
MINUTES

KEIZER PLANNING COMMISSION
KEIZER CITY HALL - LIBRARY

WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 1996

1. CALL TO ORDER

Themeetingwascalledto orderby Vice-ChairSmithat 7:02p.m.

2. ROLL CALL

Thefollowing memberswerepresent:MannyMartinez,Dick Inman,ElaineSmith,
Bill Wolf, JuneAbbott,andBill Pearl. Marty Matiskainenarrivedat9:00 p.m.

Also presentwere: CommunityDevelopmentDirectorJohnMorgan,City Attorney
ShannonJohnson,andRecordingSecretaryNonaOxe’.

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

It wasmovedby Mr. Wolf thattheminutesofAugust14. 1996beapproved.The
• motionwassecondedby Ms. Abbott andcarried,all presentvotingayeexceptMs.

SmithandMr. Pearlwho abstainedfrom votinginasmuchastheywerenotpresent
atthatmeeting.

4. APPEARANCEOF INTERESTEDCITIZENS

No onecameforwardto presentanyissuesto theCommission.

5. PROJECTUPDATES

StaffingIssues

Mr. MorganreportedthattheCommunityDevelopmentDepartmentis nowdownto one
staffperson--himself.Mr. Evanshasacceptedapositionwith AlvaradoCounty,California.
Mr. Morganestimatedit would take90 to 120daysbeforeMr. Evans’replacementis hired
andon board. Inthe interim,Mr. Morgan’snumberoneobligationwill beto workwith the
citizenson day-to-daylandusematters. Hewill thereforenotbeworkingto anygreat
extentonPlanningCommissionorR3B projectsforthenextthreemonths.

Mr. Morgandescribedmeasuresbeingtakento avoidtemporarilyabandoningprojectsnow
in theworks. ConsultantJohnSpencerhasbeenaskedto take100%responsibilityfor
CherryAvenue. Hewill alsohelpwith finishingtheCM zoneandtherevisionsto theRiver

A Planning Commission

1 IVSIIUIC Wednesday, September11,1996
Page1



RoadDesignPlan. COG ConsultantSkip Wendolowskiwill betaking overeffortsto

S completetheDevelopmentCode. WayneRickertfrom COGwill alsobetakingamuch
strongerrole in facilitating theTransportationPlanprocess.

Mr. Morganpointedoutthatwith thehelpfromtheconsultants,thePlanningCommission
will still haveproductiveagendaitemsto work on.

DevelopmentActivity

Mr. Morganreportedon newdevelopmentin theStaatsLakearea.A largeofficeand
housingdevelopmentwill soonbreakgroundatthesoutheastcornerofStaatsLake. A
subdivisionplanandpedestrianplanhasbeenapprovedfor theeastendofthe lake. In
connectionwith thatdevelopment,Councilapprovedapropertyimprovementprogram

* grantof$10,000(therequestwas~0~~to helpcreateapedestrianplazathat
encompassestheentirecornerat-C~mawa-andLockhaven.Alsoat StaatsLaketowardthe
northeastcorner,Salemhospitalis buildingamajorofficeandclinic facility.

Mr. Morganreportedthatanewdevelopmentis nowplannedforthenortheastcornerof
RiverRoadandChemawaRoad. Thebuildingcurrentlyoccupiedby theNorthside
AllianceChurchwill be takendown. A newbuildingwill be constructedrightatthecorner.
A nicely-designed15,000SFretail storeis planned.Mr. Morganis notyetat liberty to
releasethenameoftheretailer. HenotedthattheWittenberggrantwill notbenecessary

S for thecornerbecauseofthenewconstruction.However,thedevelopershaveindicatedthattheywill cooperatewith the landscapingplansfor theentirecorner.

Mr. Morgandescribedaproposalfor constructionofa74-unit“senior”housingprojecton
thevacantlot northoftheBurgerKing Restauranton thesouthendofRiverRoad. A
CompPlanchangewill benecessaryfor theprojectto happen.

DevelopmentCode

With thehelpoftheconsultants,Mr. Morganhopesto bring thedevelopmentcodeto the
PlanningCommissionfor publichearingwithin thenexttwo to threemonths.

Willow LakeStudyImplementationStrategy

Mr. Morganrecalledthatlastmonthhe reportedthattheplanto amendtheUrbanGrowth
Boundaryanddo alandswapwouldprobablynotbe possible.Heacknowledgedthatsuch
wasthecase.HouseBill 2709in effectprohibitedtheproposedaction. Thus,it will be
necessaryfortheparticipantsto returnto thetableandnegotiateon therealissuesinsteadof
doingthedetour. Mr. MorgannotedthatCity AttorneyJohnsonwill beleadingtheeffort
alongwith Salemlegal staff, hopingto movetowardclosurewithin thenext30 days.

* Minutes correct~10/9/96.
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Mr. Morganrespondedto questionsabouttheSewageTreatmentPlant(12-year)Master. Plan. Hecommentedontheissuesof foodwastetransferto WestSalemfor irrigationuse
to eliminateagreatsourceoftheodoratthetreatmentplant,andplansto encapsulatethe
out-fall areas.

Mr. Morganconcededthatthequestionmight beraised,“If thereis no odor,what’sthe
problem?” HenotedthatCouncil will getafull briefing nextMondaynightat7:00 o’clock,
prior to theChemawahearing. Thequestionsraisedlocally by thepeoplein thearea,
specificallythetwo majorfarmersaffected,concerntheenvironmentalsafetyofwhatis
beingproposed.

Mr. Wolf wonderedif Salem’snegotiationpositionmight notbe somewhatbiasedin that
theywantto expandtheirplan,but theywantto containKeizer. Heaskedif therewassome
way theycouldbemadeto go to anarbitrator. Mr. Morgannotedthatamediatoris
participatingin negotiations,butnotanarbitrator. Mr. Johnsonfelt Salem’spositionwould
notbeconsideredaconflictof interest.However,therehasbeensomefeelingthatSalem
hasrestrictedtheuseofthepropertyfrom thebeginningpartiallyto artificially keepthe
valueslow becausetheyknewtheyweregoingto buy it later.

Mr. Johnsonrespondedto questionsaboutliability issuesrelatedto odorfrom theplant.
Mr. Morganansweredquestionsaboutsewerrates.

• TransportationPlan

Mr. Morgananticipatedthatameetingofall thebig stakeholderswould be scheduled
sometimebeforethenextPlanningCommissionmeeting. Invitationswill besentto the
variousaffectedgroups. Themeetingwill be a“kick-off’ fortheplanningprocess.

CherryAvenueDesignPlan

Mr. Morganreportedplansfor apublicmeetingto beheldnextWednesdaynight. Notice
ofthemeetingwill be mailedto virtually everypropertyownerin thecorridor. Mr. Morgan
anticipatesthat50 to 60 peoplewill comeout for themeeting. Henotedthatthefmalplan
draftwill bepresentedthatnight. R3B will acton theplanattheirnextmeeting. It will
thencometo thePlanningCommissionto hold apublichearingfor CompPlanandZone
Codeamendments,probablyin OctoberorNovember.TheR3B recommendationand
PlanningCommissionrecommendationwill go to Council for publichearingandformal
adoption. Mr. Morgannotedthatoncetheplan is adopted,groundbreakingonthefirst of
theprojectswill probablytakeplaceby late Spring.

Mr. Wolf commentedthat Salemhasjustapprovedbikelaneson theirendofCherry,and
will soontry to getthespeedlimit reduced.He wonderedif a joint presentationcouldbe
madeto thetwo citiesto coordinateaspeedreductionon Cherryonbothsidesofthe
Parkway.He pointedout thatthegreatestnumberofaccidentsin KeizeroccuratClearview
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andCherry. Mr. Morganagreedthatthe ideamakessense.He indicatedthatPublicWorks. DirectorMull would be thestaffpersonto carrytherequest.

Mr. MorgandistributedcopiesofabrochuredepictingFairview Village, aprojectin the
PortlandMetro area. He describedthemixed-use,neo-traditionalproject,andnotedthathe
cangetatourwith thedeveloperanddesignerwhile it’s underconstruction.Mr. Morgan
will invite CouncilandR3B,aswell asthePlanningCommission,to go on thetouroncehe
is ableto put it together.

Mr. Morganalsodistributedcopiesofabrochuredepictinganothermixed-useprojectin
ClackamascalledPrincetonVillage. Hesawpotentialfor suchadevelopmentin AreaC of
theChemawaActivity Center.Additionally, Mr. Morganhandedout aflyer depictingTwo
RiversMall, aprojectin Albany. As amemberofthe“Livable OregonGoodDevelopment
PartnershipSteeringCommittee,”Mr. Morganwill sharetheirinformationwith the
PlanningCommission.HenotedthatonNovember22 “Livable Oregon”is doing aone-
daysymposiumonthemarketabilityofthesekindsofprojects.ThePlanningCommission
will be invitedto participate.

Flooding - LabishDitch

Mr. Morganreportedthat apreliminaryanalysisdoneby FEMA indicatedthatthe 100-year
floodplainalongLabishDitch is muchbiggerthanwhatfloodedlastwinter. They

• determinedthatwhatfloodedwasabouta50-yearevent. Mr. MorgannotedthattheCity is
compelledby lawto usethebestavailableinformationto administratethebuilding code
relativeto flooding. Therefore,theCity hasshutdowndevelopmentofabout40 lots in the
area.

Mr. Morgannotedthatavarietyofwaysarebeinglookedatto mitigatetheflood impact,
whichmaychangethefloodplain. He notedthatamajoroneis to increasetheflowof
waterunderRiverRoadthroughexpandingthecapacityoftheculvert. Anotheris cleaning
theditch. Twelvebadlocationsalongtheditch needingclean-outhavebeenidentified. Mr.
Morgannotedthatmanyenvironmentalissueshavebeenraisedrelativeto theclean-out.
Councilhasdirectedthatthework proceed,with a lot ofrestrictions.

Mr. Morganrespondedto questionsabouttheCity’s liability for restrictingdevelopmentof
the impactedlots. Healsorespondedto questionsaboutenvironmentalissues.

6. DISCUSSION

6.1 ChemawaActivity CenterPlan

Ms. Smithcalledattentionto theagendamaterialwhich includedproposedrevisionsto the
ChemawaActivity CenterPlandraft, adraftoftheIBP zone,andaletterfrom DorothyS.
Cofield, Attorneyat Law, proposingchangesto thePlanandIBP zone.
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. Mr. MorganstatedthattonightthePlanningCommissionwouldhaveopportunityto
developcommentsto go into theCouncil recordatMondaynight’s meeting.Henotedthat
thepublic hearingwasleft openby Council forthesubmissionofwrittencommentsonly in
responseto theproposedamendments.He suggestedthatthePlanningCommissiontake
actionpoint-by-pointor includeabodyofdecisionsin asinglemotion,andsubmitthe
recommendationto theCouncil by wayofa letterormemofrom theChair. Hestressedthat
all ofthePlanningCommissionis invitedto theCouncil meeting,andencouragedto
participateif anytestimonyis allowed.

Mr. MorganreviewedhowtheCity Council’s directionon thePlandraftdifferedfromthe
PlanningCommission’srecommendation.Hethenproceededto “walk through,”
amendmentby amendment,theproposedrevisionsto theChemawaActivity CenterPlan
draft.

Mr. Morganpointedout thatlanguageto accommodatetheproposedstadiumis includedin
theproposedamendments.Althoughnotspecificto astadium,it refersto athleticfacilities.

Mr. Morganreviewedtheproposedamendmentsto theExecutiveSummaryandexplained
why therevisionswereneededwith regardto CompPlanandzoningdesignationsfor the
11 acresCommercialin AreaA, to allow for administrativereview. Therewereno
objectionsto therevisions.

S Therewereno objectionsto amendingthebullet-pointsonpage6 ofthePlanwhich
outlinedthebenefitsofthenewbusinessdistrict to theCity of Keizer. Mr. Martinezcalled
attentionto onebullet-pointwhichstated:“An appropriatesitefor communityfacilities
suchasconferencecentersandathleticfacilities.” He askedif thedocumentwouldallow
for constructionoftheproposedstadiumcloserto Chemawathanthelocationcurrently
beingproposed.Mr. Morganacknowledgedthat thestadiumis notsitedin thePlan
document.ThePlanmerelyestablishesthelanduseframework.

Thenextamendmentconsideredby theCommissionproposedamendingthesecondbullet
point onpage8 ofthedocumentunder“TheFinalDraft LandUsePlan.” Mr. Morgan
notedthatit addsareferenceto athleticfacilities. It alsoprovidesfor theCouncil-directed
11 acresofcommercialretailatthesouthernendofAreaA, andtalksabouthowthezone
changeswouldbeestablished.

A discussionfollowedregardingthelocationof the11 acrescommercialretail in AreaA.
Mr. Morganpointedoutthattheproposedamendmentwould givethedesignerthe
flexibility to createthebestpossiblelayoutforthe 11 acres. Thezoningwould belockedin
oncethedesignis accepted.Mr. Inmanwonderedif the11 acrescouldbesplit throughout
AreaA. A discussionfollowedregardingwhatwasbelievedto betheoriginal intentwith
regardto consolidationofany commercial.After discussion,it wasagreedthatthebullet
pointwordingshouldbe amendedto clarify that the 11 acresmustbe contiguous.
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S Mr. Inmanmovedthattheproposedamendmentto thesecondbulletpoint on Page
8 ofthedraftPlanunder“TheFinalDraft LandUsePlan” be changedasfollows:
“. . . Inaddition.up to 11 contiguousacresat thesouthernendofAreaA is to be
developedasacommercialretailcenterwith no singleuseexceeding50.000square
feetin size....“ Themotionwassecondedby Ms. Abbott.

Mr. Martinezaskedwhatwould betheadvantageofhavingit contiguous.Ms. Smithfelt it
wouldallow for amorecoherentcommercialareaandallow easierpedestriantravel from
onepointto theother. Shebroughtto recollectionthetransportationgoals.

Themotion carriedunanimouslyby thosememberspresent.(Absent: Marty
Matiskainen)

With regardto thesamebulletpoint, Ms. Smithquestionedtheinclusionof“athletic
facilities” inareferenceto commercialuses.Mr. Morganfeltthatthecategorizationwould
applyin thecaseathand(theproposedstadium). He alsopointedoutotherpossible
applicationssuchasmembershipathleticclubs.

Mr. Morganpointedoutthatproposedamendmentsto “Objectivesto theDesignStandards”
(page9 ofthedraftPlan)reflectedthechangespreviouslytalkedabout.He calledspecific
attentionto twoproposednewbulletpointswhichaddressthechangesbeingproposedto. limit thecommercialwithinboththeIBPzoneandtheCM zone. It makesreferenceto the
community’sfirst andhighestpriority for developmentoftheRiverRoadandCherry
Avenuecorridors. Henotedtheneedto bespecificontheintent,andalsohavelanguageto
withstandappealif necessary.Mr. Morganaddedthatafinal bulletpointwould makea
statementwithin thePlanshowingconformitywith theComprehensivePlanpolicy.

Mr. Morganreadaproposedamendmentto thefirst bulletpointunderTheDesign
Standards,“LandUse,”on page10 ofthedraftPlan. It representedtheenablinglanduse
languagewhichwouldallow theproposedstadium.

Notingthatthebulletpoint statesthat“a masterplanshall be developedfor theareanorth
ofTepperLanein accordancewith theIBP zone,”Ms. Smithseemedto rememberthe
intentto haveasinglemasterplanfortheentirearea.Mr. Johnsonrecalledthattherewould
betwo masterplans. Mr. Morgannotedthattheexistinglanguageprovidesfortwo master
plans;Teppernorth,andTeppersouth.

Mr. Martinezaskedif “athletic facilities” couldbeexcludedfrom theIBP zonelanguage.
Mr. MorganansweredthatthePlanningCommissioncouldagree,bymotion, notto include
languageallowing for athleticfacilities. Mr. Johnsonpointedout thatany motionshouldbe
specificasto removingthe languagefrom theIBP zone,thePlandraft, orboth. He askedif
Mr. Martinez’ wasgenerallyobjectingto astadium. Mr. Martinezansweredthathewasnot
objectingto astadium,but to theway it would befinanced. It waspointedoutthatthe
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PlanningCommission’srolewasto addresszoningissues,not financingissues.Mr.. JohnsonsuggestedthatMr. Martinezandotherswhomight objectto anypotential
financingmechanismattendtomorrownightspublicmeeting.

Whenaskedby Mr. Johnsonwhathis response,asaPlanningCommissioner,wouldbeif a
privately-financedfacility wereproposedatthis location,Mr. Martinezexplainedhis
concernswith regardto noiseandtraffic. He specificallywishedto prohibit theuseofthe
stadiumfor concerts.

Mr. Martinezmovedto removefrom thedraftPlanandtheproposedIBPZoneany
referenceto athleticfacilities. Themotionwassecondedby Mr. Inman.

Mr. Inmanpointedout thattheproposedIBPwordingrefersto “public andprivatesports
facility.” Heaskedif wordingexistedanywherein thedraftPlanorIBPzonetext allowing
for aconcertin thestadium. Mr. Johnsonanswered“no,” andaddedthatit normallywould
notbestatedin thezoningordinance.He andMr. Morganbothpointedout thattheCity’s
noiseordinancewouldbetheregulatinginstrument. Mr. Morganaddedthatthedesigners
andteamownershavebeentold thattheymustconformto thenoiseordinance.

Mr. Inmanquestionedtheuseofapublic andprivatesportsfacility for a differentpurpose
thanwhat is allowed--somethingotherthananathleticevent. Mr. Morganpointedout
opportunitiesfor ahighschoolgraduation,Billy Grahamtypeevent,etc. Hewasunsureof

• theappropriatenessofhavingto list eachdifferenttypeofevent.

A discussionfollowedregardingthe intentwith regardto publicgatherings.Mr. Johnson
perceivedthattheCouncil’sintent, from alandusepoint ofview, wasto allowuseofthe
stadiumfor otherevents.AlthoughCouncil would be looking atthesecondaryeffects,
concertswould probablybe allowed. As lessor,theCity would be ableto imposecontrol
measuresvia the lease.He emphasizedtheCouncil’sconcernaboutsecondaryeffectssuch
asnoise,traffic, andimpactsontheGubserneighborhood.Mr. Morganpointedout
mitigationmeasuresbeingconsidered.Mr. JohnsonstressedthatMr. Martinezshould
separateout thethreeissues:thefinancialcommitmentof theCity, the ideaoflanduse
generally,andsecondaryeffects.

Mr. MartinezfeltthatsincethePlanningCommissionhadalreadymadeits
recommendationto theCity Council,it wastheresponsibilityoftheCouncil to changethe
documentsif theywantedto includewordingfor astadium. Mr. Wolf pointedoutthatthe
documentwasreferredbackto thePlanningCommissionto commenton Council-directed
changes.Ms. Smithunderstoodthatcommentson theproposedchangeswould go to the
Council asthePlanningCommission’srecommendation.Mr. Morganclarifiedthatthe
proposedamendmentsarealreadyin front of theCouncil asstaff’srecommendation.The
PlanningCommissionis askedto makecomments.

Mr. Wolf calledfor thequestion.
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. Themotion failedwith Mr. Martinezvoting in favor ofthemotion, Ms. Smith,Mr.
Wolf. Ms. Abbott.andMr. Pearlvoting no,andMr. Inmanabstaining. (Absent:
MartyMatiskainen)

Mr. Morganreviewedproposedchangesto thethird andfourthbulletpointsunder“Land
Use”on page10 ofthedraftPlan. With regardto thehotel/restaurant/meetingcenter
complex,referenceto theCM zonewasremoved,allowing suchfacilitiesto be sitedother
thanwithin the11 acresdesignatedfor commercial.Provisionsfor up to 11 acresCM atthe
southernendofAreaA, andprovisionsfor administrativereviewfor settingthezoneare
specified. Mr. Morgannotedthattheamendmentsrespondedto Council’sdirection.

(ThePlanningCommissionrecessedat8:47p.m. andreconvenedat 8:57 p.m.)

Mr. Morgancalledattentionto theproposedamendmentto deletethefinal bulletpoint
under“Land Use”on page10 ofthedocumentwhichprovidedfor 30 acresofcommercial
atthesouthendofAreaA. Theamendmentalsorespondedto Council’sdirection.

Under“Site Design”onpage10 ofthedraftPlan,theproposedchangeto thefirst bullet
pointwouldprovidethat “. . . Thedesignshouldgenerallyidentify individualparcels,
circulationandaccess,landscapingandopenspace.. .“ Mr. Morganadvisedthattheword
generallywasaddedto avoidprohibitinglot line adjustmentsasarecommonin industrial

• developments.

Mr. Morganreviewedtwo bulletpointsproposedto be addedunder“Transportation.” The
first wouldprovidefor theproposedRadiantDrive/Lockhavenunder-crossing.Thesecond
wasin responseto theproposedstadium,andwould requireanevent-trafficmitigationplan
aspartoftherequiredmasterplanfor thearea.

GregLamb, 2323Latona, Keizer,speakingfor theGubserNeighborhoodAssociation,
* expressedhis concernsregardingevent-trafficmitigation. ~ only onewayto

mitigatetraffic priorto constructionoftheRadiantunderpasswould beby directingtraffic
onto McLeod. HealsorelayedtheNeighborhoodAssociation’sconcernsaboutwhatwould
happenduringtheChristmasseasonwith theGubserNeighborhood’s“Miracle of
Christmas”lighting display. Henotedthatwhile thelighting eventis going on,a lot ofthe
corridoris blockedbecauseofthetraffic. Hewonderedif eventsatthestadiumwould be
prohibitedduring the“Miracle ofChristmas.”

(Mr. Matiskainenarrivedat9:00p.m. andassumedhis positionasChair.)

It wasMr. Morgan’sbeliefthatanappropriatemitigationmeasurewouldbeto closeTepper
Lane. Hepointedoutthatoneofthemitigationmeasurestalkedaboutis to do threelanes
onRadiantDrive, specifyingtwo lanesfor in-flow andout-flowtraffic periods,with police

*~fl4~utes corrected 10/9/96.

PlanningCommission
Wednesday,September11,1996

Page8



officersdirectingtraffic. Hepointedout thattheGubserneighborhoodwouldbeinvolved. in creatingthemitigationplan.

Mr. Inmanmovedthattheproposedamendmentto addanewbulletpointon Page
11 ofthedraftPlanattheendofthe“Transportation”sectionbechangedasfollows:

“. . . ThisPlanshall includeprovisionsto blockoff traffic to TepperLanewestof
theBNRRbeforeandafterevents... .“ Themotionwassecondedby Mr. Martinez.

Mr. Lambconfirmedfor Mr. Pearlthattheproposedmitigationmeasurewouldhelp
alleviatea lot oftheconcernsoftheneighborhood.Mr. Lamb,however,hadotherconcerns
relativeto ball parktraffic, suchaslitter thatmight bediscardedby spectatorsleavingan
event.

Themotioncarriedwith all membersvotingin favorexceptMs. Smithwho
abstained.

Mr. Morganpointedout thatafinal amendmentunderAreaA “Transportation”would
changethewordingon thelastbulletpointonpage11 ofthedocumentto reflectthe
PlanningCommission’sreconmiendationto Council regardingtheacceptableLOSat
signalizedintersectionson Lockhaven.It specifiedthatmasterplansfor developmentbe
craftedandcoordinatedto respectthe limitations. Ms. Smithhadconcernsthatthe
limitationsmightposeproblemsfor the lastquadrantto develop.Mr. Johnsonwasunsure

• howto word therequirementquantitatively.He suggestedthepossibilityofaddingsome
verygenerallanguagein theplanthataddressestheissue.

With regardto AreaB, Mr. Morganreadaproposedamendmentto thefirst bulletpointon
page12 under“Transportation.”Henotedthattherewordedbulletpointwould softenthe
requirementregardingasingleaccessto Lockhavenandcreateanopportunityfor additional
oralternativeaccess.

UnderAreaC, “Site Design,”on page12 ofthedocument,Mr. Morganproposed
eliminatingthefirst bulletpointrequiringthat“the sitedesignshallfocuson landscaping
with generoususeoftrees.” Mr. Morganpointedoutthatwith the likelihoodof
developmentby amultipleofsmall developersit would be difficult to createin amaster
planalandscapingplanfor theentirearea.

After discussion,it wasmostgenerallyfelt thattherequirementshouldremain.

Mr. Wolf movedthat theproposedamendmentto eliminatethefirst bulletpoint on
Page12 ofthe“Area C - SiteDesign”sectionofthedraftPlanbe deleted.The
motionwassecondedby Mr. Inman.

Themotion carriedunanimously.

S
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Still inArea C, aproposedamendmentto changethesecondbulletpointunder. “Transportation”on page12 ofthedraftPlanwould addmoreflexibility regardingaccess
to St. Croix onceit is disconnectedfrom LockhavenDrive.

A lengthydiscussionfollowedwith severalsuggestionsfor St. Croix accessvia connecting
streets.Mr. Wolf feltthatthebulletpoint shouldincludesomethingthatwould speakto the
disconnectionoffLockhaven.

Ms. Smithmovedthattheproposedamendmentto changethesecondbulletpoint
onPage12 ofthe“Area C - Transportation”sectionofthedraftPlanbechangedas
follows: “St. Croix Streetwill connectwith therealignedextensionofRidgeDrive.
Themotionwassecondedby Ms. Abbott.

A friendlyamendmentby Mr. Wolfto maintainlanguagefrom the statementin thedraft
Planthat“St. Croix Streetwill bedisconnectedfrom LockhavenDrive” didnot receivea
second.Ms. Smithexplainedherpreferenceforkeepingtheconnection.It waspointedout
thatSt. Croix is right turnonly andwouldhaveno impacton traffic flow.

Themotioncarriedwith all membersvotingin favorexceptMr. Wolf whovoted
no.

Therewasagreementwith afinal proposedamendmentfor AreaC “Transportation,”to. changethethirdbulletpoint onpage12 ofthedraftto clarify thelanguageto allow access
to LockhavenDrivevia ChemawaRoadonly.

A proposedamendmentsto changethefourth bulletpointonpage13 oftheAreaD
“Transportation”sectionrespondedto thePlanningCommission’sdirectionwith regardto
LOSprovisions.

Proposedamendmentsdealingwith “TransportationFacilities”underthePublic
ImprovementssectionofthedraftPlanalsodealtwith LOS requirementsandstrategies.
Mr. Morganreviewedandmorefully explainedthemasterplanrequirementswith regardto
LOSprojections.

Mr. Johnsonconcededaneedto addressin abroadgeneralsenseMs. Smith’s concernsthat
LOSrequirementsmight restrictdevelopmentofafinal quadrant.In responseto comments
fromAttorneyDorothyCofield,Mr. Johnsonfelt thatoneissuewith meritwasthequestion
ofhowLOS getsaccomplished--whatcapitolimprovementswouldbeneededoff-siteto
accomplishtherequiredlevelofservice. Mr. Johnsonrelayedhis concernswith the legality
ofrequiringadeveloperto pay 100%ofthecosts. He emphasizedthatadevelopercannot
berequiredto do improvementswhenthetraffic is notspecificto thedevelopment.Hesaw

aneedfor anoverallfinancingplanto beput togethervery soon..
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Mr. Morganpointedout thatabulletpointproposedto be addedto thePublic

S Improvements“TransportationFacilities” sectiongetsspecificonthe issueoftheCity’s
responsibilityfor streetimprovements.Henotedthatwithouttheproposedlanguage,the
developermight attemptto applySupremeCourtCase“Nolan” whichcouldobligatethe
City to widenLockhavenandpaysomeofthecosts. Theproposedlanguagespecifically
saysthattheCity is notobligatedto evenapproveaStreetimprovementprojectbecause
thereareotherstrategiesto establisha levelofservice. Mr. Morganfelt thattheproposed
languagemight createastrongerdefenseagainstthe“Nolan” argument.

Mr. Morganrespondedto questionsaboutstreetimprovementsproposedin thePlandraft.
It washis perceptionthattheproposedimprovementswouldbe sufficientto meetLOS
requirementswhencombinedwith developerstrategies.He acknowledgedthata fmancing
strategy,fairandequitableto thedeveloperandtheCity, would be developedto payforthe
improvementsproposedin thePlan. He emphasizedthatif a landuseis establishedthatby
its traffic generationdemandsmorephysicalimprovement,theCity is notobligatedto
approvethephysicalimprovementregardlessofwhopaysfor it.

Ms. Abbottquestionedthepossibility ofurbanrenewaldollarsbeingusedfor
improvementsrelatedto theChemawaActivity Center.Mr. Morganperceivedthatany
urbanrenewaldollarsspentin connectionwith theActivity Centerwouldbeusedto thedo
thesewerandwaterextensionatthenorthend. Hedid not anticipatethat theproposed
extensionoftheUrbanRenewalPlanwouldchangeplansto usethemoneyforRiver Road. andCherryAvenue.

Mr. MorganandMr. Johnsonrespondedto questionsandcommentsabouttheproposals
statedinAttorneyCofield’sletter.

Ms. Smithsuggestedthatfor clarificationthebulletpointmorespecifically referto “off-
site”streetimprovementsratherthanjuststreetimprovements.

Ms. Smithmovedthattheproposedamendmentto addanewbulletpointon Page
14 ofthedraftPlanafterthefourthbulletpoint bechangedasfollows: “The City’s
responsibilityto participatein orfacilitateanyoff-site streetimprovementprojector
othertransportationprogramis limited to theimprovementsandprogramscited in
this Plan,all ofwhichareincludedin the“RegionalTransportationSystemPlan”
adoptedin July 1996by theSalem/KeizerAreaTransportationStudyPolicy
Committee. Thecity is notobligatedto approveorparticipatein any off-site street
improvementsortransportationprogramswhichareproposedby adeveloperto
meettheLOS standardswhich arenot includedin thisPlandocument.Themotion
wassecondedby Mr. Wolf.

Themotion carriedunanimously.

.
Planning Commission

Wednesáay,September11,1996
Page 11



Mr. MorganindicatedthatheandMr. Johnsonwould workontheLOS commentsto

S addresstheconcernsregardingdevelopmentofafinal quadrant.

Mr. Morganquickly reviewedtheremainingproposedamendmentsdealingwith street
improvementsrelativeto LockhavenDrive. He explainedthatthechangeswerein response
to recommendationsmadeby Traffic EngineerWoelkin his traffic study.

Mr. Morganexplainedthataproposedchangeto thefirst paragraphunder“TheMaster
PlanningProcess”wouldclarify howthesystemworks.

Under“FinancialStrategy”on page18 ofthedraftPlanaproposedchangeto paragraph9
would establishamore-likelydatefor engineering,designandfinancingwork, afterthe
Planis adopted.

Mr. MorgananticipatedthatassoonasthePlanis adopted,theCitywill hireaconsultant
with particularexpertisein municipal financeto do thedetailedfmancialplananalysisand
createaproposalfor adoptionby theCity Council.

IBPZone

Mr. Morganpointedout thatthedraftIBPzonerepresentedtextworkedonby thePlanning
Commissionoverthe lastseveralmonths.Henotedthatit is now beforetheCity Council

S for adoption.
Mr. Morgancalledspecificattentionto the introductorystatementproposinguseoftheIBP
zonein conjunctionwith overlayzoneswhichmight includemorerestrictiveuseand
developmentstandards.TheAC (Activity Center)overlayzonewascitedasan example.
HeemphasizedthattheIBP zonewasdevelopedfor usethroughouttheCity, notjustthe
ChemawaActivity Center.

Mr. Morganpointedout thatin thedraft,theSIC (StandardIndustrialClassification)
numberswereleft off eachindividualuse,butwouldbeaddedin thefinal ordinancedraft.
Mr. Morganproceededto reviewthetext ofthedraftIBP zone.

In the introductoryparagraph,“ClassificationofUses,”Mr. Matiskainenfeltthataspecific
referenceto theChemawaActivity Centerwasunnecessary.Mr. Morganagreedthatthe
referencecouldberemoved.

Mr. Matiskainenmovedto removefrom thefirst paragraphoftheIBPZone.
“ClassificationofUses?’thereferenceto theChemawaActivity Center. The
motionwassecondedby Mr. Wolf.

Themotion carriedunanimously.

S
Planning Commission

Wednesday,September11,1996
Page12



Onpage3 ofthedraft,Mr. Inmanpointedoutthatthecategory“Services”wasusedtwice. under“PennittedUses.” Mr. Morganindicatedthatthecategoriesweretakenfrom theSIC.
Hewasunsurewhy Serviceswaslistedtwice.

Alsoonpage3, under“Retailtrade”wasthesub-category“Eating anddrinkingplaces.”
Ms. Smithrecalledtheconceptthatretail within theIBPzonewould be limited to services
thatwouldsupportthe light industrialuses.Shesuggestedthatthesub-categorybe
amendedto excludedrive-throughservices.

Ms. Smithmovedthatsubsectionj)(Retailtrade)i) (Eatinganddrinking places)
under“PermittedUses”beamendedto add“excludingdrive-throughwindowsor
carserviceassociatedwith eatinganddrinkingplaces.” Themotion wasseconded
by Mr. Martinez.

Mr. Wolf notedthebenefitsoffast-foodestablishmentsfor workerswith shortlunchbreaks.
It waspointedout thatdelicatessensorevenestablishmentssuchasMcDonald’sexpress
would bepermitted. Also, thatfast-fooddrive-throughestablishmentswould beallowedin
theCM zone.

Themotioncarriedunanimously.

Onpage4 under“Flexible SpaceUses,”Mr. Morganindicatedthathewould makesure

S thatthepermitted“MiscellaneousRepairServices”would excludeautomotiverepair
services.

Alsounder“Flexible SpaceUses,”subsectionb) listeddevelopmentlimits thatwould apply
to permittedflexible spaceuses.Mr. Morganrespondedto questionsabouttheproposed
aggregatefloor arealimitation for all retailuses.TheCommissionalsodiscussed
developmentlimits for outdoorstorage.Ms. Smithquestionedthewordingofsub-section
vi) underb). It stated: “Buildings frontingastreetandwithin fifty feetofanabutting
propertyshallhaveglassfrontagenot lessthanthirty-five percentoftheareaofthestreet
frontwall.” TheCommissionagreedthatit did notmakesenseto excludebuildingsbeyond
fifty feetofanabuttingpropertyfrom theglassfrontagerequirement.

Ms. Smithmovedthatunder“Flexible SpaceUses.”subsectionb) (.. .development
limits. . .) vi) beamendedto delete“andwithin fift feetofan abuttingpropertv~”
andreadasfollows: “Buildings frontingastreetshallhaveglassfrontagenot less
thanthirty-five percentoftheareaofthestreetfront wall.” Themotionwas
secondedby Mr. Matiskainen.

Themotioncarriedunanimously.

Therewereno changesto theremainderofthedraftIBP zone. Mr. Morganrequestedthat
SecretaryOxe’ put themotionsin theform ofaletterormemorandumfrom Chairman
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Matiskainento theCity Council. Hewill submitit to theCouncilalongwith his reportnext5 Monday,September16.

With regardto theletterfrom AttorneyDorothyCofield,Mr. JohnsonandMr. Morgan
indicatedthattheywould respondto hercomments.

7. ANNOUNCEMENTSAN]) AGENDA INPUT

Mr. Wolf suggestedthatthePlanningCommissionBi-lawsbe updatedto reflectthecurrent
meetingdateandtime. It wassuggestedthatheput it in theform ofamotion.

Mr. WolfmovedthatthePlanningCommissionBy-lawsbe changeto reflectthat
thePlanningCommissionshallmeetat 7:00p.m. onthesecondWednesdayof
everymonth. Themotionwassecondedby Ms. Smith.

Themotioncarriedunanimously.

Mr. Morgancalledattentionto theupcomingAPA PlanningCommissionTrainingSeminar
whichwill beheldon Saturday,November23 in Gresham.HenotedthattheCity will pay
theregistrationfeefor Commissioners,andsuggestedthatanyoneinterestin attendinglet
Ms. Oxe’ knowsothatshecansubmittheregistrationform.

S Mr. MorganremindedthePlanningCommissionthatthiswouldbeMr. Matiskainen’slast
meetingaftersix yearson theCommission.

7.1 City Council public hearing on stadium project - Thursday, September
12,1996 - 7:00PM

7.2 City Council final hearing and action on the ChemawaActivity Center
Plan - Monday, September16, 1996 - 7:00 PM

7.3 Cherry AvenuePublic Forum: September18, 1996- 7:00PM - location
to be announced

7.4 Regular Meeting: October9, 1996 - 7:00 PM

8. ADJOURN

Themeetingwasadjournedby ChairmanMatiskainenat 10:55p.m.
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