
S MINUTES

KEIZER PLANNING COMMISSION
KEIZER CITY HALL - COUNCIL CHAMBERS

WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 1, 1995

1. CALL TO ORDER

Themeetingwascalledto orderby ChairmanMatiskainenat7:07 p.m.

2. SWEARING IN

Bill Pearlwasnotpresentto be swornin.

3. ROLL CALL

Thefollowing memberswerepresent:Marty Matiskainen,Dick Inman,Bill Wolf,
JuneAbbott, andMannyMartinez. ElaineSmitharrivedat 7:10p.m.

Alsopresentwere: Council LiaisonJerryWatson,City AttorneyShannonJohnson,
CommunityDevelopmentDirectorJohnMorgan,andRecordingSecretaryNona
Oxe’.

4. APPEARANCEOF INTERESTEDCITIZENS

No onecameforwardto presentany issuesto theCommission.

5. PUBLIC HEARING AND DISCUSSION

5.1 ChemawaActivity Center

ChairmanMatiskainenadvisedthattheOctober11 publichearingwascontinuedto tonight
andremainedopenfor public testimony. He setforth theprocedurefor receivingcomments
andtestimony.

(Ms. Smitharrivedandtookherseatatthetable.)

Mr. Morgandistributedto Commissionmembersandmembersoftheaudiencecopiesof
preliminarydraftplanlanguageandaskedthattheCommissiongive particularattentionto
the issueof designstandardsbeginningon page7 of thedraft with ObjectivesoftheDesign
Standards,andthenon page8, theactualDesignStandards.
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• Mr. Morganalsodistributedto commissionmemberscopiesoftwo documentsasexamples
orpossiblemodelsfor zoningfor theproposedIndustrialBusinessCampusZone: (1)a
revisionof Salem’sIndustrialBusinessCampusZone;and(2) theCity ofHillsboro’s M-P
(Manufacturing/Park)Zone.

Mr. Morganalsodistributedcopiesof a letterdatedOctober16, 1995,from ODOTDLCD
TransportationandLandUsePlannerEricJacobson.The letterwasaresponseto theCity’s
proposedcomprehensiveplanamendmentandzonechangeforthe ChemawaActivity
Centerproperty,andmorespecifically,theKampeAssociatesreport. Mr. Morganpointed
out thatMr. Jacobson’sconcernswerewith regardto the lackof adoptablematerialin the
report,andthefactthatit didn’t addressmanytransportationissues.Mr. Morgannotedthat
Mr. Jacobson’sconcernswould be addressedin draftingthefinal plan.

Mr. Morganadvisedthatoverthelastcoupleweekshe hadworkedwith theproperty-owner
grouprepresentingtheareanorth ofLockhavenon detailsoftheir ideasfor the land. He
notedthatthroughoutthehearinghe would be availableto respondto their commentsand
testimony,aswell asthetestimonyof otherinterestedparties.

Presentingpublic testimonyto thePlanningCommissionwere:

DaleNason,2200ChemawaRoadNE, Keizer. Mr. Nasonexpresseddismaywith the
time it wastakingtheCity to makeadeterminationregardingwhat wouldhappento•. propertiesin theChemawaActivity CenterPlanarea. Henotedthattento twelveresidents
from AreaC/theSouthwestQuadrant,werepresentattheOctober11 publichearing,and
wereextremelydisappointedthatno discussionanddeliberationtookplaceatthatmeeting.

Mr. NasonrecalledCouncilorWatson’squestionat theOctober11 hearingofwhatthe
propertyownerswithin AreaC wishedto seehappenwith theirproperty.Mr. Nason
reviewedthehistoryoftestimonyfrom thosepropertyowners,beginningin July, 1993and
extendinginto 1995. He emphasizedtheircontinuingparticipation,andwonderedif their
inputhadbeentakeninto consideration.

With respectto thequestionbeforetheCommissionof whetherAreaC shouldbe in orout
of theChemawaActivity CenterPlan,Mr. Nasonfelt thatbeforeresidentscouldpresent
their opinions,theyneededan ideaofthepossibilitiesfor thearea.

For clarification,CouncilorWatsonpointedout thathehadaskedfor informationin order
to givetheresidentsof AreaC, atthis timein thehearingprocess,an opportunityto put
theirideasinto therecord.

Randy McCool, 5530St. Croix WayNE,Keizer. Mr. McCool submittedaletterdated
November1, 1995,signedby sevenpropertyownersin theSouthwestQuadrant(Area C).
He readtheletterexpressingsupportfor a landuseplanofCampusLight
Industrial/Commercial,butunanimousdisapprovalof mediumdensityor multiple family
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• dwellings. Henoted,therefore,theirreluctanceto supportamixed usedesignationfor the
property. Theletteralsopointedoutthepropertyowners’differentideasaboutstreetaccess
to thearea,but theiragreementwith implementingsomekind offormallanduseandzoning
asafirst step. Thepropertyownersspecificallyaskedthatareasonabletime schedulebe
attachedto any plan,to allow propertyownersto makerealisticdecisionsregardingthe
futureofanyrealestateinvestments.

Mr. InmanaskedwhatzonedesignationwasbeingsuggestedbytheresidentsofAreaC.
Mr. McCool indicatedsupportfortheoriginal designationofCampusLight Industrial!
CommercialRetail. Inthatcontext,Mixed Usewasacceptable,however,theyopposedthe
inclusionofmulti-family dwelling, andthereforedid notsupporttheMixed Use
designation.

Ms. Smithaskedwhatconcernedtheresidentsaboutmultiple-family. And,also,for exactly
whatdid theywishto seeatime schedule.

Mr. McCool, statinghis ownpersonalopinions,indicatedthathewould like to see
somethingsimilar to theHawthornebusinessparkvisible from 1-5. Hecouldnotpicture
suchadevelopmentwith apartmentsandduplexesmixed in. Hepointedouttheextra
traffic andcongestionthatwould be generatedby theirinclusion. He alsonotedthelower
propertyvaluesfor multi-family developmentthanfor retail andcommercial.

S With respectto atime frame,Mr. McCoolnotedthathehadlived in theareasince1983,
andaplanforthis landhadbeenin theworkssince1987. Hewasreluctantto make
changesto his propertywithoutknowingatimeframe,andpointedout thatamapincluded
in thereportindicatesaroadgoingthroughhis house.He emphasizedhis lackofability to
makedecisionsregardingnormalupkeepofhis propertydueto theuncertaintywith regard
to theCity’s plansfor theland.

Mr. MorganadvisedthatCouncil-adoptedgoalscalledfor adoptionofstrategiesfor the
Activity Centerby December1996. Theprocessprovidesfor adoptionoftheMasterPlan,
thezoning,andtheComprehensivePlanchangesthefirst partof 1996. Thefirst several
monthsofnextyearwould thenbe spentdevelopingafinancing strategyfor the
infrastructure,proceedingto implementationofthestrategyby theendof 1996. Mr.
Morgannotedthattheintent is that theimprovementswill be inplaceby Summer,1997,
followed by thebeginningofnewconstruction.He emphasizedthatthestatedtimeframe
assumesthatthefinancingcanbeput togetherin 1996.

Mr. McCool encouragedthePlanningCommissionandCity Council to try to stickto the
statedtimeframe.

For Clarification,Mr. Martinezaskedif Mr. McCool andhis neighborssupportedthe
IndustrialBusinessCampuszoning. Mr. McCool confirmedthattheydo supportaCampus
Light IndustrialorCommercialuse--notthemulti-family dwellings.
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• Ken ShermanJr., 687 Court StreetNE, Salem. Mr. Sherman,representingproperty
ownersin NW QuadrantoftheChemawaActivity Center,explainedhis involvementin the
areaasalanduselawyeron otheroccasionsoverlast tento twelveyears. He creditedRod
Stubbswith EldredRealtyandDaleJohnsonfrom theneighborhoodwith bringingthe
propertyownerstogether,andemphasizedthattheyweregettingvery closeto beingableto
speakwith onevoicefor all propertyownersin theNW Quadrant.

Mr. Shermannotedthefrustrationalsoexperiencedby thepropertyownersin theNW
Quadrantdueto delaysin establishingaplan. Heemphasizedthattheownersofthe
propertieswhomakeup thequadrantareordinarypeoplewithoutmoneyto put into
infrastructure,andstressedtheneedto go to marketwith the infrastructurein place. Mr.
Shermanfelt thatthebestroadto developmentwould be throughapublicandprivate
partnership.

Referringto Mr. Morgan’sstaff report,Mr. Shermanindicatedagreementwith the
suggestionto focuson industrialactivity on thepropertynorthofthePGEpowerline, and
to lookto thesouthpartofthepropertyfor hotel/commercial/restaurantusage.With respect
to theproposedhotel, Mr. Shermanfelt thatthereshouldbe someflexibility in termsofthe
sizeofthefacility, andthenumber,possiblyallowing for two or threesmallerhotelsrather
thanonelargeone. Hestressedhis desireto seethemasterplankeptasflexible aspossible.

Mr. Shermanconsideredinclusionof aconferencefacility adesirableobjective,but felt that

S it shouldnotbe anabsoluterequirement.

Mr. Shermansuggestedthat themaximumsizefor any oneretail storebe adjustedfrom
100,000to 150,000squarefeet. Hestatedthat he wasnottalking aboutanythingthatwould
approacharegionalshoppingcenter--itwould be,atmost,aboutone-thirdthat size. He
envisionedthattheuseswould be primarily orientedto thefreewaytraffic, notdesignedto
competewith localmerchants.

With respectto landscapingplans,Mr. Shermansuggestedthat therebe flexibility in place.
He alsorequestedflexibility with regardto theRadiantDrive alignment. Heacknowledged
theimpactoftheTransportationPlanningRule,but felt that theproposedstandardfor
buildingsto be notmorethan50 feetfrom thestreetwould createproblemsnotonly for this
developmentbut for others. As anexample,hepointedout thatdeliverytrucksmusthave
accessto thestores,andsuggestedthat thestandardbe morecarefullythoughtout. He
pointedout otherproblemswith retail locatedcloseto thestreet,andagainsuggested
flexibility atthefront endoftheprocess.

Mr. Martinezaskedif thegrouphadapositionwith regardto multi-family development.
Mr. Shermanrespondedthatmulti-family wasnot suggestedfortheNW quadrant,andwas
thereforenotdiscussed.
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• Ms. Smithfelt thatalthoughtherehadbeenmuchtalk abouttraffic generatedby multi-
family development,therealtraffic generatorwould bethecommercialdevelopment.She
wonderedif Mr. Shermansawanecessityfor commercialdevelopment,or if all ofthe
propertycouldbe absorbedwith thecampuslight industrialuses.Mr. Shermanfelt thatthe
proposedmixturewasappropriategiventhe locationoftheproperty. HepointedoutMr.
Stubbsprojectionsfor 1400newjobs on theproperty,andnotedthat theywould leadto a
fair amountof traffic regardlessofthetypesofuses.Mr. Shermanacknowledgedthatthe
pressureonthelocal roadsystemcouldput somelimits on theamountofdevelopmenton
theproperty,butemphasizedtheimportanceofcreatingabalanceddevelopment.

Ms. Smithrestatedher question,askingif Mr. Shermanif he thoughttherewasenough
demandfor campuslight developmentto absorbthetotal northwestarea.

Rod Stubbs,3460SouthwoodDrive, Salem. Mr. Stubbsrespondedto Ms. Smith’s
question,statingthattherewasno questionaboutthedemand.Hepointedout theneedfor
industrialdevelopmentto supportthenewly establishedhigh-techbusinessesin the
Portlandarea. He alsosawademandfor thecommercialaspectofthedevelopment,
pointing outaneedfor hotel/motelfacilities to supporttheengineering-intensiveplants.

Ms. Smithnotedthatahotel/conferencecenteris alsosuggestedfor theeastsideofthe
freeway. With hotelson both sidesofthefreeway,shewonderedif therewould be any
businessleft for ahotel in downtownKeizer,shouldonebe developed.

S Mr. Stubbspointedout that24-million peopleayeardriveby Keizer’s“front door.” He felt
thatthemarketwasample.

Mr. Shermandescribedtwo typesof hotelmarketsavailableto Keizer,thefreeway-oriented
market,andamarketto servepeoplecoming to thecommunityfor aspecificpurpose.He
acknowledgedthatatsomepoint atthefreewayapointof saturationcouldbe reached.He
explainedthatbeforeany hotel is built acarefulmarketstudy would be doneby any
developersin questionwith regardto thesitetheyarelooking at.

No further testimonywaspresentedto theCommission.

Mr. Morganadvisedthataftertonight’sdiscussionandPlanningCommissioninputhe
would finalizethedraftplan. It washis intentto mail to acopy to everyoneonthemailing
list. He suggestedleavingthehearingopen,allowing everyonean opportunityto speakto
thedraftonelasttime.

CouncilorWatsonfelt that it wouldbeappropriateto closethepublic hearingatthis time.
He suggestedthatMr. Morgantaketheideasgeneratedby thePlanningCommissionand
finalizethedraftfor submittalto theCity Councilassoonaspossible. Any additional
public commentwouldbereceivedatthat time..
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Mr. Martinezaskedwhatadvantagetherewould be in holding thehearingopen.

Mr. Morganrespondedthattheonly advantagewouldbethatthePlanningCommission
couldreceivecommenton thefinal draft. Heacknowledgedthatthepublic wouldhavean
opportunityto givetestimonyataCity Council level.

CouncilorWatsonconcurredthatif afterdiscussionanddeliberationthePlanning
Commissionfelt thatfurtherpublic testimonywasneededin responseto any unresolved
issues,thepublic hearingcouldbe reopened.

It wasmovedby Mr. Wolfto closethepublichearingandafterdiscussionand
deliberationgo forwardto theCity Council with recommendations.Themotion
wassecondedby Mr. Martinez.

Themotion carried,all presentvoting ayeexceptMr. Inmanwhovotedno.

ChairmanMatiskainenclosedthepublichearing.He advisedthatthetestimonyreceived
would betakeninto consideration,andafterdeliberationthePlanningCommission
recommendationswould be forwardedon to theCity Council.

ThePlanningCommissionrecessedat8:00p.m. andreconvenedat 8:15 p.m. Councilor. Watsondid not returnto thetable.

Mr. Morgansuggestedthat thePlanningCommissionfocusdiscussionon two issuesraised
during thepublic testimony;thelandusemix in theNW quadrant,andthehousingin the
SW quadrant.Hehighlightedspecificsthat neededto be addresseddealingwith
developmentsizeandtype,andpointedout thetypeofretail thatcouldoccurwithin
differentsquarefootagelimitations. Healsonotedlimitations governingdevelopmentof a
proposedhotel on theeastsideofthefreeway,andtheadvantagesfor amoresignificant
facility on Keizer’sside. He respondedto commentsmadeabouthotels,conference,retail,
andhousingdevelopment,andsuggestedthat theCommissionconsiderthepublic
testimonyandthendeveloprecommendationsfor whattheywould like to seetenyears
from now.

Ms. Smithdisclosedheremploymentwith theDepartmentofLandConservationand
Development,andadvisedthattheDLCD lettersubmittedinto therecordwould notaffect
her decision.

Mr. Matiskainensurmisedthat muchoftheconcernexpressedrelatedto determiningwhat
wasmeantby mixed use.He notedthattwo mixedusesareincludedin thenew
developmentcodethatwill be submittedto Council earlynextyear--one,aresidential-based
mixeduse,andtheotheracommercialmixedusezone. He felt thatthecommercialmixed
usewhichhasonly limited emphasison residentialwastheoneto be lookedatfor any
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• quadrantwithin theplan. He noted,however,that multi-family did notnecessarilymean
low-incomehousing. Hesuggestedthatanotheroptionmight be to keeptheemphasison
commercialfor theSW quadrantandhavethehotel/motelconferencefacility in that
quadrant.

Ms. Smithwonderedwhy commercialwasdesiredfor theareaconsideringthe level of
congestionthatwould resultfrom traffic comingoff thefreewayandalongLockhaven. She
questionedwhethera300,000SF developmentwasreallywantedfor thecommunity. She
indicatedthatshewould like to introducetheideaofthinkingmoreaboutindustrialusein
thearea,limiting commercialto usesthat will servethe industrialsuchasahotel, a
restaurant,anda gasstationor two. Ms. Smithhadno strongopinionwith regardto the
issueofapartmentuses.

Mr. Matiskainenagreedthat the ideaofheavycommercialfor theareawastroubling
consideringall thetime andeffort being spentto createacenterwithin Keizer. He felt,
however,thathotel/motelcouldbepermittedwithin thecommercialdesignationsincethat
squarefootagewasavailableatonly oneotherlocationwithin Keizer. Heagreedthat
industrialuseswould presentan opportunityfor employmentfor Keizerresidents,andalso
by employingpeoplefrom otherareas,theywould be drawninto Keizerto supportthe
businesscommunity.

Mr. Martinezliked theideaof light industrialbusinesscampuswith limited commercial,. but indicatedthathe would like to eliminateall multi-family. He felt that multi-family uses
werenot compatiblewith theotheruses.

Mr. Inmanrelayedhis preferencesfor thevariousquadrants.Forthenorthpartof AreaA
he envisionedlight industrialor campusbusinesstypeuses.ForthesouthpartofAreaA he
sawanextensionofthenorthpartofArea A, possiblyincorporatingthehotel/motel
concept.ForAreaB, thenarrowstripnorthof Lockhaven]westof therail roadtracks,Ivfr.
Inmanenvisionedacommercialmix. HesawAreaC ascampuslight industrial, and
envisionedthepropertysouthofLockhavenandeastoftherailroadaspark-n-
ride/commercialmix. Mr. Inmanconfirmedthat AreaC wastheonly sectionhe saw
different from thestudy recommendation,suggestinglight industrialratherthanmixed use.

Ms. Abbottagreed,andnotedthat hermain objectionwasto therecommendationfor Area
C. Shealsofelt thatallowingheavycommercializationatthe interchangewould be
contraryto theobjectiveto bring businessto River Road. Shecouldseesomecommercial
atthe interchangein theform of aservicestationto servicethehotelandsomelight retail
suchasgift shopsandspecialtyshops,but certainlyno giganticretailbusiness.Forthe
remainderoftheNW sectionMs. Abbott disagreedwith themulti-familyportionofthe
mixedusedesignationbecauseof theburdenit wouldplaceon thealreadyovercrowded
schools. If themixedusedesignationwereto remain,shefelt thatit shouldbe specific,
eliminatingthemulti-family designation.Ontheremainingcorner,Ms. Abbott felt the
mixed usedesignationshouldbe droppedentirely.
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S At Ms. Abbott’s requestMr. MorganexplainedmoreclearlytheIndustrialCampus
BusinessZone,andnotedthattherewould be atransitionperiodfor developmentof any
typefor AreaC becauseofthetime it would taketo assemblethesmallerlots withhomes
now on them.

Mr. Inmanaskedif thesouthwestareacouldberemovedfrom theplan.

Mr. Morganansweredthatthesouthwestareawasincludedin theoriginal activity centerin
1985 becauseit wasgenerallyundevelopedandit relatedeconomicallyto theinterchange.
From 1990to 1993aquestionwasraisedasto whetherit shouldbe takenout. Becausethe
City did nothaveany campusindustrialzoneandsincetheunderlyingCompPlan
designationwasIndustrial, it wasfelt that if it wereremovedtherewouldbelittle control
overwhatmight be developed.

Mr. Morganalsopointedoutanotherfactor,the importanceofthedisconnectionofRidge
Drive atLockhaven,andrealignment.He explainedtheeffectofthetransportationelement
on potentiallanduses. Henotedthat if arenewaldistrictor assessmentdistrict is formed,
thatgroupwill haveto payto realignRidgeDrive.

Mr. Inmanaskedaboutthepossibility ofchangingthezoningto singlefamily residential.
Mr. Morganrespondedthatit couldbe possible,but thatRidgeDrive would still haveto be

S realigned.He felt thattherewassomesensethat themarketmaynot supportit developingsinglefamily.

Mr. Wolf agreedwith therecommendationsfor theNW Quadrant.He didn’t wantto see
incredibleactivity, but felt thatsomekind ofcommercialwould be appropriate.He also
likedtheideaof industrialwhereproposed.Hefelt theproposedmixeduse
office/retail/multi-familywasappropriatefor thesmall areajustnorthofLockhaven,and
notedthattheburdenis on schooldistrict to ensureenoughschools. He alsofelt thatthe
proposedtypeofmixedusewasappropriatefor thesouthsideofLockhaven. Hewas
supportiveofthe ideaof gettingawayfrom thecampuslight with its lackofrestrictions.

Referringto thetransportationstudydeterminationthat cuttingoff Chemawawould cause
theprojectto betoodirty, Mr. Wolf askedif considerationhadbeengivento veering
ChemawaRoadstraightacrossassoonasis possibleandcrossingthetracks.

Mr. Morganrespondedthatthetraffic engineers,KittlesonAssociates,hadsuchaplanin
theirfirst draft. It includedan elevatedinterchangeattherail roadtracks. Mr. Morgan
concededthatit wouldprobablybe theultimateanswer,but the$12 million costwas
prohibitive. He confirmedthattheproposedplanassumesthat Chemawais still connected
to Lockhaven,andexplainedhowtheplanwasadjustedto meettheair quality standard.
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• Ms. SmithstatedthatafterhearingthecommentsoftheotherCommissionmembersand
moreclearlyvisualizingthepossibilities,shewasbeginningto seeamoredefinedplan. For
theareanorthofLockhavenandwestofthe interchange,shefelt that theentirenorthand
southportionsshouldbeindustrialof somekind. Shefelt thatanykind of commercial
shouldberestrictedto theproposedcommercialareasouthofLockhaven,northofthepark-
n-ride. Shefelt thatcommercialservicessuchasthehotel/conference,gasstation, etc.
would be appropriatein thatareato servefreewayusersandthe industrialusers. Westof
therail roadtracks,north ofLockhaven,Ms. Smith felt that themixeduseoffice!
retail/multi-familymadealot of sense.Shecould seealimited amountof multi-family, or
singlefamily adjacentto theexistingresidentialin thatarea,andfelt thattheretailuses
shouldbemoreorientedto theneighborhoodarea. Shefelt thattheareasouthof
Lockhaven,westoftherail roadtracksrepresentedachallengebecauseoftheexisting
singlefamily. It washer feelingthat thisareashouldbe lookedatseparately,andthata
specificplanshouldbedevelopedfor it. Sheconcededthat somemulti-family near
Lockhavenmight beappropriate,andpossiblesomelimited commercial,andsomesingle-
family furthersouth,but stressedtheneedto be cautiousandspecificaboutwhat is
permitted. Sheagreedwith theproposedlocationfor apark-n-ride.

Mr. Morgansummarizedthepointson which hewouldproceedwith thedraftin response
to theCommissioner’scomments.Hefelt that thedirectionmostgenerallywasto
minimizethecommercialin Area A, andlimit it to thehotelcomplexandsomeassociated
freeway-orientedretail. ForAreasB andC, he notedthehesitationabouthousing. He. pointedout,however,thatamarketexists for thehousingandsuggesteddoing a little
mediumorhigher-densityin thearea. He suggestedallowing thehousing,butpossibly
limiting it to secondstory in amixed-usesetting. He notedthatit might be appropriateto
apply theproposedRiverRoadCommercialMixed Zonein theseareas,especiallyon the
northsideof Lockhaven. Forthesouth,Mr. Morganhadaconcernthat if it were
designatedfor industrial/retail/officetherewould be no marketto absorbit. Hepointedout
thehazardsof zoningunrealistically,andnotedthat it might be necessaryto makemoreof
it residential.

Ms. Smithaskif anyonehadaresponseto her suggestionnot to havecommercialin AreaA
northofthefreeway.

Mr. Morganconfirmedwith herthat shemeantthehotelaswell asothercommercial,and
agreedthatit would be apossibilityto putall thecommercialon thesouthside.

Mr. Morganalsocalledattentionto recentcommentsregardingthepotentialof usingthe
BurlingtonNorthernfor commuterrail. He suggestedthat theCommissionthink about
settingasidelandto useasa stationshouldit everoccur. Hepointedoutthepotentialfor
supportingusesaroundsuchacommuterstation.

Mr. Inmanaskedif therewould be any problemwith downzoning. Mr. Morgananswered
thattherewasno problemlegally.
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Mr. Morganindicatedthatanupdateddraftwouldbe availableattheNovember8 meeting.

6. ANNOUNCEMENTSAND AGENDA INPUT

6.1 Regular Meeting: November8, 1995 - 7:00 PM

7. ADJOURN

Themeetingwasadjournedby ChairmanMatiskainenat9:05 p.m.
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