
MINUTES
KEIZER PLANNING COMMISSION

4 Wednesday,October 14, 1998
Keizer City Hall - Council Chambers

1. CALL TO ORDER

Themeetingwascalledto orderby Vice ChairAbbottat 7:07 p.m.

2. ROLL CALL

Thefollowing memberswerepresent:DanNelson,JuneAbbott, Dick Inman,Bruce
Anderson,andJereClancy. Bill Wolf andMannyMartinezwereexcused.

Also presentwere: CouncilLiaison JimKeller, City AttorneyShannonJohnson,City
PlannerAmy Drought,andRecordingSecretaryNonaOxe’,

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES - September9, 1998

Theminuteswere approvedassubmitted.

4. APPEARANCEOF INTERESTED CITIZENS

Noone cameforwardto presentany issuesto theCommission.

5. PROJECT UPDATES

DevelopmentActivity

Ms. Droughthadnothingnewto report. Sheansweredquestionsaboutdevelopments
previouslyreportedon. Shehadno informationwith regardto anarticlein the
Keizertimesreportingthat acasinois proposedfor propertynorthof ChemawaRoad.

6. PUBLIC HEARING

6.1 Amendment to the Keizer DevelopmentCode - Allowing Recreational
Vehiclesin the Public Zone for Stadium or Commercial Sports
Facilities

Vice Chair Abbott openedthe public hearing.

Presentingtestimonywas:
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• Rick Nelson,Vice Presidentof Operations for the Salem-KeizerVolcanoes,6700 Field
of DreamsWay, Keizer, spokein supportof theproposedDevelopmentCodetext
amendment.HenotedthattheVolcanoesbaseballteamrequestedthat theCity consideran
amendmentto the DevelopmentCodeto allowamotorhometo be parkedin the stadium
parkinglot to housea caretaker/securityperson. Mr. Nelsoncommentedon incidentsoftheft
thathaverecentlyoccurredatthesite. He alsonotedtheneedfor someoneon siteto monitor
thewateringandirrigation systemsatthe facility. Heemphasizedthatallowancefor only
onemotorhomewasbeingproposed;in this case,a late-model35-footRV to housean
elderly couplewho wouldwatch-overthefacility.

Mr. Clancyaskedwhy an RV wasbeingproposed,asopposedto a structure.Mr. Nelson
answeredthatin additionto themonetaryconsideration,siting andconstructinga structure
would takeconsiderabletime. He alsoperceivedthatadwelling structuremightnot fit in
with the facility. Thatwith an RV would cometheoptionofmovingit to anotherlocationon
thesite if theneedarose. Mr. Nelsonacknowledgedthatthecaretakerwould live atthe site
year-round.

Mr. Clancyaskedaboutthepossibilityof siting apre-fabmanufacturedhomeratherthanan
RV. Mr. Nelson,again,wasunsurewhethersucha structurewould fit in with thefacility,
but indicatedthatit couldbe lookedinto. Mr. ClancyaskedaboutCodeprovisionsfor a
manufacturedhome. Ms. Droughtansweredthat dwellingsto housea caretakerareallowed

• in thePublic Zone. However,amanufacturedhomeis subjectto standardsforplacement.
City AttorneyJohnsonconcurredthat amanufacturedhomewould qualifyunderthe dwelling
definition. In suchacaseaCodeamendmentwouldnot be necessary,however,aconditional
usepermit applicationwould be required.Mr. Johnsoncommentedon why theVolcanoes
decidedto pursuethe Codeamendment.Mr. Clancyaskedif theVolcanoeswould consider
placingan RV at thesitetemporarilywith the ideaofcoming backwith an applicationto site
amanufacturedhome. Mr. Nelsonansweredthatit hadnotbeenconsideredasanoption,but
that hecouldcarry thesuggestionbackto theownershipteam.

Mr. Inmanaskedwhy theplural “recreationalvehicle [s]” appearedin thedrafttext
amendmentpresentedfor thePlanningCommission’sconsideration.City AttorneyJohnson
answeredthatthedraft verbiagewasintendedasastartingpoint for theCommission’s
discussion.

Mr. Andersonwonderedif sometypeof temporarypermitprocessmight bemoreappropriate
thanaCodeamendment.Mr. JohnsonansweredthattheCity hasno processorprocedurefor
atemporaryplacement.And also,thattherequestfrom thevolcanoeswasnot for a
temporaryplacement.Heemphasizedthat sinceanRV doesnotqualify asadwelling, the
conditionaluseprocesscannotbe applied.
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Mr. Andersonwonderedwhy thebracketed[or otherstaff] wasincludedin thedraft textasa
• useroftheRV, ratherthanjust “securitypersonnel.”Mr. Johnsonreiteratedthatthedraft

wasintendedto generatediscussion.He suggestedthat if theCommissiondecidedto
recommendadoptionofatext amendment,it mightwishto changetheverbiageto
“caretaker/watchman”or somethingto thateffect, to limit theuse. He alsonotedthatthe
draft left openthetotalnumberof daysan RV would be permittedin acalendaryear--another
issuefor theCommissionto consider.

There being no further testimony to comebeforethe Commission, Vice Chair Abbott
closedthepublic hearing.

Ms. Abbott declaredapotentialconflict of interestbecauseof abusinessrelationshipwith the
Volcanoes.Sheindicatedthat shewould abstainfrom voting on anymotionput forth.

Ms. Abbott readinto therecordaletterfrom PlanningCommissionChairBill Wolf. Mr.
Wolf opposedtheproposedDevelopmentCodetextamendmenton thebasisthatit appeared
to him to be spotzoningto benefita singleentity. He alsocitedconcernsaboutthelackof
sanitaryfacilities,andthepossibility anRV might at sometime be visuallyunsightly. Mr.
Wolf believedexistingprovisionsfor modularstructureswould allow opportunityto havea
caretakerat thesite.

Mr. AndersonsharedsomeofMr. Wolf’s concernsparticularlywith regardto sanitary
• facilitiesandpossibledeteriorationofanRV overtime. He alsohadconcernsaboutthe lack

ofapermittingprocesswhich heperceivedasperhapsabetteravenuethanamendingthe
Code.

Mr. Inmanhadthesameconcerns.He indicatedhis preferencefor aconditionaluseprocess
ratherthanatextamendment.He, too, wasparticularlyconcernedaboutsanitaryissues,and
commentedon theneedfor electric,sewerandwaterhookups.

Mr. Clancybelievedallowing an RV atthestadiumwould openthedoorfor similar requests
from otherbusinesses.Heagainpointedout theopportunityfor amanufacturedhome,in his
opinion, abetteralternative. Mr. Clancywasalsoconcernedaboutprovisionsfor electricity
andsewer.

DanNelsonsawbenefitsin havingacaretakeron site. He believedconditionscouldbe
imposedwith regardto theappearanceof theRV to preventany visualunsightliness.If the
sanitationissuecouldbe resolved,hecouldseeno reasonfor not allowing theproposedunit
to houseacaretaker.

Ms. Droughtnotedthat staffhadalsobeenconcernedaboutthesanitaryfacility issue. The
City EngineercalledSalemandfoundthattheywould allowasewerhookupaslong asthe
unit is consideredapartof thebaseballfacility. Ms. Droughtcommentedon theconditions
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mentionedby Salem. PublicWorksDirectorKissleraddedthat siting of theRV would be
• critical in determiningif it couldbe hookedup to thesewersystem.

Mr. Inmanaskedabouttheprocessif thePlanningCommissionwereto rejecttheproposed
text amendment.City AttorneyJohnsonnotedthattheCouncil will still hold apublic
hearingon theproposalat whichtimetheywill considerthePlanningCommission’s
recommendationaswell aspublic testimony.

Mr. Inmanmovedto recommendto theCity Council to adoptaDevelopmentCode
text amendmentto addthefollowing useto thePublicZone: “Recreationalvehicle
spacefor onerecreationalvehiclefor no morethan365 days. Suchrecreational
vehicleto be usedonly for caretaker/securitypersonnelin conjunctionwith stadium
or ballparkwith a seatingof 4~OOOor morepersons.Suchvehiclemustbeplacedand
usedin conjunctionwith all applicablepublic works,healthandotherregulations.
plus sanitaryhookup. Themotion wassecondedby Mr. Nelson.

Mr. Clancyaskedif it would bepossibleto addto themotion thatany continuationofon-site
caretaker/securityhousingafterthe365-dayperiodwould requireapermanentstructuresuch
asamanufacturedhome. City AttorneyJohnsonremindedtheCommissionthatthe
additionalverbiagewould not benecessarysinceamanufacturedhomewould beallowed
undertheconditionalusepermitprocess.

• CouncilorKeller questionedtheappropriatenessof doingatextamendmentthat appliedto
only a one-yearperiod. City AttorneyJohnsonsuggestedthattheordinance,whenfinalized,
includea one-yearsunsetclause.By doing so, thetext would be removedfrom theCode
afteroneyear. Heacknowledgedthattheeffect would be somewhatlike doing aconditional
useexceptin this caseit wouldbeatemporaryuse.

Themotioncarried~all presentvotingayeexceptMs. Abbottwho abstainedfrom
votingdueto apotentialconflict of interest.

Staffwill carry thePlanningCommission’srecommendationto theCity Council.

7. DISCUSSION

7.1 Bike Element of the Transportation SystemPlan

City PlannerDroughtbroughtto recollectionlastmonth’sdiscussionoftheBike Elementof
the TSP,which concludedwith arequestfor moreinformationfrom staffanda clearer
recommendationfrom theBikewayCommittee. Ms. Droughtagainwentoverthefour types
of facilities identifiedasbikeways. Shereportedthatsubsequentto theSeptemberPlanning
Commissionmeeting,theBikewayCommitteemetanddevelopedaprioritizationof bicycle
facilities forthe City ofKeizer. Thematerialdistributedto PlanningCommissioners
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includeda copyof amatrix developedby theBikewayCommitteelisting locationsfor
• bikewaysin the orderof theirpriority. Highestpriority locationswereratedpriority 1,

secondhighest,priority 2, andthird highest,priority 3. Thematrix identifiedexisting
conditions,necessaryimprovements,andlocationsrequiringright-of-wayacquisition. The
BikewayCommittee’srecommendationalso includedalist of streetsto be deletedfrom the
Plan. Ms. Droughtnotedthat PrestonVanMeter,representingtheBikewayCommittee,
would becommentingin greaterdetail onthelist ofpriorities.

Ms. DroughtrecalledthatlastmonththeCommissionalsobriefly touchedon therelated
issueofStreet/RoadwayClassifications.Shenotedthat KeizerTraffic EngineerDick Woelk
waspresentandwould later leadadiscussionof streetdesignations.Accidentdataand
traffic countsrequestedlastmonthwereincludedin theagendamaterial.

Ms. Droughthopedto get from theCommissiona consensuson theBikewayCommittee’s
recommendation,andsomedirectionwith regardto designatingotherlocal streetsas
collectors.

Ms. DroughtintroducedCOGPlannerJohnathanDavid who replacesAnnaBraunasthe
projectconsultant. Ms. Braunhasleft COG for otheremployment.

PrestonVanMeter,amemberoftheBikewayCommitteeandalsoamemberof City Engineer
Bill Peterson’sstaff, presentedtheBikewayCommittee’srecommendationfor bike facilities.

• HetalkedabouttheprocesstheCommitteeusedin developingpriorities,andwentoverthe
list in greaterdetail. As hecommentedon specific locations,Mr. VanMeterpointedthemout
onamapdepictingexistingandproposedbikefacilities.

Mr. VanMeterrespondedto questionsand commentsfrom Commissioners.Becauseofthe
amountofright-of-wayacquisitionnecessaryto extendabikewaythelengthof River Road,
Mr. Inmanbelievedit shouldbeapriority 3 ratherthanapriority 1. Mr. VanMeternotedthat
from abicycler’sperspectivethepreferencewould be for thedirect routedownRiver Road.
EventhoughtheBikewayCommitteerealizedadirect River Roadconnectionmightbe
unrealisticatthis time, theywantedtheopportunityavailablein long-rangeplanning. Mr.
Clancywasconcernedthatthenumberof drivewayaccessesto businessesalongonesection
ofRiverRoadpresenteda safetyissuefor bicyclers. Mr. VanMeteracknowledgedthe
problem. Hecommentedon KURB’s efforts to pursuedrivewayclosures,butagreedthat
alternatebike routesmight betheonly answeratthis time. Mr. VanMeteralsoanswered
questionsabouthow costsfactorswereusedin determiningthedegreeofimprovements
neededin orderto put in bikeways.

Mr. VanMetercommentedon therelationshipbetweenstreetclassificationsandbikeway
locationidentification. Heyieldedthefloor to Mr. Woelkto talk aboutKeizer’sstreet
classificationsystem.
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Traffic EngineerDick Woelkcommentedon criteriafor designatinga streetasanarterial,
• minor arterial,collector,or local street. Hedistributedcopiesofahandoutdefiningeachof

thestreettypes,andpointedout thecorrelationof thecharacteristicsofeachstreettypewith
averagedaily total traffic volumes(ADT). Commissionershadalsoreceivedcopiesofamap
showingtraffic volumesfor variousstreetsin Keizer. Mr. Woelkcommentedon theADT
figuresfor severalstreetsonthetraffic volumemap. Hepointedout majorarterialand
collectorstreetsin Keizer,andexplainedhow traffic flows from local streetsto collectorsand
thento arterials. He mentionedtheneedto periodicallyreviewvolumesandusageto
determineif streetsshouldbe reclassifiedbecauseof increasedtraffic.

Mr. Woelktalkedaboutimpactsrelativeto classifyingstreetsascollectors. He remindedthe
Commissionthatthe TPRcallsfor bikewayson collectorstreets.Hepointedoutthat to
accommodatebike lanes,parkingwill haveto be removed,an issuethat shouldbe takeninto
considerationparticularlywhenreclassifyinga local streetasacollector. Mr. Woelk andMr.
VanMeterrespondedto questionsaboutspecificstreetslisted on thebikewaypriority list.
TheCommissiontalkedaboutwhetherO’Neil Road,ParkMeadow,andMcLeodshouldbe
designatedcollectors. It waspointed out thattheimpactsofbike lanesshouldbe takeninto
considerationwhenmaking thatdetermination.TheCommissiongot into adiscussionof
whatconstitutesabikeway andwhatconstitutesabike lane. Mr. Woelk concededthat a
collectorstreetmight requireany of thefour typesofbike facilities. Hepointedout thatthe
standardin theCity ofKeizerhasbeenthatall newcollectorstreetswill havebike lanes. He
believedthatoncetheTSPis adopted,theBikewayCommittee’smatrixcouldbe usedasa

• guidefor thetype ofbikefacility for futurestreetsor streetimprovements.Ms. Drought
mentionedchangesto Bair Roadthatmaysuggestit be classifiedasa collector.

Mr. Johnsonaskedif approvalof theBikewayCommittee’smatrixwould resultin its
incorporationinto the local TSP. Ms. Droughtansweredthat it would.

Mr. VanMeterbriefly commentedon apotentialAlder Streetextensionthat shouldbe
includedin theTSP. Theconceptis aconnectionbetweenCherryAvenueandVerdaLane,
thepoint of connectionwith CherryAvenueprobablyat Iris Lane;with Verdaprobablyin
theareaof ClaxterStreet. Thestreetwould likely functionasa collector. Ms. Drought
anticipatedhearingmoreabouttheproposedAlder Streetextensionin nextmonth’s
continueddiscussionof thestreetsystem.

In concludingthediscussionoftheBikewayCommittee’smatrix, thepriority 1 designation
for River Roadwasagainmentionedasaconcern.TheCommissiontalkedaboutalternative
bike routesto connectnorth andsouthKeizer. Mr. JohnsonhadinterpretedMr. VanMeter’s
commentsonhowtheBikewayCommitteedeterminedprioritiesto meanthatthepriorities
wereneither“build or dollarpriorities,”but preferencesfrom abicyclist’sstandpoint.Mr.
Woelkbelievedtheprioritizationdoneby theBikewayCommitteerepresentedwhattheplan
waslooking for. Mr. Johnsonsuggestedaddingto thedraftordinancelead-inverbiageto
moreclearlydefinethebasisfor theprioritizationofbike facilities.
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• Mr. VanMetertalkedaboutthepotentialfor grantfundingofimprovementsbasedon what is
in the localTSP. Hepointedout thatidentifying RiverRoadasapriority 1 would allow
opportunityto pursuegrantfundingpossiblyasamajorstreetimprovement.PublicWorks
DirectorKisslerremindedtheCommissionthatKURB is working on aRiverRoadDesign
Planupdate.Hecautionedagainstdoing any projectsthatmight laterbe torn outwhenother
improvementsaredone. Ms. Droughtagreedon theneedto coordinateefforts.

After discussion,it wasthe consensusoftheCommissionto includetheBikeway
Committee’smatrix in thedraft Plan,with inclusionofthe lead-inverbiagesuggestedby
City AttorneyJohnson.Mr. VanMeterindicatedthathewould bringbackafinal copyfor
reviewnextmonth.

8. ANNOUNCEMENTSAND AGENDA INPUT

8.1 RescheduleNovemberMeeting

Ms. DroughtnotedthattheNovemberregularlyscheduledmeetingfalls on aholiday. She
askedif therewasinterestin reschedulingthemeeting. It wastheconsensusto reschedule
themeetingforNovember18.

9. ADJOURN

Themeetingwasadjournedby Vice ChairAbbottat 8:47 p.m.
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