Planning Commission
Requiar Meeting

April 23, 1975 ‘ | \

Present:. Chairman Ross, Cormissioners Custforth, Edagerton, Hulbert, Johnson,
Merrill and Shaw

Also Present: Citv MAttorney Bettis, Planning Consultants Edwards and Yalsh,
Supt. of Public llorks Yhiteside, Councilman Kariker and Several fuests

A joint meeting with several members of the Mavor's Citizens Advisorv Cormittee,
City Council and Plannine Cormission beaan at 7:30 n.m. Councilman Kariker

turned the presentation of the arowth nlan portion of the comnrehensive plan over
to Planning Consultant Edwards.. Mr. Edwards proceeded to oo throuch the different
sections of the arowth nlan, describing what has been set forth and answerino
questions. Discussion of the avowth plan is to be continued at the next joint
meeting, lay 14, 1975,

The regular Planning Commission meetine was called to order at 8:35 n.m.

The minutes of the previous meetino, held on April 9, 1975, were anproved as
- presented.

Correspondence: There is to be a Northwest Sion Leaislation Seminar on Fridav,
May 16, 8:00 a.m. ~ 5:00 p.m., at the Hotel Benson in Portland. Registration

must be received by Hay 1. Supt. of Public Yorks Whiteside encouraged the
Commissiocners to attend this seminar because Canbv needs sian reoulations and will
have to draft a sian ordinance in the near future. Anvone interested in attending
can obtain a registration blank from the PubVic Yorks office.

Review of Conditional Use - Terry E. Laxton, South Knott and Township, to build

and operate a day care center, aranted Anril 24, 1974, "r. Laxton has done nothino,
to date, which raised the question of whether there should be a permit time limit

in the ordinance for’conditional uses, since perhaps the oninion of the Planning
Commission would channe in a vear's time. Since this was the concern of the second
item on the agenda, Commissioner Shaw moved that the review of the conditional use
for Terry Laxton be tabled until after discussion of the second zcenda item.
Commissioner Edgerton seconded the motion, which nassed unanimously.

Discussion of Implementation and Enforcement of Stinulations Placed on Conditional
Uses fpproved by the Plannina Commission. City Atforney Betiis advised that if a
time Timit has not been imposed on conditional uses in the past, it should be in
the future. In a case such as Mr. Laxton's, Mr. Bettis recommended that the
Planning Commission take action to revoke the conditional use nreviousiv aranted,
and notify the applicant of that action. This will force him to advise the
Commission of his intentions with recard to the dav care center, if he still

plans to do it.

At this time, Commissioner Shaw moved that the tabled item be broucht back to the
attention of the Commission. Commissioner Edoerton seconded the motion, and it
passed unanimousiy.
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Commissioner Hulbert moved to revoke the motion of Anril 24, 1974, which apnroved
Terry Laxton's application for a conditional use to build and onerate a day care
center, because there has been no development of the planned project, and that Ilr.
Lexton be notified of the action of the Commission. Cormissioner Cutsforth
seconded the maiﬁﬁng and it was passed unanimouslv.

City Attarne/ Bettis then presented a Tist of suanested methods of insurine
-c“mpizawce by the @ﬁniicana with the conditions of the conditional uses aranted
by the Planning Commission. He reminded the commissioners that these suonestions
do net cover every situation and that each case is different and must be considered
on its own.

1. Delay final approval of the application until the imposed conditions are

fully met.

2. Delay the issuance of a buildino permit.

3. Hold back the occupancy permit until the conditions are met. (This is the
most widely used and most effective method.)

4. Ask the appiicant himself for his sucgestions as to what kind of conditions
- you should make th& he could nerform or Tive with. Ask him to nut it in
writinal

5. Gﬂdﬁ the application in stens or stages. Ex: temnorary aonroval subiect to
& first Gampnet1an stage, then ﬂr@i?nvnarv aonroval subject to the next stace,
aﬁd final approval with the final stane.

6. A bond or undertaking, some type of quarantee. Perhans impose the conditions
yourseif or ask the applicant for suagestions. Cash monev bond if at all
possible, the cash to be forfeited to the Citv upon failure to comply with
the conditions.

7. HMandatory injunction through Civil Courts of the County. This is a last resort
and involves expense, Sometimes the act of filina has the desired effect in
itself, without havino to go through with the court trial. But vou must have
a good case, and the record of the intent of the Commission must be very clear.

8. Criminal charges for ordinance violations. This is a misdemeanor and would be
prosecuted through the D. A.'s office. However, this is not qood oublic
relations and is not recommended.

Mr. Bettis also informed the Ccmmiss?one?s that his office will be renresented at
every reqgular Plannino Commission meeting without additional charde, beainnina
July 1, 1975, according to the new contracr with the Citv Attornev's office.

clause be written into the zenine ordinance reaardina the
i mits for conditions placed on conditional uses. My, Bettis

is taken care of in the rﬂsfﬁicfiﬁwg which the Commission is able
to ﬂ?ace on the uses. One of the conditions can alwavs be a time limitation.
Other susgesiions were havi ing the annlicant aLdLP or the ahnficat10n9 what his
ﬂﬁLiCipﬁh%d compietion date is, and stating & snecific order in which the conditions
are to be met. For review and brincina the commission un-te-date on nast conditional
uses, Mr. Bettis suacesied that, a dav or two befere the meetine, someone take a Took
at meeting minutes $wwm the previcus vear and review Tiles on any conditional uses
to see whether &1l conditions have heen met.

establishment of ﬁfm@
advised that this
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Chairman Ross asked that the suacestions of the Citv Attorney be typed up and
distributed to the Commissioners so that they can attach them to their copies
of the zoning ordinance.

Commissioner Shaw asked that the secretary be directed to review one-vear previous
conditional uses before each meeting, as suggested by the Citv Attorney.

Commissioner Edgerton reminded Planning Consultant Edwards that the Budoet
Committee needs an itemized statement with facts and fiqures dealina with the
. increase in the budget amount.

The City Council sent the zoning ordinance back to the Plannina Commission because

of some problems which they saw in the off street parkine section and the proposed
setbacks for street rioht-of-wav. (Bud Dresen, Earl Dliver, Don Peterson, Duane
Heeks and Myra 'leston were in attendance to nrovide innul reqardine these questions.)
There were two sections in the ordinance numberad 14, cne of which was the setback
requirement section. This has been eliminated comnletely and should be removed from
the ordinance. The Council felt that off-street parkina restrictions for C~1 zone
are too strong and would stop development in the downtown area. However, the Commission
feels that, if off-street parkine is not requived in the C-1 zone, there will be no
parking for new businesses and, if there is no narkino, the neonle will be driven out
to the shopping centers. The main purpose for the narking renuivement was so that new
businesses would have to provide narking, with old structures beino covered by a
variance procedure.  Duane Yeeks stated that he feels there is now quite a bit of
parking in the C-1 zone and that so much narking chases out Tittle businesses and

is good only for big cnes. He made several sunsestions:1)that Ivv to Eim and First
to Third (or whatever area seems approvriate) could be C-1C (core area), with con-
ditions. Perhaps businesses with under 7,500 sa. ft. would not be required to
provide parking, because of the pmarking on the street, and new businesses of over
7,500 sq. ft. could provide parking. Then C-1 outside of the core area could ao to
provisions in the presently pronosed ordinance. 2) In C-1 zone, there is no provision
for service stations. This could provide 30 or 40 spaces which emnloyees in the core
area could rent. ‘e are dependent on small businesses and thev must have more
consideration. 3) Perhaps we could inciude a clause in the ordinance which states
that, in no case, would a building have to be torn down or made smaller in order to
provide parking for an existing structure. Earl 0Oliver suadested that, when the
railroad property parking lot is finished, the Police Department be asked to mark
cars on the lot once or twice a month, unannounced, in order to establish what the
use is. The most strongly stressed noint was that narking renuirements in the C-1
zone should be based on new construction. Commissioner Shaw suacested that, since

it is quite obvious that the core area of town is aoina to be where it is now,
perhaps we should hire a professional to do some nlannina in the downtown area with
regard to setting aside certain areas for narkine. Another idea, brought un by
Commissioner Hulbert, was the cash in lieu of narkina concent, whereby businesses
could pay a certain amount for parking in a common lot instead of nrovidine their

own off-street parking. This could be handled throuah an LID.

Chairman Ross then sungested that the information nathered this evenina be considered
until May 28, at which time off-street parkine will be placed on the Plannino
Commission agenda again.

The meeting adjourned at 10:45 p.m.
. . Respvectfully submitted,

AV ot Oﬂf«:m,w /

Merrie Dinteman, Secretarvi ‘




