CITY OF JEFFERSON
Council Worksession
March 13, 2025

6:30pm
COUNCILORS PRESENT: Mayor Watkins, David Kellogg, Walt Perry, Chandra Cruikshank, Bob
Rossiter, Kate Steele
COUNCILORS ABSENT: Charles Vickery
STAFF PRESENT: Sarah Cook, CM/R; Jeff Buskirk, PWD; Deanna Donato, Dep CR; Kyle

Ward, Foreman; Brianna Hutley, City Clerk; Terry Aman-Chamberlin, Util
Maint.; Liam Bean, COG Planner; Deputy Connelly, MCSO

L CALL TO ORDER/FLAG SALUTE — Mayor Watkins called the meeting to order at 6:30pm and led
in the flag salute.

i. WORKSESSION TOPICS
A. Single Family Housing Options — Planner Presentation

COG Contract Planner, Liam Bean, introduced himself to the Council for those that didn’t know him,
and provided background on the subject, noting both the City Council and Planning Commission had
heard similar presentations over the last couple years. He cautioned the Council on the high
probability that some of the information being presented would be mandatory in the next 3 to 4 years
with the continuous push for housing and changes in housing laws. Councilor Kellogg interjected,
seeking clarification about the City’s density and the 2023 rule change that allowed duplexes where
any single family home was allowed.

Liam Bean began his presentation by pointing out the overall goal, which was most commonly
identified with things like walkability, affordability, inclusion of middle housing to keep citizens in the
community, such as first time home buyers that didn’t want/need big homes/lots, as well as retired
people looking to downsize. Utilizing slides, Liam highlighted 3 main housing type options for the
Council to consider, which included skinny homes/smaller lots, new uses townhomes/cottage clusters,
and planned unit developments. He spoke on ways each plan could be accomplished, such as
decreasing a varying degree of design standards, and provided pros and cons of each option, ranked
by cost to the City in terms of staff time to prepare, notifications, legal, etc., and provided photos of
actual homes and/or developments so the Council had a visual of what each option could look like.

Questions:
Councilor Perry questioned the effects more homes would have on stormwater and overall density, to

which Liam explained the City’s legal site plan review process to verify no laws were violated and
noted it was the applicant’s burden to prove how they would address and mitigate stormwater. In
terms of density, Liam explained the code did not specifically call out density; however, in comparison
to other cities he and the COG represented, Jefferson’s current standards matched other
communities. Councilor Perry continued, questioning the impacts on traffic and his concern of
walkability with the few businesses the town had; however, both the Mayor and Planner noted those
were not relevant to the topic of single family home types, nor was it legal criteria that could be used

to base any future housing development decision on.
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Councilor Rossiter pointed out areas of town where smaller lot sizes tended to feel crowded and
asked about having mixed size lots to avoid that feel. Liam explained options that would allow the
Council to identify a certain number of lots, or a percentage of lots, to deviate from the standards to
allow for a decent mix of housing types in a development. In response to Councilor Steele, Liam
pointed out on the wall map where the City had room to grow and where potential future
developments could occur over the next 20 years. Councilor Cruikshank thought Turner was a good
example when considering housing, and also inquired about the possibility of trends shifting back to
more traditional style homes with gardens and picket fenced yards. Liam explained how the timber
industry provided tremendous benefit to the USA and Canada; however, people did not live in single
unit dwellings in most other parts of the world, and in addition to Turner, he also liked what
Independence, Monmouth, and Dallas had done.

Councilor Kellogg questioned Jefferson’s high population density in comparison to other cities, which
the Planner questioned to be true, and further pointed out the struggle the City faced with growth
because it didn’t have jurisdiction over the main road through town, the public upset every time an
apartment building was added due to the demand on services, and he wasn’t convinced Jefferson
could handle more. He felt the City needed to follow the letter of the law, but do only what was
minimally required, and not be the leading shining beacon City. The Planner assured the Council that
the poorly maintained ODOT highway through town was not at all unique to Jefferson and that yes, all
options to accommodate growth would increase demands on services, such as utilities and
transportation, but those were not legal criteria that were allowed to be used as cause. Last, he
pointed out that housing needs were changing all around, whether their vision was or not, and added
that when, not if, the laws changed, the City would not have a say because State law trumped the
City’s code. Councilor Steele asked for an example of how many homes or dwellings could be placed
on a certain lot, in hopes of providing a better illustration. Liam stated under the City’s current code,
bare land with 50 lots would equate to 100 units, because duplexes were already allowed today.

Nick Vinson (zoom attendee) confirmed that the City’s water treatment plant could accommodate
growth and City employee, Brianna Hutley commented about her struggle to afford moving out of her
parents’ house and would love the opportunity that a smaller home and lot would provide.

In conclusion, Liam noted that while a formal decision was not necessary, it was important for him to
obtain direction from the Council on how staff should move forward with code amendments, noting
there were people asking and properties ready to be developed. Mayor Watkins complimented the
presentation, understanding the importance of being flexible and accounting for change. Though he
was not particularly in favor of the PUD, he thought the others were appealing and wondered if the
Council needed more time to digest the information. The Council again opted to bring the topic back
to another meeting; therefore, no further discussion on housing types, nor staff guidance, took place.

B. Longevity Pay

The City Manager recalled the January meeting, where a longevity pay plan was introduced that
included data from other cities and suggestions for Council to consider. At that meeting, the Council
requested more data from more relevant cities, real examples of the actual financial impact, and to
hear from other staff before they were comfortable making a decision. In response, she noted the
vast information provided in a new memo and the various data charts included in their packets, as
well as the number of staff in attendance.
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Councilor Kellogg indicated the reason the topic had been brought up to begin with was because one
employee was at the top of their pay scale, and now, he thought it was blown out of control and he
could not support it. Reminding the Council that they reviewed the City’s pay scale last year and were
competitive with other small cities, he expressed his frustration with the proposal overall, that data
on health insurance costs was included, that they represented the citizens and it wasn’t just funny
money they could throw around.

Brianna Hutley, City Finance Clerk, addressed the Council, indicating she had worked for the City for 6
years and loved her job and work environment; however, she was struggling with what she’d heard
from Council on the topic, reminding them that they asked for more information. To hear the Council
insinuate that a longevity plan, meant to recognize long term employees that are no longer eligible for
raises, was mismanagement of funds was extremely discouraging and raised a question in her mind of
why she, or any employee, would stay at the City longer than 10 years. Through her emotions,
Brianna explained how over the years, she’d heard the Council tout about the wonderful staff, the
City’s great facilities, and how well the budget and audits were managed, to name a few. The data
was provided to show the Council that the staff did all of that, and then some, with only 8.75
employees. She pointed out, of all the other cities included in the study, the next with the fewest
employees had 12, and that it would cost Jefferson roughly an additional $60,000/year to hire just
one more employee; a cost far more expensive than the proposed longevity plan that would only
benefit one or two, and give them a reason to stay. Indicating he felt her comments were directed at
him, Councilor Kellogg responded by confirming one of the payroll changes made in the prior year
was to move Brianna to a higher paying position, adding that the Council did value the staff.

Mayor Watkins added they couldn’t do the job without the staff, which were truly appreciated, and he
believed the plan should be adopted, to which Councilor Kellogg requested he stop talking and allow
the Council to speak. Councilor Perry indicated he treasured the staff, and in a perfect world he
thought the Council would jump on the proposal, but that was not the case and wondered about
lowering the percentages. Councilor Rossiter agreed with modifying the numbers, indicating the rock
and a hard place the Council was put in because they loved the staff but also realized the people were
paying the bill. Councilor Cruikshank indicated the research she had done, noting some places
provided a mug or sweatshirt, which felt disrespectful to her as she thought it was important to
reward longevity, knowing the time would come when the City didn’t have the staff they did now.
Councilor Steele confirmed the ages of the City’s Finance Clerk and Utility Foreman and then the
number of current eligible staff that would be affected by the longevity pay, which was 2. Sarah Cook
added that it would rarely ever be more than that, and for many years, there wouldn’t be anybody
receiving longevity pay. Utility Foreman, Kyle Ward, added that Council should know it wasn't just
small cities they were competing with to retain employees; it was every City, as not just small cities
had utility operators, directors, or managers, and it was important that they offer something to entice
people to want to stay. Kyle agreed while Jefferson’s pay scale was in line with other small cities, they
were absolutely competing with the Albany’s and Salem’s too, and the benefits should reflect that.

Linda Baker, resident and taxpayer, commented that the discussion should be about recognizing long
term positions, not personalities.

Mayor Watkins indicated most employers, public and private, had similar plans and he’d like to go

forward with it, as proposed. Councilor Kellogg, hearing interest from other Councilors to provide a

modified version, agreed with finding a compromise and liked Hubbard’s plan from the original data
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presented; however, only for topped out employees. The Hubbard plan brought the percentages
down, stopped at 20 instead of 25 years, and dropped the lump sum at the longest milestone.
Councilor Rossiter moved to adopt Hubbard’s Longevity Pay Plan for topped out employees only,
effective July 2025. Councilor Perry seconded. Discussion: Councilor Steele commented that the
City’s proposed plan was cleaner and their was brief discussion on the differences. Sarah Cook
explained with a motion and a second, a vote was needed to proceed, after which a new motion
could be made if it was voted down. All in favor: Ayes — 3, Opposed — 2 (Cruikshank, Steele).
APPROVED.

. ACCOUNTS PAYABLE — Councilor Rossiter moved to approve, seconded by Councilor Kellogg.
The PWD explained that the confined space gas detector was an OSHA mandate. Allin favor:
Ayes — 5, Opposed — 0. APPROVED.

V. VISITORS

Patti Ball, resident — felt the population should have a say in the housing discussion and encouraged
the Council to do field trips to look at the other developments from the examples in the presentation.

V. COUNCIL/STAFF COMMENTS

Councilor Perry spoke on the number of backward parked cars and asked for more enforcement.
Councilor Steele provided a brief update on Chamber activities. Councilor Kellogg agreed with
community involvement in planning development, but knew the difficulty of getting it.

Public Works Director, Jeff Buskirk gave a brief summary on the expected dam drawdowns and the
severe impact it would have on communities like Salem and Stayton, who could be without water
entirely for weeks or months. The severity of the impact on Jefferson’s water was not yet known, but
he anticipated some and would be looking at activating the emergency backup wells, which came
with a whole set of requirements and some expense, just in case. Mayor Watkins thanked him, noting
the community was in his hands.

VI. ADJOURNMENT - Councilor Kellogg moved to adjourn, seconded by Councilor Perry. All
were in favor and the meeting closed at 8:48pm.

MINUTES APPROVED this 27" day of March, 2025.
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