
S MINUTES
KEIZER PLANNING COMMISSION

SPECIAL MEETING
KEIZER CITY HALL - LIBRARY
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 1, 1997

1. CALL TO ORDER

Themeetingwascalledto orderby ChairSmithat 6:08 p.m.

2. ROLL CALL

The following memberswerepresent:Dick Inman,Alan Youse,Bill Wolf, Manny
Martinez,JuneAbbott, andElaineSmith.

Also presentwere: City AttorneyShannonJohnson,CommunityDevelopment
DirectorJohnMorgan,City PlannerAmy Drought,andRecordingSecretaryNona
Oxe’.

Eric Meurer,representingtheSalemAreaHomebuilders,waspresentin the

S audience.
3. DISCUSSION

3.1 DevelopmentCode

Mr. MorgandistributedcopiesofanOctober1 revisionto thematrixhandedoutat the
September17 meeting. Thematrix listed therelevantsectionoftheCode,thetopic, the
issueundercontention,ananalysisofthe issue,andtherecommendationbasedonprevious
discussionby thePlanningCommission.Mr. Morgan alsodistributedcopiesof Salem’s
Bicycle ParkingStandardsandPublicAccesswaysprovisions.

Mr. Wolf commentedto theeffectthat Salem’swayofdoingthingsmightnotbe
appropriatefor Keizer. Ms. Smithechoedhis comments.

TheCommissiondecidedto beginits reviewat thefirst pageofthematrixandwork
through. In thecourseofdiscussion,Mr. Morganmadenoteof inconsistenciesin
numberingthatneedto be correctedin thefinal draft.

In the RS Zone, theCommissionconcurredwith arecommendationto changeSection
2.102.02.Dto read: “Public or privateutility substation,but excludingcommunication

S towersandelectricalsubstations.TheCommissionalso agreedwith this changein theRLZone Section2.103.02.F,RM ZoneSection2.104.02.F,andRu Zone Section2.105.02.D.
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S In theRS Zone, theCommissionagreedwith changingSection2.102.06.G,Lot Coverage,
to read: “Themaximumcoverageallowedfor buildings,accessorystructuresandpaved
parkingshallbe70%.”

In theRS Zone, theCommissiondiscussedatlengthbackyard setbackrequirements for
two storydwellings,asdefinedin Section2.102.05.B. MPBIA hadobjectedto theproposed
increasefrom 14’ to 20’. TheCommissionagreedwith therecommendationto staywith the
20’ requirement.Therewasdiscussionof applyingvarianceproceduresin thecaseof
alterationsto existingstructures.

In theIBP Zone, DevelopmentStandards,the Commissionconcurredwith the
recommendationfor no changeto Section2.110.05.A.4whichallows right ofwayandstreet
improvementsto be required.

In theFPO Zone, Chapter2.120,theCommissiondiscussedat lengthflood plain
managementprovisions. It wasreluctantlyagreedto adoptthe languageasproposed,but
to revisit the issuein aboutsix monthwhenadditionalstudy is completed.

In theACO Zone, theCommissionconcurredwith therecommendationfor no changeto
provisionsin Section2.123.05.B, whichestablishesrequirementsfor pedestrian/bicycle

• circulation within anactivity center.

Under General DevelopmentStandards,theCommissiondiscussedpublic facility
standards,specificallywith regardto transit facilities. Proposedprovisionswerereflected
in Section2.301.03,Section2.305(TransitFacilities),andwithin Section2.310. Mr.
Morgannotedtheredundancyofincluding theprovisionsin sectionsotherthan2.305 since
it exclusivelyspeaksto transitfacility requirements.It wasagreedto eliminatetransit
facility provisionsfrom Sections2.301.03and2.310. With regardto Section2.305, the
Commissiondiscussedtoningdowntherequirements.Therewastalk ofrequiringapad,but
not atransitshelter.TheCommissiondiscussedthepossibility oftakingout design
requirements,anddeferringto TransitDistrict specifications.However,Mr. Johnsonfelt
havingobjectivestandardsin placeleft lesschancefor argumentin thedevelopment
approvalprocess.TheCommissionalsodiscussedthepossibilityofusing thenumberof
unitswithin anydevelopmentasabasisratherthanthenumberof tripsgenerated.After
discussion,therewasagreementthatthecurrentnumbersweretooexcessive.Mr. Morgan
andMs. Smithwill meetto furtherexaminetheissues,andcomebackwith a
recommendation.

Under GeneralDevelopmentStandards- StreetStandards,theCommissionconcurred
with suggestedlanguageto substitute“allow” for “require” in Section2.302.03,to read:
“FrontageStreets.If adevelopmentabutsorcontainsan existingorproposedarterialor
collectorstreet,the City mayallow frontagestreets,or mayrequirereversefrontagelots. . .“
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• Under General DevelopmentStandards - StreetStandards, theCommissionconcurred
with therecommendationto addto Section2.302.03M.,StreetLandscaping,wordingto
requirethatstreettreesbepartofany improvementagreementfor developmentofa
property,to read: “Streettreesshall beplantedat aratioofno lessthanonetreeper 30 feet
ofpropertyfrontage.Streettreesshall conformwith thelist of acceptabletreesincludedin
theCity’s StreetTreeordinance.Installationofstreettreesshallbe includedin any
improvementagreementcoveringtheinstallationofpublic facilitiesandservicesona
property.”

Under General DevelopmentStandards- StreetStandards,theCommissionconcurred
with therecommendationto changetheStreetStandardtablein Section2.302.04to indicate
themaximumimprovementwidth from curb to curbfor aMajor Arterial as84 feetrather
than132 feet.

Under General DevelopmentStandards - StreetStandards,Mr. Morganhadincludedin
thematrix areferenceto dropSection2.302.08,PrivateAccessEasements.It was
determinedthatthe intentwasto dropfrom the openingparagraphthephrase“createdasthe
resultofanapprovedpartitioning,” leavingit to read“A privateaccesseasementshall
conformto thefollowing.” A lengthydiscussionfollowedregardingtheproposedwidths.
Mr. Morganindicatedthattherewould be furtherdiscussionofthis sectionnextweek.

• (ThePlanningCommissionrecessedat 7:55 p.m. andreconvenedat 8:10p.m.)

Under General DevelopmentStandards - Off-StreetParkingand Loading, the
CommissiondiscussedBicycle Parkingrequirementsin Section2.303.08. Mr. Morgan
referredto Salem’sstandards,whichappearedmorecomplexthanthoseproposedfor
Keizer. HenotedthatMr. Meurerhadatfirst suggestedlookingat Salem’sstandards,but
uponlookingthemover,he changedhis mind. Mr. Morgannotedthatthenumbersof
requiredbicycleparking spacesnowproposedaresignificantly reducedfrom those
originallyproposedby consultantsworkingon theCity’s transportationplan. Therewas
discussionofchangingthenumberofrequiredspacesat highschoolsfrom 1 perclassroom
to 2 perclassroom.It wasthe consensusto leavetheratioat 1 perclassroom.No changes
weremade.

Under GeneralDevelopmentStandards- Off-Street Parking and Loading, the
Commissiondeclinedarequestfrom theBikewayCommitteeto changethedistance
requirementsfor locatingbicycleparking,in Section2.303.08.B.2,from amaximum100
feetfrom abuildingentranceto 50 feet. No changesweremade.

Under General DevelopmentStandards - Off-Street Parking and Loading, it wasthe
consensusto changethebike rackdesignprovisionsin Section2.303.08.B.3to requirethat
racksbedesignedto securethebicycle frameandat leastonewheel,ratherthantwo. There
wereno otherchangesto theprovision.

S
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• Under GeneralDevelopmentStandards - Building Orientation and Pedestrian
Circulation, the Conmiissiondiscussedat lengththeproposedstandardsin Section
2.304.02.B,InternalPedestrianCirculation,#8, Accessto Adjacent Property. Mr. Morgan
explainedthatthefirst sentencein Subsection8 providesthatpedestrianlinks between
adjacentpropertiesbeidentified. Thesecondsentenceaddressesthe issueofconnections
relativeto thesiteplanreviewprocess.Mr. Wolf suggestedthatratherthanchangingthe
wordingof#8 asrecommended,theexistingwordingbe split-outinto two separate
Subsections,8 and9. By incorporatingthefinal sentenceoftheexistingSubsection8 into
thenewSubsection9, Subsection9 couldthenbewordedto applyto all oftheabove
standards,notjust thosein Subsection8. TheCommissionagreedwith the split-out,and
applyingthenewSubsection9 to standards1 through8. Theysuggestedthat theword
“connections”in Subsection9 bechangedto “designrequirements,”or somethingsimilar,to
appropriatelyapply to all thestandards.

A final paragraphrequiring“right-of-wayor public easementsfor all walkwayswhich
provideadirectconnectionto adjacentproperties,”wasdeemedunnecessary.It will be
takenout.

Under GeneralDevelopmentStandards, theCommissiondeferredfurtherdiscussionof
Section2.305,Transit Facilities,until Mr. MorganandMs. Smithcomebackwith
recommendations(asmentionedabove).

S Under GeneralDevelopmentStandards- DevelopmentStandards for Land Divisions,
for Section2.310.04,Additional DesignStandardsfor Subdivisions,therewasno changeto
the standardslisted underSubsectionC, Connectivity. TheCommission,however,agreed
with a suggestionfrom Mr. Morganto changeunderSubsectionE, DesignStandards(for
pedestrian/bicycleaccessways),#1, theminimumdedicatedwidth, from 20 to 15 feet. #2,
themaximumimprovedwidth, would remainat 10 feet. Suggestionsweremadefor
changesto #4 which dealswith pedestrianscalelighting alongwalkways. Mr. Morganwill
further investigatepossibilitiesfor thestandard.Mr. Inmanwill checkto seeif thereis an
industrystandard.

Under GeneralDevelopmentStandards- DevelopmentStandardsfor Land Divisions,
theCommissionpreviouslyagreedto eliminateSubsection2.310.04.F,TransitFacilities.

Under GeneralDevelopmentStandards - DevelopmentStandardsfor Land Divisions,
Section2.310.05,ImprovementRequirements- Partitions,theCommissionconcurredwith
changingSubsectionG,Watersystem,to statethat “. . . theCity will notexpectthe
developerto pay fortheextrapipematerialcostof mainsexceedingeight inchesin size,”
ratherthanten,ascurrently stated.

Under SupplementalStandardsfor SpecialUses,Section2.413, RecreationalVehicle
Storage- SingleFamily Residences,SubsectionE, Setbacks,wasdiscussedat length. Mr.
MorganexplainedthattherecommendedlanguagereflectsthecurrentCodeprovisions
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• whichallowRV’s to beparkedin thefront yard,ona drivewayor in anenclosedarea
meetingotherCoderequirements.TheCommissiondiscussedaprovisionin theproposed
languageprohibitingwideningadrivewayto accommodateanRV. After discussion,it was
agreedto takeout the languagethatprohibitswideningadrivewayto accommodateanRV,
andto definethedrivewaywidth thatwill be allowed. Mr. Morgannotedthatthe
appropriatelocationfor definingthemaximumdrivewaywidth would be in theOff-street
ParkingandLoadingSection. It wasagreedto amendSection2.303.04.D.2to addlanguage
to theeffectthat “no drivewayshallbegreaterthan36 feetin width, otherthanin a side
yardadjacentto analley.”

Under Application Requirementsand Review Procedures,Section3.103,Site
DevelopmentReview,theCommissiondiscussedSection3.103.06,EvaluationofSite
DevelopmentPlan. Mr. Morgancommentedon MPBIA objectionsto someofthe
standards,andtheirsuggestionthat othersbemore specificallydefined. A questioncameup
with regardto thereviewprocessasit relatesto environmentalissues,particularlyfor sites
likely to needhazardousmaterialscleanup.Mr. Johnsonsuggestedaddingwordingto the
effectthatthe criteriaare“basedonconsiderationofanypossibleviolationsofstateand
federallaw.” Mr. Morgansuggestedaddinglanguageto subsectionsneedingmoreclearly
definedstandards.Hesuggestedaddinglanguageto SubsectionsB, C, andE to theeffect
(highlighted): B. Drainageanderosioncontrolneedsin accordancewith public works
standards; D. Traffic safety,internalcirculationandparking,in conjunction with review

• by the city traffic engineerto assuresafetyand efficiency in relationship to thepublic
street; and E. Provision for adequatenoiseand/or visual buffering from non-compatible
uses. (Mr. Morgan suggestedestablishingsomemeasurablestandards for noise to add
to SubsectionE.) Mr. Morgan acknowledgedthathe wouldcomebacknextweekatthe
regularmeetingwith morespecificswith regardto siteplanreview.

Mr. Morganbriefly commentedon theremainingtopicsonthematrix. With regardto
ResidentialSprinkler requirements,Mr. Morganbelievedthatthepreviouslydiscussed
concernsmightbestbeaddressedby changingthedefinition of“story.” It waspointedout
thatthedefinition wouldneedto bewordedsoasto appropriatelyapply to otherplaces
whereit is usedin theCode. FloodPlain Development wasdeferred.As previously
decided,DesignStandardswill be handledasafree-standingchapter. Mr. Morgan
expectedthata designstandardsdraft would notbecompletedby nextweek’smeeting. It
wasagreedthatit mightbenecessaryfor asubcommitteeto reviewthedesignstandards
whena draft is completed,beforesubmittingtheCodedraftto theCouncil. With regardto
Notification,the Commissionagreedwith postingthesiteandmailing to all properties
within 250 feet. Ms. Smithsuggestedmailing asummarywith astatementthat interested
partiescanrequestcopiesofthewholedecision.

Mr. Morganreaffirmedthatat nextweek’sregularmeetingtheremainingunresolvedissues
will bediscussed.Heagreedto limit theagendato discussionoftheDevelopmentCode.

4. ANNOUNCEMENTSAND AGENDA INPUT
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Mr. Wolf conveyedarequestfrom SEKNA for enforcementon abandonedbuildings. He
namedseverallocationshavingdilapidatedstructuresthathadnot beenoccupiedfor some
time. SEKNA would like to seean ordinancein placethat would speakto theconditionof
thebuilding anda specifiedtimewithout occupancy. Mr. Johnsonsuggestedthat if
enforcementwasnot possibleunderthecurrentDangerousandAbandonedBuildingscode
section,thatsectioncouldbe amended.Mr. Morganwill look at theexistingordinancesto
seeif enforcementis possibleunderthecurrentcode. He reiteratedthatacodeenforcement
officerwill soonbe on board,providingatoolnot availablein thepast.

4.1 Regular Meeting - October8, 1997- 7:00PM

5. ADJOURN

Themeetingwasadjournedby ChairSmithat 10:00p.m.

.
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