
MINUTES

S KEIZER PLANNiNG COMMISSION
KEIZER CITY HALL - COUNCIL CHAMBERS

JTJLY 9, 1997

1. CALL TO ORDER

The meetingwascalledto orderby ChairSmithat 7:07 p.m.

2. ROLL CALL

Thefollowing memberswerepresent:Dick Inman,MannyMartinez,JuneAbbott,
Elaine Smith,andJereClancy. Bill Wolf wasexcused.

Alsopresentwere: CouncilLiaisonJimKeller, CommunityDevelopmentDirector
JohnMorgan,andRecordingSecretaryNonaOxe’.

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

It wasmovedby Ms. Abbott that theminutesofMay 14. 1997be approved. The
• motionwassecondedby Mr. Martinezandcarried,all presentvoting ayeexcept

Mr. MartinezandMr. Clancywho abstainedfrom voting inasmuchastheywere
not presentat thatmeeting.

It wasmovedby Ms. Abbott that theminutesofJune11. 1997beapproved. The
motion wassecondedby Mr. Clancyandcarried,all presentvotingaye exceptMs.
Smithwho abstainedfrom votinginasmuchasshewasnot presentatthat meeting.

4. APPEARANCEOF INTERESTEDCITIZENS

No onecameforwardto presentanyissuesto theCommission.

5. PROJECTUPDATES

DevelopmentActivity

Anupdatewasnotgiven.

MixedUseZone

An updatewasnot given.
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S TransportationPlan

Mr. Morganmadereferenceto thedraftBicycleElement,andAlder Streetextension
analysispreparedby COG. Copiesofthedocumentswereincludedin theagendapacket.
HesuggestedthatCommissionersreviewandanalyzethedocumentsandbepreparedto
discussthemin September.Henotedthat staffhasbeenworking on astreetinventory,
andnowhasalist ofstreets,by condition. Hedisplayedacolor-keymapofcity streets
developedon theGIS. It will beusedin preparingan analysisofdeficiencies. Of
particularimportancewill bean analysisofpedestrianandbikefacility deficienciesin
locationswherethereareno curbsandsidewalks. Mr. Morganalsocalledattentionto a
letter from theprincipalofCummingsElementarySchoolspeakingto thelackofbicycle
andpedestrianfacilities aroundtheschool. Henotedthat theCity’s BikewaysCommittee
andtheCummingsSchoolLSACrepresentativeareworking on agrantproposalto
addressthesafetyneedsat theschool.

ADDED ITEM

Resolution- Initiation ofLegislativeAmendmentto AmendChapter23 ofthe
ZoningOrdinanceRelativeto ChildFosterCareHomes

Copiesofthe draftresolutionweredistributedto Commissionersprior to the meeting.

S Mr. Morganexplainedthat Jim Seymore,presidentofCatholicCommunityServicesandalsoan activeparticipantin KeizerUnited,cameto CouncilMondaynightwith arequestfor azoningordinanceamendmentto allow building ofafostercarehomethatwould
housefive to eight childrenin apermanenthomeenvironment. Althoughfosterparents
living in thehomemight changefrom time-to-time,thekids would remainin thestable
environment.Mr. Morgannotedthatno tax moneyis involvedin theproject;it would be
built andmaintainedby wayofaprivatebenefactorandthesupportofthecommunity.
Thehomewould be specificallyavailableto Keizerkids.

Mr. MorgannotedthatthecurrentResidentialSingleFamily zoninglimits child fostercare
homesto five orfewer children. Whereasthemore-commonly-knownfosterhome
providescarefor siblings,the proposedhomewould allow up to eight individualchildren.
It wasfelt that allowing eightchildrenwouldbetterjustify thecoststo build andrunthe
home. Theproposedchangein text would allow fostercarehomesfor greaterthanfive
children.

Mr. Morgannotedthat theCity Council directedstaffto bring therequestedtext change
to thePlanningCommissionto considerinitiating theamendmentto theZoning
Ordinance. If thePlanningCommissionagreesto initiate theamendment,it will later have
opportunityto considerwhetherto recommendadoptionofthe amendment.After public
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hearingby theCity Council, if theamendmentis passed,thefostercarehomeproponents
canfile for aconditionalusepermit,allowing public commenton thespecificproposal.

CouncilorKellerprovidedmoreinformationaboutMr. Seymore’sspecificproposal. The
proposedfostercarehomewould targetchildrenfive to sevenyearsofage. It would be
locatednearSir LancelotCourt. Henotedthat currentlythereareno neighborhood
associationsin that area,however,CynthiaVannoy,presidentoftheClaggettCreek
NeighborhoodAssociation,wasinvited to lastMonday’sCouncil meeting,andto talk
with Mr. Seymoreaboutanyconcerns.CouncilorKeller reemphasizedthatabenefactor
would constructthehome,andanotherbenefactorwill handletheannualoperating
expenses.CouncilorKellersawtheprojectasabenefitto thecommunity.

Mr. Inmanaskedif thebuilding itselfwould haveto go throughtheconditionaluse
process.Mr. Morganansweredthatthebuilding would not; theoccupancywould.

Mr. Inman questionedtheproposed“. . . six ormorechildren”language.Hewonderedif
therewould bea maximumnumber. Mr. Morganansweredthat“six or more” is language
usedtheRL (ResidentialLimited) zone. Hepickedit for that reason,however,the
PlanningCommissioncould chooseto put acapon thenumber.

Mr. Martinezwasconcernedaboutthe lackofacap. Healsofelt thePlanning
Commissionshould getneighborhoodandpublic input beforetaking anykind ofaction.

• Mr. Morganreiteratedthat theresolutionto initiate theamendmentwould merelyput the
matteron thetable. ThePlanningCommissioncould later recommendeitherapprovalor
denialofthetext amendment.HealsonotedthattheresolutionbeforetheCommission
wasmerelyadraft. In initiating theamendment,theCommissioncould specifya
maximumnumberif theyso chose. Theycouldalsoset thefirst public hearingbeforethe
PlanningCommissionratherthanthe CityCouncil, asthedraft resolutioncurrentlystates.
Mr. Morganemphasized,however,that Mr. Seymore’sspecificproposalwould notcome
to thePlanningCommission.

Ms. Smithaskedif aspartoftheconditionaluseprocessthenumberofchildren couldbe
limited asaconditionofapproval. Mr. Morganansweredyes. Healsoexplainedthe
conditionalusenoticingrequirementsthatwould allow opportunityfor commentfrom the
neighbors.

Mr. ClancymovedthatthePlanningCommissionadopttheproposedResolution
to InitiateaLegislativeAmendmentto AmendChapter23 oftheZoning
OrdinanceRelativeto Child FosterCareHomes. Ms. Abbott secondedthe
motion.

Themotioncarried,all presentvoting ayeexceptMr. Martinezwho abstained.
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. 6. PUBLIC BEARING

6.1 DevelopmentCode

ChairSmithnotedthatthepublic hearingcontinuedfrom June11 remainedopenedfor
public comment. Sheindicatedthatshewould attemptto groupthetestimonyto
concentrateon onespecificissueat a time. Shefirst calledFire MarshalJoel Steinto the
podium.

Multi-Family SprinklerSystemRequirements

Fire Marshal Joel Stein,representingtheKeizerFire District, indicatedthat he was
presentin supportofthefire district’sproposalto incorporatecoderequirementsfor
sprinidersystemsin residentialmulti-family structures.Heaskedif therewereanyfurther
questionsregardingthematerialprovidedby him on June11.

Ms. Smithnotedthat staffwasrecommendinga stand-aloneordinanceratherthan
incorporatingtherequirementsin thedevelopmentcode. Staffhad suggestedthe
following language: “Every apartmenthouse,lodginghouse,dormitory, convent,
monastery,roominghouse,condominiumorhotel two storiesormorein heightand
containingmorethanfour apartmentsorguestroomsshall haveinstalledthereinan
approvedautomaticsprinidersystemthroughoutthepremises.”ShequestionedMr.
Stein’sreactionto thestaffrecommendationfor astand-aloneordinance.Mr. Steinhad

no objection;he merelywishedto seesomethingadopted.

Mr. Morganrefreshedmemoriesregardingthesometime-usedpracticeto build a lower
floor beneathgradeandavoid thecurrentsprinidersystemrequirementfor multi-family
developmentswith threeormorefloors. Mr. steinpassedaroundadrawingdepictingthe
practice.Mr. Morganalsoexplainedwhy it wasfelt thata stand-aloneordinancewould
bepreferable.HeandMr. Steinconfirmedthattheproposedrequirementwouldbe
stricterthantheUniform Building Coderequirements.Theyalsoconfirmedthat current
buildingswould not haveto beretrofitted; therequirementwould applyonly to new
construction.

Mr. Clancywasconcernedaboutthecoststhatultimatelywould beborneby therentersof
notonly the apartmentsmeetingtherequirement,but all apartmentsin Keizersinceothers
would raiserentscorrespondingly.Mr. Steincould not predicttheimpact on rents. He
noted,however,thattherearecurrentlyapartmentsin Keizerwith sprinidersystems. He
suspectedthatthe $1.25/sq.ft. costfigure heprovidedwasprobablyonthehigh sidesince
it wasbasedon figuresfor a single-familydwelling. Hefelt $1/sq.ft. wouldbemore
realisticfor anapartmentcomplex. Henotedthevalueofsprinidersystemsin savinglives
andproperty,andacknowledgedthat he would like to look at retrofittingsometimein the
future.
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S Ms. Abbott andMr. Inmanindicatedsupportfor theproposedrequirement.Mr. Inman
felt that asprinidersystemcouldbea selling pointfor leasingor rentingapartments.He
alsosuspectedthat fire insurancepremiumswould be lowerfor buildingswith sprinider
systems.Mr. Steinindicatedthat the insurancesavingsto an ownerwouldbeabout15%.

Mr. Martinezagreedonthebenefitsfor hotels,apartments,etc. He,however,wasalso
concernedaboutthecosts. Ratherthanadoptingmoreregulations,he thoughtabetter
approachwould beto sell the ideato developers.

It wasagreedthat theissueneededto be examinedfurtherotherthanin thecontextofthe
developmentcodediscussion. Ms. SmithaskedMr. Morganto scheduleit asan agenda
itemat a subsequentmeeting.

Vision ClearanceOrdinance

City PlannerAmy Droughtdeferredto Traffic SafetyCommissionChairMike Kirby to

presenttheCommission’srecommendation.

Mike Kirby, Keizer Traffic SafetyCommissionChair, 492Hollyhock PlaceN,
Keizer, presentedthe Traffic SafetyCommission’sproposalfor revisionsto vision
clearanceregulations.HenotedthatCity PlannerDroughtworkedwith the Commission

S to put togetherthedraft. TheTraffic SafetyCommission’sonly disagreementwith thestaff-recommendedrevisionswaswith regardto enforcementprovisions. Staffwasproposingthatviolationsbe subjectto theCity’s Civil InfractionOrdinanceratherthanthe
provisionsoriginally draftedby theTraffic SafetyCommission. Mr. Kirby reviewedthe
Commission-recommendedenforcementprovisions. In comparingthetwo, theTraffic
SafetyCommissionsawits proposedenforcementprovisionsasbeinglesscomplicated
andmoreenforceable.Mr. Kirby notedthat enforcementofcurrentregulationshasnot
beenpursuedby the City.

ChairSmithaskedfor staff’sperspective.Mr. Morganexplainedthatstaffwould be
recommendingthat undertheDevelopmentCodetherebeonly oneconsistent
enforcementprocedure.Separateenforcementproceduresfor separatepartsoftheCode
would createconfusionandinconsistencyin application. Mr. Morganagreedthat there
hadbeenalackofenforcement,but pointedout thatthisyear’sbudgetincludesacode
enforcementpositionto moreeffectivelydealwith codeviolation issues.

In reviewingthespecificsoftheproposedrevisions,Ms. Smithwonderedif sectionson
trimming oftreesanddiseasedtreesbelongedin thetreeordinanceratherthanvision
clearancesections. It wasMs. Abbott’s recollectionthat muchofwhatwasbeing
proposedalreadyexistedin thetreeordinance. Mr. Morganagreedthat someredundancy
wasfound.
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S Forclarification,City PlannerAmy Droughtexplainedthat staffwasrecommendingthat
thesectiondealingwith diseasedtreesandshrubsbeaddedto the codeunderthechapter
dealingwithPlantingandMaintenance.Ms. Droughtrespondedto questionsabout
right-of-wayobstructions.

Mr. Kirby explainedfor Mr. Martinezwhy requirementsfor trimming oftreesandshrubs
projectingoverstreetswerebeingproposed.Heemphasizedtheneedto removelow-
hangingorprojectingbranchesto avoidhavingthemtorn awayby refusedisposaltrucks,
deliverytrucks,etc. Heacknowledgedfor Mr. Martinezthat althoughsomeofthe
regulationsareapplicableto streetsin general,somearespecificallyapplicableto
intersections.

RecreationalVehicle Parking

Mr. Morgannotedthat abouttwo yearsago,theCommissionreceivedtestimony
objectingto theunsightlyandsometimeshazardouswayrecreationalvehicleswerebeing
parkedon someproperties.Staffwasdirectedto draft standardsto regulateparkingof
RV’s, to addresssomeoftheconcerns.Mr. Morganwentoverthefive proposed
provisions. Henotedthat thefirst threedealingwith spacelimitation, location,and
surfacingarein theexistingcode. Theremainingtwo dealingwith screening,and setbacks
arenew.

Mr. Morganadvisedthatin additionto thewrittenobjectionsincludedin theagenda
packet,severalcallswerereceived,all in oppositionto theproposedstandards.

Tom Gilkey, P.O.Box 20478,Keizer,notedthat theproposedregulationssaynothing
aboutexistingRV parking areas.Henotedthat he andhis neighborhaveside-by-sideRV
padsthat don’t allow roomfor a six-foot fenceto divide andscreenthepads.He
suspectedthat thereweresimilarsituationsin otherneighborhoods.Hewonderedif
existingRV parkingareaswould be grandfathered.Heindicatedsupportfor most ofthe
proposalsfor newconstruction.

Mr. Morganpointedout introductorylanguageindicatingthattherequirementswould
applyto newsituations. For existingpads,he perceivedthatthefirst fourrequirements
would beappropriatefor grandfathering.Hesuspectedthatthesetbackrequirement
would not,unlesssospecified. Hefelt thatgrandfatheringwith regardto setbackswould
be difficult to regulate,property-by-property.

Bob Clausen,StateDirector for the Oregon GoodSam Club, P. 0. Box 96, Albany,
waspresentat therequestofaGoodSammemberwho is aKeizerresident.Mr. Clausen
notedthat theGoodSamClubhasanRV ParkingCounselthat hasput togetheramanual
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ofvariousordinancesfrom aroundthecountry. He indicatedthattheywouldbehappyto
providestaffwith useofthe manual,or otherassistancein developingparking standards.

Mr. Inman askedMr. Clausenif othercities orcountiesin thestatehadsimilar regulations
proposedor in force. Mr. Clausenwasunsure,but indicatedthathe would checkwith the
Chairofthe Counsel.

TedShaver,771 Cummings Lane, Keizer,indicatedthathe boughthis homeeightyears
agobecauseit hadanRV pad. Heparkshis motorhomeon thepadwhich is thethird
sectionofatriple-widedriveway. Hewouldbeunableto meettheproposedfive-foot side
setback. Also, becausethereareno stormsewerson thestreet,he hasaproblemwith
standingwaterin his driveway,andmight notmeetthesurfacingrequirement.

Bob Dozier, 782 Cummings Lane, Keizer,questionedthe City’s noticingprocedures.
Hewasunsurehow aflyer with theproposalandthemeetingdateandtime reachedhis
door,but wasconcernedthat citizensdon’t receivenoticeofproposedactionsuntil its too
late. Also, Mr. Dozierrequestedthatthe setbackrequirementsapplyto newdevelopment
only sincemanyexistingparking areaswould not comply.

Ms. Abbott emphasizedthattheregulationsareproposedandin draftform, not adopted.
Therewould beotheropportunityfor public input.

• AgnesEwing, 595 Manbrin Drive N, Keizer, a 20-year resident at that location,
indicatedwholeheartedsupportfor theproposedRV parking standards.Shefelt that it
waswithin her right, asapropertyowner,to protectherproperty. Shenotedthat more
andmoreRV’s areshowingup in neighborhoods,andstressedtheneedfor parkingrules
andguidelines. Shealsofelt thattheproposedsetbackregulationsshouldbeappliedto
existingspaces.

C. L. Bergersen,1020Orchard Street N, Keizer, a Keizerresidentsince1965,wished
to chastiseCity administrationfor notmakingpeopleawareofthehearingprocessnow
underway. Hewould nothaveknownif anotherRV ownerhadnot takenit uponhimself
to let RV ownersknow aboutthehearing. Mr. Bergersonbroughtup whatheperceived
to be changesin theCity’s priorities,and questionedthedirectionoftheCity.

Mr. Morganconcededthat althoughtheKeizertimescontainedan articleaboutwhat
would bediscussedatthehearing,thepaperwould notreachthegeneralpublic until
tomorrow. Hepointedout, however,thatthePlanningCommissionhearingsareforthe
purposeoffinalizing thedraft andmaking arecommendationto theCity Council. The
CityCouncil will hold hearingson thedraftcode,probablysometimein theFall. With
regardto noticing,henotedthat it would impossibleto includein anewspaperhearing
noticeeverythingaddressedin thecode. HeindicatedappreciationthatRV ownersspread
theword.. PlanningCommission
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. Gil Arendt , 878 GreenwoodDrive, Keizer, felt thatword shouldhavegot out thatthe
proposedrequirementsapplyto boats,trailers, etc.aswell asmotorhomes. Hefelt that it
would beunreasonableto requireresidentsto put theirvehiclesin storageareasthatare
expensiveandsometimesunsafe.

Les Frels, 875 Ventura Street N, Keizer,questionedsidesetbackrequirements
mentionedon theflyer he received.

Mr. Morganpointedout that Mr. Frelswaslookingat thedraft ofproposedstandardsfor
commercialstorage,not homestorage.

CharlesMoiseve,3848 - 5th AvenueN, Keizer,suspectedthat amajorityofhomesin
Keizerhaveno accessto backor sideyards. Theproposedsetbackrequirementswould
prohibit themfrom parkingRV’s ontheirproperty. Henotedthat thereareonly a limited
numberofcommerciallotsnearby,andmostarealreadyfill. HewonderedwhattheCity
might do to makeparking spacesavailableoraccessiblefor peopleunableto parkon their
own property.

SteveRobinson,1290Rafael N, Keizer,believedthat his RV parkingareawould
complywith theproposedregulations. However,eventhoughhe hasno objectionto his
neighborparkinghis 30-footRV rightup againstthepropertyline, his neighborwould not

• be in compliance. Mr. Robinsonstatedthat hewouldnot like to seehis neighborhaveto
movehis RV, and indicatedhis oppositionto theproposedordinance.Heagreedthat
manypeoplecouldnot affordtherent to storeanRV.

Archie McCurry, 1815Dixon StreetNE, Keizer,statedthatneitherhis carnorpickup
would meetthe 10-footsetbackrequirementfor RV’s parkedin driveways. Althoughthe
City wasnow talkingRV parking,hequestionedhow long it would bebeforeregulations
would beplacedon parkingcarsin driveways.

John Illinsley, 4235ShorelineDrive N, Keizer,22 yearsatthat location,believedthat
manypeoplehadmovedto Keizerbecauseit wasknownasaplacenot over-burdened
with political regulations.HealsosuspectedthatRV pads,includedasaselling point in
someofthenew subdivisions,would not complywith theproposedsidesetback
requirements.Hecalledattentionto thelargegroupin theaudienceopposedto the
proposedregulations,andurgedthat theimpact onthecommunitybe considered.

Milton West,3385Willamette Drive N, Keizer, circulated aboundfolder of
photographs,with commentary,showinghis 30-footRV parkedin his driveway,andalso
showingotherareasofhis propertythat would requireremodelingif hewereto try to
meettheproposedstandards.Mr. Westtalkedaboutthe alternativesavailableto him to
parkon his propertywhich, in his opinion,wereall unreasonable.Hequestionedwhat
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wasbeingproposedfor propertieswith physicallimitations, andwhatfinancialprovisions. theCity would makein orderfor peopleto remodel. Healsoquestionedwhat alternatives
werebeingproposedfor peopleunableto parkon theirproperties.

Mr. Morganexplainedthatfor situationswheregrandfatheringcouldnot beapplied,there
wereno provisionfor an alternative. A personwould be compelledto find someother
placeto parktheRV. In responseto aquestionfrom Mr. Westaboutthepenaltyfor
violations,Mr. Morgandescribedthemaximumpenaltythat couldbeinvokedunderthe
Civil InfractionOrdinance. Mr. Westcommentedthatbecauseofthepotentialcoststo
RV owners,he consideredtheordinance“very punitive.”

Arlie Williams, 5168Verda Lane, Keizer,referredbackto the issueof vision
clearance.Helives on acurveandhasdifficulty gettingfrom his propertyontoVerda
Lanedueto speedingtraffic combinedwith treesto thenorththat projectovertheright-
of-way. Othertreesto thesouthalsoobstructvision. Neighborshaveindicatedthatthe
treesareon City property. Mr. Williams indicatedthat hewould like to seethetrees
trimmedto makethestreetsafer.

DustyHuffman, 1233Larchwood, Keizer,statedthat he andhis neighborhaveside-to-
sideRV pads. As heunderstoodthe ordinance,he would haveto buildafencesix-feetin
heightbetweenthetwo pads,which wouldblock accessbetweenthetwo homes. Mr.
Morganexplainedthatalthoughtheywouldberequiredto park 10 feetapart,theywould

• begrandfatheredinsofarasthephysicalconstruction.Mr. Huffmanindicatedthat he
would haveno problemwith theordinanceif everythingnow in placewereto be
grandfathered.Hedid object,however,to thepremisethat manywho hadinvestedalot
ofmoneyin building RV padswould nownot beableusethem. Hestronglyobjectedto
taking awaysomethingalreadyallowed,andwasconcernedwhererestrictionsmight go
from here.

Bob Dozier, who spokeearlier,felt thatif thepurposeoftheordinancewasto getRVs
off thestreet,thentheordinanceshouldbewritten to get themoff thestreet,not to
prohibit parkingin driveways.

Chuck Pursey,4810GobertAvenueNE,Keizer,statedthatwhenhemovedto Keizer
threeyearsago,hecalledCity officesto askaboutputting in an RV pad. Nothingwas
saidaboutsetbacks,only that he musthavean all-weathersurfacethatwould drain. He
notedthatwhenparkedon thepad,his presenttrailerextendsto abouttwo feetfrom the
street.Becausehe lives onacorner,by definition, he hastwo front yards. Underthe
proposedrequirements,he is unableto put thepadanywhereelseon his property. He
pointedout thework it took to put in theexistingpad.

Don Fairley, 4520ShorelineDrive N, Keizer,wasunsurewhethertheareawherehe
parkshis 16-footboatwould qualifyundertheproposedsetbackstandards.Hewasmost
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concernedthat ratherthantrying to preservethe freedomofpeopleworking thingsout. amongstthemselves,theCitywasconsideringmorelegislation. Hewonderedhowmany
peoplein Keizerweretruly complainingon an on-goingbasis.

Mr. Inmanaskedwhat recourseapersonmight haveif aneighborchosenot to getalong.
Mr. Fairleyindicatedthat he couldspeakonly for himself; thathewould considerthe
otherperson’srights,andif thecurrentregulationsweremet, that standshouldprevail.

NonieHinsley,4235ShorelineDrive N, Keizer, felt thattheissueshouldbehandled
within aneighborhood,not regulatedby theCity. Shestronglydisagreedwith the
proposedsetbackrequirements.

AgnesEwing,who spokeearlierin favor oftheproposedregulations,explainedwhy she
approachedtheCity Council acoupleyearsago. After living in herhomefor about20
years,newneighborsnext doorparkeda45-foot long, 12-foot tall RV in theirsingle-car
driveway,completelyobstructinganyview downthestreet. Thenewneighborswere
unwilling to considerfinding anotherlocationto parktheRV. Ms. Ewingfelt that rules
neededto bein placeto protecttherights of propertyownerswho might haveto dealwith
peopleunconcernedabouttherights ofothers.

Fred George,974 KoalaStreetNorth,Keizer,objectedto theproposedregulations.
Henotedthat theproposedsetbackrequirementswould forcehim to sell his 20-footboat

• which henow parkson his sideyard. It washis feeling thattheremustbe somealternative
otherthanforcingapersonto storehis recreationvehicleonalot awayfrom his property.

RhondaRich,5273Verda Lane, Keizer,consideredthe proposedordinance
discriminatoryagainstpeoplewith RVs. Shefelt thatothersituationsexistedwithin the
City that couldbeconsideredfar greatereye-sores,suchasjunk carsin driveways,etc.
Shenotedthat althoughstoredawayduring thewinter, during thesummerher camperand
boatareparkedon apadright up againstthepropertyline, andvery likely wouldnot be in
compliancewith theproposedregulations. In Keizer’srural atmosphere,sheconsidered
thesetbackrequirementstoo restrictive,and shequestionedtheneedfor thesurfacing
requirements.

Therewasno othertestimonyonRV parking. Ms. SmithstatedthatthePlanning
Commissionwould not deliberateon the issueat tonight’smeeting. Noting thenew
information,andstrongfeelingsdemonstrated,sherequestedthat Mr. Morganbring back
informationasto whatothercommunitiesaredoing,andalternativesthat might work
betterfor all thepeoplein thecommunity.

(TheCommissionrecessedat9:14 p.m. andreconvenedat 9:30 p.m.)

Ms. Smithallowedoneadditionalcommentwith regardto vision clearancestandards.
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. Karen Truckee, 6330 14th. AvenueNE, Keizer, wasconcernedaboutthe
restrictivenessoftheproposedvisionclearanceordinance. Shenotedthat shelives on a
noisycornerlot with astreeton onesideandan alley on theother. If a stopsignwereto
beput in atthealley,undertheproposedregulationsshewould beunableto putup a
noisebarriersuchasawall or hedgegreaterthan30 inchesin height. Shefelt that
controllingspeedwould betteraddressthesafetyissues

Ms. Smithdeferredto CityPlannerDroughtasto therationalefor the30-inchheight
requirement.Ms. Droughtnotedthat 30 inchesis thestandardnow in placefor
intersectionsotherthancontrolledintersections.It wasthefeeling oftheTraffic Safety
Commissionthat thestandardshouldapplyto controlledintersectionsaswell asothers.

Ms. Smithrecalledthat 30 inchesis thetypical standardforvision clearanceat corners.

Building-relatedIssues

Eric Meurer, 385 Taylor NE, Salem(office), 412 LakefaireCircle N, Keizer(home),
presentedtestimonyonbehalfoftheMarion-PolkBuilding IndustryAssociationandthe
SalemAssociationofRealtors. Henotedthatrepresentativesfrom thebuilding industry
havehadseveralmeetingswith Mr. Morganto discusstheproposeddevelopmentcode.
Issuesstill undercontentionrevolvearoundtransit,building orientation,connectivity

• betweenbuilding sites,andpossiblysomebicycleparkingrequirements.Mr. Meurer
indicatedthatheis looking forwardto a“cleancopy” ofthe draftsincemanychanges
havebeenmadeto theoriginally-proposedlanguage.

Mr. Meurerprovidedcommenton issuesaddressedin thefollowing sectionsofthedraft:

Section2110.05A 4 (page2.1-61)underLocationStandardsfor IBP districts - thatthe
possiblerequirementof streetright-of-wayandimprovementsfor streetsabuttingand
within JBPdistrictsmight discouragethedevelopmentofIBP districts.

Section2123.05(page2.1-108)underConditionsofApprovalin activity centersdealing
with thattransit orientation,building orientation,andpedestrian/bicyclecirculation - that
placingthebuildingson thesiteasthougheverybuilding would beservedby atransit
facility orby abusis amistake. It wasthebuilding industry’s feeling thatsuch
requirementsin this section,and similaronesin othersectionsofthedraft, would not
appropriatelyapply in Keizer. HesuggestedthatrestaurantssuchasShari’sorDenny’s
beconsultedsincetheyarenot orientedasproposed.Healsonotedthat theCity ofSalem
hasdroppedsimilar requirementsfrom their codebecauseofliability issuesassociated
with rearparkinglots, andtherequirementswereconsideredunrealistic.
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Mr. Morganconcededthattherequirementsmight not beappropriatefor someareasof. Keizer,and notedthat the languageleavesroomfor discretionaryapplicationofthe
requirements.Mr. Morgangaveexamplesofdevelopmentswherestaffhasworkedwith
thedeveloperto cometo awin/win situation. Hefelt that oncethefinal languageis
crafted,therewould beno impasse.

As abusrider, Ms. Smithindicatedthatshewould like to seelanguagein theordinanceto
saythatthebuilding hasto be orientedtowardsthepedestrianfacilities. Shefelt that it
would bepossibleto orientbuildingsto servebothpedestrianand automobiletraffic.

Section2.301.03 (page2.3-5) underApplicationofPublicFacility Standards- thatthe
column dealingwith transit facilitiesberemovedfrom thePublicFacilitiesImprovement
RequirementsTable. Mr. Morganconcurred.

Section2.302.03 K (page2.3-9)StreetStandards- GeneralProvisions- thattheword
“allow” be substitutedfor “require” with regardto theinclusionoffrontagestreets. Mr.
Morgan~oncurred.

Section2302.04(page2.3-12)GeneralRight-of-WayandImprovementWidths - Street
Standardè- thatthetablebechangedto showthemaximumwidth for amajorarterial
streetas84 feetratherthan 132 feet. Mr. Morganagreedwith therecommendationto
lower themaximumstandardto 84 feet.

S Section2.303.08A (pages2.3-20and21)BicycleParking- thatthe Commission
reconsid~rtheproposedratiosfor bicycleparkingspacesto specificlanduseactivities. It
wasfelt that manywereunrealistic. Mr. Morganindicatedthat hewould checkto see
what Salemendedup adopting.

Section2~.303.08B3 (page2.3-22)BicycleParkingDevelopmentRequirements- Rack
Design- thattheproposedrequirementthat racksbe designedto securethebicycle frame
andbothwheelsbe dropped,leavingthelanguageto saythattherackmustaccommodate
thebicyclist’ s ownlocking device. It wasthepreferenceto staywith theconventional
rack-typesbeingusedtoday. Mr. Morgannotedthat at the lastpublic hearingsession,the
BikewaysCommitteeindicatedapreferencefor thetypeof rackinstalledjust outsidethe
Council chambers.Although it would meetthe standards,it is lessexpensivethan others.
Mr. Morgannoted,however,that it takesalongerlocking cablethan someothers.

Section2.305.01and 02 (page2.3-28)TransitFacilities andDesignRequirements- that
languagenot beincludedthatwould providefor building busfacilities for buslinesthat
don’t exist. Mr. Morganagreedthatit would bepossibleto end up with padsput in that
buseswouldneverstopat. He,however,wonderedabouttheprocessif thetransitdistrict
wereto at sometime in theftiture requirea stop. Mr. Meurerpointedout that Salem
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decidednot to makeit arequirement,but to leaveit up to thetransitdistrict to negotiate,
whenappropriate,to achievetheirgoals.

Section2.310.04 C (page2.3-60)AdditionalDesignStandardsfor Subdivisions-

Connectivity- that connectivityrequirementsberemovedinasmuchasconnectivityis very
onerous,veryexpensive,andalsovery unpopularin someplaces. It wasrequestedthat
thePlanningCommissionlook closelyatthe issueto considertheactualneed.

Section2.310.05G(page2.3-63)ImprovementRequirements- Subdivisions- Water
Systems- that thelanguagebechangedto providefor reimbursementfor linesover 8
inchesratherthan 10 inches. Mr. Morganagreed.

Section2.310.05N(page2.3.64)ImprovementRequirements- Subdivisions- Grading&
Fills - thatthe languagebechangedto requireengineeringfor fills in excessof 3 feet
ratherthan 12 inches. Mr. Morganagreed.

Section3.1 (page3.2)ApplicationRequirementsandReviewProcedures- that further
discussionis neededregardingthe issueofsitereviewor designreview. It wasthe
building industry’s contentionthat sitereviewanddesignreviewoftentimeselongates
projectsandgeneratesdiscussionofissuesdifficult to resolvedueto differing opinions.

As afinal note,Mr. Meurercommentedon the issuepreviouslydiscussedregarding
• sprinidersin multi-family developments.Hehadno objectionto requiringsprinlder

systemsin three-storybuildingsbeing representedastwo storiesby havingonelevel
belowground. Hedid oppose,however,requiringsprinklersin buildingstwo-storiesfrom
thegroundup. Henotedthatbanksarereluctantto loanon theadditionalexpense.

Therewasno furthertestimonyto comebeforethePlanningCommissionat this time.

KarenTruckeequestionedwhethertherewould be opportunityfor furthercommentat a
futuremeeting. Ms. Smithanticipatedclosingthehearingto oral testimony,but leavingit
opento writtentestimonyfor aspecifiedperiod. Shenotedthat staffwill bebringingback
informationregardingthe issuescommentedon tonight.

FireMarshalSteinadvisedthat hewould bewilling to meetwith representativesofthe
building industryprior to thenextmeetingto discussthesprinidersystemissue. Heasked
if he shouldprovideany additionalinformationin writing prior to thenextmeeting,in lieu
oforal testimony. Mr. Morganpointedout thattherulesoftestimonyarelenientin cases
suchasthis. It would bepossibleto invite peoplebackto thetableto presentspecific
information.

Chair Smith closedthe hearing to public testimony,but left openthewritten record
until the next meeting.
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I.

. Ms. Smithdirectedstaffto summarizethetestimonypresentedtonight; provideadditional
information,comment,and otherideason theRV issue;and,bringbackmoreinformation
onthevision clearanceenforcementissue.

Mr. Inmanrequestedthat staffprovidea cleancopyoftheproposeddevelopmentcode.
Mr. Morganremindedthe Commissionofthecurrentconstraintsonstaff Heindicated
that an appropriatecoursemight beto bringbacktheinformationrequested,andthen,
afterdeliberation,incorporatethePlanningCommission’srecommendationsin the final
draft.

7. ANNOUNCEMENTSAND AGENDA II~PUT

7.1 RegularMeeting: August 13, 1997 - 7:00 PM.

Becauseofvacationschedules,it wasthe consensusto canceltheregularly-scheduled
Augustmeeting. Thenextregularmeetingis September10, 1997at 7:00 PM.

Mr. MorganremindedtheCommissionofanupcomingconferencesponsoredby the
AmericanPlanningAssociation’sOregonChapterandtheHomeBuilder’s Associationof
MetropolitanPortland. Theone-dayconferencewill beheldon October16 attheOregon
ConventionCenter.

Themeetingwasadjournedby ChairSmithat 10:35 p.m.
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