
Minutes
River RoadRedevelopmentBoard

Keizer City Hall - Library
Wednesday,May 22, 1996

1. CALL TO ORDER

Themeetingwascalledto orderby ChainnanComptonat7:05 p.m.

2. ROLL CALL

Thefollowing memberswerepresent:JuneAbbott,VelmaTepper,Tim Smith,
StanCompton,andMark Grenz. JoeVanMeterarrivedat7:07 p.m. Rick Curry
arrivedat7:15 p.m.

Alsopresentwere: ConsultantJohnSpencer,CouncilLiaison CarlBeach,
CommunityDevelopmentDirectorJohnMorgan,andRecordingSecretaryNona
Oxe’.

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

• It wasmovedbyMs. Abbottthattheminutesof April 2. 1996beapproved.The
motionwassecondedby Mr. Grenzandcarried,all presentvoting ayeexceptfor
Mr. Grenzwho abstainedfrom voting inasmuchashewasnotpresentatthat
meeting.

Mr. Comptonadvisedthatin theabsenceof aquorumattheApril 24 meeting,the
memberswhowerepresentmetinformally to allow ConsultantCharlesKupperto
makehis presentations.Mr. Comptoncalledattentionto anunofficial recordof
thosediscussionsincludedin theagendapacketasinformationonly.

4. APPEARANCEOF INTERESTEDCITIZENS

JeffStrike,AllstateInsurance,andJeffBoucher,BoucherJewelers,werepresentto request
thatR3B considerchangingthesigngrantprogramwith regardto thecriteriafor grants
within anintegratedbusinesscenter.

Mr. Morgancalledattentionto agendamaterialincludingacopyofa letterfrom Mr.
Boucherchallengingstaff’s interpretationofthesigngrantcriteria,andacopyofastaff
reportsubmittedto theUrbanRenewalAgencyin responseto Mr. Boucher’sletter. The
staffreportrequestedtheAgency’sinterpretationof Guideline2 of thegrantpolicy which
states: “Grants will be givenfor theactualcostofbringingasign into compliancewitha
maximumof$1,500.”

RiverRoadRedevelopmentBoard
Wednesday,May22, 1996

Page1



• (Mr. VanMeterarrivedandtookhis seatatthetable.)

Mr. Morganreviewedtheapplicablesigncodeandsigngrantcriteria. In summarizingthe
situationatMr. Boucher’sbusinesscenter,Mr. Morganexplainedthatthreeother
businesses,alongwith BoucherJewelers,occupythecenter. All fourbusinesseshave
individualfree-standingsigns. TheCodeallows only onesignperfrontagefor an
integratedbusinesscenter. To complywith theCode,eachbusinesswill removethenon-
conformingsigntheyownandMr. Boucherwill erectanewsign for theentirecenter. One
businessatthecenter,KeizerFamily Physicians,will berelocatingsoonandhasalready
beenawardeda $490grantwhichwill be paidwhentheyrelocatein thenextfewweeks. A
formalsigngrantrequestfor theremainderofthesignshasnotyetbeensubmitted.

Mr. MorganexplainedthatMr. Boucherhadinterpretedthepolicy to meanthatthe“costof
bringingasigninto compliance”assumesthenewsinglesignis partofbringingall thenon-
conformingsignsinto complianceandthereforethetotal grantamountshouldbebasedon
thetotalaggregatecostof removingall signsanderectingthe replacementwith up to
$1,500allocatedfor eachoriginal sign. By his interpretation,eachofthefourbusinesses
within thecenterwould receivethemaximum$1,500grant.

Staff’s interpretationof Guideline2 is thatif asign is beingremovedandnotbeingdirectly
replacedwith anothersign,thenthegrantis for theamountofremovalonly. By staffs
interpretation,Boucherwouldbe theonly onereceivingthemaximum$1,500;eachofthe

• remaininggrants(excludingKeizerFamily Physicianswhohavealreadybeengranted
$450)wouldbe only $200,theactualcostofremovingtheir signs.

Mr. MorgannotedthatwhentheUrbanRenewalAgencyconsideredbothoptionsthey
agreedthatstaff’s interpretationwascorrect. Thus,Mr. Boucher’srequestthatR3B
considerchangingtheprogramdesignto providefor approvalofrequestssuchashis.

Mr. Morganpointedout thecost implicationsif theprogramwereto be changedto meetthe
criteriasuggestedby Mr. Boucher. Healsonotedthatagrantwasjust awardedfor the
Wittenbergsignprogram,alsoanintegratedbusinesscenter,undertheexistingpolicy.
Changingtheprogramdesignwould likely meanthatMr. Wittenberg’sgrantwould haveto
bereconsidered.Mr. Morgannotedthattherecouldalsobeacostimpactfor othersitesthat
mightmakeapplication.

Mr. MorgansuggestedthattheBoardheartestimonyfrom Mr. BoucherandMr. Strike,and
thenconsiderwhethertheywishedto recommendto theUrbanRenewalAgencyachange
in theprogramdesign.

JeffBoucher, BoucherJewelers,4965RiverRoad N., expressedappreciationto Mr.
Morganfor his explanation.Hefelt thathis motive for therequesthadbeenmisinterpreted
asbeingthatBoucherJewelerswastrying to getmoremoneyfor its sign. Hepointedout
thatBoucher’ssign,astheonepermittedfree-standingsign, complies--ifthreeofthefour
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signsareremoved,thenthesethreetenantsareleft without identificationon afree-standing
sign. Henotedthattheproposedsignwould be dividedamongstthetenants,who all need
theexposure.Heconcededthatit wouldbenecessaryto haveanagreementamongall the
businesseswithin thecenterthateverybusinessreceivingagrantfor areplacementsignis
gettingaportionofthesign. He stronglyfelt thatany smallerbusinesswithin aplaza
settingshouldhavethesameopportunityfor exposureasa stand-alonebusiness.

Mr. Boucherpointedoutthattheproposednewsignwouldbeautifyandenhancethecorner.
He interpretedtheoriginal intentoftheprogramasbeingto expeditebusinessesto comply,
andto lessentheimpactoftheexpenseofcomplyingwithoutcausingabusinessto loose
theexposureto thegeneralpublic.

Ms. Abbottpointedout thatnot all small businesseswithin integratedbusinesscentershave
free-standingsigns. Manyonly havefasciasigns.

(Mr. Curry arrivedandtooka seatatthetable.)

JeffStrike,Allstate Insurance, 4959River Road N., voicedhis understandingthatthe
grantmoneywasthereto offsettheeconomicimpactof conformanceto thesigncode. He
statedthatif heis unableto receiveareplacementgrantandMr. Boucherdecidesnot to put
up anewfree-standingsign,therewouldbeaneconomicimpacton his businessby not
havingtheexposure.

Mr. Boucherconfirmedfor Mr. Comptonthattherewasno urgencyfor receivingaresponse
to his request.

Mr. Morganpointedout theapproachingendofthebudgetyear,andnotedthatoneother
issuehavingto do with signgrantsneededto be addressed.It wasquestionedattheBudget
Committeemeetinghowlong thegrantprogramshouldgo on. Hepointedoutthat
althoughbusinesseshavejust lessthanayearto comply, whetherornottherewouldbe
grantfundsin theupcomingbudgetyearstill neededto bedecided.

A discussionfollowed regardingtheCity’s goalswith regardto signs,the intentofthesign
grantprogram,andtheamountoftime businesshavehadto bring signsinto compliance.

Mr. Strike respondedto questionsaboutthe importanceoffree-standingandfasciasignsto
his business.Mr. Morganbroughtbackinto focusthe issueof determiningtheappropriate
contributionin thecaseofanintegratedbusinessescenter. To Mr. Striketheissuewas
whetherornothehadthesameopportunityasastand-alonebusiness.

Mike Gaynor, Keizer Vision Clinic, 4705River Road N., expresseddisagreementwith
thesenseofurgencyto enforcethesigncode. He feltthatit wouldbemoreappropriateto
allowbusinessesto go throughthenaturalcycle,mandatingsigncodecomplianceasanew
businesscomeson. Hefelt thatasmallbusinesspersonwasbeingrequiredto meetan
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unbudgetedexpensewith minimal, if any,return. Mr. Gaynoralsoconsideredthecosts
unjustifiedfor otherurbanrenewalimprovementson RiverRoad.

After furtherdiscussionabouttheoriginationandintent ofthesigncode,Mr. Compton
pointedouttheneedto moveon to otheritemson theagenda.Mr. Morganpointedout that
if theBoardshouldtonight cometo agreementon arecommendation,the issuewould likely
go to theUrbanRenewalAgencyon June17. Noticeof themeetingwill beprovidedto the
interestedparties.

Mr. Morganrespondedto furtherquestionsabouttherequirementfor onesinglefree-
standingsignatintegratedbusinesscenters.In addressingtheissueofasinglereplacement
sign, Mr. Morganexplainedhowparticipantsin theWittenbergsignprogrammetand
negotiated.Hepointedout theresponsibilityofbusinessownersto work togetherto come
to ananswer.

CouncilorBeachpointedoutthe importanceof astandardizedresponseto eachrequest.

Mr. Boucher,Mr. Strike,andMr. Gaynorleft themeeting.

Notingtheimportanceof themainitem ontonight’sagenda,Mr. Comptonsuggestedthat
theBoardfurtherdebatethesign issueafterhearingMr. Spencer’spresentationregarding
theChenyAvenueDesignPlan.

(Item #6 wastakenoutoforderandconsideredatthis time.)

6. DISCUSSION

6.1 CherryAvenueDesignPlan

Mr. MorganstatedthatMr. Spencerwould first addresstheissueoffinancingoptions. The
Boardwould thenmoveto theCouncilChambersto view designdrawingsanddiscuss
impactson specificproperties.

Mr. Spencerdistributedcopiesofamemorandumfrom him to theBoarddatedMay22,
outliningacashfmancingstrategyfor CherryAvenueandrelatedprojects.Thestrategy
wasdevelopedin responseto preferencesindicatedatlastmonth’s informalsession.In
additionto thefinancingstrategy,theBoardwould tonightbeconsideringaccesspointsand
impactson buildingsandparkingalongCherryAvenue;schedulingofathird public
workshop;andanoutlineofwhatwill be includedin thefmal report.

Mr. Spencerreviewedthecostestimatesfor CherryAvenueimprovements,east-west
streets,andtrailerparkacquisition/relocation.Hepointedout theprojected$2.25 million
shortfallto do all oftheprojects.Mr. SpencerrecalledtheBoard’spreferencefor cash
financing, andpointedout cashflow forecastsincludedin his memorandum.Thecashflow
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projectionsweredevelopedassumingthe$1/1000taxrateoverthelife oftherenewal
district.

It wastheconclusionoftheconsultantsthatif theCherryAvenueprojectis constructed
overtwo years,98-99/99-00,andanendingfundbalanceof $250,000is maintained,two of
thefour east-weststreetsandthepublic transitcenterandcivic centerprojectswould need
to be deferredtwo to fouryearsafterCherryAvenueis completed.Acquisition/relocation
ofthehousingsiteswouldalsooccuraftertheyear2000. It wasalsotheirconclusionthat
all ofthedeferredprojectscanbe financedby tax incrementcashflow.

Mr. Spencerrequestedthat R3B providesomedirectionasto prioritiesfor theeast-west
streetprojects.

Mr. Morganrespondedto questionsaboutthecostsfor acquisitionandrelocationofthe
trailerparks. Hehadrecentlydiscussedwith Salem’srelocationexpertsomeofthecosts
andproblemsincurredwith acquisitionandrelocation. Salem’sexpertestimatedKeizer’s
costsfor thetwo trailerparksat $750,000,slightly higherthanMr. Spencer’sestimate.Mr.
Morgancalledattentionto oneprojectin Salemwheretheyarenotrelocatingthetrailer
park,butbuildingaroundit with thehopethatthemarketwill driveit out. He suggested
thattheBoardmight considerdoingthesame.Not doingtherelocationwouldsave
$600,000. Puttingthatmoneyinto east-weststreetswould allowthemto be donein more
near-term.

Mr. Morgancalledattentionto thebudgeteddollarsfor water,stormdrainageandsanitary
improvementsthroughFY 2006-07.Henotedthattheywerewrittenin morelike place-
keepersin 1989,andrepresentedsomewhatsoft line itemsthatmight be cutbackto make
theproposedimprovementshappenalittle faster.

Mr. MorganreportedthattheBudgetCommitteeconsideredtheUrbanRenewalBudgetat
theirlastmeeting. TheyadoptedR3B’s recommendationswith thesoleexceptionthat
insteadofputtinganother$165,000in thetax stabilizationaccount,theyagreedto extend
thebondalittle longerandmovethatmoneyto theCherryAvenuereserveaccount. Mr.
MorgansuggestedthatBoardmembersmight wantto testify regardingthebudgetatthe
public hearingbeforetheUrbanRenewalAgencyonJune17.

Mr. Spencerreaffirmedtheconclusionoftheconsultantsthat by movingthetiming ofsome
oftheprojectsaroundit will bepossibleto accumulatesomefundsto build theCherry
Avenueprojectandsomeeast-weststreetswithoutgoinginto debt.

Mr. Smithexpressedconcernsaboutstretchingout CherryAvenueinfrastructurefunding
andthenlaterhavingto makecutsin anewroadto do thework.

Mr. Morganagreed.Hebroughtup anotherissuenotprogrammedinto theurbanrenewal
costprojections. With all ofthecuttingthathastakenplaceon River Road,andthe after
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constructionoftheproposedwaterline, River Roadwill needto beoverlaid. Mr. Morgan
notedthathe hasaskedMr. Petersonto do acostestimate.Mr. Morganexpectscoststo run
about$300,000to $400,000for anoverlayproject.

Mr. SpencerpointedoutthattheChenyAvenueimprovementincludessomestorm
drainage. Mr. MorganindicatedthathewouldhaveMr. Petersonincludeautility element
in thenextdraftplan.

Mr. Comptonsuggestedthatthegroupfocusin andmakedecisionson specificpoints,and
thentiy to reachagreementon theplanasawhole. A discussionfollowed regardingthe
preferencesthatwereindicatedatlastmonth’sinformal session.Mr. Morganrespondedto
questionsaboutalternativesto relocatingthetrailerparks.Mr. ComptonreviewedMr.
Spencer’srecommendations.HesuggestedthattheBoardrespondto eachrecommendation
by wayof aformalvote.

It wasmovedby Mr. Smith thattheBoardadoptthepayasyou go philosophy for
theCherryAvenueproject.maintainingthe$1/1.000tax rate. Themotionwas
secondedby Ms. Abbott.

Mr. Grenzpointedout thehighcostsoffinancingwith theotheralternatives.Mr. Morgan
respondedto questionsaboutendingfundbalancerequirements.Mr. Spencerreiteratedthat
with cashfinancingtheprojectwouldjustbe spreadoutover a little longerperiodoftime.

Themotioncarried,all presentvotingaye.

It wasmovedby Mr. VanMeternot to includeacquisitionandrelocationexpenses
forthetrailerparks,estimatedat S622~000.Themotionwassecondedby Mr.
Grenz.

TheBoarddiscussedwhetheracquisitionandrelocationofthetrailerparksshouldbe
indefinitelydeferredratherthatspecificallyexcluded. Mr. VanMeterexplainedhis reasons
for not includingtheallocation. Mr. Smithconcededthathehadno problemwith not
includingtheallocationin theplan,but thathewould like to seeit comebacksomeday.

Themotion carried,all presentvotingaye.

It wasmovedby Mr. Smith thatthewatersystem.stormdrainageandsanitary
sewerprojectsbe extendedout to futureyears.subjectto thoseprojectswhichare
neededfortheCherryAvenueimprovements.Themotionwassecondedby Mr.
VanMeter.

Themotion carried,all presentvoting aye.
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• It wasmovedby Mr. Grenzthatallocationsfor thepublic transitcenterandthecivic
centerline itemsbemovedout to the lastpartoftheprogrambudget.Themotion
wassecondedby Mr. Smith.

Mr. Morganrespondedto questionsabouttheproposedtransitfacility. He alsorecalled
someoftheproposalsfor renovationsto theCivic Center.Mr. SmithrecalledR3B’s
previousobjectionto usingurbanrenewalmoneyto renovateCity Hall.

Themotioncarried,all presentvotingaye.

A discussionfollowedregardingtheadditionaltime it would taketo completetheproject
using thepay-as-you-gostrategy.Mr. Morganpointedoutopportunitiesfor additional
fundingby wayoffederalgrantssuchastheISTEA (IntermodalSurfaceTransportation
EfficiencyAct) program. He suggestedthat theBoard,by wayofamotion, directhim to
activelypursueadditionalgrantfunds.

It wasmovedby Mr. VanMeterto directMr. Morganto activelypursueasmuch
federalassistanceasis possible.Themotionwassecondedby Ms. Abbott.

Mr. Curryaskedif alongwith federalmoneytherewouldbemorerestrictions. Mr. Morgan
pointedout thatcurrently$400,000federalfundsarecontributedto theproject. He
concededthatrestrictionsdo accompanyfederalmoneysometimescreatingadditionalcosts. greaterthanthevalueofthegrant. He notedthatasprojecttime drawsnearhewill be
examiningstrategiesfor theuseofsuchfunds.

Themotioncarried,all presentvotingaye.

TheBoardmovedto theCouncil Chambersat 8:25 p.m. to view theconsultant’srevised
CherryAvenuedrawings. Mr. Spencerpointedoutthe landscapeplanandthenew
locationsfor accesspointsandcurbcuts. Hepointedoutwhereright-of-waywouldbe
takenonbothsidesofthestreetto accomplishparking. He calledattentionto opportunities
for sharedaccesspointsto servemorethanoneparcel. Hepointedoutproblemareas,and
describedtheimpactsoftheproposedchangesandtakeson individualparcels.

Mr. SpencerrecalledCouncil’sdiscussionto look at a5-footsidewalkontheeastsideof
CherryAvenueratherthantheproposed10-footsidewalk. Mr. Comptonsuggestedthe
needformoreinformationandanideaofthedifferencein costbetweenthetwo options.

Mr. Spencerexplainedwherethe 10-footrationalecamefrom whenit wasoriginally
considered.Henotedthatthecurrentdepictionstill providesfor a10-foot sidewalkon the
eastside. However,theyplanondoing anotheroptionwith 5-foot sidewalkson bothsides
if thatis thepreference.Off-hand,he estimatedthedifferencein costto be about$200,000.
He suggestedthananotheroptionmight be two 6-footsidewalks.
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• Mr. Grenznotedtheobviousdollarsavingsto droptheeastsidewalkbackto 5 feet. He
suggestedmakingit a5-footmeanderingsidewalk

It wasmovedby Mr. GrenzthatthePlanprovidefor a5-foot sidewalkonbothsides
ofCherryAvenue. Themotionwassecondedby Mr. Smith.

A discussionfollowed. CouncilorBeachconcededthatit might be possibleto do awider
sidewalkat somelocationswheretherewouldbelessimpactwith regardto acquisition.
Mr. Comptonstressedtheimportanceofthinking aheadandtakingadvantageofthecurrent
opportunity. Mr. VanMeternotedthatsomepropertieshadjustsold, andpointedout thata
10-foot sidewalkwouldmakepropertiesmoredesirable. Mr. Spenceracknowledgedthata
wider setbackmight accomplishthesamegoals. Mr. Grenzpointedoutthephysicalsizeof
a 10-footsidewalk. Mr. Smithfelt thatif therewasroomto acquiretheadditionalright-of-
way, it would allow roomfor thesidewalkto meander.

Themotion failed, with Mr. Grenzvoting ayeandtheremainderofthosepresent
votingno.

TheBoarddiscussedotheralternativesfor thesidewalks. Theyalsodiscussedthe
possibilityofdesigningsidewalksaroundtreescurrently in thewalkway.

Mr. MorganandMr. Spencerrespondedto questionsabouttheIris Lanealignment. When. theextensionofIris Laneto Alder wasmentioned,Mr. Morganpointedout thatit would be
consideredaspartof thetransportationplanningissue. CouncilorBeachperceivedthat
therewassomesupporton theCouncil for extendingIris Laneif it couldbe extendedon
out. However,hesawsomeoppositionto Iris LanebetweenRiverRoadandCherry
Avenueonly.

Mr. Morganrespondedto questionsaboutzoning. HenotedthecurrentUrbanTransition
zoningon propertynowbeingdeveloped.Hestatedthatzonechangerequestswould notbe
considereduntil thestreetissueis settled.

Mr. Spencerrespondedto questionsabouttheproposedreconfigurationofsomeparking
lots. He alsoansweredquestionsaboutright-of-wayacquisitionatspecificparcels.He
confirmedthat someright-of-waytakeswouldberequiredthroughouttheentirecorridor.

TheBoardreturnedto theLibrarymeetingroomat9:20p.m. to continuetheirdiscussion.

It wasmovedby Mr. CurrythatthePlanprovidefor sidewalksthatvary in width
from 5 to 10 feetdependingon thedesignneedandimpact. Themotion was
secondedby Mr. VanMeter.

• Ms. Abbot askedhowtherealignmentofCherryAvenuewouldbeaffectedby varyingthe
width ofthesidewalk. Mr. Morganthoughtthatit might bepossibleto savehavingto
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• realigntheStreetby usinga5-foot sidewalkin someof thespots. Mr. Spencerindicated
thatif approved,in thenextdrawingstheconsultantswould workwith theconceptofa
varyingwidth.

CouncilorBeachsuggestedthatany suchrecommendationbesubmittedto theCity Council
beforeMr. Spencerdoestheredraftingwork. He felt thatit would be appropriateto first
provideCouncilwith adollarfigure for thedifferencein costs.

Off-hand,Mr. Spencerestimatedthecostdifferencebetweena5-footsidewalkanda
varying-widthsidewalkto beabout$100,000. Hebasedhis assumptionon thealready
estimated$200,000differencebetweena5-foot sidewalkanda 10-foot sidewalk.

It waspointedout thatthedifferentwidthsmight notnecessarilybehalfandhalf, andthat
drawingswould give aclearerpictureof wherethewidth wouldvary. TheBoarddiscussed
whetherornot drawingswould be necessaryto supporttherecommendationto theCouncil.
Mr. SmithsuggestedthatMr. Spencerlook atthemapandguestimatewhichsectionswould
befive andtenfeet,andthentry to comeupwith adollaramount. Mr. Currypointedout
theneedto presenttheCouncilwith agoodjustificationfor makingthesidewalkwider in
comeplaces.TheBoardagreedto voteon themotiontakinginto considerationMr.
Spencer’s“ballpark” estimateof $100,000costdifference.

Themotion carried,all presentvotingaye.. Mr. SpenceraskedtheBoardto establishadateforthenextpublic workshop. Henotedthat
updateddrawingswill bepresentedforpublic comment.

Mr. MorgannotedthatSEKNAwould like to havetheworkshopastheir Junemeeting,and
hadindicatedapreferencefor June6. Theywill assistin gettingpeopleout. Mr. Spencer
hadaprior commitmentfor June6. After discussion,June11 wasagreedupon. Mr.
Morganthoughtthemeetingwouldprobablybe heldattheMennoniteChurchbuilding on
CandlewoodDrive. Hewill confirmthedatewith theneighborhoodassociation,andwill
distributea flyer.

Mr. Spencerindicatedthaton thedrawingstheywill showthe5-footsidewalks,andalso
variationsfor thesidewalkontheeastsideof CherryAvenue.

Mr. Spencerrequestedcommentson oneremainingissue. He distributedcopiesofthe
Draft ReportOutlinefor theDesignPlanfor theCherryAvenueCorridor. Hebriefly
reviewedtheoutline,andaskedfor commentsasto theappropriatenessofthedirectionin
whichtheconsultantswereproceeding.Hepointedouthis goalto haveafairly complete
draft for Mr. Morgan’sreviewwithin thenextcoupleweeks.

Mr.

Curryreferredto a letterfrom FireMarshalJoel Stein,copiesofwhichwereincludedin
theagendapacket. Althoughit wasmorespecificto RiverRoadimprovements,it brought
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• up thequestionof fire hydrantson ChenyAvenue. Mr. Curryaskedif fire hydrant
locationswerepartof thedesignplan. Mr. Morgannotedthat the issuewill be discussed
with Mr. Steinandwith theCity’s EngineeringDepartment.

Mr. Comptonrelayedcommentsfrom Mr. Steinregardinghis desirethatthefire
departmentbeinvolvedin theRiverRoadandCherryAvenueplanningprocess.Mr.
Morganwill includeMr. Steinon themailinglist.

Mr. Spencerleftthemeetingat 9:45 p.m.

Mr. Comptonnotedthatapriority for east-weststreetswasdiscussedatlastmonth’s
informalsession.A preferencewasindicated,butbecauseaquorumwasnotpresentavote
wasnot taken. Iris LaneandCadeAvenuewereindicatedasthehighestpriority, followed
by Plymouthand Sunset.

Mr. Morganpointedout thethreealternativesfor CadeAvenue. He suggestedthatCade
Avenuebeput ontheagendafor theJunemeeting,andthatthepropertyownersbeinvited
to helpdiscusstheoptions. TheBoardagreed.Whenaskedaboutthenumberofowner-
occupiedpropertieson Cade,Mr. Morganestimatedthenumberatthreeorfour; probably
30%oftheproperties.Mr. MorgansuggestedthatBoardmembersdrive downCadeand
visualizewhatthewestendcould look like.. It wasmovedby Mr. VanMeterthattheBoardrecommendestablishingthe

following priority for east-westconnectingstreets:Iris Lane.CadeAvenue,
PlymouthDrive, and SunsetAvenue. Themotionwassecondedby Mr. Grenz.

Themotion carried,all presentvoting aye.

CouncilorBeachsuggestedthattherecommendationto theCouncil includea statementas
to why theorderwasselected.Mr. Morganconfirmedthat theplandocumentwill include
supportingstatementsfor all recommendations.

Mr. Comptonannouncedthatdueto the latehourall ProjectUpdatesotherthantheSign
GrantProcesswould be deferred.

SignGrant Process

Discussionof Mr. Boucher’srequestresumed.

Mr. Grenzaskedwhatthecostimpactwouldbeif signsgrantswerefundedasMr. Boucher
suggested.
Mr. Morganindicatedthatif therewasno urgencyin dealingwith Mr. Boucher’srequest,

• hecouldbring backcostestimatesnextmonth. He,however,pointedout thebiggerissue
ofdecidinghowto dealwith signgrants.
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S Mr. VanMeterfelt thatit woulddemonstratepoorfaithon thepartof theCity to changethe
requirementsmid-stream.

Mr. MorgannotedthatMr. Wittenberg’sapplicationwastheonly otherrequestinvolving
anintegratedbusinesscenter. lie concededthathis grantcouldberecomputedif it was
agreedto changethepolicy.

Mr. Grenzfeltthatfairnessshouldbe anissuewhenconsideringanindividual business,
whetherstand-aloneorwithin anintegratedcenter.

TheBoardfurtherdiscussedthe intentofthesigngrantprogram.

Mr. Morgancalledattentionto aquestionedraisedby theBudgetCommitteewhen
consideringtheUrbanRenewalBudget. It waspointedout thatthe$25,000in this year’s
budgetwasput in to induceearlycompliancewith thesigncode,andasyetwasnotall
spent. TheBudgetCommitteequestionedwhetherto putmoneyinnextyear’sbudgetto
paybusinessownerswhohavedelayedcompliance.Mr. Morgannotedthatalthoughthe
BudgetCommitteeapprovedthefull budgetaspresented,thequestionmight againarise
whenit is consideredby Council. Herestatedthequestionfor theBoard: “Should thesign
grantprogrambecontinuedoncetheexistingdollarsarefully expended?”Mr. Morgan
confirmedthatbusinesseshaveuntil May97 to comply. Fundsareavailablein thisyear’s

S budgetendingJuly 1 for abouttwo moregrants--twograntsarenowpending.

Mr. Morgannotedthathewill soonbe sendingoutanotherletterto thosewhohaven’tcome
into compliance. Beforedraftingtheletterhewouldneedto know if grantfundswerestill
available. Mr. Morganconfirmedthatoftheoriginal 90 non-complyingbusinesses,about
40 or50 small businessesremained.

Mr. Morganrespondedto questionsaboutfree-standingsignsatvariouslocationsin Keizer.

A motionby Mr. VanMeterto maintainthesigngrantprogramin theamountthat’s in the
budgetfortheyear1997,andthatgrantsbe awardedfirst comefirst served,diedfor lackof
a second.

Mr. Curryfelt thatbusinesseshadbeenallowedampletime to comply. Hewasalso
opposedto giving $1,500to everybusinessownerin an integratedbusinesscenter
participatingin asinglesign. After furtherdiscussiontherewasageneralconsensusthat
business-ownershadhadeveryopportunityto takeadvantageoftheprogram.

It wasmovedby Mr. Curryto expendthefundsin the95-96budgetandthen
terminatetheprogram.Themotionwassecondedby Mr. Grenz.

Themotioncarried,all presentvoting ayeexceptMr. VanMeterwho votedno.
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Mr. Morganconcededthatthemotionmight makemootthediscussionwith Mr. Boucher.
ShouldMr. Bouchercomein with arequest,Mr. Morganwould suggestto him submitting
therequestdirectly to theCity Council. Mr. Morganindicatedthathewould supportsucha
request.

5. PROJECT UPDATES

DevelopmentActivity
PropertyImprovementProgram
RiverRoadRedevelopmentProject

UndergroundingProject
Banners
River& Chemawacornerproject

Old KeizerSchoolMove
Treesin ParkingLots
HousingRehabilitation
ChemawaActivity CenterPlan
FY 96-97UrbanRenewalAgencyBudget
SignGrantProcess

Deferredto theJunemeeting.

7. ANNOUNCEMENTSAND AGENDA INPUT

7.1 RegularMeeting - June26, 1996

8. ADJOURN

Themeetingwasadjournedby ChairmanComptonat 10:05 p.m.
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