
. MINUTES

KEIZER PLANNING COMMISSION
KEIZER CITY HALL LIBRARY

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 8, 1995

CALL TO ORDER

Themeetingwascalledto orderby ChairmanMatiskainenat7:00 p.m.

2. SWEARINGIN

City AttorneyJohnsonadministeredtheoathofoffice to newmember,Bill Pearl.

3. ROLL CALL

Thefollowing memberswerepresent:Marty Matiskainen,Bill Wolf, Dick Inman,Bill
Pearl,MannyMartinezandElaineSmith.

Alsopresentwere: City AttorneyShannonJohnson,andRecordingSecretaryNonaOxe’.
ConmmnityDevelopmentDirectorJohnMorganarrivedat 8:25 p.m.

4. APPROVALOF MINUTES

Mr. Matiskainencalledattentionto atypographicalerroronpage10 oftheOctober11
minutes. Ms. Oxe’ indicatedthatacorrectionwouldbemadeontheoriginaldocument.

It wasmovedby Mr. Wolf thattheminutesofOctober11. 1995beapproved.Themotinii
wassecondedby Mr. Martinezandcarried,all presentvoting aye~.

5. APPEARANCEOF INTERESTEDCITIZENS

No onecameforwardto presentany issuesto theCommission.

6. DISCUSSION

6.1 ChemawaActivity Center

Mr. MatiskainenadvisedthatCommunityDevelopmentDirectorMorganhadto attendanother
meetingthisevening,but shouldarrivebetween8:00 and8:30p.m. Mr. Matiskainendistributed
copiesofthePlanningCommissionDraftoftheChemawaActivity CenterPlan - PartII dated. PlanningCommission
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• November8, 1995. He suggestedthatdiscussioncenteraroundtheSummaryofActionsonPage3
ofthedocumentdealingwithproposedchangesto theComprehensivePlanandZoningMap.

Mr. Matiskainenreviewedthevariousproposalsto amendtheComprehensivePlan. Henotedthat
afterconsideringtheCompPlanamendments,theCommissioncouldproceedonto discussionof
therelatedzoningfor eachareaoftheActivity Center.

Discussionfollowedregardingaproposalto amendtheCompPlanLandUseMapto includethe
landnorthof TepperLaneaspartoftheActivity Center. TheCommissionalsodiscussedthe
implicationsof theproposedZoningMap amendmentto designatethe landnorthofTepperLanein
the“Activity CenterOverlay”zone.

After discussion.it wasmovedby Ms. SmiththatthePlanningCommissionrecommendto
theCity Council inclusionoftheareanorthof TepperLanebetweentherailroadtracksand
thefreewayandbetweenTepperLaneandtheUrbanGrowthBoundaryin theActivity
CenterAreaA designation.Themotion wassecondedby Mr. Inman.

Mr. JohnsonaskedMs. Smithif hermotionwasto notonly addtheareato AreaA, but to alsozone
it thesameastherestofAreaA. Ms. Smith felt thatthezoningshouldbe consideredseparately;
hermotionwasto merelyincludeit in theActivity Center.

Mr. Wolf askedif therewould be awayto insurethatthereis adequatetransportationshouldthe

S ComprehensivePlanbe amendedto includetheareanorthofTepperLane.

Mr. Matiskainenfelt thatincludingthelandnorthofTepperLanein theActivity Centerwould
enhancechancesofmakingsurethatwhateverhappensin thatareafits inwith theplanfor the
remainderofthearea. Ms. Smithagreedthatbecauseoftheaccessissue,inclusionoftheareawas
anintegralpartoftheplan.

Themotioncarried,all presentvoting aye.

In looking atthemapdiagramsin thedraftPlan,someconcernwasexpressedthatthevariousarea
boundarieswereunclear. Mr. Wolf suggestedthattheActivity CenterPlanincludespecific
wordingandaclearmapto spelloutanddefinetheareas.

With regardto theCompPlanamendmentproposalto designateAreaA CampusLight Industrial,
therewasconsiderablediscussionregardingthedefinition oftheCampusLight Industrial(CLI)
zone. Mr. Johnsonpointedout thedifferencebetweenCompPlanandzoningdesignations.He
notedthatinitially thequestionwouldbewhethertheCLI CompPlandesignationis appropriatefor
thearea;themoresubsequentquestionwouldbewith regardto thezonedesignation.Because
therewasstill someuncertaintywith regardto theCampusLight Industrialdefinition,Mr. Johnson
suggesteddelayingadecisionuntil Mr. Morgancouldrespond.
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S Mr. Matiskainencalledattentionto theproposalto amendtheCompPlanLandUseMapto
designateAreaB asConmiercial.Henotedthatthecurrentdesignationis CampusLight Industrial.

Referringto thezoningproposalfor aCommercialMixed zonedesignationfor AreaB, Mr.
Martinezexpressedhis disagreementwith theinclusionofmulti-family for thearea. He felt that
theproposedzoningwouldpromotelow-incomehousingandovercrowdingin theschools. He
indicatedthathewould like to seethearearemainCampusLight Industrial.

Therewasconsiderablediscussionaboutthetwo differentMixed Usezonedesignations.Mr. Wolf
pointedout thattheCommercialMixed useallows only 10 residentialunitsperacre,just slightly
abovecurrentresidential.He alsostressedtheneedfor somemulti-family in theareain responseto
theemploymentopportunitiesandtransportationreductiongoals.

Ms. Smithfelt thatthegreaterconcernmight bewith thedesignoftheareaandits relationshipto
thedevelopmentin thenorthandtheindustryto theeast.Sheindicatedthatshewouldn’twantto
think thatanyonewouldbeexcludedfrom any placein Keizerbecauseoftheirincomelevel. Also,
it washerunderstandingthatmulti-family hadalowerschoolagepopulation. Sheindicatedthat
shewould like to hearfrom theschooldistrictregardingtheimpacton schools.

ConsiderablediscussionfollowedregardingwhethertheareanorthofLockhavenshouldbe
designatedforcommercialor industrialuses,andwhetherandto whatdegreemulti-family

S residentialshouldbeincluded. Ms. Smithsuggestedthatan alternativemight beto makeall ofthe
areanorthofLockhavenpartofamasterplanarea.

Mr. JohnsoninterpretedMs. Smith’scommentto meanthatAreaB would be includedin any
masterplanfor AreaA, with thedeveloperdriving whatdevelopmentwould occur. He confirmed
thattheCommissionwould still needto dealwith theideaofwhattheCompPlanandzone
designationsneedto befor theproperty.

Therewasfurtherdiscussionabouttheneedfor differenttypesofhousingstockin Keizer. There
wassomefeeling thatresidentialshouldnotbeexcludedfrom thearea. Ms. Smith indicatedthat
shewould like theopportunityto exploremulti-family with thepeoplein theareaoncetheyare
moreinformedabouthousingchoices.

It wasMs. Smith’sfeelingthatthereweretoomanyunansweredquestionsfor theareawestofthe
rail roadtracks. Shestressedtheneedto focusmorespecifically,andsuggestedinvolving potential
developersandneighborsin developingaspecificplan.

TheCommissiondiscussedfurthertherelationshipbetweenAreaB andAreaC, andthedegreeof
public interestexhibitedfor eacharea. Mr. InmansuggestedthattheCommissionconsiderthe
CompPlanandZoningseparatelyfor AreasB andC.
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. It wasmovedby Mr. Inman thatthePlanningCommissionrecommendto theCity Council
changingtheComprehensivePlandesignationfor AreaB to Commercial. Themotionwas
secondedby Mr. Wolf.

(Mr. Morganarrivedandtookhis seatatthetable.)

Ms. Smithaskedif Mr. MorgancouldexplainthecorrelationbetweentheCompPlanCommercial
designationandtheCommercialMixed (CM) zonedesignation.

Mr. Morganexplainedthatin thenewDevelopmentCodetheCRandCOzonedesignationswould
bereplacedby theCM zone. Heconfirmedthatalthoughtherewasanunderstandingthatit would
includeamix ofusesincludingsomeresidential,thelanguagewasnotyetcrafted. Heexplained
howit couldbepossibleto custombuild zoningfor theareaby wayofincludingpolicieswith the
CM zonedesignation.Hesuggested,however,that theCommissionmight wishto recommendthat
theCouncil adopttheActivity CenterPlanbutnotadoptthezoninguntil thenewzoningordinance
is adopted.Anotheroptionwould beto hold in abeyancetheentirePlanuntil theDevelopment
Codeis in place.

Ms. SmithhadconcernsaboutdesignatingAreaB Commercialin theCompPlanwithoutknowing
all theaspectsofwhatwill bezonedforthearea.

S Mr. Wolf suggestedthatratherthanfirst makingdecisionsregardingspecificzoning, it mightbe
moreappropriateto beginby looking atdesignstandardsandtheoverall Plandesignations.

Mr. Inmancalledforthequestion.

Themotion carried,with Mr. Inman.Mr. Wolf. Mr. MatiskainenandMr. Pearlvotingaye.
Ms. SmithandMr. Martinezvotedno.

Mr. MatiskainenaskedMr. Morganto clarifywhatactionsthePlanningCommissionneededto
takebeforesubmittingany recommendationsto theCity Council.

Mr. MorganrespondedthattheCity CouncilcouldadoptthePlanandnotdo thezonechangingat
thesamemeeting. HenotedthatthePlanningCommissioncoulddelaymakingrecommendations
on anypartorall ofthePlan,andemphasizedtheimportanceofnot rushingto any decisions.

Ms. Smithwonderedhowit would be possibleto changeaCompPlandesignationto Commercial
whilezoningfor thearearemainedIndustrial.

It wasMr. Johnson’sopinionthatany motionsadoptedby thePlanningCommissionwouldbe
contingentuponpassingtheentirePlanalongto theCity Council. Hefelt thattheCouncil could
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• not adoptthePlanwithoutadoptingthezoning,andthatit wouldbe cumbersomefor thePlanning
Commissionto submitthePlanto theCouncil followedby thezoningat a latertime.

Mr. Morgannotedthatthe intenthadbeento do theDevelopmentCodeasonepackage.He
suggested,however,thatthePlanningCommissionmight wishto acceleratecraftingthezoning
applicableto theActivity Centerandadoptthosesectionsprior to adoptingtheremainderofthe
code.

It wasfelt thattheCommissionneededmoretimeto reviewtheentireChemawaActivityCenter
Plan - PartII beforetrying to cometo someagreementonfurtherrecommendations.After
discussion,theCommissionagreedto scheduleaworksessionto discusstheoptionsanddevelop
moredetailin thePlan.

(ThePlanningCommissionrecessedat8:47p.m.,andreconvened8:55 p.m.)

Theworksessionwassetfor Thursday,November16 at3:00 p.m.

Mr. Morganrespondedto questionsaboutplanningasit relatesto schoolovercrowding.Heagreed
thatoncetheCommissioncomesupwith alternativeshe will providenumbersrelativeto housing
andschools.

Mr. Morganbriefly reportedon themeetinghehadjustattended;ajoint meetingoftheSKATS

S Policy CommitteeandTechnicalAdvisory Committee.Theymetto discusstheState
TransportationPlanningRule. Mr. Morgannotedtheimplicationsof theRuleon theChemawa
Activity CenterPlanaswell asotherdevelopmentin theCity, andadvisedthathe wouldbe
preparingamoredetailedreportfor submittalto theCouncil, PlanningCommission,andR3B.

Mr. Matiskainenannouncedanopportunityfor thePlanningCommissionto meetwith Marion
County,etc.regardingtheChemawaActivity Center.Themeetingwill takeplacein theSalem
LibraryAndersonRoomon Tuesday,November14 at7:30 p.m.

6.2 River Road Zoning

ConmiunityDevelopmentDirectorMorgancalledattentionto theRiverRoadDesignPlan - Phase
II SummaryofRecommendationsandActionincludedin theagendapacket. He explainedhowthe
matrixwasto beusedasaworkingdocumentfor R3B andthePlanningCommissionto evaluate
recommendationsfrom thevariousconsultantswith respectto zoningandrenewalprojectactivities
in theRiverRoadcorridor. Henotedthatto date,R3B hadpartiallyreviewedthedocument.
Theircommentswereincludedin theupdatedmatrix. AlthoughthePlanningCommissionwould
havegreaterinvolvementwith respectto zoningfor thearea,Mr. Morganrequestedthattheyalso
respondto theRenewalProjectrecommendations.BothR3B andthePlanningCommissionwould
bemakingrecommendationsto theCity Council.
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• It wastheconsensusto startatthebeginningofMr. Morgan’s summaryandcommentoneach
topic andrecommendation.

Bicycle

With regardto recommendationsfor bicycletransitonRiverRoad,Mr. Morgannotedthatthe
recommendationsfor bikelanesalreadyexistin theRiverRoadDesignPlan. Hereviewedplans
for stripingChenyAvenueandrestripingon RiverRoad. TheCommissionunanimouslyagreed
with thebicycle recommendations.

Circulation

Underthegeneraltopic, Circulation,therecommendationwasthatinternaldrivewaysshall connect
from parcelto parcelsothat themajorpublic streetsdo nothaveto be used. Mr. Morgangave
examplesoflocationswhereapplicationoftherequirementwould improvecirculation. The
Commissionconcurredwith therecommendation.

Corridor Focal Points/DesignPlan

It wastheconsensusoftheCommissionto deferdiscussionof corridorfocal pointsandadesign
planfor theRiver & ChemawaCenteruntil afterreviewingtheremainderoftherecommendations.
TheCommissiondid, however,concurwith R3B’s recommendationto havespecificdesign

S requirementsapplynotonly to theCenter,butto all ofRiverRoad.

DesignStandards

With regardto arecommendationspecificto theRiver & ChemawaCenterto requiretwo-story
buildings,theCommissiondiscussedat lengthwhethertherequirementshouldbeappliedwithin
focalpointsonly. Mr. MorganpointedouthowmeetingADA requirementsfor elevatorsmight
precludesomedevelopment.After discussion,theCommissionconcurredwith R3B’s
recommendationthatarequirementfor two-storybuildingsnotbe appliedto zoningregulations.
With respectto R3B’s recommendationto providefmancialincentivefor multi-storybuildings,the
Commissionagreedwith providing incentives,butsuggestedthattheword fmancialbedropped.

Foradesignstandardrequiringstorefrontwindowsalongno lessthan50% ofbuilding frontage,the
Commissionagreedwith theR3B recommendationthattherequirementshouldbe limited to retail
storefronts.Additionally, theyrecommendedthatfor cornerstructuresthe50% requirementapply
to theentirestreetfrontage.

Mr. MorgannotedthatR3B deferredcommenton arequirementfor storefrontfacadesto not
exceeda30 footwidth. HenotedR3B’s reluctanceto agreewith the30 foot restrictionwithout
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• moredetailregardingthetypical width of storefronts.ThePlanningCommissionalsodeferred
discussionoftherecommendation.

ThePlanningCommissionagreedwith therecommendationto requireroofdesignsthatare
consistentorcomplimentarysuchashipped,gambrel,orgabledroofs.

With regardto arequirementfor establishmentof anoverall designthemein eachcorridorfocal
point,theCommissionconcurredwith R3B’srejectionoftheterm“theme,”andagreedon
requiringoverall designstandardswith regardto color,texture,facades,roof,etc.to presentan
overall congruentappearance.

TheCommissionagreedwith therecommendationto requirecoverings(awnings,canopies,etc.)
oversidewalksalongbuilding frontages.However,theystressedtheimportanceofestablishing
standardsfor suchcoverings.

TheCommissiondiscussedarecommendationto requirearchitecturalreliefon all walls to avoid
blankwalls. Theyagreedwith therecommendationbutaddedthatit applyonly to walls fronting
streets.

TheCommissiondiscussedthefollowing recommendationto requirethatbuildingsbeputatthe
street: “Orientbuildingsto thestreetwithprimaryentriesfacingthestreetordesignatedpedestrian
way. Parkinglots shouldoccupyno morethan50% ofstreetfrontage.Facadesshouldbebetween

S o and 15 feetofthestreetwith interveningarealandscapedorusedfor pedestrianpurposes.”After
discussionofparkingrequirements,theCommissionconcurredwith theconceptbutsuggestedthat
languagefrom thedraftdevelopmentcodebeused.

TheCommissionrejectedaRiver& Chemawarecommendationthatno building, exceptSafeway
andtheproposedhotel shallexceeda 18,000squarefeetgroundfootprint.

Dueto the latehourit wastheconsensusto continuediscussionofthematrix attheDecember
meeting.

7. ANNOUNCEMENTS AND AGENDA INPUT

7.1 Regular Meeting: December13,1995 - 7:00 PM

8. ADJOURN

Themeetingwasadjournedby ChairmanMatiskainenat 10:05p.m.
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