighting Plan Mends
The lighting improvementswill consistof2, 100WattlIPS (111gbPressureSodium)luminaires
mounted on four foot longmast anus andattachedto either 25 foot aluminum, or30 foot fiberglass
poles. Fiberglasspo

1
esare currently lessexpensivethanaluminum poles,but city preferencehas

beento usealuminumpolesin the past.

It hasbeenthe policy oftheCity ofKeizerto allow localelectriccompaniesto install,
maintain,andsupplypowerto all streetlight districtsin order to avoid to initial investment
required to purchasethe polesand luminaires In accordancewith this past policy a cost
estimatehas beenobtained from SalemElectric Company, and is summarized inthe
following sectionofthis report.
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ESTtMATED COSTS

ANNUAL COSTS - AluminumLight poles

Rent 2- 100watt HPSstreetlights $156.00
$650 ea.I monthly

Rent 2-25 Aluminum Poles $147.60
$615 eaimonthly

Annual OperatingCost@ 10%k $75.90

Total AssessableCosts $379.50

CostperLotperyr.for8lots= $47.44

ANNUAL COSTS- FiberglassLight poles

Rent 2-100watt lIPS streetlights $156.00
$6.50 e&/monthly

Rest 2 - 30’ Fiberglass Poles $66.72
$2.78 eaJmonthly

Annual OperatingCost (~10%’ $55.68

Total AssessableCosts $278.40

CostperLot peryr. for Slots= $34.80

Note! Includesengineeringtaxroll preparation,audit,delinquenciesandmiscellaneousadministrative
coststo the city inthefirst year. In succeedingyearstheannualcost maybeexpectedlobe
reducedto approximately40%ofthefirst yearcost.



Cherr)lawn Ct. StreetLight District May24, 1993

RECOMMENDATIONS

Method ofInstallation
Asengineersfor theCity ofKeizer, we recommendthe methodofinstallationdescribedin this reportbe
usedin the fonnalion ofthe CherrylawnCourt StreetLightDistrict. The annualcosts for this methodwill
behigher thanif the City ofKeizerpurchasedthepolesandluminairesfrom SalemElectnc Co., but the large
initial investmentrequiredfor the purchaseisavoided. By choosingto rent all polesandluminairesthecity
doesnot becomeinvolved intheownershipof street light distncta,andmaintainsits generalphilosophy of
contractingwith local electric companiesfor the installationand maintenanceofstreet light districts,as well
as themaintainingthe necessarysupplyofpower to thosedistricts.

We furtherrecommendthatthecity usealuminumlight polesin Cherrylawn Courtin, asthe majority of
streetlighta in lCeizer have aluminum poles. Thisassuresthecontinuityof streetlightsbetweenpast
subdivisionsin the aresandChertylawnCourt.

MethodofAssessment
B is recommendedthatthe costsbeassessedequallyto eachlot or parcelin the district. The first year
assessmentwouldinclude the onetimecosts for engmeeringanddistrict fonuation,dependingon the
methodofinstallationchoaen.

AssessmentRoll
The attachedpreliminaryassessmentroll identifies the benefitedpropertiesandthe recommendedfirst year
assessmentsto be leviedagainsteachowner.

Respectfullysubmitted,

~~llW
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PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENTROLL for:

CherrylawnCourtStreetLighting District

Locatedin Section 11,Township 7 South, Range3 West, W.M. in the City ofKeizer,
Marion County, Oregon.

Total to be Assessed $379.50

LOT(s) OWNERS COST/LOT TOTAL

1 MinnieM. Stacey $47.44 $47.44
3601 ChenylawnCT NE
Salem,Or. 97303

2 WendellandJoanMann $ 47.44 $47.44

1377 Mandarin Way NE
Keizer,Or. 97303

3 John Lien $47.44 $ 47.44
4855 RiverRd. N
Keizer,Or. 97303

4 RichardandLoriThibodo $47.44 $4744
3661 ChenylawnCTNE
Salem,Or. 97303

5 David and JeanGault $47.44 $4744
3662 ChersylawnCT NE
Salem,Or. 97303

6 LeoandMaryMoore $47.44 $4744
3642 CherrylawnCT NE
Salem,Or. 97303 -

7 Klan Sour andAnainpornSieng $47.44 $47.44

3622 ChenylawnCT NE
Salem,Or. 97303

8 GlennSanford $47.44 $47.44
2280 StoneHedgeDr. NE
Salem,Or. 97303

8 LOTS TOTAL $379.50
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City of Keizer
,: 930 Chernawa Rd. N.E. • P.O. Box 21000

Keizer, Oregon 97307-1000 • (503) 390-3700 • Fax # 393-9437

COUNCIL MEETING: June 7. 1993

AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 9b

TO: MAYOR KOHO AND CITY COUNCIL

THROUGH: DOTFY TRYK&~&~
CITY MANAGER ~

FROM: TRACY L. DAVIS
CITY RECORDER

SUBJECT: APPLETREEESTATES STREETLIGHTING DISTRICT

ISSUE:

Reviewthe City Engineer’sreport filed for the AppletreeEstatesSubdivisionStreetLighting
District andconsideraResolutionto adoptthis reportandto seta publichearingdateto receive
remonstrancesto theproject.

BACKGROUND:

On March 15, 1993, the City Council adoptedResolutionR93-622 initiating theAppletree
EstatesStreetLighting District and directedthe City Engineerto make a survey and file a
written reportwith the City Recorder. This Council actionwas takenin responseto a petition
from theproperty ownersrequestingthe formationof a lighting district.

FISCAL IMPACT:

There is no directfiscal impacton theCity asidefrom thecostofpreparingtheCity Engineer’s
reportwhich runsapproximately$150 to $200, whichis reimbursedduringthefirstyear. The
City receivesreimbursementfrom thepropertyowners for electrical coststhroughassessments
placedon thetax rolls eachyear. Spreadingof thelighting district assessmentson the annual
basis takesa minimal amountof staff time whenthe assessmentsaremadeon a per lot basis.
All activity is budgetedthroughtheUtility Fund.

‘Pride, Spirit and Volunteerism” __________________

Re~yd~dP~p~



RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommendedCity Council adopt the Resolutionsettingthe public hearingfor July 6, 1993
anddirecting the City Recorder to provide notice of the public hearingandnotice of proposed
assessmentsto theproperty owners.



1 CITY COUNCIL, CITY OF KEIZER, STATE OF OREGON

2 ResolutionR93-__

3 APPLETREEESTATESSTREETLIGHTING DISTRICT

4 BE IT RESOLVEDby theCity Council of theCity of Keizer, Oregon:

5 Section 1. That theCity Council herebyfinds the preliminary plans,an estimateof probable

6 costscontainedin theCity Engineer’sreport for AppletreeEstatesStreetLighting District which

7 was filed with theCity Recorderon May 19, 1993 to besatisfactory,andthe sameare hereby

8 approvedand adopted.

9 Section2. That the City Council herebydeclaresits intentionto makethelighting district

10 improvementsto serveAppletreeEstatesStreetLighting District and herebydeclaresthat the

11 improvementsto be madeshall consistof thirteen (13) 100 watt high pressuresodiumluminaries

12 andmountedon 4 foot long mastarmsandattachedto 25 foot aluminumpoleswithin thedistrict,

13 all in accordancewith theaforesaidpreliminaryplanswith the initial costof installationto beborne

14 by PortlandGeneralElectric andtheoperationalandelectricalpowercostsestimatedat $3,830.98

15 the first yearand$3,482.71in subsequentyearsto be assessedagainstthepropertiesbenefitting

16 from theimprovements.

17 Section3. That theCity CouncilherebydirectstheCity Recorderto give noticeof intention

18 to make theimprovementsby publicationonce eachweekfor two (2) successiveweeksin a

19 newspaperof generalcirculationin theCity of Keizer statinga public hearingwill beheld on July

20 6, 1993, saidnoticeto also providethat informationrequiredunderCity of Keizer Ordinance87-

21 094, anordinanceproviding for proceduresfor municipal lighting districtsand specialassessments.

22 Section4. ThattheCity Council herebydirectstheCity Recorderto mail noticeof the



1 proposedassessmentsto eachownerin thelocal improvementdistrict with noticethat any objections

2 to the Engineer’sReportand theproposedassessmentwill beconsideredby theCity Council at the

3 aforesaidJuly 6, 1993 public hearing.

4 Section5. That theCity Council may abandonthe proceedingsfor thelighting district

5 improvementsif sufficient propertyownersupportfor the local improvementdistrict doesnot

6 materialize.

7 Section6. If anysection,subsection,sentence,clauseor phraseof this resolution is for any

8 reasonheld to be invalid or unconstitutionalby the decisionof any courtof competentjurisdiction,

9 suchdecisionshall not affect the validity of the remainingportions of theresolution. The City

10 Council herebydeclaresthat it would havepassedthis resolutionand eachSection, subsection,

11 sentence,clauseor phrasethereofirrespectiveof thefact that anyone ormoresections,subsections,

12 sentences,clausesor phrasesbe declaredinvalid orunconstitutional.

13 PASSEDthis day of _______________, 1993.

14 SIGNED this day of _______________, 1993

15

16 _______________________________

17 Mayor

18 _________________________________
19 City Recorder
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May19, 1993

TO: Mayor DennisKoho andKeizerCity Council

FROM: William I. Peterson.PE
Keizer City Engineer

SUBJECt: StreetLighting DiStrict for Apple TreeEstatesPhases1, 2, and 3

Authority andPurpose
This reportis being submitted in accord.ancewith the requirementsofCity ofKeizer
Ordinance No. 87-094for the purposeofcreating the Apple TreeEstatesStreetLighting
District.

District BoundariesandMpp
A map ofthe proposed district is attachedshowingthe areasto he benefited1w the
proposedstreet lights.

Lighting Plan Altensatives
The lighting improvementswill consistof 13, 100 Watt TIPS(High PressureSodiiiin~
luminariesmounted on four foot longmastarmsandattachedto 25 foot siununumpoles.
Thesecomponentshave beenselectedin order to maintain consistencybetweenp oposed
and existing street light districts. Gray fiberglasspolesmay he substitutedfor aluminum
poles ata cost savings,but would nut he compatiblewith the alurninian light poles
existing in the adjacentsubdivision,\\‘illow LakeEstates.

tnstallation maybe accomplishedby any one ofthe followingmethods:

Method A
Portland General Electric would supply,install andmaintainall iunainaaies,polessaid
undergroundor overheadwiring in the Apple TreeStreet Light District. PGE wouldalso
supplythe electrical power to the district

Method B
The City ofKeizerwould purchaseall polesandluminariesfrom PGE, andwould then
contract with PGE for the installation, maintenance,andpower supply in the Apple Tree
StreetLight District

Method C
The City ofKeizerwould purchaseall poles andluminariesfrotn PGE. as well asprovide
the maintenancefor the district. PGE would not install the streetlights if this option is
chosen,andthe city would have to contract out for their installation.
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ESTIMATED COSTS:

MethodA
Annual Costs

Rent 13- tOO walt HPS streetlights S2.78&16
$17.86 ea./monthly

AnnualOperatingCost ~bl0%~ $405.55

Total AssessableCosts ¶3.48271

CostperLot peryr. lot 46 tots ~75J I

MethodB
InstallationCosts

Purchase13- 100watt Alum. Streetlights Sla,500siu

@ $1500ea.

Annual Costs

13 - 100watt lIPS Streetlights $69888
$4.48 ea./monthly

13 Aluminum poles $195.00
$1.25 ea./monthly

Annual OperatingCost @ lO%~ $223.48

TotalAssessableCosta ¶20.61735

CostperLot for 46 Iota(year
1

s $448.20

Cost perLot for 46 Jots(afteryear1) = ¶71 37

Note1 Includesengineeting,taxroll preparation,audit, deiinqun:iciesand niisceiomeousaurnirusualive
coststo thecity in thefirst year. In sncceedin~\‘ears theannualcostmayheexpectedto be
reducedto approximatelyi0°/~ofthe first yearcnst.

A cost estimatefor MethodC isnotincluded in shisreport becauseit woalu cost thecdv inuremoney Sir

first purchasetheluminariesandpolesfrom I’GE. andthen contractoutfor theirSsstallatron in addition.
theCity ofKeizerwilt also incurextracostsdueto utility district formal nfl
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Method ofInstallation
As engineersfor the CityofKeizerwe recommendtheCity ofKeizer adopt Method A in thetonuationof
the Apple TreeStreetLight District, the annualcostsfor MethodA Wilt be higher than thosefor Method 13
in the longcon, but Method A avoid,sthe large initial investmentthat Method B placeson the City ofKeizer
By choosingMethod A the city doesnot heroine involvedin theownershipof streetlight districts.~snd
maintains its general philosophyofcontractingedth local electriccompaniesfor the installanorann
maintenanceofstreet light districts,as well as the maintaining the necessarysupplyof powerso tnose
districts.

MethodofAssessment
tt is recommendedthat the costshe assessedequally to eachlot or parcelin the distnct. The Iirst year
assessmentwould include the one time costsfor en ineeringand district formation, depending onthe
method ofinatallationchosen.

AsaessmentRoll
The attachedpreliminaly assessmentroll identifies the benefitedproperties and the recommendedfirst year
assessmentsto be levied againsteachowner.

Respectfullysubmitted,

William I. Peterson,PE
City Engineer
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PRELIMINARY ASSE~SME1’tTROLL for:

Appictree Estates - Phases 1, 2, &3 Street Lighting District

Located in Section 34, Township 7 South, Range 3 West, W.M. in the City or Keizer,

Marion County, Oregon.
Total to be Assessed $3482.71

LOT(s) OWNERS ~ ‘i

Phase I

4 DanielandJanincLsrkin $75.7! $75.71
1224 Golden Lane N
Keizer, Or. 97303

S DavidandJacklynBowen S 75.71 $75.71
1254GoldenLaneN
Keizer, Or. 97303

6 Terrance and Cynthia Witham $7571 $ 75.71
1284GoldenLane N
Keizer, Or. 97303

7 Joyce Aldworth S 75.71 $ 75.71
1324 Golden Lane N
Keizer, Or. 97303

8 David and Nancy Temple $75.71 $75.71
1344 Golden Lane N
Keizer, Or. 97303

9 Dennis and Vicki Miller $75.71 $75.71
1364 GoldenLaneN
Keizer, Or. 97303

10 GregoryParksion S75.~1
1384 Golden Lane N
Keizer, Or. 97303

11 Pro-Constmctlnc. $75.71 $75.71
P0 Box 12397
Salem,Or. 97309

12 Linvel andNancyLittkton $75.7! $75.71
5332 Newton Ct. NE
Keizer, Or. 97303

13 Ron and Mary Hudson $75.71 $75.71
5352 Newton Ct. NE
Keizer, Or. 97303
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14 Douglas and Deborah McCnne $ 75.71 .5 75 71

5372NewtonCt. NP
Keizer, Or. 97393

15 Johnand HeatherPitts 57571 575 71
5393 Newton Ct. N
Keizer, Or. 97303

16 FlenryandDalia GonzaJez .575.71 $ 75.71
5373 NewtonCl. NE
Keizer, Or, 97303

17 Oliver and Winifred Jones $75.71 $75.71
5353 NewtonCI. N
Keizer, Or 97303

IS Gary and F,lizahelh Ritchie $75.71 $75.71
5333 Newton Cl. NE
Keizer, Or. 97303

19 StephenandKarenAyers $75.71 $75.71
5334 Melrose Cl. NE
Keizer, Or. 97303

20 JamesandLilia Crassford $75.71 575 71
5354 Melrose Ct. N
Keizer, Or. 97393

21 ArthurandDeborahleeler $75.71 $7571
5374 MelroseCl. N
Keizer, Or. 97303

22 Pro-ConstnictInc $75.71 575.71
P0 Box 12397
Salem, Or. 97309

23 Joan-Trustee Frye $75.71 .575.71
5375 Melrose Ct. NE
Keizer, Or. 97303

24 Jack and Beverly Stewart .57571 .575.71
689 Garland Ct. N
Keizer, Or. 97303

25 William and JoAnn Bailey $ 75.71 $ 75.71
5335 MelroseCt. N
Keizer, Or. 97303



Apple TreeEel. StreetLight District May19, 1993

Phase2

Pro-ConstructInc. S75.71 S75.71
P0 Box 12397
Salem,Or. 97309

2 Bruceand RobinLooney $75.71 $ 75.71

11114 GoldenLaneNE
Keizer, Or. 97303

3 Je~eyand TeresaFossholm 515./I $ 77.1!
1214 GoldenLaneN
Keizer,Or. 97303

4 DanielandJeannineLarkin S i~/! ~ i5. 1!
1224 GoldenlaneN
Keizer, Or. 97303

Phase3

25 - 46 Pro-ConstructInc. $75.71 $ 1589.91
P0Box 12397
Salem,Or. 97309

46 LOTS TOTAL S3482.71
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City of Keizer
.: 930 Chemawa Rd. N.E. • P.O. Box 21000

Keizer, Oregon 97307-1000 • (503) 390-3700 • Fax # 393-9437

COUNCILMEETING: June7. 1993

AGENDA ITEM NUMBER: 9c

TO: MAYOR KOHO AND CITY COUNCIL

THROUGH: DOTFY TRYK&.~
CITY MANAGER

FROM: TRACY L. DAVIS
CITY RECORDER

SUBJECT: RIVERCRESTSTREET UGHTING DISTRICT

ISSUE:

ReviewtheCity Engineer’sreport filed for the Rivercrest Subdivision StreetLighting District
and consider a Resolution to adopt this report and to set a public hearing date to receive
remonstrances to the project.

BACKGROUND:

On October 5, 1992, the City Council adopted Resolution R92-599initiating the Rivercrest
StreetLighting District anddirectedtheCity Engineerto makea surveyandfile awrittenreport
with the City Recorder. This Council action was taken in responseto a petition from the
propertyowners requestingtheformationof a lighting district.

FISCALIMPACT:

There is nodirectfiscal impacton theCity asidefromthecostof preparingtheCity Engineer’s
reportwhichrunsapproximately$150to $200, which is reimbursedduringthe first year. The
City receivesreimbursementfromtheproperty ownersfor electricalcosts through assessments
placed on the tax rolls eachyear. Spreadingof thelighting district assessmentson theannual
basistakesa minimal amountof staff time whentheassessmentsare madeon a per lot basis.
All activity is budgetedthroughtheUtility Fund.

“Pride, Spirit and Volunteerism” __________________

R~~yddPep,,



RECOMMENDATION:

It is recommendedCity Council adopttheResolutionsettingthepublic hearingfor July 6, 1993
anddirectingthe City Recorderto providenoticeof thepublichearingand noticeof proposed
assessmentsto theproperty owners.



i CITY COUNCIL, CITY OF KEIZER, STATE OF OREGON

2 ResolutionR93-__

3 RWERCREST STREET LIGHTING DISTRICT

4 BE IT RESOLVEDby theCity Council of the City of Keizer, Oregon:

S Section 1. That the City Council herebyfinds thepreliminary plans,anestimateof probable

6 costscontainedin the City Engineer’sreport for RivercrestStreetLighting District which was filed

7 with theCity Recorderon October23, 1992 to be satisfactory,andthesameareherebyapproved

8 andadopted.

9 Section2. That theCity Council herebydeclaresits intentionto make thelightingdistrict

10 improvementsto serveRivercrestStreetLighting District and herebydeclaresthat the improvements

11 to be madeshall consistof ten(10) 100 watt high pressuresodiumluminariesandmountedon 6

12 footlong mastarmsata height of 25 foot on gray fiberglasspoleswithin thedistrict, all in

13 accordancewith the aforesaidpreliminaryplanswith the imtial costof installationto beborneby

14 Portland GeneralElectricand theoperationaland electricalpowercostsestimatedat$1,676.00the

15 first year and$1,523.64in subsequentyearsto be assessedagainstthepropertiesbenefittingfrom

16 theimprovements.

17 Section3. ThattheCity Council herebydirectstheCity Recorderto give noticeof intention

18 to makethe improvementsby publicationonceeachweekfor two (2) successiveweeksin a

19 newspaperof generalcirculationin theCity of Keizer statinga public hearingwill be heldonJuly

20 6, 1993, said noticeto also providethat informationrequiredunderCity of Keizer Ordinance87-

21 094, anordinanceproviding for proceduresfor municipal lighting districts andspecialassessments.

22 Section4. That the City Council herebydirectsthe City Recorderto mail noticeof the



1 proposedassessmentsto eachownerin the local improvementdistrict with noticethat anyobjections

2 to the Engineer’sReportand theproposedassessmentwill beconsideredby the City Council atthe

3 aforesaidJuly 6, 1993 public hearing.

4 Section5. That the City Council mayabandontheproceedingsfor the lighting district

5 improvementsif sufficient propertyownersupportfor the local improvementdistrictdoesnot

6 materialize.

7 Section6. If any Section, subsection,sentence,clauseorphraseof this resolutionis for any

8 reasonheldto be invalid orunconstitutionalby thedecisionof anycourtof competentjurisdiction,

9 suchdecisionshall not affect the validity of theremainingportionsof the resolution. The City

10 Council herebydeclaresthat it would have passedthis resolutionandeachsection,subsection,

11 sentence,clauseorphrasethereofirrespectiveof thefact that anyoneor moresections,subsections,

12 sentences,clausesor phrasesbedeclaredinvalid or unconstitutional.

13 PASSEDthis dayof _______________, 1993.

14 SIGNED this dayof ________________, 1993.

15 _____________________________

16 Mayor

17 _______________________________

18 City Recorder



ENGINEER’S REPORT

FOR

RIVERCREST SUBDIVISION - PHASES 1 AND 2

STREET LIGHTiNG DISTRICT

For City Council Action November 2, 1992

Date: October 23, 1992

Project File 92-0209



October 27, 1992

TO: The Hon. Mayor and City Council

FROM: Will lam I. Peterson. PE

SUBJECT: Street Lighting District for Rivercrest — Phases 1 & 2

Authority and Purpose: This report is submitted in accordance
with the requirements of City of Keizer Ordinance No. 87-094 for
the purpose of creating the subject Street Lighting District.

District Boundaries and Map: A Map of the District is attached
showing the areas benefited by the street lights proposed to be
installed. Street lights have not been installed in either Phase
1, or Phase 2 of this subdivision. It is now proposed to install
lights in both Phases under a single Street Light District.

Liqhtinq Plan Alternatives: The lighting improvements within both
Phases will consist of 10, 100 Watt, High Pressure Sodium
luminaires. The lights will be mounted on 6 foot long mast arms
at a height of 25 feet, on gray Fiberglas poles. A Typical Pole
and Light Detail is attached.

installation may be accomplished by either of the following
methods.

METHODA - Salem Electric would supply, install and maintain the
luminaires, poles and underground or overhead wiring. Salem
Electric would also supply the electrical power to the District.

METHODB - The City of Keizer would buy the poles and luminaires
and contract with Salem Electric for the installation,
maintenance and power for the District.

Estimated Costs:
METHODA:
Annual costs -

10 Poles & 100 W luminaires ~ $9.27 x 12 mos. $ 1,112.40
Annual operating costs ~ 10 %‘ 411.24

Total Annual Cost $ 1,523.64

Total Assessable Coats ~ 1.523.64



METHODB:

Purchase 10 Poles & luminaires 8 $1,100.00 each = $ 11,000.00

Annual Costs -

10 Poles & 100 W luminaires 8 $3.02 x 12 mos. $ 362.40
Annual operating costs 8 10 961 336,24 —

Total Annual Cost $ 698.64

Total Assessable Costs $11698.64

ncludes tax roll preparation, audit, delinquencies engineering
and miscellaneous administrative costs to the City. These costs
may be expected to be reduced to approximately $111.24 per year
(under Method A) in subsequent years.

We recommend the City adopt Method A. By doing so, the City
avoids the initial cost of the poles and the higher costs
associated with District formation.

Method of Assessment: it is recommended that the costs be
assessed equally to each lot or parcel in the district. The first
year assessment would include the one time costs for District
formation and engineering.

Assessment Roll: The attached preliminary assessment roll
identifies the benefited properties and the first year
assessriients to be levied against each.

Respectfully submitted,

William I. Peterson, PE

WI P/RWF
<RCREST2. RPT>



PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENTROLL

Rivercrest Subdivision — Phases 1 & 2 Street Lighting District

in Secs. 10 and 11, Township 7 S. Range 3 W. , W.M. in the City
of Keizer, Marion County, Oregon

Total to he Assessed $ 1.523.64

Cost
Lotk31 Owners * Per Lot Total

Phase 1

1 - 3 Lydon Construction Co., Inc. $ 34.628 $ 103.88
3795 River Rd. N
Keizer, 08 97303

4 - 5 Daniel L. Chandler, et al. ‘ 69.26
3693 Rivercrest Dr. NE
Keizer, OR 97303

6 Christopher Fl. & Kathie D. Beach 34.63
3692 Pivercrest Dr. NE
Keizer, 08 97303

7 - 8 Lydon Construction Co., Inc. ‘ 69.26
3795 River Rd. N
Keizer, OR 97303

9 David J. & Judy K. McKane 34.63
674 Fall Creek Ave. N
Keizer, OR 97303

10 Donald E. Karen L. Herriott “ 34.63
3655 Sandra Ct. NE
Keizer, OR 97303

11 David D. & Connie 0. Kittrell 34.63
3644 Sandra Ct. NE
Keizer, OR 97303

12 David & Carol Lynn Gonzales “ 34.63
3654 Sandra Ct. NE
Keizer, OR 97303

13 Lydon Construction Co., Inc. ‘ 34.63
3795 River Rd. N

Keizer, OR 97303
(Continued)



Cost
Lot(s) Owners * Per Lot Total

14 David J. & Linda M. Lichty 34.628 34.63
685 Sandra Dr. NE
Keizer, OR 97303

15 Daniel R. & Ronna L. Chandler 34.63
665 Sandra Dr. NE
Keizer, OR 97303

16 Lydon Construction Co., Inc. 34.63
3795 River Rd. N
Keizer, OR 97303

17 Eliazer B. & Miroslava Martinez 34.63
625 Fall Creek Dr. NE
KeiZer, OR 97303

Phase 2

18—44 Lydon Construction Co., Inc. 34.628 934.95
3795 River Rd. N
Keizer, OR 97303

44 Lots TOTAL $ 1,523.64

* Owners names verified by Marion County Assessor on October 22,
1992.
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CITY COUNCIL MEETING: June 7, 1993

AGENDAITEM NUMBER 9d

MINUTES

KEIZER CITY COUNCIL
Monday, May 17, 1993

RobertL. Simon Council Chambers
Keizer City Hall

CALL TO ORDER MayorKoho called theregularmeetingto orderat7:31 p.m.
Roll call wastakenas follows:

Present
DennisKoho,Mayor
Jim Keller, Councilor
JerryMcGee,Councilor
Al Miller, Councior
ChetPatterson,Councilor
JerryWatson,Councilor
MarleneWellin, Councilor

Staff
Dotty Tsyk, City Manager
JohnMorgan, CommunityDevelopmentDirector
Wally Mull, Directorof Public Works
CharlesStull, Chiefof Police
ShannonJohnson,City Attorney
Tracy L. Davis, City Recorder

PUBLIC Naomi Rodriguez,935 ClaggettStreet,Keizer voicedher
TESTIMONY concernsfor the accessibilityto thevacanthydrotubebuilding

locatedonRiver Road. She statedthegatehasnot beenkept
locked, thefencehasbeentorndownin placesandno
trespassingsignsare not posted. Ms. Rodriguezis also
concernedfor thesafetyof thechildren in thearea. City
Attorney ShannonJohnsonwill reviewthis issueto seeif it
would fall underthedangerousbuilding ordinance. Mayor
Koho extendedhis appreciationto Ms. Rodriguezfor bringing
this matterto theattentionof theCoUncil.

Therewasno othertestimonyto comebeforetheCouncil.

CITY COUNCILMINUTES
M~y17. 1993- P~
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City Manager, Dotty Tryk statedthe Volunteer Coordinating
COMM1TI’EE Committeehas recommendedthe appointment of Elaine Smith
REPORTS to fill the unexpiredterm of David Siegelon the Planning

Commission. Mayor Koho statedthe Committee reviewed
Appointment to twelve applicationsand Ms. Smith surfaced becauseof her
Planning professionalbackground in planning.
Commission

Councilor Pattersonmoved to appoint Elaine Smith to fill the
unexpired term of David Siecelon the Planning Commission.
Councilor Watson secondedthe Motion.

The Motion passedwith the following votes:

AYES: Keller, Koho, McGee, Miller, Patterson, Watson and
Wellin (7)
NAYS: None(0)
ABSTENTIONS: None
ABSENT: None

PUBLIC HEARING Mayor Koho openedthe Public Hearing.

PropertyAccess; Wally Mull, Public Works Director, reported the City had
LarsenSubdivision receivedan application for a zonechange from Marvin Larsen

to createa 12 lot single family/duplex subdivision onproperty
locatedbetweenthe Salem Parkway and Brandon Street. The
Keizer Hearings Officer approved the requestat a Public
Hearing on April 1, 1993. Previously theCity acquired the
propertyfrom Marion County solely for the purposeof
providing sanitary and stormsewereasements.Mr. Mull stated
the major issue surroundingthe subdivision is property access.
He is recommending sellingthe proposedproperty for $1500to
Marvin R. Larsenfor accesspurposes. In return, Mr. Larson
will provide dedication of a 50’ public right-of-way ahd
constructionof street improvementsconsistentwith the
subdivisionordinance requirements.

Speakingduring the Public Hearing were:

Ken Larsen, 2445 LaJolla Court NW, SalemandMarvin
Larsen,8440 SE55th, Portland, statedby developingthis

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES
May 11, 1993 - Paga2



propertythe taxesgeneratedfor theCity will increasefrom
$1000 to approximately$40,000. Mary Larsenstatedif they
are requiredto pay the$1500purchasepriceas quoted,it would
createadditional financialhardshipto them. Prior to purchasing
the propertyin March 1988, MarionCountyissueda letter to
him allowing accessacrossthelot. Mr. Larsenstatedthe
Marion Countyletter shouldbehonoredby theCity of Keizer.

CounciorMcGeeaskedif the letter fromMarion Countyhad
beenrecordedalongwith the deed. Mr. Ken Larsenstatedit
had notbeen. JohnMorgan, CommunityDevelopmentDirector
statedasa conditionof approvalfor the subdivision,the urban
residentialstreetdesignstandardis constructedacrossproperty
andthenthestreetandright-of-way would begivenback to the
City.

CouncilorPattersontracedthe history of the property from
MarionCountyto theCity of Keizer. CounciorWatsonasked
Mr. Larsenif he realizedthe propertywas landlockedwhenhe
purchasedtheproperty in 1988. Mary Larsensaidtheonly
reasonthe lot is thereis to provide accessandMarion County
shouldhaveincludedthis in thetransaction.

CouncilorMiller inquired of thepurchaseprice for thethree
acreparcel. Ken Larsenstatedthreeindividual parcelswere
includedin thetransactionto makeup thethree-acre
subdivision. He alsostatedhe is only interestedin gaining
accessto theproperty andhopesthis matterwill be finalized
this evening.

MayorKoho closedthepublic hearing.

DELIBERATION Coundior McGeestatedtheletter fromMarion Countyappears
to be valid and if it would havebeenrecorded we would not

Property Access; havethis issuebefore us. On the other handhe statedthe City
Larsen Subdivision should not give away anything of value.

Councior Miller statedthe letter from Marion County is not
binding. Healso stated theLarsens benefitted from the low
purchase price and the City should proceed with the $1500
price.

CITY COUNCILMINUTES
M~y17, 1993- Page 3



CounciorWatsonconfirmedthededicatedright of way is 50
feetrather than30 feetasshownon themap. He also feels the
letter shouldnot bind usin our decisionfor selling theproperty
ratherthangiving it to theLarsens.

Councilor Keller supporteda lowerprice than$1500due the
circumstancessurroundingthis transaction. Councilor Patterson
statedsincethis is not a significantpieceof property, theCity
shouldconsiderless thanthe$1500 price.

Councilor McGeemoveda bill for anordinancerelatinn to the
saleof city propertylocated atthecornerof BrandonStreetand
19th Court to Marvin R. Larsenwith a purchasepriceof
$500.00. The Motion wassecondedby Councilor Keller.

CounciorMiller stated$1500is fair compensationto theCity
sincetheLarsensobtainedhalf theproperty at lessthan50%
marketvalue. CounciorWatsonstatedthepropertydoeshave
valueandsupporteda purchasepriceof $1100.

The Motion nassedwith thefollowing votes:

AYES: Keller, Koho, McGee,Pattersonand Wellin (5)
NAYS: Miller andWatson(2)
ABSTENTIONS: None
ABSENT: None

The Ordinancewill be returnedfor a secondreadingat thenext
Council Meeting.

DISCUSSION

TacoBell Traffic JohnMorgan, CommunityDevelopmentDirectorstatedtheCity
Report traffic engineer had completeda traffic study for the area

surroundingthe Taco Bell driveways. The restaurant was
completed andhasbeenoperatingwith the driveway on Maine
Avenue gaited. Upon completionof the report, a copy was
distributed to the residentsof the area. Mr. Morgan

crrvCOUN~1I.MINUTES
M~y17, 1993- P,g~4



summarizedthe issuesregardingaccesscontrolandoutlined
possiblesolutions. He alsostatedtheCity is in theprocessof
developingaccesscontrol standardsandrecommendedCouncil
receive andfile thereport. This wouldallow theRiver Road
RedevelopmentBoardandthePlanningCommissionto work
throughtheaccesscontrol issuesanddevelopa policy to bring
backbefore theCouncil in thefall of 1993.

Councilor McGeeaskedif a grandfatherclausewould be
includedin thepolicy. JohnMorgan statedthat mostpolicies
havegrandfatherclausesbut renewalareashavebeenproactive
in closingof drivewaysto bringareasinto compliance.

MargaretKirkpatrick, legalcounselfor First InterstateBank
inquired if theCity would solicit viewsof thebusinessesprior
to adoption. Mayor Koho statedresidentsand businessesin the
areawould benotified of the publichearingon thematter. Ms.
KirkpatrickstatedFirst InterstateBankis opposedto closing one
of it’s drivewaysasrecommendedin thetraffic engineer’s
report.

Will Wolford, Directorof PlanningServices,Barghouseand
ConsultantInc., 1821572nd AvenueS.,Kent, Washington
98032,representingtheArco station. Mr. Wolford statedArco
will mostlikely objectto theclosureof their northerndriveway
but would like to be involved in anydecisionmaking process.

Mayor Koho statedhehadreceiveda letter from NormanWest,
a residentof Maine Avenue,in regardsto this issue.

Dick Woelk, Traffic Engineerreviewedthecontentsof his
report. He outlinedthedatesandtimesthetraffic countswere
conductedandthe resultsof thesecounts.

Councilor Miller movedto receiveand file the traffic report
without taking anyactionanddirectedstaff to bring theissue
back to the Council after theaccesscontrolpolicy is adoptedin
the fall of 1993. CouncilorPattersonsecondedthis Motion.

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES
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The Motion passedunanimously as follows:

AYES: Keller, Koho, McGee, Miller, Patterson, Watson and
Wellin (7)
NAYS: None(0)
ABSTENTIONS: None
ABSENT: None

RESOLUTION: City Manager, Dotty Tryk reported the City of Salempurchased
NegotiateFinal the Riveredgepark property in 1968. This property is now
Tennsof Riveredge locatedwithin theKeizer city limits. The City of Salemis
Park interestedin selling this property to Keizer and has explored

severaloptions to placea purchaseprice on the 10 acre parcel.
The conclusion wasa priceof $20,000.

Coundior Keller hopedthe City would consider testing the soil
for hazardousmaterials and conduct an inspectionof theground
for debris prior to purchase. Councilor McGee recently visited
the park and statedthe park contains yard debris.

Coundior Pattersoninquired if there is any potential for
developmentof this property as a park. Wally Mull stated
presently there is not funding available to develop the land.

Dotty Tryk advisedthe Council that since thepark was
purchasedwith federalfunds, it could not be sold to another
individual unless the exactamountof land wasdedicatedfor
park use elsewhere. The City of Keizer will need to commit to
using the property for park purposesupon purchase.

Coundior McGee voicedhis concernsabout the timing of
purchasing the property with regardsto the budget. He stated
this purchaseshouldbe reviewedat the Budget Committeelevel
and then proceed to Council.

Mayor Koho stated this hasbeenin the works for over the last
year and Salemdoes needto deletetheproperty from their park
inventory as they lack justification for the cost of the
maintenance.

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES
M,y 17. 1993 - P,~c6



Councilor Watsonsuggestedoffering theCity of Salema $1000
paymentwith theoption to purchasetheproperty after the
matterhasbeenreviewedatthe BudgetCommitteelevel.

Councilor Miller said it wouldbe very difficult for theCity of
Salemto sell this propertyto anotherindividual. Keizeris the
mostlikely candidateto purchasetheproperty so thereforetime
is not a factorandthe priceshouldbe reduced.

CoundiorPattersonstatedtheCity of Keizer needsmore park
propertydueto thepopulationandto purchasetheproperty for
$2000an acrewouldbea good bargain.

CouncilorPattersonmovedfor adoptionof a Resolution
authorizingtheMayor to sign a contractto purchasepark
propertyfrom the City of Salem. Councilor Watsonseconded
theMotion.

CouncilorKeller askedto amendtheMotion to includethe
propertybe inspectedby theCity of Salemto assureit is free of
anyhazardouswasteor debrisprior to the purchase.Mayor
Koho statedthis couldbe listed as a prerequisitein the
agreement.

CouncilorMcGee movedto amendtheMotion to havethe
pronosalreviewedby the BudgetCommittee. The Motiondied
for a lack of a second.

CouncilorMiller movedto amendtheMotion to havethe
proposalreviewedby the BudeetCommittee. Coundior McGee
secondedtheMotion.

CounciorMcGee statedthis is a substantialamountof money
andfeels it is a poorfaith effort to the Communityto purchase
thepropertyat this time. CouncilorKeller statedhe is willing
to defendtheCity’s positionin purchasingthisproperty.

MayorKoho statedthis is anexcellentpieceof property and
shouldbea part of Keizer’s park inventory.

CITY COUNCILMINUTES
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The Amendmentto theMotion failed with the followine votes:

AYES: McGeeandMiller (2)
NAYS: Keller, Koho,Patterson,WatsonandWellin (5)
ABSTENTIONS: None
ABSENT: None

The mainmotionwith the inclusionof the inspectionfor
hazardousmaterial anddebrispassedwith thefollowing votes:

AYES: Keller, Koho, Patterson,Watsonand Wellin (5)
NAYS: McGeeandMiller (2)
ABSTENTIONS: None
ABSENT: None

RESOLUTION: Chief of Police, Charles Stull statedin January1993 a Task
Creation of Force wascreatedto advise the City Council on the conceptof
Community Policing Community Policing. The Council adopted therecommendation
Committee of the TaskForce and referredback to staff to establisha

CommunityPolicing Committee. Chief Stall also specifiedthe
missionstatementandprimary goalsof the CommunityPolicing
Committee.

Coundior Keller asked if membersof the TaskForce would
have the opportunityto participateon this committee. Chief
Stull statedif theymeetthecriteria theycouldbeincluded as
partof thecommittee. CoundiorKeller askedfor the addition
of a memberof theKeizer FireDistrict to theCommittee.

Mayor Koho expressedhisconcernfor expandingthestaff of
thePolice Departmentin orderto adoptCommunityPolicing.

Councilor Watsonstatedhe is concernedby thesizeof the
committee. He would like to seea reductionin neighborhood
watch,geographicalareasandneighborhoodassociations.

CoundiorKeller movedfor a Resolutionfor theestablishment

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES
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andformationof a CommunityPolicing Committeewith the
additionof a memberof theKeizer Fire District. Councilor
Wellin secondedtheMotion.

MayorKoho appointedCouncilor Kellerand Councilor
Pattersonto representthe City Council on theCommunity
PolicingCommittee. The Mayor and City Managerwill appoint
additionalmembersto theCommitteeandwould value any input
from theCouncil.

The Motionpassedunanimouslyasfollows:

AYES: Keller, Koho, McGee,Miller, Patterson,Watsonand
Wellin (7)
NAYS: None(0)
ABSTENTIONS: None
ABSENT: None

CONSENT The ConsentCalendarconsistedof thefollowing:
CALENDAR

a. RESOLUTION - Initiate Max Court StreetLighting District

b. RESOLUTION - Initiate MeadowsPhase6 StreetLighting
District

c. RESOLUTION - Ratify Changein City’s Medical Plan

d. Alarm Control Report

e. Approval of March22, 1993 SpecialSessionMinutes

f. Approval of April 19, 1993 RegularSessionMinutes

g. Approval of May 3, 1993 RegularSessionMinutes

CounciorMiller movedfor approvalof the consentcalendar.
CounciorPattersonsecondedthe Motion.

CITY COUNCILMINUTES
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The Motiongassedunanimouslyasfollows:

AYES: Keller, Koho, McGee,Miller, Patterson,Watsonand
Wellin (7)
NAYS: None(0)
ABSTENTIONS: None
ABSENT: None

OThERBUSINESS CouncilorMiller confirmedtherewasnot a conflict with legal
representationon theAckerly sign dispute.

CouncilorMiller inquiredof the purchaseof the parkproperty
with thenew school. City ManagerDotty Tryk advisedthis
will be backbefore theCouncil for final approval.

CouncilorMiller askedfor anupdateon theMarion County
Building/PlanningAgreement.

CounciorPattersoninquiredof thedrainageproblemson Alder
andPleasantView streets.

Mayor Koho suggestedtheCouncil discusstheunapproved
streetswithin theCity ata work session.

WRITFEN Therewasno written communicationto comebeforethe
COMUNICATION Council.

AGENDA INPUT Mayor Kohoscheduleda work sessionfor Monday, J~me14,
1993 at7:00 p.m. to discusstheCity Manager’sevaluationand
other items of interestto theCouncil.

ADJOURNMENT The meetingwasadjournedat 10:09 p.m.

CITY COUNCIL MINUTES
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TRACY L. DAVIS

City Recorder

APPROVED:

MAYOR:
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