I am reluctantly writing this to citizens of Manzanita to express my discouragement and frankly my embarrassment of the actions of my City government. I apologize for the length of this letter but believe in fairness to those mentioned, the detail is warranted. In January 2018 I welcomed the opportunity to be appointed by the Mayor to the Public Facilities Advisory Committee to lend both my general knowledge of project development, government regulations and financing of public projects and my specific knowledge of Manzanita as City Manager for 8 years to work towards a set of recommendations that would provide the greatest community benefit for the majority of our community regarding development of the Underhill property.  

Attempting to obtain basic background information on the buildings at the Underhill property as a part of our Committee responsibilities became the first indicator in a pattern of withholding information and misinformation that continues to this day. I must first declare that I have no sentimental attachment to these buildings and stated several times at our meetings that I would make the motion to recommend their demolition if sufficient information supported that recommendation. I prefer to gather as much factual information as possible and then let those facts take me to conclusions that make both practical and financial sense. My sense with this project is that decisions with regard to what to do with these buildings was made at some point by someone and it then became necessary to control the information flow to insure that that decision was validated by the Committee.   
In March, the City Manager arranges an inspection of the existing City Hall, Fire Station and the Underhill property but we are told that Committee members can not go inside the Underhill structures as it would “disturb the tenants”. After pressing the issue with the Committee that we have a responsibility to inspect the structures, the Committee is allowed into the two buildings at our May 29 meeting. Ironically after this visit, consensus eventually develops among the Committee members and City Councilors that the Quonset hut is indeed a structure worth saving for future community uses. 

In April, I and Committee member Lee Hiltenbrand requested information on asbestos removal costs and the structural condition and costs to demolish the structures on the property. It was our opinion that an inspection performed by a qualified structural engineer would be prudent to sufficiently answer both the Committee and community member’s questions on this subject. We were told by the City Manager that the buildings would need to be demolished due to the presence of asbestos in the buildings. This is factually false as the presence of limited amounts of asbestos in older buildings does not lead to a mandate requiring demolition of said building. We were then told that obtaining a building inspection would be expensive and staff does not have the time to put into this effort. I volunteered to draft the necessary Request for Proposal for inspection services and provided it to the City for their review. 
Given that Tillamook County sawmills were still producing old growth lumber from the Tillamook Burn until 1962, I suggest that despite its appearance, the framing members for a building built in 1948 that potentially contained old growth timber would be stronger and more disease and rot resistant than any wood produced in the last 50 years. Also the fact that the building’s architect Ebba Wicks Brown, a nationally known figure and the State’s first board certified female architect might justify some further investigation to see if this is something other than an “ugly” building that should be placed in the landfill.   
In October the City finally presents a structural assessment of the Underhill buildings to the Committee and City Council. This 127 page report answered many questions including estimating that the demolition of the structures would cost $310,000. This figure does not include the $60-70,000 to remove the asbestos which is required by law in the event of a complete demolition. The report identified structural deficiencies and provided detailed cost estimates to remedy these issues and create structures that would again provide serviceable uses. The Council conducted a 2 hour interview with the engineer during a workshop on October 30 where many questions were asked and answered. Nowhere in this report did the engineer offer an opinion or recommend that the buildings be demolished. The project architect has also stated on several occasions that while perhaps it is not the most ideal situation; the school could most certainly be redesigned to serve the City’s purposes.
At a workshop meeting on October 30 with the Council, I point out that due to the City having financially committed itself to repay the loan to purchase the Underhill property; it will have no choice but to request a Bond to pay for new facilities. I urged the Council to consider developing a remodel option to submit to the public for their review and consideration. The Mayor reminded me that citizens “elected us to make these decisions and don’t expect us to go to them for everything”. In the midst of the City planning to construct the most expensive project to be totally funded with City funds in Manzanita’s history, the Mayor’s position apparently is citizens don’t need to be burdened with too much information or options especially when the Council has decided what outcome it prefers. 

It was also evident that some of my observations regarding the original purchase of the Underhill property and that it was questionable if the City could sell surplus lots to help pay for a new City Hall struck a nerve. The Mayor stated “We bought the property and we made the decision without asking the public and we own that”. While not sure what provoked this reaction, I was to soon learn that I had strayed into another area that the Council preferred to avoid having any further review of.
In November, the project architect advises the Committee that the cost for new build construction is more than double than what the Committee has been using for planning purposes. This information was not available at the October 30 Council workshop where the Council argued that there was not a sufficient difference in remodel verses new build costs to make it worthy of further consideration. This new information should clearly have given the City pause to reconsider the viability of offering the public the opportunity to consider a remodel option.
I subsequently made a request of the City Manager for background documents in the City’s possession that were relevant to understanding how the possible financing of this project going forward might be accomplished. Among those documents was the appraisal of the property done for the then owner in 2015. That appraisal concludes:

· “demand for commercial use in the location of the subject is likely limited because it is somewhat removed from most primary commercial locations. Based on this research, commercial development is not likely to be economic at this time.” With commercial  development unlikely anytime soon, the value in the possibility to resell surplus property would now depend on the residential development value of the land.
· The Appraiser estimated total costs to remove asbestos in the buildings and remove the existing structures would be $20,000. The fact that information regarding demolition and asbestos removal costs had been requested in April and not provided in a timely manner and that the Committee had since learned that those costs could be approaching $400,000 is especially troubling.

· The Appraiser’s opinion of market value of the property was $1,760,000. By the time that the loan on the property is paid and the proposed demolition of the buildings takes place, approximately $2,300,000 will have been spent just to prepare the property for construction. The possible use of the Quonset hut may offset some of these costs. 

· I applied the Appraiser’s property evaluation methodology with two critical pieces of information that he did not have available to him in 2015. Actual recent sales of residential lots adjacent to the Underhill property, estimated costs to remove asbestos and the engineer’s estimated costs to demolish the structures. The conclusion is that for a prospective buyer who desires to acquire the property for the land only, the property value utilizing the Appraiser’s Income Approach would be approximately $1,200,000. The City paid $1,750,000 for the property and currently still owes approximately $1,142,000 on its loan. According to this appraisal methodology, the City apparently was relying on an overly optimistic scenario of obtaining revenue from surplus property sales and drastically underestimated costs to remove the existing structures to accommodate the City’s objective of siting and building a new City Hall at this location.
The City claims that another prospective buyer of the property was interested and willing to offer more money to develop a project that while permitted by the City Zoning Ordinance on the Underhill property, citizens would have found objectionable. This argument is used to further support the claim that the City needed to act quickly to prevent this potential development and that it got a good deal on the property given the willingness of this individual to offer a higher price. Notwithstanding this reasoning, I would submit that City elected officials have no authority to make such decisions and spend public funds in this manner. I would be willing to be corrected on this observation should the City wish to request an opinion from the City Attorney.
I have asked City Councilors why during their contemplation of spending almost $2 million dollars of the public’s money to purchase the Underhill property, why they did not see fit to have their own appraisal done that clearly communicated their objectives to the Appraiser so as to get the best recommendation. I have yet to get a clear answer. I receive a similar response when asking when the decision was made to demolish the buildings, what information they relied on to make that decision and why an estimate to remove asbestos and demolish the buildings prior to purchase was not obtained. 
Utilizing the cost estimates and assumptions provided by the various City consultants and supplementing those estimates with actual estimates from local contractors as recommended by the engineer who did the structural assessment for the City, I submitted a proposal to the Committee for a remodel of the school that addressed all of the identified structural issues and replaced every visible surface and system with new materials thus creating a “new” building requiring a budget of approximately $1.6 million dollars that would be added to other funds available to the City. This proposal also included repairs so that the Quonset hut could be restored to use. The proposal, by delaying construction for 3 years could possibly be done without any additional property tax Bond. The most comparable new build facility under consideration by the Committee would require approval of a $4.7 million dollar Bond. I also provided recent examples of Oregon cities successfully remodeling older buildings for both new City Hall and Police facilities at much lower costs per square foot than any new build options. The Committee agreed to include this remodel option in their list of recommendations to the City Council.
The Council will tell you that the City has the lowest property tax rate in the state. In some twisted logic, this fact is then translated by the Council as a call for Manzanita citizens to enthusiastically embrace a City Bond measure that depending what new build option they submit for your review, will cost the average property owner $4,500 - $9,000 over the life of a 15 year Bond. I must assume that City Councilors believe that residents are not paying a fair share of property taxes to the City and this is their opportunity to remedy that unfortunate circumstance. So sure that you are ready to vote for a property tax increase, the Council has instructed staff to make preparations for a November Bond measure their top priority.
The first structural engineering report obtained by the City lacked a critical element; that being inspection behind walls or ceilings in order to inspect for dry rot, mold, insect damage and damaged structural members. At the March 8, 2019 special Council meeting I fully supported having this necessary work done and encouraged the Council to complete this necessary investigation. As the cost and time to complete this work was an issue, after the meeting I emailed the City and suggested this work could be completed in 3-4 hours and there are 3 citizens, Councilor Steve Nuttall a retired Fire Marshall, Lee Hilltenbrand retired City of Portland senior building inspector and Terry Stahanke a local builder with 45 years of commercial and residential building experience. These individuals represent the range of opinions from demolishing to saving the buildings and who I believed could come to a consensus and provide a creditable report to the Council. Mr. Hilltenbrand and Mr. Stahanke agreed to do this and Councilor Nuttall never responded. I did not receive any response from the Mayor or City Manager.
At a March 22 Special City Council meeting, the City received a presentation from Stricker Engineering on a review of the condition of the school and Quonset hut. After the engineer gave a 3 minute oral report on the school, he offered several opinions that were not substantiated by any factual evidence including his opinion that the school should be demolished. The Council, without asking a single question eventually moved to unanimously remove both Committee recommended remodel options from further consideration. What the first engineering study was not able to conclude in 127 pages with a 2 hour public discussion somehow now became evident in literally minutes. There was no inspection locating the presence of dry rot, insect damage, mold or damaged structural members, just a one hour walk through the buildings resulting in an opinion that such conditions might be present. As of April 8, this report still has not been delivered to the City so that citizens could review the information or the Council might have the opportunity to actually read a document that was the basis of their motion and decision. 
I have made only one request of the Council during this process. Submit a remodel option alongside of the various new build options with all of the relevant information at a scheduled community meeting so that citizens could voice their opinions. If after such a presentation takes place and a majority of citizens favor building new along with the Bond measure that will be required to pay for this building, I would have no further objections.
There is no reason why I as a citizen and we as a community should find ourselves in this uncomfortable situation. For a year, I asked questions that I believe needed to be asked and communicated in writing and in person with the Mayor and Council with my observations. I consistently advised the City to stop overestimating its project revenues and underestimating project costs and face the fact that it had both a practical and political problem looming if it continued its present course of action. If you would like to see a sample of the communications that I shared with both the Committee and Council during the past year, send me your email address at rkinor@gmail.com and I will share with you.
Now it is your turn to ask the Mayor and City Council when a community meeting will be taking place so that you can ask your questions. You might start by asking them what information in this letter is inaccurate. 
Respectfully, Randy Kugler
Manzanita
