
KEIZER PLA~’JNTNGCOMMISSION
Minutes

Wednesday,September18,2002 @ 7:00 p.m.
KeizerCityHall — CouncilChambers

1. CALL TO ORDER
ChairAndersoncalledthemeetingto orderat 7:00 p.m.

2. INTRODUCTION OF NEW COMMISSIONER
> Mike Hart

TheCommissionwelcomedCommissionerHart.

3. ROLL CALL
Thefollowingmemberswerepresent:BruceAnderson,RossDay,StanCompton,
Michael Smith,FrankMooreandMike Hart

Absent:ChristopherAndersen

Also present:PlanningDirectorMariaMeier,City AttorneyShannonJohnson,
CouncilLiaisonRichardWalshandAssociatePlannerCherylVafakos

PlanningDirectorMeier introducedMs. Vafakoswhowould beassistingthe
Commissionduring Mrs. Meier’s maternityleave.

4. APPROVAL OF MINUTES
> July 10,2002

CommissionerDaymovedfor approvalof theJuly 10, 2002minutesaswritten.
CommissionerMooresecondedthemotion.

Themotionpassedasfollows:

AYES: Anderson,Compton,Day,MooreandSmith(5)
NAYES: None(0)
ABSENT: Andersen(1)
ABSTENTION:Hart (1)
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broughtbackfor theCommissionto approveduring thenextscheduledmeeting.

5. APPEARANCE OF INTERESTED CITIZENS
No interestedcitizensappearedbeforetheCommission.

6. DEVELOPMENT REVIEW - 4600River Road N.
City AttorneyShannonJohnsonnotedtheapplicablecriteriaassubmittedin the
staffreport.With no objectionfrom theeffectedindividualsthereadingof the
criteriawaswaived. Mr. Johnsonsummarizedthecriteriafor submissionof
testimonypertainingto theDevelopmentReview.

No objectionswereraisedpertainingto notice,opportunity to beheardor
jurisdiction.TheCommissiondeclaredno expartecontacts,conflictsof interestor
bias.

S PlanningDirector Maria MeierreportedthatthepropertyownersMarc and
CharleneIwahiro proposedto constructanewbuilding with walkway coverage
over thesouthanda portionof the eastsideof thebuilding. Shenotedthatthe
proposeddesignhasoverhangswith averticalclearanceof eight-footthree
inchesratherthanthetwelve-feetasrequired.Theapplicantwasrequestinga
developmentreviewto proposetheir alternativeto theDevelopmentCode
DesignStandards.

PlanningDirectorMeier clarifiedwherethepropertywaslocatedandthe
Commission’spurposeof reviewasit pertainsto theDevelopmentCode.She
answeredadditionalquestionsfrom theCommission.

ChairAndersonopenedthepublic hearing.

Public Testimony:
Craig Carlson,Architect, 3095River Road North,Salem,OR-spokeasthe
architectfor theproject.Mr. Carisonindicatedthetwo issuesthathewishedto
addressweredefinitionsfor building frontageandtheheightof theoverhang.
Headdressedwhathebelievedto bethedefinition of building frontageashe
addressedit with his designof thebuilding versusstaff’sdefinition. (Beingany

S KeizerPlanningCommissionMinutes
Wednesday,September18, 2002

Page2



sideof a building with a sidewalk) He indicatedthatthe designhasa sidewalk
• ontheeastsideof thebuilding, whichhefelt would beconsideredthe rearof the

building. Thereasonfor thesidewalkon theeastsidewasto accessthe
handicappedparkingspaces.Mr. Carisonfurtherexplainedthat thebuilding
wasdesignedto assumethatthefrontageswerethesouthandeastsidesof the
development.Hequestionedtheheightof the overhangrequirementnotingif
complianceof this wasmandatedthat aradicalredesignof thebuilding would
haveto takeplace.

Mr. Carisonrequestedthatthedefinition of “frontage” aswritten in the
DevelopmentCodebebetterdefined,andthatthedesignedoverhangbe
considered.Healsorequestedthattheoverhangnotberequiredto extendto the
eastsideof thebuilding.

Respondingto questionsfrom theCommissionMr. Carisonsummarizedthe
aestheticdesignof thebuilding facingRiverRoadandtheoverhangon this
portionof thebuilding. He indicatedthata 12-footoverhangwasnot a
requirementthathehadworkedwith beforeandwassurprisedwhenthis was
addressedby staff.

S Rich Duncan,Phair Development,1395Commercial Sfreet SE,Salem-
respondingto questionsfrom theCommissionregardingadditionalcoststo
increasetheoverhangheight, Mr. Duncanindicatedthatthis would possibly
increasetheframingcostsby 25 percent.

CommissionerSmithquestionedif it would bepossiblefor thethreecolumnson
thesouthsideandthefaceof thebuilding to bemovedout to meetthefive-foot
clearancefor thewalkway.

Mr. Carlsonindicatedthis would notbea problem.

Respondingto questionspertainingto theoverhangstandardPlanningDirector
Meier indicatedthat thestandardwasadoptedin 1998andthatduring thepast
four yearsthis hadbeenthefirst time it hadbecomeanissue.

Marc Iwahiro,4734River RoadNorth,Keizer,Oregon- Heindicatedthatmajor
changesin thedesignwould hinderthe developmentfinancially,aswell as,
aestheticallyandheaskedfor theCommission’sconsideration.
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Respondingto questionsDr. Iwahrio indicatedhe is currentlypracticingGeneral
Dentistryin Keizerandif unableto developthebuilding would haveto seek
office spaceelsewhere.

PlanningDirectorMeier answeredquestionsfrom theCommissionpertainingto
theDevelopmentCode.Sheindicatedthat theapplicationwasunderfull review
by theCommission.

City AttorneyShannonJohnsonexplainedif theCommissiondecidedto grant
the applicant’srequestto do sowithout defining“frontage”.He indicatedthat the
issueof addressingchangesto theCodewould takeplaceat anothertime.

With no additionaltestimonyChairAndersonclosedthepublic hearing.

CommissionerSmithmoveda motion thatthe DevelopmentReviewApplication
beapprovedassubmitted,alsosuggestingto thearchitectthatfive-feetof
unobstructedwidth for thesidewalksbetweenthethreecolumnsonthesouth
sideandthefaceof thebuilding bedone.CommissionerComptonsecondedthe
motion.

S ChairAndersonbelievedit wasnecessaryto betterdefinebuilding frontagein
theDevelopmentCode.

Themotionpassedasfollows:

AYES: Anderson,Compton,Day,Frank,Hart andSmith(6)
NAYES: None(0)
ABSENT: ChristopherAndersen(1)
ABSTENTIONS:None(0)

7. DEVELOPMENT REVIEW - 7763 WheatlandRoadN.
City AttorneyShannonJohnsonnotedtheapplicablecriteriaassubmittedin the
staffreport.With no objectionfrom theeffectedindividualsthereadingof the
criteriawaswaived. Mr. Johnsonsummarizedthecriteriafor submissionof
testimonypertainingto theDevelopmentReview.

Noobjectionswereraisedpertainingto notice,opportunity to beheardor
jurisdiction.TheCommissiondeclaredno expartecontacts,conflictsof interestor
bias.

S KeizerPlanningCommissionMinutes
Wednesday,September18, 2002

Page4



PlanningDirectorMaria MeierreportedthattheMarionCountyFire District #1
submittedanapplicationfor DevelopmentReviewto constructanewstructure

S at theabovementionedaddress.Theprimaryissuefor theapplicationwas
materialandstructures.Theapplicantwasproposingto constructa new
building that containedmetal siding.Theapplicant’sstatement,siteplanand
elevationdrawingswereprovidedin thepacketfor theCommissionsreview.

ChairAndersonopenedthepublichearing.

Public Testimony:
BobJung,AssistantChief,MarionCountyFire District, 300 CordonRoadNE,
Salem,Oregon-summarizedfor economicalreasonstheFire District had
requestedthenewstructurebebuilt with metalsiding.Mr. Jungprovided
picturesofwhat thebuilding would look like andrequestedtheCommissions
consideration.

AaronSutton,BoatrightEngineeringInc., 261312thSt SE,Salem,Oregon-
reportedthat a vendorhadbeenchosento purchasethemetalbuilding from but
theywerewaiting on thedecisionof this hearingbeforemoving forwardwith

S thefinal purchase.
Mr. Jungrespondedto questionsregardingthebuilding andits recommended
expansion.Headdressedtheageof thecurrentfacility andongoingproblems
with maintenancethattheFire District hadbattledwith over theyears.

Parkingfor thefacility wasdiscussed.Theapplicantbelievedtherewasadequate
parkingto accommodatetheneedandnecessaryrequirements.Theapplicant
andtheCommissionalso discussedtheinterpretationof theoverhang
requirements.

Respondingto questionsregardingthesizeof thenewfacility Mr. Jungindicated
hisbelief that themainfire stationwould beapproximatelydoublethesizeof the
existingfacility.

Staffaddressedquestionspertainingto thedevelopment.

CommissionerComptonexpressedconcernregardingtheDevelopmentReview
of this projectbeingnotedin theengineer’sletter aspossibly,“restrictingthe
District’s fire fighting capabilities”if thereviewwasnot granted.

S KeizerPlanningCommissionMinutes
Wednesda-v,September18, 2002

Page5



CommissionerDayandChairAndersonreiteratedCommissionerCompton’s
concerns.

Mr. Suttonapologizedto theCommissionfor themisunderstandingof this
portionof thelanguagein his letter andrestatedhis intentof theletter.

Respondingto commentsfrom theCommission,City AttorneyJohnson
remindedtheCommissionthatDevelopmentReviewis nota Variance.Hewent
into a brief explanationof this.

With no additionaltestimonyChairAndersonclosedthepublic hearing.

CommissionerDaymoveda motionto approvetheDevelopmentReviewas
submitted.CommissionerComptonsecondedthemotion.

CommissionerSmithmoveda friendly amendmentof theadditionof a 10-foot
coveredegressandaccessareaoutsideof thepublic gatheringspace.

Commission’sDayandComptonacceptedthefriendly amendment.

Themotionpassedasfollows:

AYES: Anderson,Compton,Day, Frank,Hart andSmith(6)
NAYES: None(0)
ABSENT: ChristopherAndersen(1)
ABSTENTIONS:None(0)

Chair Andersonrecessedthemeetingfor five minutes.

8. PUBLIC HEARING-
> TEXT AMENDMENT CASE NO. 02-45- VarianceCriteria

Chair Andersonopenedthepublic hearing.

City AttorneyShannonJohnsonreportedthat CouncilorWalshraisedthis issue.
Heexpressedhis agreementwith someof theissuespertainingto language
currently in theDevelopmentCode,andurgedtheCommissionto review
CounciorWalsh’sletter,in additionto theMajor andMinor Variancecriteria.

CouncilorWalshsummarizedhis letterdatedJune10, 2002pertainingto Major
andMinor Variances.Hesuggestedthat theMinor Variancecriteriabe
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eliminatedusingtheMajor Variancecriteriawith additionallanguagebeing
formedasthenewMajor Variancecriteria. Healsosuggested,aspartof his

S recommendationthat staffwould, in thefUture, examineMinor Variancesand
thePlanningCommissionwould reviewMajor Variances.

PlanningDirectorMeierprovideda synopsisof quantifiablestandards,andshe
suppliedexamplesof thesestandardsfor thebenefitof theCommission.

As partof theconversationCity AttorneyJohnsonrecommendedthatthe
Commissionvisit theissueof not allowing a varianceon lot sizes.

CommissionerSmithagreedwith CouncilorWalsh’ssuggestionsasoutlinedin
his letter. Herecommendedthat staffcreatesa list of exceptionsfor the
Commission’sreview.

City AttorneyJohnsonnotedtheCommission’shistoryof dealingwith legislative
mattersandsomedevelopmentreviewhearings.He indicatedif theCommission
wishedto hold regularquasi-judicialhearingsthatthis recommendationcould
bemadeto theCouncilwith theunderstandingthat additionalmeetingsmay

S needto takeplaceto meettherequirementsof theapplication.TheCommissiondiscussedthePurposeSectionfor Variances.

City AttorneyJohnsonindicatedthatstaffwould organizeandsubmitdraft
languageatthenextmeetingfor theCommission’sconsideration.

ChairAndersoncontinuedthehearinguntil October23, 2002

9. NEW BUSINESS/OLD BUSINESS
PlanningDirectorMeierprovideda briefupdateon theCity Council’sreviewof
theKeizerStationPlanandit’s reviewof PrivateStreets.

10.ADJOURN
> NextMeetingOctober23,2002 @7:00p.m.

ChairAndersonadjournedthemeetingat 9:00 p.m.
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