
S MINUTES
KEIZER PLANNING COMMISSION

KEIZER CITY HALL - LIBRARY
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 8, 1997

1. CALL TO ORDER

The meetingwas called to order by ChairSmithat7:00 p.m.

2. ROLL CALL

Thefollowing memberswerepresent:Dick Inman,Alan Youse,Bill Wolf, Manny
Martinez,andElaineSmith. JuneAbbott arrivedat7:50 p.m. JereClancywas
excused.

Also presentwere: City AttorneyShannonJohnson,CommunityDevelopment
DirectorJohnMorgan,City PlannerAmy Drought,andRecordingSecretaryNona
Oxe’. Council LiaisonKeller hadafamily commitment.

S APPROVAL OF MINUTES
TheJuly 9, 1997minutesweredeferreduntil laterin theagendapendingarrival of
Ms. Abbott.

It wasmovedby Mr. Wolf thattheminutesof September17. 1997beapproved.The
motionwassecondedby Mr. Inmanandcaned,all presentvoting aye.

4. APPEARANCE OF INTERESTEDCITIZENS

Karen Trucke, 663014th. AvenueNE,Keizer, remindedtheCommissionthat shehad
beenunableto geta copyoftheTraffic SafetyCommission’svisionclearanceproposal
prior to theDevelopmentCodehearingbeingclosedto public testimony. Shesincehad
receivedacopy, andhaddraftedaletterin responseto theirrecommendations.Shewished
to submitit fortherecord.

ChairSmithdisallowedsubmittalof the letter into thePlanningCommissionpublic hearing
recordsincethehearingwasnowclosedto public comment.City AttorneyJohnsonagreed.
Hepointedout that althoughthe lettercouldnotbepartofthePlanningCommissionpublic
hearingrecord,Ms. Truckecouldsubmitthe letterwhentheCity Councilholdsa public
hearingon theDevelopmentCode. Shealsocould leaveacopyof the letterfor reviewand
commentby staffin its submittalto Council.

PlanningCommission

• Wednesday,October8, 1997

Page1



S
5. PROJECT UPDATES

Iris Lane

Mr. Morganreportedon the statusofnegotiationswith thetwo propertyowners.
Lastminuterequestsby eachofthepropertyownershavedelayedreachingan
agreement.USA Propertiesaskedfor overlayoftheparkinglot. TheBi-Mart
propertyownerwantedtheCity to beinvolved in acquiringthepalm reader’shouse.
Bothrequestsweredenied. Responsesto thedenialshavenotyetbeenreceived
from eitherpropertyowner. Thedelayin reachingagreementmeanstheCity will
not beableto breakgroundby October1, aspreviouslyplanned.Theprojectis now
projectedto beginthe first ofnextyear.

CherryAvenue

Theprojectis nowunderway. SalemElectrichasbegunits initial work andwill be
settingbulbsearlynextweek. Thegoal is to breakgroundon thestreetimprovement
July 1 of nextyear. Theprojectwill involve 84 propertyacquisitions,somelarge
andsomevery small.

ChemawaActivity Center

S
Mr. Morganwill meetthis comingTuesdaywith principals from OEDD to discuss

their involvementin financingtheinfrastructure.

River& ChemawaStudy

In responseto Council’sdirectionto R3B to look at thepotentialoftheUNOCAL
property,R3B directedstaffto contactaneconomicconsultantaboutdoinga
marketingstudy fortheUNOCAL siteandotherpropertiesattheSW cornerof
RiverandChemawa.LeylandConsultantsis now finalizing ascopeofwork.
Earnestworkon astudyshouldbeginsoon.

TransportationPlan

Mr. Morganreportedthattherequestedgrantwasapproved.It will allow COGto
accelerateworkon thePlan. Hehopedto scheduleit for discussiononnextmonth’s
PlanningCommissionagenda.

RiverRoadRedevelopment

Mr. Morganreportedthat landscapingwork atthreecornersofLockhavenandRiver
Roadis underway. Thegoalis to seeeverythingdoneby thefirst ofNovember.He5 acknowledgedthatthefencealongthemobilehomeparkattheSW cornerwill be
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• screened.R3B,attheirnextmeeting,will work onplansfor asignatthat corner.
Mr. Morganrespondedto questionsaboutongoingmaintenanceofthe landscaping.

TheWaigreensprojectattheNE cornerofRiver andChemawais progressing
rapidly.

TheissueofbannersalongRiverRoadis still underconsiderationby R3B. Mr.
Morgannotedthatsamplebannersareon thedecorativelight polesin theCity Hall
parkinglot. Hewelcomedcommentsandideasfrom PlanningCommission
members.Hetalkedaboutdecorationsalreadybought,what is proposed,andissues
that remainunresolved.

DevelopmentActivity

Mr. MorganreportedthatCity PlannerDroughtis swampedwith applications.More
applicationshavebeenprocessedin thefirst three-fourthsofthis yearthanin any
otheryearexcept1994. Somevery controversialcasesindicativeoftherapidgrowth
takingplacein Keizerareexpectedto endup beforetheCity Council.

6. DISCUSSION

• 6.1 DevelopmentCode

Mr. Morganstatedthattonight, thePlanningCommissionwould continueits discussionof
unresolvedissues. With thethoughtthatagreementwould be reachedtonightonalmostall
topics,heplannedto publisha “cleancopy” ofthedraft codebeforethenextPlanning
Commissionmeeting. Uponthe PlanningCommission’sactionat theNovembermeeting,
Mr. Morganwill publishafinal PlanningCommission-recommendeddraft for submittalto
theCity Council, probablyDecember1.

Mr. Morganhadpreparedareportlisting issuesfor discussionwith proposedcoderevisions
basedonpreviousdiscussionby thePlanningCommission.Thefollowing issueswere
discussedby thePlanningCommission:

Vision Clearance

Mr. Morganreferredto amatrixpreparedby City PlannerAmy Drought. It summarized
eachissue,thecorrespondingdraft LandDevelopmentCodeproposal,andtheTraffic Safety
Commission’sproposal.Threedifferencesbetweenthetwo proposalsdealtwith the
specificationsfor legsat intersections,whetherornot to requirevision clearanceat
controlledintersections,andthedefinitionof thevisionclearancetriangle.

With regardto thecontrolledintersectionissue,Mr. MorgannotedthattheTraffic Safety
Commission’srecommendationis to requirevision clearanceatall intersectionsregardless
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• ofwhethercontrolledornot. Concerningthevisionclearancetriangle,theTraffic Safety
Commissionproposedthatvisionclearancebe measuredfrom theinsideedgeofthe
sidewalkorthe insideedgeofthecurbor asphalt,asopposedto beingmeasuredalongthe
propertyline. Mr. Morgancalledattentionto thedifferentlegslengthsproposedby the
Traffic SafetyCommissionfor street-streetintersections,andstreet-driveway/alley
intersections. Heindicatedthatstaffhadno specificobjectionsto thethreeTraffic Safety
Commissionproposals.

Mr. Morganexplainedstafrsobjectionsto theTraffic SafetyCommissionproposalsdealing
with trimming oftreesand shrubs,andenforcement.Staffbelievedtheproposalregarding
maintenanceandlandscapingissuesmoreappropriatelybelongedin theCity’s streettree
ordinance.BecausetheCity hasan infraction/publicnuisanceordinance,staff
recommendedagainsttheenforcementprocedurein theTraffic SafetyCommission’s
proposal.Henotedthat all theCity’s Civil Codesusethesameenforcementprocedure.

Mr. Morgancalledattentionto anotherhandouthehaddistributedto Commissionmembers;
aproposedCodesectionfor “AccessControl for Arterial Streets.”Henotedthatthe
PlanningCommissionconsideredtheprovisionstwo yearsagowhile discussingdesign
standards,andhadagreedwith incorporatingtheminto theDevelopmentCode. Vision
clearancewasaddressedin this proposedCodesection,usingasabasissightdistancebased
on thepostedspeedfor thearterialstreet. Henamedthesix arterialstreetsin Keizer. Mr.
Morgannotedthat theothertwo vision clearanceproposalsapplyregardlessofthe
classificationofthe street. He suggestedthatthePlanningCommissionconsiderall three
proposalsin making its recommendation.

In looking atthe Traffic SafetyCommission’sproposeddefinition ofthevisionclearance
triangle,thefollowing wordingwassuggestedto clarify thepoint ofmeasurement:“The
visionclearanceareashallbemeasuredfrom theinsideedgeofthesidewalkor where there
is no sidewalk, the insideedgeofthecurb andextendatright anglesthedesignated
distanceinbothdirectionsalongtheintersection “ The Commissionagreedto go
with theTraffic SafetyCommissiondefinition as modified.

(Ms. Abbottarrivedandtooka seatat the table.)

TheCommissiondiscussedwhetherto go with measurementsorperformancestandardsin
definingthevision clearancearea.Theyalsodiscussedwhetherdifferentprovisionsshould
beadoptedfor arterialstreets.Mr. Wolf disagreedwith usingspeedandsightdistanceasa
basisin neighborhoods.Hebelievedthatarterialsshouldbetreateddifferentfrom
uncontrolledintersections.He pointedout thecontradictionoftheTraffic Safety
Commission’sproposalto theideaofputtingbuildingsoutatthe streetin commercialareas.
TheCommissionalsodiscussedwhethertheproposedarterialstreetspecificationsshould
applyat all controlledintersection.It waspointedout thatthepostedspeedandsight
distanceschedulein the“AccessControl for Arterial Streets”proposalwerespecific to
DrivewaySightDistance.
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. After furtherdiscussion,therewasagreementto applytheDrivewaySightDistances
on page265 of the“AccessControlfor Arterial Streets”proposalto drivewaysand
intersectionsat arterialstreets.

Mr. Morganindicatedthat hewould movethevisionclearanceprovisionsfrom theaccess
control sectionto thevisionclearancesectionoftheCode.

Discussionnowcenteredaroundvisionclearanceareasfor intersectionsotherthanarterial
streets.TheCommissiondiscussedwhetheror not to requirethesamestandardsfor
controlledstreet-streetintersectionsasfor uncontrolled. After discussion,therewas
consensusto go with 20’ legs alongbothstreetfrontagesat street-streetintersections.

TheCommissioncontinuedon to thestreet-driveway/alleyintersectionstandards.After
discussion,therewasagreementto go with theTraffic SafetyCommissionproposalfor
10’ leg alongstreet,and10’ leg alongdriveway/alleyat street-driveway/alley
intersections.

Mr. Johnsonsuggestedthattheagreed-uponstandardsforarterialstreetsalsobeappliedto
collectorstreets.TheCommissionconcurredwith applyingtheagreed-uponstreet-
streetandstreet-driveway/alleystandardsto local streetsonly.. With regardto standardsfor controlledintersections,Mr. Morgansuggesteddrawinga
distinctionbetweenasignalizedintersectionandonewith a stopsign. Heexplainedthat
right-of-wayis determinedby thesignalat signaledintersections.Undercontrolled
intersections,therewasconcurrenceto saysignaledintersectionsdonot requirevision
clearance.

With regardto theissueof developmentwithin thevision clearancetriangle,therewas
agreementto go with theTraffic SafetyCommissionrecommendationfor nothing
greaterthan30” in height,exceptingtrees> than7’ abovegrade.

Therewasagreementthat Trimmingof Trees/ShrubsOverhangingPublicRight-of-
waybelongsin thetreeordinance,not theDevelopmentCode.

TherewasalsoagreementthatenforcementshouldbeconsistentthroughouttheCity’s
Code,andthatthe City’s InfractionOrdinanceshouldbeapplied.

Mr. Martinezquestionedtheneedfor theTraffic SafetyCommissionproposedchanges.He
statedthatbeforehecouldacceptany of theirproposals,he would like to seestatisticsin
supportoftheproposalsshowingthattheyareneededfor safety.

S
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. Ms. DroughtreadotherTraffic SafetyCommissionproposalsshehadnot includedin the
matrix. Mr. Morgannotedthattheyarealreadyin theCode. Mr. Morganwill meldthe
agreed-uponchangesinto thefinal draft fortheCommissionto takeactionin November.

(ThePlanningCommissionrecessed8:30p.m. andreconvenedat 8:44 p.m.)

ThePlanningCommissioncontinueddiscussionof theremainingproposedrevisionslisted
on Mr. Morgan’sOctober8, 1997report. Mr. Morganreiteratedthattheproposedrevisions
werebasedonpreviousPlanningCommissioninput.

Section2.204.03.BAlteration (UnderNonconformingUses- ContinuationandExpansion
ofaNonconformingUse)

Theproposedlanguageaddressesrearsetbackrequirementsfor futureadditionsto single
family residentialor duplexstructures.TheCommissionconcurredwith the
recommendation.

Section2.102.05.B(3)Setbacks(UnderSingleFamily Residential- DimensionalStandards)

Theproposedlanguageaddressesgaragesetbackrequirements.

• Mr. Inmansuspectedthattheproposed10’ setbackwould createaproblemwith placement
ofautility box. Mr. Morganpointedout thattheproblemwould beresolvedin theplan
reviewprocess.TheCommissionconcurredwith therecommendation.

Section2.302.08PrivateAccessEasements(UnderStreetStandards)

Theproposedlanguageclarifiesthatthedefinedstandardsapplyto aprivateaccess
easementcreatedasa resultofanapprovedsubdivision,aswell asanapprovedpartitioning.
TheCommissionconcurredwith therecommendation.

Section2.102.05.BMinimum YardSetbackRequirements(SingleFamily Residential-
DimensionalStandards)

TheRecommendationwasto addto all residentialchaptersanewfootnoteto Setbacks,
defininghowsetbacksaremeasuredfrom propertylines. A final phrasein theproposed
languagespecificto garagesetbackmeasurementswasconsideredtoo complex,and
unnecessary.It wasdroppedfromthefootnote.

Thatcompletedtheissueslisted on Mr. Morgan’sOctober8 report.

Mr. Morgancalledattentionto ahandoutentitled “DevelopmentStandards.”It reflectedthe
designstandardsdefinedby thePlanningCommissionseveralmonthsago. He indicated
thathewould like affirmationofthe intentthatthestandardswouldbeusedin all the
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• commercialzones. Therewereno objections. Mr. Morganalsocalledattentionto the
accesscontrolhandoutreferredto earlierin themeeting. Henotedthattheaccess
managementordinancewasdraftedabouttwo yearsago,butwasnot includedin theblue
bounddraft oftheDevelopmentCode. Hereviewedtheaccesscontrolprovisionsand
respondedto questions.He askedif thedesirewasto includethischapterin the final draft
Code.

Ms. Smithfelt thatmoretimewasneededto thoroughlyreviewtheproposedaccesscontrol
provisions. Shesuggestedthatafterreadingthedraft,Commissionerscall Mr. Morganwith
commentssothat hecanincludethechapterin thefinal draft oftheCode.

Mr. Morganrespondedto concernsandquestionsabouttopicspreviouslydiscussed.He
addressedconcernsexpressedby Ms. Smithaboutproposedstreetstandards.Hemadenote
ofremindersfrom Mr. Wolf for a clarifieddefinition of“NeighborhoodAssociation,”and
for notificationrequirementsto includenotificationto aneighborhoodassociationwhenever
anypartoftheassociationfalls within thenotificationarea.With regardto concerns
expressedby Mr. Wolf aboutaccessto mobilehomeparks,therewassupportfor making
manufacturedhomeparksaconditionalusein theSingleFamily Zone. It would allow
addressingaccessandconnectivityissues. Conditionalusereviewwasalsosupportedfor
theRL zone. It wasagreedthatmobilehomeparksshouldremainaspecialpermittedusein
theRM zone.Mr. Yousewasdisturbedat someofthe commentsmadeaboutmobilehome
parksin the courseofdiscussion. HeadmonishedtheCommissionagainstspeaking
condescendinglyaboutmobilehomeparks.

Mr. Morganacknowledgedfor Mr. Wolf thathe would againreviewMr. Wolf’s e-mail
correctionsandsuggestions.

Mr. Inmanhadquestionsaboutthefollowing sectionsofthedraft Code:

Section2.102.06.1.RedevelopmentPlan(SingleFamily Residential- Development
Standards)Mr. Inmanwonderedwhy 1 acre waschosenastheminimumparcelsize
requiringadevelopmentplan. After discussion,theCommissionsupportedsaying 1/2 acre.

Section1 .200.04Definitions Mr. Inmansuggestedthatfor “Utility” thereferencebe
correctedto “Public FacilitiesandServices.”Mr. Morganacknowledgedthetypographical
error.

Section2.120.07.A.4.a.Flood ProtectionStandardsWith regardto fully enclosedareas
below thelowestfloor thataresubjectto flooding, Mr. Inmanpointedout thatthedefined
criteriafor openingsfor theentryandexit of floodwaterslackedprovisionsfor the
placementofopenings.Mr. Morganwill rewordthestatementto makesomereferenceback
to the statedpurpose.

.
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• Section2.124.02Location (ResourceConservationOverlayZone) Therewasagreementto
redefinetheResourceConservationOverlayZoneas“the designatedfloodwayalong
ClaggettCreek.”

Section2.201.02.B. CompletionofStructure(GeneralStandards- Building Permits) Mr.
Inmanquestionedtheappropriatenessoftheoccupancyrequirementin casesof a self-
constructedhouse.After discussion,Mr. Morgansuggestedtaking out theresidential
requirementto build in oneyear. TheCommissionagreed.

Section2.301.03.C-4 (C=Conditional)StreetImprovementsfor CommercialorIndustrial
Expansions(GeneralProvisions- Applicationof PublicFacility Standards)Mr. Inman
questionedwhetherit wasintendedthataccesspermitsbeobtainedfrom theMarionCounty
PublicWorksDepartment,asstated.Consideringthepossibilitythe issuingauthoritycould
change,Mr. Johnsonsuggestedsayingonly “must obtainaccesspermits.”

Section2.426.C.Screening(SupplementalStandardsfor SpecialUses- Electrical
Substation)Mr. Inmanquestionedtheprohibitionofbarbedwire. It wasagreedto allow
barbedwire,but saythatbarbedwire shallbemountedto anglein.

Ms. Abbottvoicedoneobjectionto theproposedSign requirements.Section2.308.05.1.
Window Signs (GeneralDevelopmentStandards- Signs) Mr. MorganconfirmedMs.
Abbott’sunderstandingthatwindowsignsexceedingthedefinedstandardwouldhaveto be
countedagainstthetotal allowedsignage.Ms. Abbott stronglyfeltthat indoorsignsshould
notbecountedaspartofthetotal signage. After discussion,therewasno changeto the
provision.

Mr. Morganreiteratedthat aclean,up-to-datedraft Codewill bepublishedfor reviewby the
PlanningCommissioninNovember.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES - July 9, 1997(continuedfrom above)

It was movedby Ms. Abbott that the minutes ofJuly 9. 1997be approved. The
motionwassecondedby Mr. Inmanandcarried,all presentvoting ayeexceptMr.
Wolfwho abstainedfrom voting inasmuchashewasnotpresentatthat meeting.

7. ANNOUNCEMENTS AND AGENDA INPUT

7.1 Regular Meeting - November12, 1997- 7:00PM

Mr. Inmanannouncedthat becauseofothercommitments,he could no longer act as the
PlanningCommission’srepresentativeto SKATS. Mr. Morganindicatedthathewouldput
“committeeassignments”onnextmonth’sagenda.

S
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S
8. ADJOURN

Themeetingwasadjournedby ChairSmithat 10:25p.m.

.
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