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MINUTES

River Road RedevelopmentBoard
Wednesday,May 20, 1992

KeizerCity Hall

CALL TO ORDER ChairmanBauercalledthe meetingto order at 4:10 p.m.

ROLL CALL The following memberswerepresent: Ed Bartlett,Tom Bauer,
Doug Gatchett,Mark Grenz,Mary Hardison,Bob Keilbach andTim
Smith. Also presentwereAlan B. Costic,AlA, CharlesKupperof
SpencerandKupperandJohnMorgan,CommunityDevelopment
Director.

APPROVAL OF ChairmanBaueraskedfor any changesto the minutesof April 1,
MINUTES 1992, April 15, 1992 andMay 6, 1992. Sincetherewere none,the

minuteswereconsideredapprovedasread.

UPDATE FROM Mr. Costic reportedthat theDesignteammet after the lastmeeting
DESIGN TEAM of the Board to look at issueswhich they were givententative

authority to move on. The initial resultsof their work seemedgood
andwill be presentedat the nextmeeting. HeandJohnMorgan

• met with Mr. Dick Whittington, a representativefrom the Transit
district. The threekey issuesthat werediscussedwere:bus access
includingpuflouts, feederbussesand a local terminal. The biggest
questionmark is the feederbussessincethe economicfeasibility is
uncertain. The TransitDistrict would supporta local terminaland
locationswere discussed.The meetingwasperceivedasa positive
one.

REPORT ON Mr. Morganreportedon currentissues. The discussionbetween
CURRENT TacoBell andthebillboard companycontinues. The ownersasked
ACTIVITY $225,000for thepurchaseof the sign. TacoBell may endup

rentingthebillboard or taking otheraction.

An appealhasbeenfiled by PizzaHut for a zonechangefor the
adjacentpropertyandwas to be on the Council agendafor May 18th
but the propertyowneraskedfor an extension. It appearsthe
propertyownermay continuethe appeal. The Council will havea
hearingon the Ackerly varianceon June1.

REPORT ON Mr. Morgan reportedon thepossibility of using Community
ALTERNATIVE DevelopmentBlock Grants(CDBG) andStateEconomic
FUNDING DevelopmentGrantsor lottery funds. CDBG aregenerallytargeted. SOURCES for housingand thereis somepossibility of that type of needin the

south endof the city. The City of Keizercould go in partnership
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with Salem,giving authority to them. They would receivethe
funding andtakethe responsibilityof administratingthe projects.

Lottery moneyneedsto be targetedto specificcapitalprojects
orientedto a specificprogram. Thereis a possibility that a second
UrbanRenewalDistrict might be formedat the Chemawa
interchangeand that would be a logical locationfor a lottery
request. Mr. Kupperalso addedthat primarily the lottery loan funds
areearmarkedfor the productionof jobs, preferablymanufacturing
or tourismrelatedtype jobs.

BUDGET FOR Mr. Morganreportedto theBoardthe work of the Budget
FISCAL YEAR Committeefor thenew fiscal year. In theareaof revenue,it was
1992-1993 discoveredthat $463,000wasavailableto be usedlastyear.

Consideringan appreciationof 5% would meanabout$550,000to
takenextyear. If that amountof moneyis takenthe presenttax rate
of .11 might rise to as muchas.80 next fiscal year.

Mr. Kupperreportedon recenteventsregardingTax Increment
Financing. During thelast sessionof the legislature,they beganto
look carefully at Tax IncrementFinancing. The endresultwas that
changeswere madeon UrbanRenewal. Thebiggestquestiondealt
with whetherthe UrbanRenewalmonieshadto be includedin the

• $10.00limit passedunderBallot Measure5. The City of Portland
took a test caseto court anda decisionwasmadeon Monday,May
18. The court rejectedtheCity’s claim on one specificpropertyin
Portland. It is still uncertainwhethera precedentwassetbut it does
suggestthatotheropponentsof UrbanRenewalmight bring more
cases. At presenttheCity of Keizer tax ratesare still far enough
below the $10 limit that compactionwould not bea problem. Mr.
Kupperstatedthat at first working, therateof $.80 seemedclosefor
Keizerfor thenext year.

Mr. Morgannotedthe issueof havingtherateappearon the tax
statementdoeschangethe complexionof UrbanRenewal. He
believedthe City Council is supportiveand are looking forwardto
seeingsomeprojects. TheBudgetCommittee,afterreviewingthe
kind of revenueexpectedin thecoming yearandthe projects
anticipated,concludedtheBoardcouldprobablysupporta Bond
electionin the secondyearof thework. This might be as largeat
3.5 million.

Underthe StreetImprovementssection,Mr. Morganpointedout the
costof the new streetdid not assumenew right of wayacquisition.
Theprojectedstreetis 650 lineal feet, fairly wide and has2 street

S lights with landscaping. The projectedimprovementsalso include
two new signalsand removalof two others.
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Utility Improvementsincludedstorm drainageand sewerwork. Mr.
Morganpointedout one of the biggestimprovementexpensesis in

• the StreetscapeImprovementsection. The movingof utility lines
undergroundwas figuredat $125 perlineal foot. Mr. Grenzwas
concernedaboutthe time it would taketo do the utilities. He
suggesteddividing the undergroundingprojects. Otherexpensesin
the Streetscapeareainclude sidewalkandlandscaping,mediansand
signageandidentity. The medianswere figuredat $30,000per
typical block of 400 feetwith landscapedendsandtrees in the
center. Mr. Grenznotedtheremight beenoughmoneyin the
medianline item to do restripingwhich would include bicycle lanes.

Mr. Morganrelayedinformationbroughtby Ms. Hardisonregarding
turn radiuses.He alsomentionedthat CherryAvenuewasnot
includedin the first phaseof the work. Theremight be federal
moneyavailablein about6 yearsif Cherry canbe establishedasa
priority. PerhapsSalemand Keizercould teamup and submitplans
for the streetfrom Pine up throughKeizer.

The OperationsBudgetincluded25% of the Community
DevelopmentDirector’s time along with the samepercentageof
benefits. Materialsand servicesalso includednecessaryfunding if
a bondissueis to be initiated. The third item in the Operations
budgetis Debt Service.

The totaldraft budgetsubmittedis $100,000more than the projected
funds available. TheBoard discussedoptionsto makethosefigures
equal. Mr. Grenzsuggestedhalving the project becauseof the big
problemscausedby utility constructionon River Roadfor sucha
long time. Mr. Keilbach saidthat laying out the whole plan and
letting peopleseeit might keep from having to fight the battle more
than once. He would like to seethe whole amountup front.

In discussingpossibledivisions, Mr. Morgan statedthat it is about
1/3 of the linear feetfrom the southto Manbrin, slightly less than
1/3 from Manbrin to ChemawaandthenChemawato Lockhavenis
about2,400feetwhile Lockhavento Manzanitais 2,400. Mr. Grenz
suggestedstreetscapingcould becut into thirds but mostof the
streetimprovementswould be donein the first yearwhich would
cut the projectby about$200,000.

Furtherdiscussionwill takeplacewhenthe Board seesthe outcome
from the Designteam. Mr. Morganstatedwork mustbedonein a
timely fashion for the Council to hold a hearingand adoptthe
budgetbeforeJuly 1. The Council couldmeetas a Renewal

• Agency on the 15th of July or before. The River RoadRenewal
Board will seetheplan on June3rd andthen the Designteam will
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beattendingthe Chamberof Commercemeetingon June10 so the
public can seetheplan.. NEXT MEETING ChairmanBauerstatedthe Boardwould bemeetingon Wednesday,
June3rdfor a lengthy meetingon thebudget.

ADJOURNMENT A motion wasmadeby Tim Smithand secondedby Bob Keilbach
for adjournment. Themotion passedunanimouslyand the meeting
wasadjournedat 5:30 p.m.
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