
CORVALLIS 
CITY COUNCIL AGENDA 

February 4,2008 
12:OO pm and 7:00 pm 

Downtown Fire Station 
400 NW Harrison Boulevard 

COUNCIL ACTION 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

I. ROLLCALL 

11. CONSENT AGENDA 

The following items are considered to be routine and will be enacted by one motion. There will 
be no separate discussion of these items unless a Council member (or a citizen through a Council 
member) so requests, in which case the item will be removed from the Consent Agenda and 
considered separately. If any item involves a potential conflict of interest, Council members 
should so note before adoption of the Consent Agenda. 

A. Reading of Minutes 
1. City Council Meeting - January 22,2008 
2. For Iilforrnation and Filing (Draft minutes may return if changes are made by the 

Board or Commission) 
a. Airport Conmlission - December 4, 2007 
b. Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisoly Commission - December 7, 2007, and 

Janualy 4,2008 
c. Downtown Cormnission Ad Hoc Committee - January 15,2008 
d. Downtown Parking Commission -November 28,2007 
e. Watershed Management Advisoly Commission - November 14 and 

December 12,2007 

B. Confirmation of appointments to boards, commissions, and cormnittees (Capital 
Improvement Program Conmission - Evans; Watershed Management Advisory 
Commission - Wolf) 

C. Announcement of appointment to Watershed Management Advisory Cornn~ission 
(McDonnell) 

D. Announcement of vacancy on Citizens Advisory Co~nrnission on Transit (Harrod) 

E. Acknowledgment of receipt of ~~pdated Boards, Colnmissions, and Conllnittees directory 
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F. Approval of an application for a "Grower Sales Privilege" liquor license for Coleman 
Jewelers, dba Colernan Jewelers & Fine Wines, 255 SW Madison Avenue (New Outlet) 

G. Approval of a Letter of Agreement between the Corvallis Fire Department and Oregon 
Department of Transportation for use of radio frequencies 

H. Authorization to enter into and for the City Manager to accept a grant from Oregon 
Department of Transportation for sidewalk ramps and bus pads and sign grant documents 

111. ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA 

IV. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

A. Establishment of a Downtown Commission 

B. City Legislative Committee -January 23,2008 

C. Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning District Changes designation (7th Street Station) 
(evening meeting) 

V. MAYOR, COUNCIL, AND STAFF REPORTS 

A. Mayor's Reports 

B. Council Reports 

C. Staff Reports 

1. Council Request Follow-up Report - January 3 1,2008 

VI. VISITORS' PROPOSITIONS - 7:00 pm (Note tlzat Visitors'Propositio?is will conti~~zle 
followi?ig ally sclzecltlledpzlblic lzearings, Ifnecessa?y and if ally are scheduled) 

VII. PUBLIC HEARINGS - 7:30 pm 

A. A public hearing to consider an appeal of a Planning Commission decision (PLD07- 
00009, SUB07-00003 - Ashwood Preserve) 

VIII. & IX. STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS, ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, AND 
MOTIONS 

A. Human Services Committee - None. 
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B. Administrative Services Committee - None. 

C. Urban Services Committee - None. 

D. Other Related Matters 

I .  An ordinance amending Cowallis Municipal Code Chapter I .  04, "Purchasing, " 
as amended, to be read by the City Attorney 

X. NEWBUSINESS 

XI. ADJOURNMENT 

For the hearing impaired, a sign language interpreter can be provided with 48 hours' notice prior to the 
meeting. Please call 766-6901 or TTYITDD telephone 766-6477 to arrange for such service. 

A LARGE PRINT AGENDA CAN BE AVAILABLE BY CALLING 766-6901 

A Conzmunity That Honors Diversity 
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C I T Y  O F  C O R V A L L I S  

A C T I V I T Y  C A L E N D A R  

FEBRUARY 4 - 18,2008 

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 4 

c City Council - 12:OO pm and 7:00 pm - Downtown Fire Station, 400 NW Harrison 
Boulevard 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 5 

b Airport Commission - 7:00 am - Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 500 SW Madison 
Avenue 

b Human Services Committee - 12:OO pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 
500 SW Madison Avenue 

b Budget Commission - 7:00 pm - Downtown Fire Station, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard 
(public comments, requests for funding, budget capacity, deliberations) 

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 6 

F Housing and Community Development Commission - 12:OO pm - Madison Avenue 
Meeting Room, 500 SW Madison Avenue 

c Community Police Review Board - 3:00 pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 
500 SW Madison Avenue 

B. Planning Commission - 7:00 pm - Downtown Fire Station, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard 

b Library Board - 7:30 pm - Library Board Room, 645 NW Monroe Avenue 

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 7 

C No Administrative Services Committee 

C No Urban Services Committee 

t Budget Commission - 7:00 pm - Downtown Fire Station, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard 
(complete deliberations) 

c Committee for Citizen Involvement - 7:15 pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room - 
500 SW Madison Avenue 



City of Corvallis 
Activity Calendar 

February 4 - 18,2008 
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SATURDAY, FEBRUARY 9 

b Government Comment Corner (City Councilor David Hamby) - 10:OO am - Library 
Lobby, 645 NW Monroe Avenue 

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 1 1 

b City CouncilIBenton County Board of Commissioners - 5:30 pm - Downtown Fire 
Station, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard (work session) 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 12 

b Historic Resources Commission - 7:00 pm - Downtown Fire Station, 400 NW Harrison 
Boulevard 

b Ward 6 (Councilor Stewart Wershow) meeting - 7:00 pm - Osborn Aquatic Center 
Meeting Room, 1940 NW Highland Boulevard (City Sponsored) 

WEDNESDAY FEBRUARY 13 

b Citizens Advisory Commission on Transit - 8:15 am - Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 
500 SW Madison Avenue 

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 14 

b Citizens Advisory Commission on Civic Beautification and Urban Forestry - 8:00 am - 
Parks and Recreation Conference Room, 131 0 SW Avery Park Drive 

SATURDAY, FEBRUARY 16 

F No Government Comment Corner 



CITY OF CORVALLIS 
COUNCIL ACTION MINUTES 

January 22,2008 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 

New Business 
1. Oregon Recreation and Parks Association 

Legislative Award - Senator Frank Morse 
2. LDC Text Amendment Initiation - Evanite 

Fiber Corporation 
3. Mult i -~aiard Mitigation Plan 
Pages 36,42-43 

Unfinished Business 
1 .  Whiteside Theater - Land Use Board of 

Appeals Remand 

2. City Legislative Conllnittee - Jan~iary 9, 
2008 

3. Pending Litigation - Alberti v. City of 
Corvallis, et al. 

Pages 36-37,44 

Mayor's Report 
1. Mayor's Winter Celebration of Music, 

Literature, and Art 
2. Cotmcil Liaison Appointments 
3. Boys and Girls Club Tenth Anniversary 
4. Enterprise Zone 
5. South Col~allis Business Association 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

Initiated LDC text amendment 
passed 5- 1 

= RESOLUTION 2008-02 passed U 

Acknowledged receipt of 
withdrawn application; no need for 
furtl~er City action passed U 

Directed staff to enter into 
settlement authorization passed U 

Council Reports 
1. Benton County Skateboarding Alliance 

(Wershow) 
2. Sidewalk Safety Program (Brauner) 

Yes 

Yes 
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Staff Reports 
1. City Manager's Report - December 2007 
2. Co~nc i l  Request Follow-up Report - 

Janualy 17, 2008 
3. Council Goals Status Report 
4. Construction Excise Tax 
5. Seventh Street Station Questions 
6. Seventh Street Station Zoning District 

Change Process 
A p e s  77-38 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 



Items of HSC Meeting of January 8,2008 
1. WNHS First Quarter Report Accepted report passed U 

2. Council Policy Review: CP 00-6.05, "Social Approved 2008 social services 

Service Funding Policy Review" allocation calendar passed U 
Amended Policy passed U 

I.  Municipal Code Revision - Chapter 3.06, ORDINANCE 2008-03 passed U 

"City Services Billing" ORDINANCE 2008-04 passed U 

2. Commission on Children and Families Allocated $1,000 passed 5-1 

3. ASC Filling Role of Core Services 

1. Corvallis Market Center (Jensen) 
2. LDC Chapter 2.9 (Beierle) 
3. Sidewalk WidthsIIovino's Sidewalk Cafe 

Amended Policy passed U 

2. Council Policy on Neighborhood Traffic Adopted Policy passed U 

ORDINANCE 2008-05 passed U 

Glossary of T e l m  
ASC Adnllllistrative Services Committee 
CM City Manager 
HSC Human Services Conxnittee 
LDC Land Development Code 
U Unanilnous 
USC Urban Services Committee 
WNHS Willamette Neighborl~ood Housing Services 
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CITY OF CORVALLIS 
COUNCIL ACTION MINUTES 

January 22,2008 

The regular meeting of the City Council of the City of Corvallis, Oregon, was called to order at 12:OO pl i~  
on Jal~uary 22,2008, in the Downtown Fire Station, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard, Corvallis, Oregon, with 
Mayor Tomlinson presiding. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

I. ROLLCALL - 

PRESENT: Mayor Tomlinson, Councilors Wershow, York, Hamby, Beilstein, Brauner, Grosch 

ABSENT: Councilors Daniels, Brown (both excused) 

II. CONSENT AGENDA - 

Councilors Brauner and Wershow, respectively, moved and seconded to adopt the Consent Agenda 
as follows: 

A. Reading of Minutes 
1. City Council Meeting - January 7,2008 
2. For Information and Filing (Draft minutes may return if changes are nude by the 

Board or Commission) 
a. Citizens Advisory Commission on Transit - December 12,2007 
b. Corvallis-Benton County Public Library Board - Deceniber 5,2007 
c. Downtown Commission Ad Hoc Committee - November 27,2007 
d. Housing and Community Development Conlmission - December 19,2007 

B. Announcement of appointments to boards, commissions, and committees (Capital 
Improvement Program Co~lunission - Evans; Watershed Management Advisory Commission 
- Wolf) 

C. Approva! of an Airport lease assigii17ient and addendrrm (Tucker) 

D. Authorization to enter into and for the City Manager to sign an Intergovernmental 
Agreement with Corvallis School District 509J for Safe Routes to School Program grant 

E. Schedule a public hearing for Februa~y 4, 2008 to consider an appeal of a Planning 
Commission decision (PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003 - Ashwood Preserve) 

F. Schedule an Executive Session following the regular noon meeting under ORS 
192.660(2)(h) (status of pending litigation or litigation likely to be filed) 

T11e motion passed unanimouslv. 
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III. ITEMS REMOVED FROM CONSENT AGENDA - None. 

X. NEW BUSINESS - 

A. Oregon Recreation and Parks Association Legislative Award presentation to Senator Frank 
Morse 

Mayor Tomlinson reviewed Senator Frank Morse' contributions to local, regional, and state 
parks and recreation programs and his recognitions through the years. He presented to 
Senator Morse a plaque commen~orating his service to protect Oregon's environment. 

Mayor Tomlinson directed Councilors' attention to items at their places, including corrections to the 
Administrative Services Committee's (ASC) January 10th meeting minutes and the responses to an e-mail 
fiom Leslie Bishop regarding the proposed Seventh Street Station development (Attachment A). 

IV. UNFINISHED BUSINESS - 

A. Land Use Board of Appeals Remand of Whiteside Theater 

Conm~~nity Development Director Gibb noted that the Council received with their 
January 7th meeting packet the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) Final Opinion and 
Order, outlining issues remanded to the Co~lncil. The staffreport explains options typically 
available in remand situations, as specified in the City's Land Development Code (LDC). 
Following release of the LUBA Order, the applicant withdrew the development application; 
therefore, the City Attorney's Office (CAO) recommended that the Council take no action 
regarding the remand because the City no longer has jurisdiction over the withdrawn 
application. The CAO further recommended that the Council acknowledge the applicant's 
withdrawal of the application and that no further City action is necessary regarding the 
LUBA record. 

In response to Councilor Grosch's inquiry, City Attorney Fewel explained that an affirn~ative 
response to the applicant's withdrawal is needed from the City so there is no confusion 
regarding the 1 80-day application processing period. Further, the City is required to take 
action regarding the LUBA's remand within 90 days. 

Co~mcilors Grosch and Wershow, respectively, moved and seconded to acknowledge receipt 
of the application withdrawal from Whiteside Partners, LLC, and no f~lrther City action on 
the Land Use Board of Appeals record is appropriate, based upon the withdrawn application. 
The motion passed unanimouslv. 

B. City Legislative Committee - January 9, 2008 

City Manager Nelson reviewed the Committee's meeting working notes. 

In response to Councilor Beilstein's inquiry, Mayor Tornlinson explained that the Conxnittee 
would meet again with Representative Gelser in April, following the 2008 Legislative 
Session, and requested a similar meeting with Representative Olson. These meetings would 
allow the Representatives to share with the Conxnittee their perspectives of the 2008 and 
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2009 Sessions. Councilor Wershow added that the Committee might meet to discuss issues 
that arise during the 2008 Session and could testify during the Session. 

V. MAYOR, COUNCIL, AND STAFF REPORTS - 

A. Mayor's Reports 

Mayor Tomlinson announced the Mayor's Winter Celebration of Music, Literature, and Art 
January 25th. The evening will feature music performances, literature readings, and art 
displays to celebrate the community's support for cultural arts and to raise funds for the 
Camerata Orchestra's 2008 Italy performance tour. 

Mayor Tomlinson referenced from the meeting packet his memorandum announcing 
appointments of Council Liaisons to replace forrner-Councilor Zimbrick. 

Mayor Tomlinson reported that he read a proclamation (included in the meeting packet) 
during the Corvallis Boys and Girls Club's tenth anniversary celebration January 19th. 

Mayor Tomlinson reported that he met with the Benton County Board of Commissioners 
(BOC) today regarding the proposed enterprise zone. He suggested that the Council host 
a joint work session with the BOC February 1 lth to discuss an enterprise zone. As is 
required for taxing jurisdictions, the BOC will conduct a public hearingMarch4thregarding 
a proposed enterprise zone. A potential enterprise zone application must be submitted to 
Oregon Economic and Community Development Department April 4th. An enterprise zone 
meeting was held in Ward 3 Janualy 17th, which prompted questions about narrowing the 
enterprise zone to sustainable businesses and elicited concerns regarding giving businesses 
incentives. 

Mayor Tomlinson reported that a South Corvallis business association may form, similar to 
the Downtown Corvallis Association, to bring businesses to the area. 

B . Council Reports 

Councilor Wershow anno~mced the March 8th Benton County Skateboarding Alliance 
benefit, featuring art, music, door prizes, andraffles. All proceeds would assist the Alliance 
iii obiaiiliilg its Ziteimal Revenue Sewice 50 1 (c 13 status as a iioil-profit orgaiiizaiioii. 

Councilor Brauner reported that a constituent expressed concerns regarding the City's 
Sidewalk Safety Program and its associated fees. Councilor Brauner requested background 
information from staff before the matter is refelred to a Council Standing Comnnlittee. 

C. Staff Reports 

1. City Manager's Report - December 2007 

Mr. Nelson asked Council members to call him if they had questions regarding the 
Report. He noted that services outside the City's retainer with the CAO, including 
negotiations expenses and LUBA planning services, could exceed the budgeted 
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$30,000 allocation. He said staff may need to request Council approval of a budget 
adjustment later in the fiscal year. 

2. Council Request Follow-up Report - January 17,2008 

Mr. Nelson referenced a memorandum from Deputy City Attorney Brewer 
explaining the Council's options in responding to a request fi-om Amalgamated 
Transit Union regarding a State requirement for binding arbitration during labor 
negotiation impasses, rather than Union members voting to strike. The 
memorandum explains that Corvallis Transit System differs from many privately 
owned and operated transit services. The CAO recommended that the Council not 
take action regarding the Union's letter, since the current contract includes provision 
for extension of one or two years, which the City intends to exercise. He said the 
Council could direct staff to change the current contract and future contracts to 
indicate that Union members would not be allowed to strike and that labor 
negotiation impasses would be forwarded to binding arbitration. 

Mr. Nelson suggested that the Police Department's response to Councilor Grosch's 
inquiries regarding Department policies and pre-text stops be scheduled for 
discussion during a Council work session or that Council provide further direction 
to staff. 

Co~lncilor Grosch said he was satisfied with most of the Police Department's 
responses. He would like the Council's March work session to include discussion 
of existing oversight mechanisms for the Council and the Department. He would 
like the Council to discuss and clarify the roles of the Council, the Willamette 
Criminal Justice Council, and the Community Policing Forum. 

Councilor Hamby inquired whether the Police Department's General Orders could 
be posted to the City's Web site. 

Mr. Nelson referenced a status report on the Council goals for the current Council term, 
noting that significant progress was made. 

Mr. Nelson reported that a possible construction excise tax was discussed with Corvallis 
School District 509J (509J). Staff expects the 509J Board to consider a construction excise 
tax, with receipts dedicated to 509J facility needs. He also expects development of a joint 
Council1509J Board subcommittee meeting during the next few months. 

Mr. Nelson referenced an e-mail from Leslie Bishop posing questions regarding the 
proposed Seventh Street Station development. Planning Division Manager T o m e  
responded to Ms. Bishop's questions (Attacl~n~ent A); the responses were forwarded to 
Ms. Bishop. 

Mr. Nelson reported that, during the Council's February 4th noon meeting, staff will present 
additional information regarding the process associated with a Zoning District change for 
the Seventh Street Station property. He comnlented that a Zoning District change could 
require more than three months' time to process. 
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VIII. & D(. STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS AND ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, 
AND MOTIONS 

A. Human Services Committee - January 8,2008 

1. Willamette Neighborhood Housing Services First Quarter Report 

Councilor Wershow reported that the mentoring partnership with Willamette 
Neighborhood Housing Services (WNHS), Corvallis-Benton Chamber Coalition, 
and Corvallis Independent Business Alliance was expanding. WNHS purchased 
three parcels of land for a joint project with Center Against Rape and Domestic 
Violence. 

Councilors Wershow and Brauner, respectively, moved and seconded to accept the 
Willamette Neighborhood Housing Services first quarter report for Fiscal Year 
2007-2008. The motion passed unanimously. 

2. Council Policy Review: CP 00-6.05, "Social Service Funding Policy Review" 

Councilor Wershow reported that the last extensive review of the Policy occurred 
during Fall 2006. Staff proposed that the Policy be clarified and recommended an 
annual review of priorities and a full Policy review every three years. 

Councilor Wershow reported that the Committee discussed and agreed that 
emergency and transitional services are not well defined in the Policy and do not 
provide the desired guidance to the Allocations Subcommittee. However, the Policy 
has worked since its adoption, and the Committee recommended continuing to 
follow the Policy's provisions. 

Councilors Wershow and Brauner, respectively, nzoved and seconded to approve 
the 2008 social services allocation calendar. The motion passed unanimously. 

Councilors Wershow and Brauner, respectively, moved and seconded to amend 
Council Policy 00-6.05, "Social Service Funding Policy Review," to include an 
annual review of priorities and a full Policy review evely three years, beginning 
with the 2010 allocaticjn. The m0ti01i passed iinanimoilslii. 

B. Administrative Services Comnlittee - January 10,2008 

1. Municipal Code Revision to Chapter 3.06, "City Services Billing" 

Councilor Yorkreported that the Conllnittee considered amending Municipal Code 
Section 3.06.050, "City Services Billing - Billing and Payments," and Section 
4.03.020.010, "Sewer Regulations - Use of Public Sewers Required." The first 
proposed amendnlent would provide more equity on sewer system charges by 
allowing industrial custon~ers to have a process-only meter - water not entering the 
sewer system would be billed separately, thereby reducing sewer charges. The 
second proposed amendment would provide equity for residential custonlers, who, 
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during their first year of service, would be allowed to reflect lower water use typical 
of what would occur under the "averaging" system. The Committee considered the 
proposed amendments reasonable and equitable and recommended Council 
approval. 

Mr. Fewel read an ordinance amending Corvallis Municipal Code Chapter 3.06, 
"City Services Billing," as amended. 

ORDINANCE 2008-03 passed unanimouslv. 

Mr. Fewel read an ordinance amending Corvallis Municipal Code Chapter 4.03, 
"Sewer Regulations," as amended. 

ORDINANCE 2008-04 passed unanimouslv. 

VI. VISITORS' PROPOSITIONS 

Torn Jensen, 970 NW Garfield Avenue, Apt. 6, requested a traffic count at the new Corvallis Market 
Center under construction at NW Ninth Street and NW Garfield Avenue. He noted that the traffic 
counts cited by the Center's developer are from an interstate traffic engineers manual, with data from 
several years ago. 

Mr. Jensen said Public Works and Community Development staff told him that the City no longer 
conducts traffic counts because of budget reductions. He opined that the outdated traffic data do not 
provide accurate estimates of current or potential traffic volumes for the Corvallis Market Center 
area. He would like a traffic counter located near the Vina Moses facility on NW Garfield Avenue 
now and one year after construction of the Center is completed to determine any traffic increase. 

Mr. Jensen also said nearby residents have been awakened by construction noise at 7:00 am Monday 
through Saturday the past several months. He expressed concern that continued noise from the 
Center could result in decreased livability for the neighborhood residents. 

B. A. Beierle, P. 0 .  Box T, Corvallis, noted that LDC Chapter 2.9, "Historic Preservation 
Provisions," was adopted 19 months ago; the Historic Resources Commission (I-IRC) was established 
15 months ago; and the Council applied the revised LDC Chapter 2.9 provisions to the Whiteside 
Theater application 11 months ago. She believes the Council, in adopting LDC Chapter 2.9, sought 
a flexible tool; however, the result was an ambiguous guide, as noted in the recent LUBA decision 
regarding the Theater. She quoted the definitions of "flexible" and "ambiguous." 

Ms. Beierle said ambiguity is financially extravagant for municipalities, and developers pay 
municipalities to respond to LDC questions and pay to petition for good government to eliminate 
ambiguity in the LDC. She believes all interested parties want LDC Chapter 2.9 to provide 
flexibility while eliminating ambiguity. 

Ms. Beierle opined that the new LDC Chapter 2.9 is flawed and is creatingproblems. She suggested 
that the Council reconsider LDC Chapter 2.9 with assistance fro111 historic preservation 
professionals. 
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Councilor York referenced Greg Bennett's letter and concurred with his concern regarding the 
sidewalk cafk at Iovino's Ristorante & Catering, which occupies the entire accessible sidewalk space. 
Pedestrians can use a narrow strip of irregular pavers interrupted by trees and street lights. He 
requested information from staff regarding why Iovino's was allowed to occupy the entire sidewalk 
area and the City's options to remedy the situation. 

vm. & IX. STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS AND ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, 
AND MOTIONS - Continued 

B. Administrative Services Cornnittee -January 10,2008 - Continued 

2. Funding Request: Cornnlission on Children and Families 

Councilor York reported that the City received a request from the Benton County 
Commission on Children and Families for a $1,000 donation to help fund the 
1 lth Annual Teen Summit February 6th. The Commission had not previously 
requested City funding for the Summits, having been more self-sufficient in prior 
years. The Committee considered the request worthy of City support. Mr. Nelson 
advised the Committee that the requested donation could be accornn~odated within 
his department's budget. Commission representatives assured the Committee that 
the City, for its $1,000 donation, would be recognized as a sponsor on all Summit 
materials. 

Councilors York and Bra~ner, respectively, moved and seconded to allocate $1,000 
for the I 1 th Annual Teen Summit. 

In response to Councilor Hanlby's inquiries, Mr. York explained that costs for the 
Summit would total approximately $6,000, with much of the funding being 
provided by in-lund contributions. Mr. Nelson added that the Collmission had not 
requested funding support fi-om the BOC. He noted that the Commission's project 
would not meet the emergency and transitional services guidelines of the City's 
social service allocation process. 

The motion passed five to one, with Co~~ncilor Hamby opposing. 

Co~lncilor York reported that the Committee suggested that it might have a role in 
filling the void from the discontinuation of the Core Services Committee. During 
the Council's February 4th meeting, he will present a proposal for Council 
consideration, prior to ASC's consideration. 

Councilor Brauner recalled that the Core Services Co~nmittee was charged with 
developing an overall economic strategy. He noted that a Council subcommittee is 
working on this issue, and its f~lnction should be considered in relation to Councilor 
Yorlc's proposal regarding ASC. He said Council Leadership suggested a work 
session to discuss overall financial strategies and how they involve the Budget 
Conxnission. 
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C. Urban Services Committee - January 10, 2008 

1. Council Policy Review: CP 91-9.02, "Dirt on Streets" 

Councilor Grosch reported that the Committee considered two Policy amendments 
suggested by staff specify that staff is authorized to determine when Policy 
violations exist and re-word the Policy review period for easier reading. 

Councilors Grosch and Harnby, respectively, moved and seconded to amend 
Council Policy CP 91-9.02, "Dirt on Streets." The motion passed ~~nanimouslv. 

2. Council Policy on Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program 

Councilor Grosch explained that the Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program was 
administered by Public Worlts, and Councilor Hamby suggested that the Program 
be developed into a Council Policy to provide Policy application guidance. The 
Conlrnittee reviewed a draft Policy, requested additional information, amended 
language to enhance clarity, and reviewed a revised Policy. 

Co~~ncilors Grosch and Hamby, respectively, moved and seconded to adopt Council 
Policy CP 08-9.07, "Traffic Calming Program." The motion passed unanimouslv. 

D. Other Related Matters 

Mr. Fewel read for a second time an ordinance repealing Ordinance 2007-19, reviving the 
prior Comprehensive Plan Map and Zoning Map designations. 

ORDINANCE 2008-05 passed unanimouslv. 

X. NEW BUSINESS - Continued - 

B. Initiation of a Land Development Code Text Amendment 

Mr. Gibb explained that Evanite Fiber Corporation (Evanite) submitted several proposals 
to re-develop its property along the Willanlette River. He noted that the City considered re- 
zoning the property several years ago as part of the Comprehensive Plan and LDC updates, 
designating the property as Mixed-Use Transitional. The zoning designation would allow . 
the property to be developed for uses other than its current industrial use. Evanite proposed 
1) a conditional development (which is required because some of the property is within the 
Willamette River Greenway [WRG]), demolishing a structure, and locating a trail along the 
River; 2) a Comprehensive Plan amendment and Zoning District change, including 
relocating the WRG bo~uldary closer to the River; and 3) a LDC text amendment. Each 
request must be considered on its own merits under the appropriate review criteria: the 
conditional development would be reviewed under current standards; the Comprehensive 
Plan amendment and Zoning District change would be reviewed under tun-ent standards and 
involve a State agency because of the WRG bo~uldary; and the LDC text alnendlnent would 
be pursued through the standard City process. The LDC does not allow individual 
applicants to request LDC text amendments, so Council was asked to initiate the LDC text 
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amendment regarding building set-backs from the WRG. Council initiation of a LDC text 
amendment does not indicate support for the proposed amendment but would begm the 
review process. 

Councilors Brauner and Grosch, respectively, moved and seconded to initiate a Land 
Development Code text amendment to Chapter 3.30, "Willamette River Greenway (WRG) 
Overlay," with the understanding that the initiation did not indicate support for the proposal 
prior to a full review of the request through the processes established in the Land 
Development Code. 

Councilor Hanzby expressed concern regarding amending the LDC for one particular site, 
particularly the Evanite property. He elaborated that he did not want the Council to take 
action that would release the company fronz liability for potential contamination. He said 
he would not sulpport the motion. 

The motion passed five to one, with Councilor Halnby opposing. 

C. Resolution approving Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan 

P~lblic Works Director Rogers asked the Council to adopt a multi-hazard mitigation plan for 
the City. He explained that such a plan helps the City determine the types of hazards that 
should be mitigated before they occur, reducing their long-term impacts. He further 
explained that the City is required to have the plan established before applying for Federal 
grants that mitigate hazards, such as the seismic upgrade of City Hall. He said staff was 
required to complete the grant application last week and just received approval of the plan 
fronz the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA); the Council must adopt the plan 
before FEMA can act on the City's application. 

Mr. Rogers noted that the plan was developed over several months, with extensive input 
from the p~bl ic  and staff menzbers representing several City departments. The City's plan 
is based upon Benton County's plan, wlzich was adopted two years ago, but is more specific 
regrading City issues. 

In response to Councilor York's comment, Mr. Rogers explained that staff intended that 
FEMA would review the City's proposed plan and request amendments; staff did not want 
the Coi~ncil to adopt the plan and then have to approve amendments per FETdA's requests. 
FEMA's review took longer than expected but has not elicited conmzents. 

Mr. Rogers noted that the proposed resolution would authorize the City Manager to nzalte 
plan amendments, based upon FEMA's requests. 

Mr. Fewel read a resolution adopting a nzulti-hazard mitigation plan for the City of Corvallis 
and authorizing the City Manager to make future amendlnents in accordance with Federal 
Enlergency Management Agency and Oregon Emergency Managenzent approvals. 

Councilors Hanzby and Grosch, respectively, moved and seconded to adopt the resolution. 

RESOLUTION 2008-02 passed unanimouslv. 
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VTI. PUBLIC HEARINGS - None. 

Mayor Ton~linson read a statement, based upon changes in Oregon laws regarding executive sessions. The 
statement indicated that only representatives of the news media, designated staff, and other Council- 
designated persons were allowed to attend the executive session. News media representatives were directed 
not to report on any executive session discussions, except to state the general subject of the discussion, as 
previously announced. No decisions would be made during the executive session. He reminded Council 
members and staff that the confidential executive session discussions belong to the Council as a body and 
should only be disclosed if the Council, as a body, approves disclosure. He suggested that any Council or 
staff member who may not be able to maintain the Co~mcil's confidences should leave the meeting room. 

Tlze Cozi~lcil e~ltered exectrtive sessior~ at 12:56pnz. 

The Council and staff discussed a pending lawsuit involving John Alberti. 

Tlze Cot~lzcil e~tzergedfi-onz executive sessiorl at 1 :32 pnz. 

IV. UNFINISHED BUSINESS - Continued 

C. Alberti v. City of Corvallis, et al., settlement authorization 

Councilors Grosch and Wershow, respectively, moved and seconded to direct staff to enter 
into settlement authorization in the Alberti v. City of Corvallis, et al., legal matter. The 
motion passed unanimously. 

XI. ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 1.34 pm. 

APPROVED: 

MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

CITY RECORDER 
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Louie. Kathv 

From: Towne, Fred 
Sent: Friday, January 18,2008 4:36 PM 
To : Louie, Kathy 
Cc: Gibb, Ken; Nelson, Jon 
Subject: I FW: [Fwd: <web>7th Street Station] 

Kathy: 

Included within the e-mail from Ms. Bishop are responses to her questions. 

Fred 

Fred Towne 
Planning Division Manager 
City of Corvallis 
Community Development Department 
501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

Phone: (541 ) 766-6908 

e-mail: fred.towne@ci.corvallis.or.us 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Charles C. Tomlinson ~mailto:mavor@council.ci.corvallis.or.us~ 
Sent: Thursday, January 17,2008 9:52 AM 
To: Louie, Kathy; Towne, Fred 
Subject: [Fwd: <web>7th Street Station] 

............................ Original Message ............................ 
Subject: <web>7th Street Station 
From: "Leslie Bishop" <bishopl41@comcast.net> 
Date: Wed, January 16, 2008 7:07 pm 
To: mayor@council.ci.corvallis.or.us 

This is an inquiry e-mail via %s from: Leslie Bishop 
(bishop141 @comcast.net) Members of the Corvallis City Council and Mayor Tomlinson 

I commend Council for its action with regard to "7th Street Station" during the Public Hearing meeting of January 7th, 2008. 
The residents of Avery Addition and surrounding neighborhoods have been silenced due to the removal of the PDOverlay; 
thus, we rely and depend on Council to be our voice. You have honored that request by the introduction of Councilman 
Hanby's motion to rezone this difficult property to GI. 

As a consequence of that motion, more procedural questions have surfaced: 

1) If Council approves the rezoning motion at its Jan. 22nd meeting, what will the status of this property be during the 
rezoning process and proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment change? 

The property will have a Medium High Density Residential Comprehensive Plan Designation and the 
zoning will be RS- 12 

Ken Gibb suggested the rezoning process might take up to 90 days which puts us at May 1st. Can the developers file for 
building permits during this 90 day period? 

ATTACHMENT A 
1 
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A building permit application can be submitted. The City will be required to review it based on the 
Land Development Code (LDC) provisions in place at the time of the submittal, If this is prior to a 
final approval by the City Council of a change to a different Comprehensive Plan Map designation 
and Zone, it would be reviewed based on the RS-12 Zone standards and applicable other provisions 
of the LDC. 

2) If it is possible for the developers to file for building permits during this approximate 90 day period, is it within the City 
Council's authority to request a moratorium on issuing building permits while the rezoning is in process? 

There are very limited opportunities for the City to institute a moratorium on building. One way is a 
circumstance where the City is unable to serve a property or properties with public services such as 
water and sewer. A second is where the City Council can determine that applying the existing 
development ordinances would cause irrevocable public harm. Adoption of any such moritorium 
must follow a process that includes sending a notice to DLCD 45 days prior to the final public hearing 
at which specific findings addressing the need for the moratorium are adopted. 

3) How can the rezoning process be monitored by Council and by the citizens? Is there a procedural time line that is 
available to the public? 

Staff will be presenting a status report to Council on February 4, 2008, at which time staffsr intitial 
approach to the Comprehensive Plan AmendmentDistrict Change (CPAIZDC) will be presented with 
a schedule. Staff will also identify, as we would with any development proposal, potential issues 
associated with the CPA/ZDC. 

How can this information be accessed? 

The information will be available on the web in the Council packets as well as from the Planning 
Division at City Hall. The proposed schedule will be placed on www.corvallispermits.com under the 
CPAIZDC case number once established. 

As you are well aware, the neighbors, the developers and the city have tried to work together for 6 years. Further, as we 
have shown with previous letters and testimony, the new LDC will not protect us on issues such as unwanted traffic, 
overflow parking, set backs and the intersection of 7th and Western. When we look at monsters like "1 0th and A or its 
nameless twin at 14th and "A," we realize that the "needed housing" mandate serves only to allow developers to run away 
with every foot of empty land in our neighborhood. 

As a point of reference, the properties at 10th and 'A ' b n d  14th and '%Iv are zoned RS-20, which 
requires higher density (at least 20 units per acre and no absolute maximum) than the RS-12 Zone 
(12-20 units). Building height standards (65 feet in RS-20 as opposed to 35 feet in RS-12) and other 
standards differ between the zones as well. 

Our voice must be heard through you; thus, I offer the questions above. We appreciate your carrying the banner forward 
and applaud your motion to rezone this difficult property back to GI. Our brightest dreams would look for an extension of 
the bike path through Pioneer Park and south, a low impact technology industry, a low density family housing development 
possibly with an inner city park or maybe even a functioning railroad station. 

It should be noted that some of the preferred uses identified above (parks, low-density housing) are 
not permitted in the GI Zone. A low-impact technology type of industry may be a permitted GI use, 
but the new Limited Industrial-Ofice Zone was designed to accommodate smaller scale 
manufacturing, technological production, and ofice uses. 

Don't Bend Corvallis 

Thank you for your time and attention and for listening once again. 
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DRAFT
Subject to review & approval

by Airport CommissionAIRPORT COMMISSION
MINUTES

December 4, 2007

Present
Jim Moran, Chair 
Todd Brown, Vice-Chair
Dan Allen 
Chris Bell 
Bill Gleaves 
Louise Parsons 
Marion Rose
Lanny Zoeller
George Grosch, Council Liaison

Absent

Staff
Dan Mason,  Airport Coordinator
Lisa Namba, Transportation Services Supervisor
John Sechrest, Corvallis-Benton Chamber       
Coalition

Visitors
Jack Mykrantz, Pilot, CVO Corporette
Tyler Parsons, Pilot

None

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Agenda Item Information
Only

Held for
Further
Review

Recommendations

I. Open Meeting, Introductions X

II. Review of November 6, 2007
Minutes Approved, as corrected

III. Visitor Comments N/A

IV. Old Business N/A

V. New Business
• T&M Pipeline/Steve and Pam Tucker

Lease Assignment
• January 1, 2008 meeting (cancel or

reschedule)

Approved

Meeting cancelled

VI. Update on Industrial Park X

VII. Update on Airport X

VIII. Update on FBO X

IX. Update on City Council X

X. Information Sharing

• Monthly Financial Report X



Airport Commission Meeting Minutes
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CONTENT OF DISCUSSION

I. Open Meeting, Introductions

Chair Moran opened the meeting at 7:00 a.m. Staff and visitors were introduced.

II. Review of Minutes

Chair Moran noted a correction to the November 6 minutes.  Under Section I, “Chair Brown”
was listed as opening the meeting when it was Chair Moran.

Commissioners Zoeller and Gleaves, respectively, moved and seconded that the
Commission accept the November 6, 2007 minutes, as corrected.  The motion passed
unanimously.

III. Visitor Comments

None.

IV. Old Business

• None

V. New Business

• T&M Pipeline/Steve and Pam Tucker Lease Assignment.

Mr. Mason summarized the staff report.  Commissioner Zoeller noted Section 4. D.
Hazardous Materials, of the original lease document and requested the assignees be made
aware of this provision.  Mr. Mason said he would notify them.

Commissioners Zoeller and Gleaves, respectively, moved and seconded that the
Commission forward this lease assignment to the City Council consent agenda
recommending approval.  The motion passed unanimously.  

• January 1, 2008 meeting (reschedule or cancel?)  

Commissioners Gleaves and Brown, respectively, moved and seconded that the
Commission cancel the January 1 meeting of the Airport Commission.  The motion
passed unanimously.

VI. Update on Industrial Park
 

• Mr. Sechrest noted that there were no new leases pending and the only open building space in
the Airport Industrial Park (AIP) at this time are two 10,000 sq ft bays in the WKL building. 
He has been meeting with contractors in the last month to set up a build-to-suit agreement. 
He has also been contacted by a company requesting information for possible lease of up to
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25 acres in the AIP, and has made the second stage of that company’s review.  The only
feedback so far was that the AIP’s power supply was below par.  

Mrs. Namba added that she has been working on the wetland mitigation loan with the Oregon
Economic and Community Development Department and will be submitting an updated loan
application to the City Council for approval.  She has also proposed a special project for the
next fiscal year to hire a consultant to develop an infrastructure plan for the airport per the
airport commission’s request.  

Mr. Sechrest continued with an update on his efforts to secure an Enterprise Zone application
for the City this year.  The deadline is in April, 2008 and there are some openings available. 
The zones last for 10 years and then end.  He also noted that Benton County is the only
county in the state without an Enterprise Zone. Commissioner Gleaves stated that he thought
the Airport Commission was fully supportive of his efforts to secure an Enterprise Zone for
Corvallis.  Mr. Sechrest also noted that the Enterprise Zone designation makes the Corvallis
Airport Industrial Park more competitive when businesses are searching for areas to locate.

Commissioner Rose requested from Mr. Sechrest some talking points on the benefits of an
Enterprise Zone so she could be informed and supportive of this effort.

 Mr. Sechrest was asked the status of the Trillium Fiber Fuels plant.  He replied that they are
still refining their process and are not ready to go to the next step yet.  Their lease was
approved and is waiting for their signature.

VII. Update on Airport

Mr. Mason updated the Commission with the following items:

• The Aviation Weather Observation System (AWOS) has been missing the visibility reading
for the last couple weeks.  The FAA maintains the AWOS and ordered a part.  The wrong
part was delivered and so the part was reordered and should be installed today. 

• The VASI system for Rwy 17/35 went out last week and the FAA repaired it.  It is
operational now.

• The large amount of rainfall yesterday has saturated the airport storm water system.  The
airport side is still draining well around the runways and taxiways.  The main hangar has
been leaking a lot on the south side where the window covers were removed last year. 
Airport maintenance is working on containing the leaks and repairing them when the rain
stops.

VIII. Update on the Fixed Base Operator (FBO)

• Mr. Parsons asked if when Corvallis Aero Service builds its new building will there be
provisions for public access to the apron without having to go through their business.  No
representative from the FBO was present.  Mr. Mason noted that in the discussions with
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Corvallis Aero Service during the Airport Design Review Committee meeting, they had
stated that an electronic security gate would be in front of their office.  Mr. Mason also noted
there are two other gates, one on each side of the parking lot, to access the apron.  

• Mr. Mason also added that Corvallis Aero Service met with the City’s Development Review
staff last week and the confusion over the permit requirements has been cleared up according
to Rod Lockrem.  However, they will wait now until the spring to begin building.

• Mr. Mason also updated the Commission on Helicopter Transport Services, Inc. (HTSI).  All
of their helicopters have returned from fire fighting around the country (most recently in
Southern California).  They have sent one skycrane to Australia again this year for that
country’s fire season.  Mr. Mason noted he has emailed Mr. Palubiski of HTSI and requested
a meeting to discuss HTSI’s expansion plans.

IX. Update on City Council

• Councilor Grosch said he had no new information on the City Council.

X. Information Sharing

• Monthly financial report:  Commissioner Zoeller asked what happened to the unspent funds
from the operating budget at the end of the year.  Mr. Mason noted they stayed in the Airport
Fund and were available for special projects and grant matching funds as well as for the next
budget.  Commissioner Zoeller requested that the surplus funds in the Airport Fund be listed
on the Financial Report.

• Commissioner Rose noted she is chair of the Development Subcommittee and she wanted to
schedule a meeting to develop marketing strategies for the AIP.  A meeting of the
Development Subcommittee was scheduled for 10:00 am on Tuesday, January 8, 2008 in
the Public Works Transportation Conference Room.

 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:52 am. 

NEXT MEETING: February 5, 2008, 7:00 a.m., Madison Avenue Meeting Room



Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
MINUTES

December 7, 2007

Present
Brad Upton, Chair
Josh Storer, Vice-Chair
Joel Rea
Gerry Perrone
Roselyn Toy
Jack Schubert
Mike Beilstein, City Council Liaison

Absent
Rick Crawford, ASOSU
Andy Ross

Staff
Joe Whinnery, Public Works
Lisa Namba, Public Works
Cord Wood - Police Department

Visitors
Walt Prichard, Mid-Valley Bike Club

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Agenda Item Information
Only

Held for
Further
Review

Recommendations

I. Call Meeting to Order/ Introductions X

II. Approve November 2, 2007 Minutes Approved as amended

III. Visitor Comments
• None  

IV. Old Business
• Bike lanes and on-street parallel

parking
X Sub-committee formed to follow up on

10th Street

V. New Business
• None

VI. Information Sharing X

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION

I. Call Meeting to Order/Introductions

The meeting was called to order by Chair Upton.  He asked for patience in running these meetings
and wanted others to know that he recognizes that his opinions are his own and honors the will
and direction of the Commission.  There was a short discussion regarding parliamentary
procedures.

II. Approve November 2, 2007 Minutes

Commissioner Rea noted some typos concerning the mis-spelling of his last name.  Vice Chair
Storer noted that he was not absent from the November meeting.  Vice Chair Storer noted a
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correction to the second bullet item under Information Sharing; the correct statement should be
that he was to contact the Gazette Times and ask them to write a story on bicycle safety issues.

Councilor Beilstein and Commissioner Storer, respectively, moved and seconded that the
Commission approve the November 2, 2007 minutes, as amended. The motion passed
unanimously.

III. Visitor Comments

There were no visitors.

IV. Old Business

• Bike lanes and on-street parallel parking sub-committee report:  
Mr. Whinnery presented a revision to the list which included additional locations and lane width
changes to provide a more accurate rendition of what is out there.  The list should now include all
areas that have bike lanes with parallel parking adjacent to them.  He noted that over the years,
and as street widths allow, bike lanes have increased from 4 foot to 6 foot in width.  As streets are
repaired through a grind and inlay process, the City is making an effort to increase the width of
bike lanes that are currently less than 5 feet.  Ms. Namba noted that the information provided is
only the inventory of bike lanes due to the amount of time it has taken, and staff still needs to
develop options as requested by the Commission.

There was discussion on what is the minimum width of a travel lane.  Mr. Whinnery responded
that for marked lanes, it is 9 feet but desired is 10 feet.  The width is partially determined by the
type of street, volume and speed (i.e., collector, residential, arterial).  Vice Chair Storer noted that
there were a few areas on Van Buren near Dixon Creek where the bike lane is narrower than 4
feet, and there are areas on 10th Street headed south between Buchanan and Van Buren where the
entire bike lane is within a door zone.

The Commission was then asked what they wanted to focus on: the whole system; just the trouble
spots; or are they satisfied that everything is OK.  Commissioner Rea suggested looking at trouble
spots like 10th Street since the City already has initiated making bike lanes wider, if possible,
when streets are being repaired or reconstructed; other Commissioners agreed.  

Commissioners Schubert and Councilor Beilstein respectively, moved and seconded, that a
group of 2 or 3 people go out and take measurements and gather data on 10th Street to be
shared with the whole Commission.  The motion passed unanimously.  It was decided that
Commissioner Schubert, Walt Prichard, and Chair Upton will gather the information.

It was also noted by the Commission that sharrows are not readily noticed or understood by
motorists and there should be some additional education provided.  Councilor Beilstein asked if
sharrows have recognition as an MUTCD (Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices)
approved pavement marking.  Mr. Whinnery responded that current status of sharrows in terms of
the MUTCD is that they have been accepted at the State level in Oregon as experimental
treatments.  They have not been incorporated into the new MUTCD manual at this time.  They are
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used in many other states.  It is not known if information on sharrows could be incorporated into
drivers manuals prior to being included in the MUTCD.

Commissioner Storer suggested amending the letter to ODOT and DMV to include a request for
DMV to provide information to people renewing their drivers license about sharrows in addition
to having information in the drivers manual.  Commissioner Schubert suggested sending a
separate letter to other groups such as AARP to include information on sharrows in their drivers
education programs.  He will put a list together.  It was suggested that the educational information
used by Portland to educate motorists about sharrows be used for Corvallis.

V. New Business

• None

VI. Information Sharing

• Corvallis has been recognized as a bike friendly community for a number of years and there is
discussion by the County to partner with the City for the 2009 application to the League of
American Bicyclists for regional recognition.

• Commissioner Schubert and others thanked the City for the work done on Country Club Drive to
make it more pedestrian and bicyclist friendly.

• Chair Upton thanked the CPD and GT for the information recently published regarding crosswalk
rules.

• Chair Upton reported that the County Bike Advisory Committee, in regards to the Rails with
Trails project between Corvallis and Albany, (where there was a grant approved to do some
design and right-of-way acquisition), will be holding some public meetings sometime this spring
to obtain input from citizens regarding the path.

• Mr. Whinnery reported that the underpass enclosures near the Cornell gate where the pigeons
were roosting have been installed by ODOT.

• There has been a lot of effort in terms of Safe Routes to School by the task force.  Infrastructure
grants had to be submitted by October and there have been numerous calls for more information
regarding the Corvallis grant applications.  Nine grants have been approved with $21,000 for
Non-infrastructure grants at Lincoln School and Adams School in Corvallis.

• There is a new chair for the Oregon Transportation Commission, Gail Ackerman, and there are
also a number of positions available on the OTC.  Vice Chair Storer stated that OTC is very
powerful in terms of deciding where money will be spent.

• Chair Upton stated that the sidewalk clearance issues regarding sidewalk cafes has been taken to
City Council and resolved.  Some citizens that had issues, still say what has been done is not
enough and will be coming back to the Commission to address the un-friendliness of the
downtown sidewalks from the pedestrian perspective.  He also noted that he liked the article in
the City Newsletter regarding bicyclists riding in the dark.

The meeting was adjourned by the Chair.

NEXT MEETING: January 4, 2008, 7:00 a.m., Madison Avenue Meeting Room



DRAFT
Subject to review & approval

by BPAC

Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Commission
MINUTES

January 4, 2008

Present
Brad Upton, Chair
Josh Storer, Vice-Chair
Joel Rea
Gerry Perrone
Roselyn Toy
Jack Schubert
Mike Beilstein, City Council Liaison
Andy Ross

Absent
Rick Crawford, ASOSU

Staff
Joe Whinnery, Public Works
Steve Rogers, Public Works
Cord Wood, Police Department

Visitors
Walt Prichard, Mid-Valley Bike Club

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Agenda Item Information
Only

Held for
Further
Review

Recommendations

I. Call Meeting to Order/ Introductions X

II. Approve December 7, 2007 Minutes Approved as amended

III. Visitor Comments
•  

IV. Old Business
• Bikelanes and On-street Parallel

Parking Sub-committee Report
• Sharrows X

X

V. New Business
• Bicycle Mini Grant Applications,

Alliance for Community Traffic Safety
• BPAC Bicycle Education FTE

Enhancement Proposal Selection

Directed staff to update and resubmit
last year’s application
BPAC recommends  0.5 FTE
enhancement to Budget Commission

VI. Information Sharing X

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION

I. Call Meeting to Order/Introductions
Chair Upton called the meeting to order.  He stated New Business would be discussed prior to
Old Business today due to the nature of the items.

II. Approve December 7, 2007 Minutes
Chair Upton commented that in many places in the minutes, Vice Chair Storer was attributed for
some of the things that he said.  He stated that he did not want to take the time to list all of the
instances.  Mr. Whinnery noted he would take Chair Upton’s notes and have those instances
corrected.
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Commissioners Schubert and Toy, respectively, moved and second that the December 7,
2007 minutes be approved as amended.  The motion passed unanimously.  At the end of the
meeting, Commissioner Toy noted that Walt Prichard was in attendance at the December 7th

meeting.

III. Visitor Comments
Walt Prichard, commented that this commission should get notice when the Planning Commission
grants variances on sidewalk widths.  He noted an example, Ashwood Estates, where the lots are
very small, the garages face the alley, and the sidewalks have been proposed at three-feet instead
of five.  He feels someone should be keeping an eye on these things and this commission should
be notified of these variances.

Public Works Director Rogers responded that the new code that was adopted in 2006, will result
in less work going to the Planning Commission, particularly subdivisions.  If the subdivision
meets all of the requirements of the code, then it is an administrative action and will not go to the
Planning Commission.  So, this results in the only items going to the Planning Commission will
be those items that are not in line with the code, such as a variance.  Mr. Rogers offered that all
Commissioners could be notified electronically of Planning Commission meetings.

It was suggested that this item be brought back to the next meeting to discuss development of a
system of notification.  Mr. Prichard responded that he already gets notification of Planning
Commission meetings, but he is not an official member of this Commission.  Chair Upton stated
that he can still inform the Commission when there is an item they should know about.  

Vice Chair Storer stated he thinks what Walt is asking for is that this should be more than
someone just putting in a little extra time, that it should be more systematic and in the routine of
Public Works to allow the Commission to weight in on bike & ped variances.

Councilor Beilstein, voiced his opinion that it should not rely on a volunteer, it should be staff
that would alert the Commission.  Commissioner Toy voiced her opinion that this issue has been a
long standing issue that has not been resolved.

Chair Upton proposed, and the Commission agreed, to have this item brought back to the next
meeting with staff’s recommendation on how to deal with notification.  Discussion then focused
on the current development that they felt had inadequate width to the sidewalk.  Staff was asked if
the Commission had any opportunity to voice their opinion on this particular development.  Mr.
Rogers stated that this should be an agenda item for next month.  He also noted that the design
phase is when there should be discussion, prior to the planning phase.  Mr. Whinnery stated that
there have been instances when they have had the ability to effect some change.

IV. Old Business

• Bike Lanes and On-street Parallel Parking Sub-committee Report.
Chair Upton suggested that this item be postponed until the February meeting due to time.  There
was a brief history provided on this item for those who were not previously in attendance.
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• Sharrows.
Chair Upton summarized the earlier discussion on having sharrow information be placed in the
drivers manual and bicyclists manual.  He provided the draft letter to ODOT requesting inclusion
of this information in the next update of the MUTCD, and asking DMV to include an
informational postcard when they send out renewal notices to the Commission for review and
comment.  The Commission had no changes to the letter.

Chair Upton also noted that he will work with Commissioner Storer on a different letter to
AARP and the Policy Academy regarding bicycle and pedestrian safety.  There was discussion
on the possibility of providing some bicycle safety training at the Academy.

Commissioner Storer reported that there is a new “Share the Road” license plate that has just
become available this month.  The cost is only $10 more than the normal plate.

V. New Business

• Bicycle Mini Grant Applications, Alliance for Community Traffic Safety.
Chair Upton noted that the grant application is due in two weeks.  Mr. Whinnery stated that he
found out about this the last week in December.  The total amount of the grant is $5,000.  He
informed the Commission on how other cities have used similar money.  He asked the
Commission what projects they would like to apply for.  Chair Upton responded that there is
already a prioritized list of projects.  The top one that falls within the available funding amount
should be used.  

Mr. Whinnery followed up with asking if there was any interest in educational projects.  He
noted that Benton County also has some bicycle education money available.  There was
discussion regarding handing out lights and helmets, working with the Boys & Girls Club, and
developing ways to get bikes to low-income families for kids.

The Commission asked staff to revise and re-propose what was submitted last year and then look
at some new ideas such as the Jensen Memorial Fund grant which has a longer lead time.  It was
also suggested to review and update the project list at the March meeting.  Commissioner
Schubert recommended having a sub-committee do this work and bring it to the full Commission
in March.  Commissioner Rea opined it should be done as the full Commission since the list is
only one year old.  Mr. Whinnery offered to send the Commissioners the list of projects via email
and then Commissioners should let the Chair or himself know which way they would like to go
with the review and update. It was decided that everyone would get the list and the decision
would be made at the February meeting as to whether they would form a sub-committee.

• BPAC Bicycle Education FTE Enhancement Proposal Selection.
Chair Upton began the discussion with the results of this request to the Budget Commission last
year.  Mr. Rogers stated that the Budget Commission begins meeting at the end of January. 
What he would like the Commission to do is decide which alternative they want to request (.25
casual, or .50 FTE) and to decide if they want the request to come from the Commission as
opposed to staff.  He stated that the budget process this year will be different than in previous
years and the difference this year is the Budget Commission will receive enhancements from
staff and not just from the community.  Staff will be asking that previously reduced services
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funded in the Street Fund be reinstated.  The request for additional support would also be funded
from the Street Fund.   When there are two or more requests coming  from staff in the same fund,
staff has been asked to prioritize the requests.  He feels this would be difficult since they are so
different in nature.  Mr. Rogers believes the request for additional support would have more
weight coming from the Commission.

Discussion moved to the  viability of the Street Fund and the financial impact of the additional
request.  Depending on the position requested, the financial impact would range from $20,000 to
$60,000 annually.  Chair Upton opined they should request the .50 FTE.  In response to a
question, it was explained that the $60,000 includes salary, benefits for the 0.5 FTE and
materials wherein the $20,000 is salary for the casual position and a small amount for materials.

Commissioners Schubert and Storer, respectively, moved and seconded, that the
Commission recommends an additional .50 FTE be submitted to the Budget Commission to
be included in the FY 08-09 budget.  The motion passed unanimously.

Chair Upton offered to work with staff to develop the request and take the request to the Budget
Commission.  Commissioners Storer and Ross, respectively, moved and seconded that the
Commission, with staff’s assistance, present this proposal as a proposal from BPAC.  The
motion passed unanimously.  Commissioner Storer offered his assistance.

VI. Information Sharing

• Chair Upton reported that he is thinking of attending the National Bicycle Summit as he did last
year, put on by the League of American Bicyclists in Washington, D.C.  This is a great
opportunity to talk with constituents from other states, and government officials.  He stated that
if he goes, he wants to be able to let representatives and senators know what we want.  So,
between now and February, think of what would be reasonable to ask for from the federal
government (such as the Corvallis to Albany bike path).

• Councilor Beilstein reported that he has had his light stolen from his bike twice recently.  Other
Commissioners reported that they have had this happen also.

• Mr. Whinnery reported an announcement from the Chamber that there will be some alternative
transportation information shared by our MPO representative at an upcoming meeting.

• Mr. Whinnery also informed the ommission of an upcoming “Transportation Innovations for the
21st Century, Making the Most of What We Have” training to be held at OSU Alumni Center,
January 5th - 7th.

• Mr. Whinnery added he had some information on mode share to work.  It involves the most
recent census data. 

The meeting was adjourned by the Chair.

NEXT MEETING: February 1, 2008, 7:00 a.m., Madison Avenue Meeting Room



CITY OF CORVALLIS 
DOWNTOWN CORVALLIS AD HOC COMMITTEE 

January 15,2008 

Present 
Jeff Katz, Actlng Cha~r 
Holly Peterson 
Josh ICvidt 
Dave Llvlngston 
Krrk Bailey 

Excused 
Pat Lan~pton 
Tnsh Daniels 

Staff 
ICen Gibb, Community Developnlent Director 
Sarah Jolu~son. Assistant Planner 
Claire Pate, Recorder 

Guests 
Hugh Whlte 
Charlle Tomllnson 
Rob Ba~rd 
Joan Wessell 
Gary Rodgers 
Lita Verts 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 

.ussionlAction - Recommends Adoption of Report, 
Recommendations and Proposed 

CONTENT OF DISCIJSSION 

I. REVIEW OF MEETING NOTES : 

The draft minutes for the November 27,2007 meeting were reviewed and unanimously approved. 

Downtown Corvallis Ad Hoc Commission 
January 15,2008 



11. DRAFT COMMITTEE REPORT OVERVIEW 

Community Development Director Ken Gibb summarized the information contained in the packet, 
highlighting the issues addressed by the Committee and resultant recommendations contained in 
the draft Ad Hoc Committee Report. The Committee members did not have any questions for 
staff, and Chair Katz proceeded with public comment. 

111. PUBLIC COMMENT: 

Joan Wessell, Downtown Corvallis Association, spoke to her concern of maintaining 
involvement of the existing Downtown Parking Colninission members who have historical context 
and broadly represent the commui~ity. She would hate to do away with the existing number of 
members, and would prefer to maintain the existing commission rather than putting it under the 
proposed Downtown Commission as a committee. 

Chair Katz explained that the recommendation is to keep some representation froin this original 
commission. Parking spaces are the liceblood of downtown business, and people who do not have 
the history of parking issues might not understand that fact. He said that the intent of the 
recommendation is to give people with parking issues even more opportunity to be heard rather 
than less. 

Lita Verts said she agreed with Joan Wessell's testimony. The proposed makeup of the Parking 
Committee needs to include residents from other than just the downtown area, so that there is 
adequate representation for shoppers' parking issues. Downtown customers and shoppers need to 
be heard. She is also bothered by adding another layer of bureaucracy. The existing Parking 
Commission is sensitive to the needs of the businesses and to the shoppers. She does not agree 
with having issues go through three levels of processing rather than getting immediately resolved. 

Chair Katz reassured Ms. Verts that the Comlnittee had had similar concerns and feels that the 
proposed model might actually work better. 

Kirk Bailey asked if her concerns were mostly related to parking or whether there were other 
downtown issues of concern. She said it was mostly parking, but also issues related to customer 
ease of shoppiilg downtown, such as the issue of large vehicles parked on 2nd Street making it 
difficult for traffic to get through. 

Noting that there were no other persons wishing to comment, Chair Katz closed the comment 
portion of the meeting. 

Downtown Corvallis Ad Hoc Commission 
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IV. DISCUSSlONIACTION ON RECOMMENDATION TO THE CITY COUNCIL 

Josh Kvidt, referring to language in the proposed ordinance, asked why the initial appointments of 
members to the Commissio~l were not more evenly divided between the rotational term lengths. 
Ken Gibb said that the numbers could be changed, but that the intent had been to ensure that there 
was consistency in membership for the first two years. After more discussion, Mr. Kvidt said he 
was fine with it as proposed. 

Kirk Bailey said the only remaining issue was whether the Downtown Parking Commission should 
be retained as it is now, or whether it should become a committee under the Downtown 
Comnlission as proposed. Mr. Bailey stated that initially it made more sense to lteep thc parking 
commissioil as is, but after discussing the potential hassles of coordination and duplicatio~l of 
efforts agreed that it should be incorporated as part of the Downtown Commission, adding that if 
the Parking Commission coordination doesn't work out as planned it can always be revisited in the 
f~lture. He felt that the proposal would work as long as the Mayor understood the strong need to 
appoint some of the existing Parking Commission members to the new committee, for the sake of 
giving historical context and continuity. 

Chair Katz said that there were so few existing members on the Parking Commission right now 
they could likely all find spots on either the proposed Downtown Commission or Parking 
Committee. 

Dave Livingston said hc was comfortable with the way it is proposed. He appreciated Ms. Verts' 
concerns rclating to representation of the comm~mity and downtown shoppers, but felt that Mayor 
Tomlinson had heard those concerns and would be aware that downtown parking is a very 
important issue. He thought that institutional wisdom would be maintained with Public Works 
continuing to provide staffing for the Parlcing Committee. 

Holly Peterson said that she felt parking matters would be addressed in a more timely fashion with 
the proposal. 

MOTION: 
Kirk Bailey moved to recommend to City Council adoption of the Corvallis Downtown 
Comnlission Ad Hoc Committee report and recommendations, and accompanying draft municipal 
ordinance. The motion was seconded by Mr. Livingston, and approved unanimously. 

V. COMMITTEE WRAP-UP: 

The Committee agreed that the City Council should be forwarded copies of the background 
information and meeting minutes. Ken Gibb said the report will be forwarded to City Council for 
its February 4, 2008, meeting with the assumption that Pat Lampton would be in attendance to 
answer any questions. Action might be taken later on. The timing for formation of a Downtown 
Comnlission, if approved by City Council, will be up to them. 

Downtown Corvallis Ad Hoc Commission 
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Kirk Bailey asked if it made sense for the proposal to go lo Planning Co~nmission as well. Mr. 
Gibb said that they would ensure both the Planning Commission and Historic Resources 
Commission are briefed on the proposal, and it might be able to be part of the agenda for the joint 
work session scheduled for Febnlary 19,2008. In response to a question from Mr. Kvidt, Mr. Gibb 
said that at this point there is nothing concrete enough regarding staffing resources to be taken to 
the Budget Commission for consideration. He thanked the Committee members for their work and 
good effoifs. 

VI. ADJOURNMENT: 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:20 pm. 

Downtown Corvallis Ad Hoe Commission 
January 15,2008 



DRAFT
Subject to review & approval

by Downtown Parking
Commission

DOWNTOWN PARKING COMMISSION
MINUTES

November 28, 2007

Present
Jeff Katz, Chair
Lita Verts, Vice Chair
Richard Mehlhaf
Joan Wessell
John Howe
Josh Kvidt
Stan Nudelman
Mike Blair

Staff
Jim Mitchell, Public Works
Lisa Namba, Public Works

Visitors
David Greatz

Absent
Brad Upton, excused
David Hamby, City Council, excused

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Agenda Item Information
Only

Held for
Further
Review

Recommendations

I. Call Meeting to Order
• Approve October 24, 2007 Minutes Approved

II. Commission Reports
• Chair Reports
• BPAC
• CACOT
• City Council

X
n/a
X
n/a

III. Old Business
• Parking Meter Rate Review Recommended rates to Council

IV. New Business
• Your Green Home Parking Change

Request

        Recommended rate increase 
        to Council

V. Pending Items
• Conversion of 2-Hour Signed Spaces to

2-Hour Metered Spaces
X

VI. Visitor Comments n/a

VII. Other Business/Actions/Information
Sharing

n/a

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION

I. Call Meeting to Order/Approve October 24, 2007 Minutes

The meeting was called to order by Chair Katz.

Vice Chair Verts and Commissioner Nudelman, respectively, moved and seconded
that the Commission approve the October 24, 2007 minutes, as written. The motion
passed unanimously.
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II. Commission Reports

• Chair Reports

Chair Katz reported that the DCA helped finance a Strategic Plan for Corvallis’
downtown and the major recommendations were establishing a new Downtown
Commission that would oversee a lot of the activities, improvements, and changes in the
downtown.  He and Commissioner Storer were part of an ad-hoc committee to help
determine whether that Commission should be in-acted and if so how who should be on it
and what it’s responsibilities should be.  One of the most time consuming responsibilities
of the ad-hoc committee was figuring out how parking would be dealt with.  One of the
ideas of the Strategic Plan and one of the strong recommendations from the community
was that the parking issues be dealt with by the new Downtown Commission.  The ad-
hoc committee has completed most of their work and has a tentative plan for how parking
will be dealt with.  They are in the process of formally writing the plan so that it can be
submitted one last time for public comment and then to the City Council.

The responsibilities of the DPC would be divided into three specific areas.  There would
be a Parking Committee under the umbrella of the Downtown Commission to review
smaller items such as changes to meters and individual parking spaces, signage and such. 
The Downtown Commission would be responsible to review larger strategy items such as
parking lots and structures, updates to the Parking Plan, and meter rates.  Requests for
changes in meters and individual parking spaces would be dealt with by City staff.  They
would make decisions based upon the current parking studies and the standard
procedures used in the past and submit recommendations to the Parking Committee.

The public comment meeting will be held on January 15th at 5:30 pm.  A final report will
be prepared and submitted to City Council.

• Bicycle & Pedestrian Advisory Commission (BPAC) - Brad Upton

None.

• Citizen Advisory Commission on Transit (CACOT) - Lita Verts

Vice Chair Verts reported the Corvallis Transit System provided 60,112 rides during the
month of October, which is an October record; the Philomath Connection provided 1,734
rides which is a 200 ride increase over the October average for the previous five years;
the Beaver Bus provided 780 rides which was up from the 723 rides provided the year
before; and there were also three new Honored Citizen passes issued. 

• City Council - David Hamby 

None.

III. Old Business
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• Parking Meter Rate Review / 10-Hour Permits

Mr. Whinnery stated staff had been asked to come back with a report regarding 10-hour
permits, specifically, how many have been sold on a monthly, quarterly and annual basis. 
He reported that the information is based on the length of time the meters are used and
very few permits have been purchased by businesses, most are by individuals.  There has
been some marketing of the availability of 10-hour meters, but most has been by word of
mouth.  The price for a monthly permit is currently $20, $55 for a quarterly permit, and
$216 for an annual permit.  It is assumed most people purchase the permits so that they
do not have to mess with coins and to ensure they are not ticketed.

There was discussion as to whether there should be a discount offered for a permit and
the convenience of one.  Mr. Whinnery provided the Commission with areas where the
10-hour meters are not being used.  He opined it could be due to location.

Staff then provided information on potential rates, either by cash or price of permits
including possible discounts.  Staff was asked why there was no recommendation.  Mr.
Mitchell responded that the rate information provided was to assist the Commission in
their discussion.  There was then discussion on possible discounts depending upon the
length of the purchased permit.

Commissioner Nudelman and Wessell, respectively, moved and seconded that the
Commission recommend a 5% discount be given for a one month and quarterly
permit, and a 10% discount on an annual permit.  This translates to $28, $83, and
$303, respectively.  Mr. Mitchell stated that tomorrow, the Urban Services Committee
will be taking up the Council Policy on the residential parking permit fee, which is the
same policy that establishes the 10-hour parking permit fee.  If the Commission is able to
come up with a recommendation at this meeting, he will be able to carry their
recommendation into the meeting to be included in that discussion.  The motion passed
unanimously.  Commissioner Wessell suggested this be marketed as a convenience.  Mr.
Mitchell offered to have information sent out with the renewal notices.

IV. New Business

• Your Green Home (YGH) Parking Change Request

Mr. Whinnery reported that he has met with adjacent property owners regarding the
parking change request.  Those contacted were in support of the request.  David ??
requested information on whether all four meters including the 10-hour spaces right in
front of his window are being changed.  Chair Upton responded that their observations
are that the 10-hour meters are very heavily used in the area, which is why they would
like to mitigate the loss.  Staff looked for additional places which they could change to a
10-hour meter.  He noted the Parking Plan, which is still being worked on, provides a
benchmark for when parking becomes 85% full then they look at whether changes are
needed.



Downtown Parking Commission Meeting Minutes
November 28, 2007

Page 4 

There was a question regarding how many 10-hour meters would be left on Jackson.  The
response was two.  Mr. Whinnery interjected that the Commission may soon receive a
request from Sibling Revelry to change all of the meters from 10-hour to 2-hour in this
area.

Commissioners Nudelman and Wessell, respectively, moved and seconded, that the
Commission approve converting two 2-hour meters to 10-hour meters and replace
two 30-minute meters with 10-hour meters.  There was then discussion on which
specific meters would be converted.  The motion passed unanimously.

V. Pending Items

• Conversion of 2-Hour Signed Spaces to 2-Hour Metered Spaces (on hold until 2007
Parking Plan Review)

VI. Visitor Comments

• None.

VII. Other Business/Actions/Information Sharing

• None

The meeting was adjourned at 6:27 p.m. by Chair Katz.

NEXT MEETING: January 23, 2008, 5:00 p.m., Madison Avenue Meeting Room



DRAFT
Subject to review & approval

by WMAC

Watershed Management Advisory Commission
MINUTES

November 14, 2007

Present
Nicole Strong, Chair 
Hal Brauner, City Council
Matt Fehrenbacher
Jennie Cramer
Paul Berg

Absent
Michael Campana

Staff
Steve Rogers, Public Works
Tom Penpraze, Public Works
Garrett Chrostek, Public Works
Jon Boyd, Public Works 

Visitors
Mark Miller, Trout Mountain Forestry
Jim Fairchild
Art Sleight
Betty Sleight
Kim Nelson
Nicholas Zegre

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Agenda Item Information
Only

Held for
Further
Review

Recommendations

I.    Introductions X

II.   Approval of October 17th Minutes Approved

III.   Staff Reports X

IV.       Public Comment X

V.       Approval of Long Term Outreach Plan X

VI.     Commission Reports/Requests X

VII.    Public Comment Period X

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION

I. Introductions

Introductions of Commissioners, staff, and visitors were made. A quorum was present.  

II. Approval of October 17th Minutes

Commissioner Cramer moved to approve the October 17th minutes.  The motion was
seconded by Commissioner Berg.  The motion passed unanimously.
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III. Staff Report

Public Works Director Steve Rogers had two announcements.  The first was that the
Mayor has received a letter of resignation from Commissioner Morris.  This departure
leaves the Commission with two current openings and another pending with Chair Strong
intending to resign soon because of a relocation to Bend.  The second announcement
regarded the status of the consulting forester contract.  Public Works received two
proposals and issued an award letter to Trout Mountain Forestry.  This decision was
appealed by Integrated Resource Management(IRM).  Currently, Public Works is waiting
on the recommendation of the City Attorney as to whether to uphold the decision, award
the contract to IRM, or reissue the RFP.  Once the recommendation has been received
both respondents will be notified and Public Works will follow through on the
recommended action.  Public Works will notify the Commission of the recommendation
via e-mail when available.  Commissioner Fehrenbacher asked Mr. Rogers what the
primary role of the consulting forester was going to be.  Mr. Rogers responded that the
role is two fold.  The first is to manage the activities on the watershed such as timber sale
layout, murrulet monitoring, invasive species control.  Secondly, there is a role in assisting
the Commission and staff with development of operation plans and policies such as the
monitoring plan.  Mr. Rogers said the effect of the appeals process is that is pushes
operational plans back a month.  Mark Miller stated that the activity most impacted by the
delay was murrulet monitoring.  Commissioner Cramer asked if the murrulet monitoring
was being subcontracted out and if so could the City issue the monitoring contract itself. 
Mr. Rogers responded that it could, but part of the purpose of having a forestry consultant
is to have someone to perform contract management.  He also added that if the RFP is
reissued one thing that will be done differently is to include the Commission in a review
of the RFP. Commissioner Berg inquired as to the basis of the award decision challenge. 
Mr. Rogers stated that the appeal was based on several things including how the criteria
established in the RFP was evaluated.  

Utilities Manager Tom Penpraze presented updates on the status of grant proposals
currently under review.  OWEB has a technical team that will be visiting the watershed on
December 6th.  This is a good indication that they are still interested in the City’s proposal. 
The City will also be involved in a meeting with the Forest Service, Marys River
Watershed Council, and potentially the culvert designers to discuss the current fish ladder
and culvert designs.  The Forest Service has a right to use the roads through the watershed
and wants to be sure projects affecting the roads meet their approval and design standards. 
The concern with this is that the grant has already been submitted with the current designs
and any last second changes could affect awarding of the grant or delay construction. 
Commissioner Strong asked if the Forest Service had been involved with this grant the
whole time.  Mr. Penpraze confirmed that they had.  

Mr. Penpraze also reported on the recent Marys Peak Stewardship Group meeting.  This
meeting focused on the four grant requests prepared for the Siuslaw Stewardship group
including snag creation, noxious weed identification, fish passage on the City property,
and oak restoration at Bald Hill Park.  Mr. Penpraze also responded to concerns over
water quality data availability raised at the last meeting.  He noted that the Forest Service
has significant amounts of water quality data covering a number of years.  Some of this
data is included in the Marys Peak Watershed Analysis developed by the Forest Service. 
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This should help provide baseline data before fish passage improvements are constructed.  

IV. Public Comment

Watershed neighbor Art Sleight reported on the proceedings of the Siuslaw Stewardship
Group meeting at which they reviewed the proposals noted above approved by the Marys
Peak Stewardship Group.  He stated that the Siuslaw Group will not fund the noxious
weed identification project noting that they will only fund proposals that include action to
remove the weeds.  The oak restoration project was rejected due to excessive distance
from Forest Service lands, while  the snag creation projects were likely to go through. 
These opinions were made by a review team which passes their recommendations up to
the next level before the projects are approved.  He also reported that the Forest Service
wasn’t happy with the fish passage design on Griffith Creek because they envision that
creating a natural bottom bypass channel would be cheaper and more effective.  Mr.
Sleight also pointed out that the proposals submitted are not final proposals but are
expected to be revised after receiving comments from the review team.  Lastly he added
that on the recent field trip organized by Frank Davis for the Marys River Stewardship
Group, they saw some amazingly large Douglas Fir trees on BLM property located on
Marys Peak with some exceeding ten feet in diameter.  

Jim Fairchild expressed his concerns regarding the contract for consulting services to the
Watershed.  He submitted a document discussing his concerns(see attachment #1).  A
primary concern was that after the proposals were scored based on the evaluation criteria,
IRM earned a higher mark.  Despite a split decision by the evaluators(there was also a
question of the qualifications of one of the evaluators), Steve Rogers submitted a
recommendation to City Manager Jon Nelson to award the contract to Trout Mountain
Forestry.  IRM was also penalized for not mentioning pre-commercial thinning when
Trout Mountain also failed to mention pre-commercial thinning.  Mr. Fairchild noted that
he was part of the original Commission during the visioning process and during the
development of the Watershed Stewardship Plan.  He went over the scope of work for
Trout Mountain’s original contract.  In the scope of work they were to develop a operation
plan, develop a murrelet monitoring plan, develop a vegetation control plan, develop a
rare plant restoration plan, and present information at three watershed advisory
commission meetings, one of which was to be a field tour.  Mr. Fairchild noted that they
had only completed two of these objectives, the operational plan and attending meetings. 
This would put them nearly a year behind in their responsibilities according to the scope
of work of the contract.  In developing the proposal IRM was not granted access to GIS
data from Trout Mountain which he feels should be part of the public record.  In addition,
a vast amount of false brome seed collected by Mr. Fairchild had germinated indicating
that Trout Mountains abatement program was ineffective.  Mr. Fairchild suggested that the
performance of Trout Mountain during the past year would not warrant awarding them a
new contract.  Commissioner Berg asked Mr. Fairchild to summarize his arguments into
one statement for those new to the commission.  Mr. Fairchild responded that to date, the
work of Trout Mountain Forestry has been mediocre at best.  

Kim Nelson expressed her confusion over the purpose of the Watershed Advisory
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Commission.  She didn’t feel the Commission was making their recommendations heard
to the City Council which led to the resignation of a number of Commissioners.  Further
the Commission didn’t get involved in the proposal evaluation which she felt was an
essential role of the WAC.  She felt that the Commission should outline their purpose and
reassert themselves in pushing the Stewardship Plan forward.  Ms. Nelson also expressed
her frustrations with the lack of information posted on the City’s website.  Mr. Rogers
responded to Ms. Nelson’s comments.  The primary role of the Watershed Advisory
Commission is to advise the City on matters of policy.  It is not to participate in awarding
contracts, that is the sole responsibility of the City and the City Manager.  Mr. Rogers
stated that it is not typical to include advisory commissions in that process.  If the RFP is
to be reissued, he is willing to include the WAC in a review of the RFP.  He also
expressed his frustration similar to Ms. Nelson’s in that there has been a serious slow
down in the advancement of operational plans and policies.  In response to why
commissioners resigned, Mr. Rogers felt that this was a result of the final outcome of the
Stewardship Plan not fitting their personal opinion and preferences.  Councilor Brauner
stated that the City Council did listen to the concerns of the WAC during hearings on the
Watershed Stewardship Plan.  He stated that the City Council heard the recommendations
of the Commission on the Stewardship Plan and voices from either side who thought the
plan should have been different than what it was.  He agreed that the Commission should
become more involved as more operational plans are developed but concurred with Mr.
Rogers’ statements that the City is responsible for hiring contractors.  

Chair Strong stated that the concerns she’s hearing are confusions over the role of the
Watershed Advisory Commission.  She noted that there are a lot of new members and it
would be helpful to review the role and responsibilities of the Commission at the next
meeting.  Commissioner Cramer agreed with Chair Strong and expressed her concerns to
not rush through any processes.  She felt it is more important that the Commission come to
decisions because they are comfortable and not because of an impending deadline.  She
noted that she sometimes feel limited in her ability to request things from the City because
of staffing issues.  Therefore she would like to revisit the roles and responsibilities of the
WAC because there are talented people on the Commission that would be willing to assist
the City in completing the activities that need to be performed to move the plan forward.  

V. Approval of Long Term Public Outreach Plan

Chair Strong presented her revisions(see attachment #2) to the Long Term Public
Outreach Plan.  She took the plan developed by Mr. Rogers and formatted it to the
LOGIC(Learning Outcome Goals Inputs) model.  First there needs to be development of a
public outreach goal.  Chair Strong called for edits of the outreach goal from the
Commission, staff, and visitors.  The Commission decided to come back to this question. 
Commissioner Fehrenbacher asked if it is the goal of the City to be proactive in educating
the public or to simply make the property available for educational opportunities to occur. 
Chair Strong stated that Watershed Plan suggests that the city is active in engaging the
public but passive in educating the public.  Commissioner Fehrenbacher inquired about if
the City was interested in opening the property to research as stated in objectives two and
three given the scare resources of the City.  Mr. Rogers commented that the Watershed
Stewardship Plan would suggest that was true but not as to what level the City would
pursue such opportunities.  Mr. Penpraze read the vision statement and guiding principles
of the Watershed Stewardship Plan.  Mark Miller suggested that vision statement
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suggested a more passive approach to research opportunities.  Councilman Brauner
recalled that the City Council’s intentions were to make the property available but limited
so that the resource wouldn’t be damaged.  Chair Strong agreed and stated that there was a
great opportunity to utilize volunteers for the many potential projects on the watershed.  

Commissioner Cramer expressed a desire for more details for specific actions in the plan. 
Commissioner Berg asked what types of actions Commissioner Cramer wanted more
details on.  Commissioner Cramer responded that many of the actions taken should be
included, especially restoration activities which can increase engagement with the
community.  Chair Strong expressed concern that having too much detail would become
to complicated and possibly restrictive as more management activities take place on the
property.  Commissioner Cramer commented that she agrees it could become overly
complicated but thinks the details are important because she find it hard to keep track of
all the activities taking place on the watershed and she wants to be able to answer citizen
questions.  At the least it would be important to have a protocol for important management
activities.  Mr. Rogers pointed out that the City has lost the ability to publish articles in
the GT on demand.  Secondly, we can only expect to get two or three articles regarding
the watershed in the City newsletter due to demand for that space.  Therefore it would be
difficult to announce every activity.  Mr. Rogers also noted that last spring before the
harvest a specific plan was drawn up for announcing the harvest and he thinks that’s how
the level of specificity desired by Commissioner Cramer would come about.  Chair Strong
expressed a desire to have some sort of annual report to keep track of activities on the
watershed.  Mark Miller noted that an annual “State of the Forest” report is the primary
deliverable in the RFP for the consulting forester.  He believes that this report in
conjunction with the public tour will be an effective means of informing the public of
management activities.  Ms. Nelson noted that the City could more frequently place ads in
the paper and place more information on the website.  Mr. Rogers responded that the City
doesn’t have the staff or the budget to routinely place ads or update the website.  He asked
the Commission to help determine how and when the resources the City does have should
be utilized.  Commissioner Fehrenbacher asked if the Commission was satisfied with the
formatting of the outreach plan.  The Commission agreed on the formatting.  Chair Strong
expressed a desire to identify more potential partners and collaborators the City could
utilize for watershed projects.  Mr. Rogers added that there is a volunteer coordinator
position through the Library that could help organize volunteers but assumes Public
Works would have to pay her and is not sure of her availability.  

Chair Strong asked if the Commission wanted to separate Objective one into awareness
and engagement.  Mr. Rogers noted that he originally intended to make them two different
items.  Chair Berg noted that Objectives two and three could be combined because they
both addressed universities.  Commissioner Fehrenbacher suggested separating ecological
education from Objective one as Objectives two and three are more focused on education. 
Chair Strong asked for further edits to the outreach plan to be submitted to her prior to the
next meeting.  

VI. Commission Reports/Requests

Commissioner Berg requested a organizational chart of the various groups involved in the
watershed.  
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Commissioner Cramer requested a review of the Watershed Stewardship Plan for the new
members of the Commission.

VIII. Public Comments

Mr. Fairchild handed out some revisions(see attachment #3) to previous minutes. He also
warned the Commission that they have not been receiving the attention they deserve from
the City Council and Urban Services Committee.  There was concern that Public Works
has been controlling the WAC.  He expressed his concern that the consulting foresters
have not been proactive at pursuing grant money for the City at meetings such as the Mary
Peak Stewardship Group.  Mr. Rogers responded that the City had not requested the
consultants to perform that role that’s why Mr. Penpraze attend the meetings.  Mr.
Fairchild responded that he does not feel the WAC needs to wait for Public Works
directive to implement the Stewardship Plan.  Ms. Nelson restated her concern that the
WAC should become more aware of their role in relation to other groups and institutions
to become more effective.  Following up on Mr. Fairchild comments Mr. Miller responded
that he attends Marys Peak Stewardship Group meetings under contract to facilitate the
meeting and that it would be inappropriate to represent the City at those meetings.  He
also expressed his opinion that the work of the WAC has been very valuable and
appreciated.  Mr. Miller responded to the characterization of mediocrity.  He felt that there
have been a number of accomplishments while Trout Mountain was under contract.  The
City had a limited budget and Trout Mountain tried to be as responsive as possible to the
needs of the City which included adjusting the scope of work.  Mr. Fairchild recalled a
tour of the property in the spring in which he noted that false brome needed to be dealt
with and he felt his input was ignored.  Mr. Rogers responded that there was no money to
complete that project until the next fiscal year in July and that’s when the project was
completed.  Mr. Fairchild stated that the Forest Service doesn’t perform harvest operations
until two years of false brome treatment has been completed as standard practice.  He felt
that instead of waiting for harvest revenues, the City should pursue grants for projects like
snag creation and that was a possibility through the Marys Peak Stewardship Group.  He
expressed his disappointment that that particular opportunity wasn’t pursued.  Mr. Miller
responded that projects are prioritized based on available time and resources.  He
expressed his excitement that projects were actually completed this summer and stated
that he received quality feedback from many.  He recognized that this is only a first step
and there is a lot of work to be done.  Ms. Nelson stated that it would be beneficial for the
WAC to be aware of all the opportunities available so that they are not dependent on
harvest revenues.  Commissioner Fehrenbacher noted that pursuing grants costs time and
money as well.  Chair Strong recognized the efforts of Mr. Penpraze in pursuing grants on
behalf of the City.  Mr. Rogers noted that there has already been high levels of
collaboration with the Marys River Watershed Council who has pursued grants on behalf
of the City.  

NEXT MEETING: December 12th, 2007, 5:30 p.m., Corvallis-Benton County Library Main
Meeting Room



DRAFT
Subject to review & approval

by WMAC

Watershed Management Advisory Commission
MINUTES

December 12, 2007

Present
Nicole Strong, Chair 
Michael Campana
Jennie Cramer
Matt Fehrenbacher
Paul Berg

Absent
Hal Brauner, City Council

Staff
Tom Penpraze, Public Works
Garrett Chrostek, Public Works
Mike Hinton, Public Works
Jon Boyd, Public Works 

Visitors
Mark Miller, Trout Mountain Forestry
Kim Nelson, OSU
Frank Davis, US Forest Service

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION

Agenda Item Information
Only

Held for
Further
Review

Recommendations

I. Introductions X

II. Approval of November 14th Minutes Approved

III. Staff Reports X

IV.    Public Comment X

V.     Approval of Long Term Outreach Plan Approved

VI.    Review Consulting Forester Scope of     
         Work

X

VII.   Commission Reports/Requests X

VIII.  Public Comment Period X

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION

I. Introductions

Introductions of Commissioners, staff, and visitors were made. A quorum was present.  

II. Approval of November 14th Minutes

Commissioner Cramer moved to approve the minutes from November 14th.  The motion
was seconded by Chair Strong.  The minutes were approved unanimously. 
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III. Staff Reports

For the new Commissioners and Commissioners who had missed the first showing, Public
Works Director Steve Rogers presented a slide show of photos of the logging site post
operations that had been shown at an earlier meeting.  Chair Strong asked whether more
trees should have been removed from the site.  Mark Miller replied that since it was an
older stand, Trout Mountain was conservative on its first entry to prevent wind throw.
Nearly 25% of the basal area was removed yielding roughly 400,000 board feet.  

Utilities Manager Tom Penpraze reported on the status of the fish passage improvement 
designs and grant applications.  New grant applications have been submitted for the fish
ladder projects.

Mr. Rogers informed the Commissioners that two lists had been developed explaining the
relevant organizations that the City interacts with in managing the watershed.  These lists
were generated in response to a request from Commissioner Berg.  One list was developed
by Mark Miller of Trout Mountain and the other was created by Mr. Penpraze.  Mr.
Rogers also pointed the Commission towards documents created by Trout Mountain
Forestry summarizing the accomplishments of 2007.  Commissioner Cramer commented
that the document states that false brome had been successfully controlled.  She stated that
this is misleading as there was no vegetative control plan developed or base line data
collected.  The use of this wording makes it seem that the invasive has been eradicated
and there is no need to continue work on false brome control.  Mr. Miller agreed with this
comment and pointed to the conclusion of the report that recommends follow-up treatment
of invasive species as a future project.  Mr. Miller noted that financial information was not
included in the report.  The harvest covered 28 acres yielding roughly 400,000 board feet
and generating approximately $160,000 for the City, which was close to initial
projections.  Commissioner Fehrenbacher asked whether that figure was net of logging
costs.  Mr. Miller confirmed that the figure was net of logging costs but did not include
any other management costs incurred by the City during this process.  He further added
that Trout Mountain had received a lot of positive feedback from a variety of folks in
regard to the harvest and feels the City should be proud of this project.  Mr. Miller
concluded that this report was created in response to the calls for more information voiced
at the November meeting.  

Commissioner Fehrenbacher asked about the size of the meadow.  Mr. Miller replied that
it was approximately 4 or 5 acres.  Chair Strong noted that during the tour she noticed
many invasives in the meadow.  She added that in the report it states the meadow was
restored when really the management activities only prevented encroachment.
Commissioner Cramer commented the meadow was highly composed of non-native
species and that full restoration of the meadow would take years of effort with specialists
in prairie restoration at considerable expense.  Mr. Miller commented that the operational
plan only called for preventing encroachment and not a full restoration.  Future
operational plans will need to prioritize future projects such as meadow and oak
restoration, as the meadow in question would likely be less of a priority than other sites on
the property.  Mr. Rogers added that Benton County is currently working on a habitat
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conservation plan and the City Council will be considering a memorandum of
understanding to signify that the City will cooperate in this effort.  This watershed
property would potentially be included in this plan.  Commissioner Cramer added that the
Institute for Applied Ecology is writing this plan which will focus on meadow and prairie
habitat and therefore would only include a small portion of the watershed property.   

IV. Public Comment

Frank Davis of the U.S. Forest Service was glad to see the Commission considering
meadow habitat restoration as a future project but thought it was unfortunate a plan wasn’t
prepared so a grant application could be submitted to the Marys Peak Stewardship Group. 
There was still some money left over and meadow restoration would have been a good
candidate for funding.  Commissioner Fehrenbacher asked about the schedule for
submitting grant applications to the various stewardship groups.  Mr. Davis responded that
they occur once a year in the fall.  He further added that it might be a while before
sufficient retained receipts can accumulate for the Marys Peak Stewardship group as there
is no upcoming logging and future projects need to go through an environmental
assessment process which can take over a year to complete.  Future projects for the forest
include thinning 2000 acres of Forest Service property, decommissioning a number of
roads, and replacing another culvert above the City’s property.  Mr. Davis stated that the
Siuslaw Stewardship Group will probably have another round of funding next year. 
However, the housing market and subsequent timber prices are down which means future
revenues from timber sales might not be as high.  He is glad to see the City participating
in these stewardship meetings and pursuing outside funding because there are a number of
opportunities available.  

Kim Nelson had a number of questions and comments for the Commission.  First, there
were several pages of comments submitted by Jim Fairchild that were omitted from the
minutes. Secondly, she asked Mr. Miller if any snags had been created as part of the
harvest project.  Mr. Miller responded that no snags were created as part of the current
contract but that it was listed as a future project on the forest.  Ms. Nelson stated that she
appreciated the handout and table to understand what had been completed on the forest. 
However, she would have liked to know what work Trout Mountain had been contracted
to complete to know if anything went undone.  Mr. Rogers responded that Trout
Mountain’s contract has expired and that even if the scope of work lists a number of
projects, not all of the projects will be included in the actual contract and the contractor
will only get paid for work that has been completed.  Mr. Rogers further added that what
he thinks the Commission is calling for is a work plan which outlines the activities the
Commission plans to complete during the year.  Ms. Nelson commented that it would be
good to regularly get an update on what activities had been completed since the last
update.  She then asked when the post-logging tour would be conducted.  Mr. Rogers
stated it would likely occur in late spring but he hasn’t planned the event yet.  Ms. Nelson
went on to express her concerns that the City ordinances regarding the Commission were
too vague regarding the Commission’s roles and duties and that Hal Brauner was regularly
absent, therefore making the Commission’s purpose largely undefined and its connection
to the City Council broken. She hoped that the Commission would develop a broader
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scope of work to better understand what it is the Commission is supposed to do. 
Commissioner Cramer responded that there has been a lot of turnover on the Commission
and more turnover is expected, so it might not be prudent to pursue such efforts until the
Commission becomes settled.  Ms. Nelson then asked whether the City could directly
contract for a marble murrelet survey and, if the City cannot obtain a consulting forester
soon, if there is a contingency plan to ensure that the murrelet survey takes place during
the survey period.  Chair Strong asked when surveys need to be completed and when such
surveys are generally contracted.  Ms. Nelson responded that surveys take place from May
to August and contracts are usually established in early winter.  Mr. Miller responded that
during their research to establish a monitoring protocol they discovered that some firms
would be willing to contract up to February.  Mr. Rogers expressed a concern that the City
doesn’t have the expertise to hire and manage such a contract.  Ms. Nelson added that she
would be willing to help with such matters.

V. Approval of Long-Term Public Outreach Plan

Chair Strong handed out an update of the Long-Term Public Outreach Plan which
incorporated the comments submitted by Commissioners Berg and Fehrenbacher and Mr.
Miller.  She then went through the plan and pointed out changes.  Commissioner Cramer
asked whether it was established that the City wants to open up the forest to local schools. 
Mr. Penpraze added that the City already conducts a number of tours.  Therefore, he
wasn’t concerned with opening up the forest, but he was concerned that City staff might
become overwhelmed by the number of visits.  Rock Creek Operator Mike Hinton added
that the plant operators were always willing to conduct tours; he just wanted to make sure
that the public understands that they cannot receive tours on demand.  There are always
concerns with weather conditions, plant operations, and road maintenance which inhibit
the availability of City staff to conduct tours.  Chair Strong noted that it was not the goal
of the Commission to overwhelm the operators with visitors, but rather to strategically
connect with the public to offer opportunities to access the property.  She went on to point
out that Commissioner Fehrenbacher commented that research opportunities shouldn’t be
limited to OSU.  There is a large research community in Corvallis and opportunities
should be available to this broad group.  Commissioner Campana asked how it would be
determined what research will be permitted on the watershed.  Mr. Rogers replied that it
has traditionally been Public Works that made that determination but felt this should be a
role that the Commission takes over.  There was agreement among the Commission on
this issue.  Commissioner Cramer asked whether policies have been established to
regulate the use of the watershed to researchers to prevent “ecotrash.”  Mr. Penpraze
added that such policies exist because the City has run into these sorts of problems in the
past.  A current problem is that researchers often do not return the keys or submit a copy
of their final product to the City.  There is a $50 deposit for the keys but this is often not
enough to ensure compliance.  Commissioner Berg asked what types of research projects
are currently going on at the property.  Mr. Penpraze wasn’t sure but noted that plant
manager Brian Rigwood was in charge of issuing entry permits for research.  Mr. Hinton
stated that he believed there were two current projects on the watershed.  Chair Strong felt
that it was unfortunate that the City wasn’t getting copies of the research taking place and
felt that more emphasis should be placed on making sure the researchers comply with this



Watershed Management Advisory Commission Minutes
December 12, 2007
Page 5

stipulation.

Mr. Rogers noted that Public Works intern Garrett Chrostek had also made some changes
to the outreach plan including the addition of appendices for outlets for distributing
information and descriptions of activities, events, and resources referenced in the plan. 
Commissioner Cramer asked whether the document was more of an action plan than a
general outreach plan.  Chair Strong noted there were no specifics in the document and
therefore it was just a guide for putting together outreach action plans attached to
operational plans.  Commissioner Cramer moved to approve the long-term public
outreach plan; the motion was seconded by Commissioner Berg, the motion passed
unanimously.

VI. Review Consulting Forester Scope of Work

Mr. Rogers summarized the status of the consulting forester Request for Proposal (RFP).
The City Attorney advised the City Manager to cancel the old RFP and issue a new,
revised RFP.  Mr. Rogers handed out the memo from the City Attorney that provided
some advice as to how to amend the RFP to avoid future challenges.  Most of this advice
pertained to the evaluation process which Mr. Rogers is currently working on.  Mr. Rogers
presented the scope of work section of the RFP to seek comments from the Commission. 
Commissioner Cramer asked if there would be another mandatory preproposal meeting. 
Mr. Rogers stated he wasn’t sure if the meeting would be held as such a meeting is not
always a requirement.  Mr. Penpraze added that in the RFP process any questions or
comments submitted by potential contractors are answered in writing by the City and
submitted to all potential contractors.  Therefore, any additional respondents to the RFP
would still have an opportunity to discuss the RFP with City staff if there wasn’t another
preproposal meeting.  Commissioner Fehrenbacher asked whether it should be stated
explicitly that the consultant provide revenue projections as part of developing a
management plan.  Mr. Rogers felt that such an activity was implied in the development of
a management plan and discussed when putting together the contact.  Chair Strong asked
whether the City felt the consultant should take over the role of procuring funding from
outside sources.  Commissioner Berg asked whether they would be required to take over
that role or simply to assist the City.  Mr. Miller responded that this point should made
clear because there are significant differences in the level of work on the part of the
contractor associated with the two activities.  Mr. Penpraze noted that it is typical for a
proposal to include a large scope of work but for finer points to be hammered out when
developing the contract.  Further, not all of the proposed activities in the proposal would
show up in the actual contract.  Commissioner Fehrenbacher asked what the time frame
was for the “State of the Forest” report.  Mr. Rogers responded that it would be an annual
deliverable.  

Mr. Davis asked if there was a conflict of interest with Trout Mountain participating in
these discussions, especially since there has already been an appeal.  Commissioner Berg
felt there was not a conflict as this was a public meeting and that seeking advice of
potential contractors would produce a better overall product.  Commissioner Campana
stated that the conflict might still exist as advice from all potential contractors is not being
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solicited.  Chair Strong pointed out that IRM was aware of this meeting and the scope of
work requests potential contractors to submit any additional comments or identify other
areas of work to propose a full scope of services.  Commissioner Fehrenbacher noted that
section 1.4.1.4 states, “development of silvicultural prescriptions including pre-
commercial thinnings.”  He recommended replacing pre-commercial thinnings with non-
commercial activities.  Chair Strong asked why the contractor was instructed to develop a
five-year plan.  Mr. Rogers responded that he put that in for continuity in the event there is
a change of contractors but he was open to amending that provision.  Commissioner
Cramer asked if there would be anything specific to meadow restoration in the scope of
work.  Mr. Rogers responded that he didn’t think such a specific request should be
included since it was typically part of other management operations.  Commissioner
Fehrenbacher added that meadow restoration was a non-commercial activity which he had
discussed earlier.  Mr. Penpraze noted that an RFP for services of this nature and
magnitude typically lists a variety of desired work items.  However, specific items may be
deleted based on budget or time constraints or added based on new requirements not
known until much later during the term of the three-year contract.  Commissioner Cramer
stated she hoped meadow restoration would have its own plan and wouldn’t be tied into
the general operational plans because the contract is only for three years and the
restoration would probably take longer than three years.  

VII. Commission Reports/Requests

Commissioner Cramer requested a plan be developed to recruit new Commissioners. 
Mr. Rogers offered an update on the status of nominations by the Mayor.  The Mayor has
identified one interested person who will be nominated at the first City Council meeting of
the new year.  There is also a second person under consideration.  Mr. Rogers
recommended that Commissioners discuss potential nominees with the Mayor.  

Chair Strong requested that murrelet monitoring be placed on next month’s agenda. 
Commissioner Cramer requested that the Commission develop an annual work plan during
the first quarter of next year. 

VIII. Public Comments

No additional comments were offered.  Chair Strong moved to adjourn and Commissioner
Cramer seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.

NEXT MEETING: January 16th, 2007, 5:30 p.m., Madison Avenue Meeting Room 



M E M O R A N D U M  

To: City Council Meinbers 

From: 
c 

Charles C. Tomlinson, Mayor / 

Date: January 30,2008 

Subject: Confi~lnation of Appointments to Advisory Boards, Co~mnissions, and 
Comittees 

As you know, at our last regular meeting I appoiilted the following persons to the adviso~y 
boards, commissions, and committees indicated for the tenns of office stated: 

Board of Appeals 

John Evans 
1270 NW Kline Place 
Corvallis, OR 97330 
Telephone: (209) 61 7-2293 
Term Expires: Julile 30,201 0 

Watershed Mananenleilt - Advisol-y Coinn~ission 

Aaron Wolf 
Departineilt of Geoscieilces 
Oregon State University 
Corvallis, OR 9733 1 
Telepl~one: 737-2722 (Office) 
Tenn Expires: J~ule 30, 2009 

I ask that you co~lfinn these appointineilts at our next Cou~lcil meeting, Febnlary 4, 2008. 



M E M O R A N D U M  

To: City Council Members 

From: 0C Charles C. Tomlinson, Mayor L. 
T 

Date: January 30,2008 

Subject: Appointment to Watershed Management Advisory Commissions 

I am appointing the following person to the Watershed Management Advisory Commission for 
the term of office shown: 

Jeff McDonnell 
Forest Engineering 
0 1 5 Peavy Hall 
Oregon State University 
Cowallis, OR 9733 1 
Telephone: 737-8720 (Office) 
Term Expires: June 30,2008 

Jeff is Chair of Forest Engineering at Oregon State University; his expertise is forest 
hydrology. 

I will ask for confirmation of this appointment at our next Council meeting, Febn~ary 19,2008 



M E M O R A N D U M  

Date: January 3 1,2008 

Subject: Vacancy on Citizens Advisory Commission on Transit 

Joe Harrod s~ubmitted his resignation from the Citizens Advisory Commission on Transit. His 
term on the Commission expires June 30,2009. 

I would appreciate your nolninations of citizens to fill this vacancy. 



MEMORANDUM 

To: Mayor and City Co~mcil 

From: Tony Krieg, Custoiller Services Manager \L 
CJ 

Subject: LIQUOR LICENSE INVESTIGATION 

Date: Jan~lary 28, 2008 

6 The City has received an application from Jolm N. Colenlan owner of Coleman Jewelers & Fine 
Wines, dba Colelnail Jewelers & Fine Wines1 Pioneer Hopyard Vineyard, located at 255 SW 
Madison Ave Corvallis, Or. This application is for a New O~ltlet with a Grower Sales Privilege 
Liquor license. I 

An affirmative reco~nn~endation has been received fronl the Police, Fire, and Co~nmunity 
Developlllellt ~epai-lmehts. No citizen comments or input were received regarding this 
application for endorsemeilt. 

Staff reco~nnlends the City Co~ulcil authorize endorselnent of this application. 

Allows the importation, storage, transportation, export and wholesale and retail sales of 
wines made from fruit grown in Oregon. 



City of Corvallis 
Liquor License lnvestigation Application 

This application is for a: New Outlet 0 Renewal 

PROCESSING FEE: $100.00 $35.00 

Applying As: 
Mndividual 0 Limited Partnership 

Corporation Limited Liability Corporation 

License Change (circle one): 
Change Ownership Additional Privilege 
Greater Privilege Lesser Privilege 
Other 

PROCESSING FEE: $35.00 

Address: 
Primary A 

Primary Applicant Information: Please provide information for the owner(s) if the business is a sole proprietorship or partnership. If the 
business is part of a corporation, please provide information for at least two corporate officers. 

OwnerlCorporate Officer: Co-OwnerlCorporate Officer: 

Name: 

Position: 

Home Address: Home Address: 

Home Phone #: 

A.K.A.: 

Driver's License#: Driver's License#: 

Date of Birth: 

E-mail: 

Manager Information: Please provide the information requested below for the outlet's manager, if different from the information supplied 
in the Primary Applicant Information section: 
Name: Home Address: 
A.K.A.: Drivers License #: Date of Birth: 

Type o f  L iquor  License (Select One): 

Limited On-Premises Sales Full On-Premises Sales: 

Off-Premises Sales Commercial Establishment Private Club 

Brewery Public House Caterer Passenger Carrier 

Other: Other Public Location 

lnvestigation Approval: 

Finance Department Date 

Please note: the City of Con/allis requires a full and complete report to the City Council before endorsement of y o ~ ~ r  application is approved. The 
City's examination may require a showing of financial responsibility, examination of discharge papers, registration or other pertinent 
records, etc. Persons unwilling to comply with these requirements are advised not to apply. 



C O R V A L L I S  F I R E  D E P A R T M E N T  
M E M O R A N D U M  

400 NWHnrrison Blvd 
Corvnllis, OR 97330 

To: Mayor and City Council 

From: Roy A. Emery, Fire Chie \ 

Subject: 

6 
Letter of Agreement for Use of ODOT Radio Frequencies 

Date: January 27,2008 

Background: 

As you are aware, since September 11, 2001, p~~b l i c  safety agencies have been moving toward interoperability to 
facilitate radio communication with other agencies at emergency events. The Corvallis Fire Department is in the 
process of placing new (replacement) mobile and portable radios into service. As part of that process, Corvallis Fire 
would like to program frequencies used by the Department of Transportation into our radios to e 
communication capabilities at future joint or m~~lti-agency emergency responses. 

Discussion: 

The attached letter of agreement provides the necessary authorization and stip~~lates the conditions that apply. There 
d the agreement may be terminated by either party upon presenting written notice. 

Recommendation: 

Staff believes k s  action to be in the public interest and recommends Council approval. 

REVIE ED AND CONCUR: A' 



Oregon Department of Transportation Wireless Group 

Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor 
455 Airport Rd. SE, Bldg. C 
Salem, Oregon 97301-5375 
Telephone (503) 986-2897 

FAX (503) 986-2899 

File Code: 

December 26,2007 

Roy Emery, Fire Chief 
Corvallis Fire Department 
400 NW Harrison Blvd. 
Corvallis, Oregon 97330 

RE: Frequency Use Agreements Between Agencies 

Dear Chief Emery: 

Included is a frequency use agreement authorizing your agency the use of ODOT frequencies for 
interoperable communications in emergency situations. I have included our standard letter of 
authorization and agreement made out to reflect fiequency and agency use. Once signed by both 
parties we will keep this agreement on file in Salem. I understand that you are ready to have 
your radios programmed so to expedite the process I am emailing this agreement. If you would, 
please copy and sign the attached agreement, keep a copy for your files and mail a signed copy 
back to me in Salem. It is a pleasure having the opportunity to work with your department to 
further public safety in and around your area of responsibility. 

John McCaslin; ODOT Wireless Group 
455 Auport Road SE, Bldg. C 
Salem, OR 97301-5375 
Phone: (503) 986-2906 



LETTER OF AUTHORIZATION AND AGREEMENT 
B e t w e e n  

C o r v a l l i s  F i r e  D e p a r t m e n t  
and 

O r e g o n  D e p a r t m e n t  O f  T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  

To provide more effective cooperation between agencies and to 
enhance our ability to safeguard the lives and property of the 
motoring public, the O r e g o n  D e p a r t m e n t  of Transportation (ODOT) 
hereby authorizes the C o r v a l l i s    ire D e p a r t m e n t  to install the 
below mobile frequencies presently licensed to the Oregon 
Department of Transportation: 

TRANSMIT FREQ. & TONE RECEIVE FREQ. & TONE DESIGNATION 

159.075 MHz 100.0 Hz 151.025 MHz 100.0 Hz Ch 1 Mary's Peak 
151.070 MHz 131.8 Hz 151.070 MHz 131.8 Hz Flagging Ch. 6 

The purpose of this authorization is to improve Emergency 
Communications between the respective agencies during emergency 
operations which require mutual aid response. 

We mutually agree that the above authorization is in the 
public interest and that it shall become effective upon the date 
of signature and it shall be subject to the following conditions: 

1. This agreement to share the use of certain radio 
frequencies between eligible agencies shall be valid until revoked 
or until the FCC license covering the use of the shared 
frequencies becomes invalid for any reason. It shall be the 
responsibility of the licensee to notify the shared users 
immediately if the license becomes invalid. Such notification 
shall be in writing and shall become effective thirty days from 
the date of mailing the notification, 

2. Neither this.agreement nor any expenditure of money or any 
other act shall provide any vested interest in the use of any 
frequency by either party to this agreement. 

3. When using shared frequencies under this agreement, radio 
operations will be conducted under the control and supervision of 
the agency licensed on the frequency being used. 

4. Either party will make no charge to the agreement for 
implementing, maintaining, operating or discontinuing any activity 
authorized by the agreement. 



5. It is further agreed thar repeated violations of either 
operational or technical FCC rules shall be cause for revocation 
of this agreement. 

6. This agreement shall be valid for 15 mobile units. 

7. This agreement shall not be valid for base control 
stations under any circumstance. 

8. Either party may terminate this agreement with a 30-day 
written notice to the other party. 

Oregon Dept. Of Transportation 
ISB Wireless Group 

John W. McCaslin 
Wireless Gpup Specialist 

Corvallis Fire Department 
Administration 

Roy Emery 
Fire Chief 

Date - 

cc: Brad Smetana 



MEMORANDUM 

TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Steve Rogers, Public Works D i r e c t o d y  

DATE: January 16,2008 

SUBJECT: ODOT Capital Grant for Sidewalk Ramps and Bus Pads 

ISSUE 

City Council approval is required to accept a grant agreement between the Oregon Department of 
Transportation (ODOT) and the City. 

BACKGROUND 

Through the ODOT 2007-2009 Discretionary Grant process, Transportation Services staff 
applied for two grants to fimd installing new and upgradinglrepairing substandard sidewalk 
ramps, and installing concrete connections between curb and sidewalk at transit stops throughout 
the city. Staff was notified in June, 2007 that these grants were awarded to the City using New 
Freedom funds; a single grant agreement for the two projects arrived in early January, 2008. 
New Freedom funds within the federal highway bill are specifically intended to improve access 
to transportation services above and beyond the requirements of the ADA for individuals with 
disabilities. Both of these projects proactively address transportation accessibility issues which 
are not required by the ADA. 

DISCUSSION 

The total amount of the project is $143,000, ($125,000 for sidewalk ramp work, $18,000 for bus 
stop connections) and with a 20% local match, the maximum reimbursable amount of the grant 
award is $1 14,400 ($100,000 for sidewalk ramp work, $14,400 for bus stop connections). Work 
performed under the grant must be completed by June 30, 2009 and is anticipated to occur within 
the contract for the Sidewalk Safety Program in FY 08-09. 

Staff has proposed to budget $100,000 in the CIP (Sidewalk Safety Program project) and $18,000 
as a Transit special project for FY08-09. Local match for the sidewalk ramp portion of the 
project is $25,000 and will come from the Street Fund. Local match for the transit stop 
connection pads is $3,600 and will come from the Transit Fund. 

ACTION REQUESTED 

Staff recommends City Council approve the grant agreement and authorize the City Manager to 
execute the agreement and any future amendments relating to the agreement. 



Review and Concur: 

k //2 410 8 
Date '  ate 

Attachment 



Warde, Julie 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Stephens, Tina 
Tuesday, January 08,2008 5:19 PM 
Warde, Julie 
FW: 08-09 budget request - New Freedoms grant 

Julie W - 

FYI - I ' m  sure you are already aware of this. 

From: Mitchell, Jim 
Sent: Tuesday, January 08, 2008 12:09 PM 
To: Brewer, Nancy 
Cc: Rogers, Steve; Braun, Gene; Gescher, Greg; Namba, Lisa; Moser, Bruce; Stephens, Tina 
Subject: 08-09 budget request - New Freedoms grant 

Nancy; 
We just got the grant agreement from ODOT for two projects using New Freedoms $ - sidewalk ramps (in the CIP 
Sidewalk Safety) and transit stop upgrades t o  ADA. I ' ve  discussed this with Steve and we'd like to  get the 
appropriations budgeted in next year's budget. The agreement states that the funds must be spent by June 30, 
2009 - I was thinking we'd have until June 30, 2010. 

The proposed CIP currently shows $56,090 in both 08-09 and 09-10. This would need to  be changed to  $100,000 in 
08-09 (the match is already programmed as current rev. st.). Because the agreement states an 80/20 match rather 
than the 89.73h0.27 shown in the application, the tex t  will need to be updated, too. 

The transit stops project has not been developed in the proposed budget yet. I would propose a special project of 
$18,000 consisting of $14,400 fed funds and $3,600 local match. 

Alternatively, we could prepare a resolution that both accepts the grant and appropriates the funds this year 
knowing that they will need to be carried forward since we'll not be able to do the work until next year (workload 
issues). 

What should I do to make these happen? 

Jim 



Misc. Contracts and Agreements 
Agreement No. 24422 

(53 17) Capital Facilities 

PUBLIC TRANSIT DIVISION 
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

STATE GRANT AGREEMENT NO. 24422 

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into by and between THE STATE OF OREGON, 
acting by and through its Department of Transportation, hereinafter referred to as "State," and 
City of Corvallis hereinafter referred to as "Recipient." Recipient enters into this Agreement with 
State to secure financial assistance to complete the activities described in Exhibit A, hereinafter 
referred to as the "Project," attached hereto and by this reference made a part hereof. 

RECITALS 

1. By the authority granted in Oregon Revised Statutes (ORS) 190.1 10 and 283.1 10, state 
agencies may enter into agreements with units of local government or other state agencies for 
the performance of any or all functions and activities that a party to the agreement, its officers, 
or agents have the authority to perform. The State of Oregon acting through the Oregon 
Transportation Commission is authorized to enter into agreements and disburse funds for the 
purpose of supporting public transportation pursuant to ORS 184.670 to 184.733. 

2. This Agreement is based upon, and is subject to, ORS, Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR), 
and Federal Transit Administration (FTA) regulations such as those contained in ORS 
323.455, ORS 391.800 through 391.830 and FTA Circular 9045.1 including all associated 
references and citations. From time to time these laws, rules and regulations may be 
amended; and State reserves the right to amend this Agreement if it is affected. State will 
provide thirty days notice of impending changes and will prepare a supplemental agreement 
incorporating the changes to be executed by the parties. 

NOW THEREFORE, the premises being in general as stated in the foregoing recitals, it is 
agreed by and between the parties hereto as follows: 

TERMS OF AGREEMENT 
1 .  Estimated total Project cost is $143,000.00. Maximum allowable reimbursement shall be 

either 80% of allowable costs or $114,400.00, whichever is less. 

2. This Agreement shall begin on January 01,2008 and shall expire, unless otherwise 
terminated, on June 30,2009. 

3. The following documents, Agreement Obligations and General Provisions, Exhibit A: 
Project Description and Budget and Exhibit B: Financial Information are attached hereto 
and by this reference made a part of this Agreement. The following document is incorporated 
by reference: Fiscal Year 2008 Annual List of Certifications and Assurances for FTA 
Grants and Cooperative Agreements. These certifications and assurances are used in 
connection with all Federal assistance programs administered by FTA during Federal Fiscal 
Year 2008. These certifications and assurances include all annual certifications required by 49 
U.S .C. 5 53 17 New Freedom Program. 

SIGNATURE PAGE TO FOLLOW 
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have set their hands as of the day and year hereinafter 
written. 

The Oregon Transportation Commission on June 18, 2003, approved Delegation Order No. 2, 
which authorizes the Director to approve and execute agreements for day-to-day operations when 
the work is related to a project included in the Statewide Transportation Improvement Program or 
a line item in the biennial budget approved by the Commission. 

On March 18, 2004, the Director approved Subdelegation Order No. 14, whch delegates the 
authority to conduct the following day-to-day operations to the Public Transit Division 
Administrator: 

Execute Oregon Transportation Commission intergovernmental agreements and grants 
for special payments to local governments and other non-profit units and operators of 
public transportation services for disbursement of state and federal Jirnds for public 
transit programs. The Division Administrator will maintain a listing of all 
intergovernmental agreements and grants and submit a quarterly report to the OTC. 

City of Cowallis 
PO Box 1083 

Cowallis, Oregon 97339 

Oregon Department of Transportation 
Public Transit Division 
555 1 3 ' ~  St. NE, Suite 3 

Salem, Oregbn 97301-4179 

Signature (Legally designated representative) Michael R. Ward 

Name (Printed or typed) 

Administrator 
Title Date Title Date 

Recipient's Legal Counsel 
(If required in local process only) 

Name (Printed or typed) 

Title Date 
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I. RECIPIENT OBLIGATIONS 

A. General Requirements 

1. Recipient shall conduct activities in accordance with Exhibit A, Project Description 
and Budget. Recipient shall notify State in writing of changes in the Project prior to 
performing any changes and will not perform any changes to the Project listed in 
Exhibit A without specific written approval from State. 

2. Recipient shall make purchases of any equipment, materials, or services pursuant to 
this Agreement under procedures consistent with OAR Chapter 125 for the Oregon 
Department of Administrative Services and ORS and in conformance to FTA Circular 
4220.1E, Third Party Contracting Requirements, ensuring that: 

a. all applicable clauses required by Federal Statute, executive orders and their 
implementing regulations are included in each competitive procurement; 

b. all procurement transactions are conducted in a manner providing full and open 
competition; 

c. procurements exclude the use of statutorily or administratively imposed in-state or 
geographic preference in the evaluation of bids or proposals (with exception of 
locally controlled licensing requirements); 

d. contracts will not exceed a period of five years without prior approval of FTA; and 
e. architectural and engineering procurements are based on Brooks Act procedures 

unless the State of Oregon has adopted a statute that governs such procurements. 

3. Recipient is responsible for submission of any draft subagreements and contracts 
associated with this Agreement to State for review and approval. Best Practices 
Procurement Manual, a technical assistance manual prepared by the FTA, is available 
on the FTA website: <www.<fta.dot. riov>. 

4. Recipient agrees to comply with all federal, state, and local laws, regulations, 
executive orders and ordinances applicable to the work under this Agreement, 
including, without limitation, the provisions of ORS 279B.220, 279B.225, 279B.230, 
279B.235 and 279B.270, which hereby are incorporated by reference. Without 
limiting the generality of the foregoing, Recipient expressly agrees to comply with (i) 
Title VI of Civil Rights Act of 1964; (ii) Title V and Section 504 of the Rehabilitation 
Act of 1973; (iii) the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and ORS 659A.142; (iv) 
all regulations and administrative rules established pursuant to the foregoing laws; and 
(v) all other applicable requirements of federal and state civil rights and rehabilitation 
statutes, rules and regulations. 
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5. Recipient shall maintain all required records for at least three years after State's final 

payment. 

6. To receive reimbursement as described in Section 11, Paragraph A, of this Agreement. 
Recipient shall submit quarterly progress reports. Reports shall include a detailed 
statement of revenues and expenditures for each quarter, including documentation of 
local match contributions. State reserves the right to request such additional 
information as may be necessary to comply with federal or state reporting 
requirements. 

The reporting periods are based on the state fiscal year. Quarter 1 is July through 
September. Quarter 2 is October through December. Quarter 3 is January through 
March. Quarter 4 is April through June. Reports are due to State, Public Transit 
Division, 555 1 3 ' ~  St. NE Suite 3, Salem OR 97301 no later than 45 days after the last 
day of the quarter. 

7. Recipient shall defend, save and hold harmless the State of Oregon, including the 
Oregon Transportation Commission, State, and their members, officers, agents, and 
employees from all claims, suits, actions of whatsoever nature resulting from or 
arising out of the activities of Recipient or its subcontractors, agents or employees 
under this Agreement. Recipient shall not be required to indemnify State for any such 
liability arising out of negligent acts or omissions of the State of Oregon, its 
employees, or representatives. This provision is subject to the limitations, if 
applicable, set forth in Article XI, Section 10 of the Oregon Constitution and in the 
Oregon Tort Claims Act, ORS 30.260 to 30.300. 

8. Notwithstanding the foregoing defense obligations under the paragraph above, neither 
Recipient nor any attorney engaged by Recipient shall defend any claim in the name of 
the State of Oregon or any Agency of the State of Oregon, nor purport to act as legal 
representative of the State of Oregon or any of its agencies, without the prior written 
consent of the Oregon Attorney General. The State of Oregon may, at anytime at its 
election assume its own defense and settlement in the event that it determines that 
Recipient is prohibited from defending the State of Oregon, or that Recipient is not 
adequately defending the State of Oregon's. interests, or that an important 
governmental principle is at issue or that it is in the best interests of the State of 
Oregon to do so. The State of Oregon reserves all rights to pursue any claims it may 
have against Recipient if the State of Oregon elects to assume its own defense. 

9. Recipient shall perform the services under this Agreement as an independent 
contractor and shall be exclusively responsible for all costs and expenses related to its 
employment of individuals to perform the work under this Agreement, including but 
not limited to retirement contributions, workers' compensation, unemployment taxes, 
and state and federal income tax withholdings. 

10. All employers, including Recipient, that employ subject workers who work under this 
Agreement in the State of Oregon shall comply with ORS 656.017 and provide the 
required Workers' Compensation coverage unless such employers are exempt under 
ORS 656.126. Recipient shall ensure that each of its subcontractors complies with 
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these requirements. 

11. Recipient acknowledges and agrees that the Federal Government, absent express 
written consent by the Federal Government, is not a party to this Agreement and shall 
not be subject to any obligations or liabilities to the Recipient, contractor or any other 
party (whether or not a party to the Agreement ) pertaining to any matter resulting 
from the underlying Agreement. 

12. Recipient's officers, employees, or agents shall neither solicit nor accept gratuities, 
favors, or anything of monetary value from contractors, potential contractors, or 
parties to subagreements. No member or delegate to the Congress of the United States 
or State of Oregon employee shall be admitted to any share or part of this Agreement 
or any benefit arising therefrom. 

13. In accepting this Agreement, Recipient certifies that neither Recipient nor its 
principals is presently debarred, suspended, or voluntarily excluded from this 
federally-assisted transaction, or proposed for debarment, declared ineligible or 
voluntarily excluded from participating in this Agreement by any state or federal 
Agency. Recipient must provide notice to State if at any time it learns that this 
certification is erroneous when submitted or if circumstances have changed (new 
personnel, indictments, convictions, etc.). 

14. Recipient shall permit State, the Secretary of State, the Comptroller General of the 
United States, the US Department of Transportation, or their authorized representative, 
upon reasonable notice, to inspect all vehicles, real property, facilities, equipment 
purchased by the Recipient as part of the project, and/or transportation services 
rendered by Recipient, subrecipient and/or any subcontractor acting on behalf of the 
~ecipient.  Recipient shall permit the above named persons to audit the books, records, 
and accounts of Recipient relating to the project. 

15. Recipient shall complete all purchases of property or equipment prior to the expiration 
date of this Agreement. If local circumstances prevent the purchase by the specified 
date, at least 45 days prior to the expiration of the Agreement, the Recipient will notify 
State in writing of the delay and provide a reason for the delay. Contract amendment 
for time will be considered in extenuating circumstances. 

16. Any Recipient of grant funds, pursuant to this Agreement with State, shall assume sole 
liability for that Recipient's breach of the conditions of this Agreement, and shall, 
upon Recipient's breach of conditions that requires State to return funds to the FTA, 
hold harmless and indemnify State for an amount equal to the funds received under 
this Agreement; or if legal limitations apply to the indemnification ability of the 
Recipient of grant funds, the indemnification amount shall be the maximum amount of 
funds available for expenditure, including any available contingency funds or other 
available non-appropriated funds, up to the amount received under this Agreement. 
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B. Audit Requirements 

1. Recipients receiving Federal funds in excess of $500,000 are subject to audit 
conducted in accordance with Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A- 
133, Audits of States, Local Governments, Non-pro$t Institutions. Recipient, if 
affected by this requirement, shall at Recipient's own expense, submit to State, Public 
Transit Division, 555 13th St. NE, Suite 3, Salem, OR 97301-4179, a copy of its A- 
133 annual audit covering the h d s  expended under this Agreement and shall submit 
or cause to be submitted, the annual audit of any subcontractor of Recipient 
responsible for the financial management of funds received under this Agreement. 

2. Recipients receiving less than $500,000 in Federal funds shall, at Recipient's own 
expense, submit to State, Public Transit Division, 555 13th St. NE, Suite 3, Salem, OR 
97301-4179, a copy of any annual audit covering the funds expended under this 
Agreement by Recipient or any subcontractor of Recipient receiving funds as a result 
of this Agreement; and a copy of the management letter and any report that 
accompanies the annual audit covering the funds expended under this Agreement. 

3. Recipient shall save, protect and hold harmless State from the cost of any audits or 
special investigations performed by the Oregon Secretary of State's Audits Division in 
response to allegations with respect to the funds expended under this Agreement. 
Recipient's liability for any costs incurred under this provision is not limited to the 
grant amount defined by the Terms of Agreement, and is binding whether or not the 
allegations are substantiated. It is also mutually agreed and understood that any audit 
costs incurred as a result of allegations of fraud, waste or abuse are ineligible for 
reimbursement under this or any other agreement between Recipient and State. 

C. Other Federal Requirements 

One of the principles of contracting with Federal funds received indirectly from the FTA 
is recognition that, as a condition of receiving the funds, certain specific requirements 
must be met not only by the Recipient, but also by any subrecipients and contractors. To 
the extent applicable, Federal requirements extend to the third party contractors and their 
contracts at every tier and subrecipients and their subagreements at every tier. The specific 
requirements for particular grant funds are found in the Master Agreement that is signed 
and attested to by State. This Master Agreement is incorporated by reference and made 
part of this Agreement. Said Master Agreement is available upon request from State by 
calling (503) 986-3300 or accessing the FTA website:<www:fta.dot.gov>. 

The following is not a complete list of Federal requirements. Rather it is a summary of 
various primary requirements associated with the type of transaction covered by this 
Agreement. 

1. Recipient shall comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (78 State 252, 42 
U.S.C. 5 2000d) and the regulations of the United States Department of Transportation 
(49 CFR 21, Subtitle A). Recipient shall exclude no person on the grounds of race, 
religion, color, sex, age, national origin, or disability from the benefits of aid received 
under this Agreement. Recipient will report to State on at least an annual basis the 
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following information: any active lawsuits or complaints, including dates, summary of 
allegation, status of lawsuit or complaint including whether the parties entered into a 
consent decree. 

2. Recipient shall comply with FTA regulations in Title 49 CFR 27 Nondiscrimination 
on the Basis of Disability in Programs or Activities Receiving Federal Financial 
Assistance which implements the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended, the 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990,49 CFR 37, and 49 CFR 38. 

3. Recipient will correct any condition which State or FTA believes "creates a serious 
hazard of death or injury" in'accordance with Section 22 of the Federal Transit Act, as 
amended. 

4. Recipient will comply with the applicable provisions of 49 CFR 26 related to 
Disadvantaged Business Enterprises and report quarterly to State. Each contract 
Recipient signs with the contractor (and each subcontract the prime contractor signs 
with a subcontractor) must include the following assurance: 

The contractor, subrecipient or subcontractor shall not discriminate on the basis 
of race, color, national origin, or sex in the performance of this contract. The 
contractor shall carry out applicable requirements of 49 CFR 26 in the award and 
administration of State-assisted contracts. Failure by the contractor to carry out 
these requirements is a material breach of this contract, which may result in the 
termination of this contract or such other remedy, as the Recipient deems 
appropriate. 

5. Recipient and contractors receiving in excess of $100,000 in Federal funds must 
certify to State that they have not and will not use Federal funds to pay for influencing 
or attempting to influence an office or employee of any Federal department or Agency, 
a member of Congress, or an employee of a member of Congress in connection with 
obtaining any Federal grant, cooperative agreement or any other Federal award. If 
non-federal funds have been used to support lobbying activities in connection with the 
project Recipient shall complete Standard Form LLL, Disclosure Form to Report 
Lobbying and submit the form to State at the end of each calendar quarter in which 
there occurs an event that requires disclosure. Restrictions on lobbying do not apply to 
influencing policy decisions. Examples of prohibited activities include seeking 
support for a particular application or bid and seeking a congressional earmark. 

6. All construction projects and purchases of real estate, with the exception of passenger 
shelters, shall have a restrictive covenant filed with the property deed. The restrictive 
covenant will limit the use of the building and property to the stated purpose specified 
in the scope of work associated with this Agreement. 
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11. STATE OBLIGATIONS 

A. State shall reimburse eligible costs incurred in carrying out the Project subject to the 
amounts shown in the Terms of Agreement. 

B. State certifies, at the time this Agreement is executed, that sufficient funds are available 
and authorized for expenditure to finance costs of this Agreement within State's current 
appropriation or limitation of the current biennial budget. 

C. State reserves the right to withhold payment of funds if there are unresolved audit 
findings, or inadequate information concerning Recipient's activities. State reserves the 
right to reallocate any portion of the Agreement amount which State reasonably believes 
will not be used by Recipient within the Terms of Agreement. 

111. GENERAL PROVISIONS 

A. This Agreement may be terminated by mutual written consent of both parties. State may 
terminate this Agreement, in whole or in part, effective upon delivery of written notice to 
Recipient, or at such later date as may be established by State, under any of the following 
conditions. 

1. If Recipient fails to provide services called for by this Agreement within the time 
specified herein or any extension thereof; or 

2. If Recipient fails to perform any of the other provisions of this Agreement, or so fails 
to pursue the work as to endanger performance of this Agreement in accordance with 
its terms, and after receipt of written notice from State fails to correct such failures 
within 10 days or such longer period as State may authorize; or 

3. If State fails to receive funding, appropriations, limitations or other expenditure 
authority sufficient to allow State, in the exercise of its reasonable administrative 
discretion, to continue to make payments for performance of this Agreement; or 

4. The requisite local funding to continue the Project becomes unavailable to Recipient; 
or 

5. Federal or state laws, rules, regulations or guidelines are modified or interpreted in 
such a way that the activities described in Exhibit A of the Agreement are no longer 
allowable or no longer eligible for funding proposed by this Agreement; or 

6. The project would not produce results commensurate with the further expenditure of 
funds; or 

7. Recipient takes any action pertaining to this Agreement without the approval of State 
and which under the provisions of this Agreement would have required the approval of 
State; or 

8. The conmlencement, prosecution, or timely completion of the Project by Recipient is, 
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for any reason, rendered improbable, impossible, illegal; or 

9. Recipient is in default under any provision of this Agreement. 

B. Any termination of this Agreement shall not prejudice any rights or obligations accrued to 
the parties prior to termination. 

Recipient shall keep proper and complete books of record and account and maintain all 
fiscal records related to this Agreement and the Project in accordance with generally 
accepted accounting principles, generally accepted governmental accounting standards 
and state minimum standards for audits of municipal corporations. Recipient shall ensure 
that each of its subrecipients and subcontractors complies with these requirements. 
Recipient acknowledges and agrees that State, the Secretary of State's Office of the State 
of Oregon, the federal government, and their duly authorized representatives shall have 
access to the books, documents, papers, and records of Recipient which are directly 
pertinent to the specific Agreement for the purpose of making audit, examination, 
excerpts, and transcripts for a period of three years after final payment. Copies of 
applicable records shall be made available upon request. Payment for costs of copies is 
reimbursable by State. 

D. This Agreement may be revised or amended by a supplemental written agreement between 
the parties and executed with the same formalities as this Agreement. 

E. This Agreement may be executed in several counterparts [facsimile or otherwise] all of 
which when taken together shall constitute one agreement binding on all parties, 
notwithstanding that all parties are not signatories to the same counterpart. Each copy of 
this Agreement so executed shall constitute an original. 

F. This Agreement and attached exhibits constitute the entire agreement between the parties 
on the subject matter hereof. There are no understandings, agreements, or representations, 
oral or written, not specified herein regarding this Agreement. No waiver, consent, 
modification or change of terms of this Agreement shall bind either party unless in writing 
and signed by both parties and all necessary approvals have been obtained. Such waiver, 
consent, modification or change, if made, shall be effective only in the specific instance 
and for the specific purpose given. The failure of State to enforce any provision of this 
Agreement shall not constitute a waiver by State of that or any other provision. 
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Project Budget 

EXHIBIT A 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BUDGET 

Transit infrastructure 
upgrades for 
accessibility not required 
by the ADA - design and 
construct curb, sidewalk 
and bus pads or 
upgrade. 

Amount 1 Total 
Project 
$143,000 

I I I I 

TOTALS 1 $143,000 1 $28,600 1 1 $1 14,400 

Project DescriptionIScope of Work 

Local 
Share 
$28,600 

The sole purpose of this grant agreement is to provide funding to design and construct ADA 
improvements to existing infrastructure to support the transportation needs of the general public 
and elderly and people with disabilities. The purpose of the project is to improve passenger and 
pedestrian accessibility along existing transit routes, which are not required by the ADA. 

Source of Local 
Match 
Local funds 

A National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) environmental assessment (EA) is not required for 
this project. However; a Documented Categorical Exclusion (DCE) or a waiver to the DCE must 
be submitted, approved by FTA and a copy of the approval forwarded to the State. 

PlanningIPreparation: Associated services and permits clearly needed to proceed with the 
installation of these accessible structures are included in the reimbursable expenses associated 
with this Agreement. 

Construction/Installation: The following projects are for facility enhancements beyond those 
required by the ADA: Construct approximately 50 sidewalk ramps, retrofit approximately 40 
sidewalk ramps, reconstruct approximately four (4) curbs, and modify access to approximately six 
(6) sidewalks. Also construct paved connections between sidewalks and curb (concrete sidewalk 
curb cuts and ramps, also known as bus pads) at approximately 50 existing bus stops of the 
Corvallis Transit system. Associated services and equipment clearly needed to put the passenger 
amenities into service, costs incurred from the procurement process, delivery charges, and post- 
delivery inspections are included in the reimbursable expenses associated with this Agreement. 

Invoice Requirements: Reimbursement may be requested via letter or an agency invoice 
documenting the total expenses for the deliverables during the period covered. Copies of invoices 
must be submitted for all vendor charges. In-house charges may be documented in a spreadsheet. 
Whatever form is used to request reimbursement, signature of the agency's designated 
representative is required. 
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Certification attesting to any land and building permits and inspections must be submitted prior to 
final payment. Also submit a service map with shelter and sign locations. Either an on-site 
inspection by State staff or photos of installations must be provided prior to final payment. 

In-kind match is allowed for labor and other donated equipment, materials and services, if 
otherwise allowed and not used as match for any other grant or contract. In-kind contributions 
may be limited to 50 percent of the match, and must be documented as to date or time frame of 
contribution and the value of the contribution. Administration and facility contributions are 
documented by percentage of contribution directly attributed to the project. Labor for construction 
projects must be at the prevailing wage. 

All work must be done, all purchases received and all installations must be completed prior to the 
expiration date of this Grant Agreement. If an extension for time is required, a request must be 
received by ODOT at least 45 days prior to the expiration date. 

Expected start date of project: Januaw 1,2008. 

Expected completion date: June 30,2009. 
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EXHIBIT B 

FINANCIAL INFORMATION 

The information below will assist auditors to prepare a report in compliance with the 
requirements of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A- 133. 

This grant is financed by the funding source as indicated below: 

Federal Catalogue Number: 
20.521 

Federal Program 
Title 
Federal Funds Available through: 
49 U.S.C. 5 53 17 New Freedom Program 

Federal Funding Agency 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
Federal Transit Administration 
Region X, Suite 3 142 
Federal Building 
9 15 Second Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98 174 

Federal Grant Number: 
OR570003 

Total Federal Funding 
$1 14400.00 

State Funding Agency 
Oregon Department of Transportation 
Public Transit Division 
Mill Creek Building 
555 1 3th Street NE, Suite 3 
Salem, OR 97301-4179 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: January 30,2008 

TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Ken Gibb, Community Development Dirccto 

RE: Report /Recommendation from Ad Hoc Committee 

Background: 

An Ad Hoc Committee was appointed by the Mayor for the purpose of developing a 
recommendation to the City Council regarding the formation o r  a Downtown Commission 

Discussion: 

The Committee worked from August 2007 through January 2008 to develop the attached report 
and recommendation. During this time, the Committee conducted eight meetings, reviewed 
inultiple sources of information and received public comment. 

The report provides background on the Ad I-Ioc Committee's work, summarizes the Committee 
recommeildatiolls and presents a draft municipal ordinance that would create a Downtown 
Commission. At its January 15,2008 meeting, the Ad Hoc Committee unanimously voted to 
forward the report and recommendations to the City Council. 

In forwarding the report, the Committee wanted to point out that not all of the Committee's 
considerations could be captured in the municipal ordinance language. Therefore, the Mayor and 
Council are encouraged to consider all elements when reviewing this report and future 
implementation of a Downtown Commission. 

The Ad Hoc Committee did not recommend a timetable regarding formation of the Commission, 
noting that the Council will need to consider options related to financing staff support to the 
Downtown Commission. 

Ad Hoc Committee Chair Pat Lampton will attend the City Council meeting and present the 
report along with Staff. 



Requested Action: 

The Council is requested to review the report and reco~nmendations and consider the neccssary 
steps to forin a Corvallis Downtown Commission. 

Review and Concur: 

f i n  S. Nelson, City Manager 



Forming a Corvallis Downtown Commission 
Ad Hoc Committee Report and Recommendations 

January, 2008 

I. Background 

The Downtown Corvallis Associatio~l (DCA), with support from the City of Corvallis, 
completed a Vision and Strategic Plan for Downtown Corvallis in September 2006. The 
Plan was reviewed and accepted by the Corvallis City Council in late 2006. 

One of the Strategic Plan reco~nmendations was to establish a Downtown Commission 
that would serve as a citizen advisory body to the City Council. The Commission would 
have the role of implementing the Strategic Plan in areas such as urban renewal, parking, 
redevelopment and public infrastructure. The Plan recommended that a variety of 
interests be represented on the Commission including DCA, downtown property and 
business owners, employees and residents. 

The Mayor appointed an ad hoc committee to review the proposed forination of a 
Downtown Commission and prepare a recommendation to the City Council. 

11. Ad Hoe Committee Charge 

As outlined in a memorandum from the City Manager to the Mayor and City Council 
(Attachment A) , a short term committee (known as the Ad Hoc Committee) is directed to 
develop Municipal Code language that would address: 

0 Purpose of a Downtown Commission 
Number of members and any liaisons 

0 Areas the Downtown Commission will advise the Council on and, 
* Other issues identified during the meetings 

111. Committee Make-Up 

The Ad Hoc Committee appointed by the Mayor represented a variety of interests. 
Committee members and affiliations are shown as follows: 

Kirk Bailey: Strategic Planning Committee, resident of nearby neighborhood 
Trish Daniels: City Council, Strategic Planning Committee 
Jeff Katz: Parking Commission, former Riverfront Commission, downtown business 
Josh Kvidt: Parking Cornmission, downtown employee 
Pat Lampton: Strategic Planning Committee, DCA, downtown business 
Dave Livingston: Strategic Planning, former Riverfront Commission, property owner 
Holly Peterson: downtown business, former Riverfront Com~nission member 

Page 1 



IV. Overview of the Committee's Work 

The Ad Hoc Committee met on 8 occasions, starting in August 2007 and completing their 
work in January 2008. All meetings were public noticed and public comment 
opportunities were provided at each meeting. Two meetings were more widely noticed 
for public comment with invitations sent to downtown property owners, nearby 
neighborhood organizations and business organizations. 

In developing the recommendation, the Committee: 

a Reviewed the Downtown Strategic Plan 
Considered how other commu~~ities organized downtown advisory committees 
Heard from staff and citizen members from other city advisory committees 
including the Parks, Natural Areas and Recreation Board, Civic Beautification 
and Urban Forestry Commission, Parking Commission and former Riverfront 
Commission 

e Looked at information related to the City's previous Downtown Commission and 
heard from a member of that Com~nission 

* Considered the public comment received during the process 

V. Committee Recommendation 

The Ad Hoc Committee's recommendations are  resented in draft ~nunicioal code 
language that would establish a Downtown Commission, a summary of the Committee's 
recommendations and a review of other discussion items that the Committee is passing 
on to the City Council. 

A. Draft Ordinance 

Attachment B includes a draft municipal ordinance that would create a Downtown 
Commission. The format is consistent with other municipal code sections that 
establish citizen advisory bodies. 

R. Summary of Ad Hoe Committee's Recommendations 

1. Number of members 

The Committee recommends a Commission consisting of 11 members. 

2. Representation Profile 

The Committee recommends: 
* A minimum of one appointment for the following categories: 

- Downtown resident (or nearby neighborhoods) 
- Downtown Corvallis Association 

Page 2 



A minimum of two appointments froin the following categories: 
- Downtown business person 
- Downtown property owner 

The following interests should be considered in selecting Commission 
members: 

- Historic preservation 
- Downtown employee 
- Housing 
- Oregon State Uiliversity 
- Alternate transportation inodes 
- General community 
- Parks 
- Parking 
- Real estate/development/construction/design 
- Cultural resourceslarts 

3. Appointment of Coininission 

Committee recommends that the Mayor appoint all members (represented 
organizations, i.e. DCA, could recommend candidates). 

4. Maior Responsibilities 

The Strategic Plan suggested the following advisory role (see page 28 of Strategic 
Plan and page 13 of Implementation Strategy): 

0 Implementation of downtown strategic plan 
o Urban renewal program (if created) 

Streetscape projects 
Redevelopment projects 

0 Land use matters il~cluding development code revisions 
Public parking 

The Committee concurred with this list of potential activities and acknowledged 
that there are other activities that will be appropriate for the Dowiltown 
Commission to address. 

5. Parking Responsibilities 

The Cominittee recommends that: 

0 A 5 member Parking Committee be formed under tile umbrella of the 
Downtown Cominission with the Parking Committee handling the day-to- 
day aspects of parking management and the Downtown Commission 
addressing major parking policy issues and project development 
opportunities. Attachment C describes a proposed assignment of parking 
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responsibilities among staff, the Parking Committee, Downtown 
Commission and City Council. 

e The Parking Committee should consist of 5 members including 2 
Downtown Commission members. The other 3 members should be 
appointed by the Mayor and represent downtown interests including 
business and property owners. The Committee further suggests that the 
initial mayoral appointinents consider current members of the Parking 
Commission because of their expertise and for continuity purposes. 

6. Commission Subcommittees 

The Committee recomineilds that the Downtown Co~ninission should have the 
opportunity to fonn both standing committees and ad hoc coinmittees to work on 
specific projects. 

7. Liaison Roles 

The Committee recommends that there be a City Couitcil liaison to the Downtown 
Commission. There also may be representatives from other City advisory committees 
that assist with specific activities that the Downtown Connnission may undertake. 

8. Commission Staffing 

The Committee concurs with the Strategic Plan recom~nendation that Community 
Development provide staff support to the Downtown Commission. It is recognized 
that the staff support for the Parking Committee will continue to be provided by the 
Public Works Department. 

C. Other Discussion Items for City Council Consideration 

During the Committee's work, there were additional issues discussed that did not fit into 
the formal municipal code language that would create a Downtown Commission. The 
Committee would like to pass on these items for consideration during the formation and 
implementation of a Downtown Commission. 

1. Parking Responsibilities 

There was considerable discussion about the best way to manage downtown parking 
which is widely recognized as a key issue in downtown Corvallis. The Committee 
recommends that a Parking Committee be formed under the umbrella of the 
Downtown Commission. The Parking Committee would have 2 members from the 
Commission and 3 additional citizen members. 

The Ad Hoc Committee was concerned that the Downtown Commission be involved 
in the strategic planning and parking policy activity while maintaining efficiency and 
avoiding overlap in addressing downtown parking matters. 
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Staff presented a proposed outline of parking roles and responsibilities to the Ad Hoc 
Counmittee. This included an expanded role of staff in day to day technical parking 
management decisions. The Parking Cominittee could review individual parking 
control change requests, e.g., time limits in front of a business, make 
recommendations on larger scale parking changes to the Commission, and provide 
feedback on long term, strategic parking activities, e.g., parking plan updates. The 
Downtown Commission would review and recommend large scale parking changes, 
downtown parking policies and strategic parking initiatives. The City Council would 
take final action on parking policies, strategic planning activities and municipal code 
directed action such as traffic orders. 

As previously noted, an outline of these roles and responsibilities is presented in 
Attachment C. The Committee recognizes that time and experience may dictate 
changes to this hierarchy of parking roles and that there is the flexibility of make such 
adjustments in the future. 

2. Urban Renewal 

The Ad Hoc Committee is well aware of the currei~t efihrts to develop an urban 
renewal plan and to seek voter approval to create an urban renewal district in 
downtown Corvallis. The Committee factored this activity into their review and 
recom~nendation regarding formation of a Downtown Commission as follows: 

The Committee assumed that the City Council would serve as the urban renewal 
agency. 

e The Committee recommends that the Downtown Corn~nission act as the citizen 
advisory body to the urban renewal agency and play a significant role in 
reviewing and recommending on urban renewal activities. 

* The urban renewal program would be a major work program effort for the 
Downtown Co~nmission and require significant staff support. 

* If an urban renewal program did not move forward, the Downtown Commission 
would have a reduced but still significant work program in implementing the 
Downtown Strategic Plan and other City-related downtown programs and 
policies. 

3. Commission Staffing 

The general staff support to the Commission is recommended to be provided by the 
City of Corvallis Community Development Department. Staff support to the Parking 
Co~nrnittee would continue to be provided by the Public Works Department. 

Assuming that an urban renewal program is established in downtowl~ Corvallis, it is 
projected that staffing requirements would he a 1.0 FTE planner position with 
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additional administrative support. If urban renewal is not part of the Commission's 
portfolio, staffing requirements would be reduced. 

Resources for the Commission's staff support could come from a budget 
enhancement to fund additional staff. General fund or directed revenue such as the 
proposed business license fee could be used to support staffing. Should an urban 
renewal program be created, funds can be used for administrative purposes including 
staffing. However, urban renewal revenues will not be realized for several years and 
based on revenue projections, staff support would consume a significant portion of 
the relatively modest future urban renewal resources. 

Existing Community Development staff resources could be re-directed to support the 
Downtown Commission. This would require a11 adjustment of the Department's work 
program and delay action on the current cominunity and City Council priorities. 

V. Background Information 

The Ad Hoc Committee conducted eight meetings during the process of developing a 
recommendation. To supplement and provide background to this report, summary notes 
from each of the meetings are provided in Attachment D. 

Also provided in Attachment E is information that the Committee reviewed such as the 
Downtown Strategic Plan. 
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APRIL 25,2007 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNClL 

FROM: JON S. NELSON, c r r ~  MANAGER 

SUBJECT: DOWNTOWN COMMISSION @CA STRATEGIC PLAN) 

The next step in achieving this action item is for Mayor Tomlinson to appoint a short-term work 
group to develop, working with Community Development staff, suggestions for Municipal Code 
language for stakeholders, citizens, and Council to consider. 

The recommendation to be developed includes: 

1) Purpose of a Downtown Commission, 
2) Number of members and any liaisons, 
3) Areas the Downtown Commission will advise Council on, and 
4) Others identified during the meetings. 

Suggested work group members include: 

Downtown Corvallis Association @CA) - 2 
Downtown Parking Commission - 2 
Riverfront Commission - 1 
City Council - 1 
Non DCALDowntown Supporter - 1 

Task force meetings may begin early summer and the hope is to have a recommendation by Fall 

c: Downtown Corvallis Association 
Downtown Parking Commission 
Riverfront Commission 
Community Development Director Gibb 
Parks & Recreation Director Conway 
Police Chief Boldizsar 
Public Works Director Rogers 



1) A Downtown Commission is hereby created for the City. 
2) The Commission shall consist of 1 I voting members appointed by the Mayor. 
3) Membership of the Commission shall be as follows: 

a) A minimum of one Downtown Corvallis Association representative. 
b) A minimum of one resident of Downtown Corvallis or adjacent 

neighborhoods. 
c) A minimum of two downtown business persons 

e Historic preservation 
* Downtown employee 

e Alternative transpo 
General community 

e Real estatelde 

issions may be added to 

for a three year term. 
cil and staff on matters concerning the 

at may be included in a downtown urban renewal 

c) Public infrastructure activities such as streetscape projects. 
d) Redevelopment projects. 
e) Land use matters such as recommending development code revisions. 
f) Public parking policies and projects. 
g) Other con~~nunity matters that may affect downtown Corvallis. 

7) A Parking Committee of the Downtown Commission shall be established. This 
Committee shall consist of 5 members, 2 of which are Downtown Commission 

Section 1.16.335 Downtown Commission 
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members as assigned by the Commission. The other 3 members of the Parking 
Committee shall be appointed by the Mayor and represent a range of downtown and 
community interests. 

8) The Parking Committee shall be responsible for day-to-day downtown parking 
matters and advise the Downtown Commission and/or City Council on parking 
issues. 

9) The functions of the Commission may be accomplished using subcommittees, task 
forces or stakeholder committees. 



Downtown Commission Ad-Hoc Committee 
Parking lssues 

Proposed Strategy 
November 21,2007 

Conlext: Roles and responsibilities for: 

Downtown Commission 
Parking Committee 
Staff 
Citizens 
City Council 

I .  Staff 

Receive individ~ial parking control change requests from citizens or on staffs 
initiative 
Staff develops written response a. Change in the form of a traffic order. 

b. No change 
Response is developed based on Parking Plan guidancelhudgetlengineerjng 
priiicipalslMUTCD standards. 

Response goes to Parking Committee under a consent agenda and to individual 
making request. The individual is invited to attend Committee meeting. 

Traffic order is noticed to City Council per Municipal Code 

2. Parking Committee 

A. Individual Parkinp Control Change Reauests 

Responsible to review staff reports above via consent agenda. 
Discussion/recommendation is optional. If silent, staff report is final 

Or 
Decision on appeal from requestor. 
Traffic ordersireports do not go to Downtown Com~nission 

Examples: 

1. Parking space time limit changes 
2.  Meters to signs and signs to meters 
3. Taxi stands 
4. Parallel to angle parking 
5 .  Driveway access closures 



B. Block Plus Parking Control Changes. 

Reviewldiscusslrecon~mend to City Council (to DT Commission consent 
agenda) 

Examples: 

1. Parking control changes based on parking demand review (over 
85% parked) 

2. Parking zone expansion 
3. Free customer zone expansion 

C. Other Issues as Assigned by Downtown Commission or by Committee initiation 

Reviewldiscusslrecommend to DT Commission 

Examples: 

Update to Parking Plan 
Meter rates 
Parking improvements and/or expansions 

3. Downtown Commission 

A. From consent agenda froin B. above. No action by Downtown Commission 
confirms recommendation to City Council. 

B. Other Recommendations froin Parking Committee. 

As identified in C. Above 

Review/discussirecommend to City Council 

Examples: 

Update to Parking Plan 
Meter rates 
Parking improvements and/or expansions 

C. Develop strategies lo increase parking supply and/or reduce demand 
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Recominendations to City Council. 

May not be referred to Parking Committee 

Examples: 

Additional public parking 

Parking structure 

Increased public transit service 
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CITY OF CORVALLIS 
DOWNTOWN COMMISSION AD HOC COMMITTEE 

AUGUST 21,2007 MEETING NOTES 

Present - 
Hollv Peterson. Business Owner 
Josh Kvidt, Downtown Parking 

Staff - 
Ken Gibb. Community Development Director 
Kathleen Matthews, Management Assistant 

Kirk Bailey, DCA Sharon Crowell, Sr. Administrative Specialist 
Pat Lampton, Strategic Planning 
Trish Daniels, City Council - Guests 
Jeff Katz, Parking Commission Mayor Charlie Tomiinson 
Dave Livingston, DCA Strategic Planning 

Ken Gibb called the meeting to order at 4:30 p.m. in the Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 500 
SW Madison Avenue. Introductions were made. 

IV. 

V. 

Vl. 

VII. 

1. Brief Background on Downtown Strategic Plan 

Pat Larnpton briefly described the visioning process of the Downtown Strategic Plan, and 
touched on topics including "A Vision for Downtown Corvallis" and "Downtown Strategic 
Plan". Mr. Lampton also noted the Strategic Plan was an inclusive two year process, with a 
steering committee, and was presented to City Council in 2006. Mr. Lampton described the need 
for a Downtown Commission as a basis to elevate downtown issues and provide more exposure, 
including the development of an Urban Renewal District. Trish Daniels noted a Downtown 
Housing Study was also done. 

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

Discussion of Proposed Outline of Fume Meeting 
Topics 

Other Business 

Next Meeting 

Adjournment 

Downtom Commission Ad Hoc Committee, August 21,2007 

Information only 

Information only 

Next Meeting: September 25,2007,4:30-6:00 p.m. 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:00 p.m. 
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11. Discussion of Committee Charge 

The Committee discussed the relevant materials in the agenda packet including excerpts from 
Downtown Strategic Plan with staff report and City Council minutes. Mayor Tomliilson 
commented there are a lot of people willing to serve on the Downtown Commission and thanked 
members for agreeing to be on this committee. Mayor Tomlinson noted there has been some 
fragmentation in the past. Consistency and strncture is needed for multifaceted groups, such as 
transit parlung, economic vitality, and Riverfront Park. 

Mr. Bailey asked if liaisons are enough or are joint meeting recommended, and Mayor 
Tomlinson replied to consider liaisons and periodically hold joint meetings; possibly once per 
year. 

Mayor Tomlinson stated the commission needs to be broadly represented because we are a 
"Community that Honors Diversity". He gave the example of linking the flower baskets fiom 
the downtown area to campus. 

Mr. Gibb suggested the committee can make recommendations for Downtown Commission 
representatives based on a mix of various backgrounds. 

111. Committee Protocols 

A handout outlining meeting ground rules was reviewed and accepted by the committee 

Pat Lampton will be Committee Chair; Jeff Katz Vice Chair. The first regular meeting will be 
held on Wednesday, September 12", 4:30 - 6:00 p.m., and the second and fourth Tuesday of the 
month beginning on Tuesday, September 25th, with the objective of finishing mid November. 

Meeting notes will be a general review, capturing key discussion points, including attendance 
and action items. 

Mi-. Lampton suggested the formal agendas will help keep on task. The agenda would include 
staff contact information and five minutes at the beginning and end of the meeting for public 
comment. The committee agreed on a general consensus vote, unless the committee is strongly 
divided and then a more formal vote would be needed with a final recommendation to City 
Council. 

Public notices would be posted in a variety of locations including Channel 21, Benton County, 
Public and Web Calendar, and the FYI section of the GazetteTimes. 

Downtown Commission Ad Hoc C o m t t e e ,  August 21,2007 
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IV. Discussion of Proposed Outline of Future Meeting Topics 

The Committee discussed the outline of future agenda topics prepared by staff. There was 
general agreement that this was a good starting point with the understanding that there will be 
adjustments as needed. 

Mr. Bailey suggested contacting chairs of the various Boards and Commissions, including the 
Madison Avenue Task Force, Historic Resources Commission, and possibly Kent Weiss and Bob 
Loewen from the City of Corvallis Housing Division to get items on the agenda, attend meetings 
and share information. 

It was agreed to have Julee Conway and Parks &Recreation related Boards and Commissions 
attend the second meeting. Ms. Daniels suggested including Dave Dodson at some level because 
of his background on Strategic Planning Committee recommendation regarding the Downtown 
Commission. 

V. Other Business 

Mr. Lampton asked about the expenence of other Conlmittees experience/models h r  Downtown 
Commissions? Ms. Daniels noted there was a Downtown Commission in the 1980's which 
should be recognized. 

VI. Next Meeting 

The next meeting will be held Wednesday, September 12,2007,4:30 p.m. in the Downtown Fire 
Station Meeting Room, 400 NW tlarrison Boulevard. 

VII. Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:OOp.m 

Downtown Commission Ad Hoc Comnuttee, August 21,2007 page 3 
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CITY OF CORVALLIS 
DOWNTOWN COMMISSION AD HOC COMMITTEE 

SEPTEMBER 12,2007 MEETING NOTES 

Present - Staff 
Holly Peterson, Business Owner Ken Gibb, Community Development Director 
Josh Kvidt, down tow^^ Parking Sharon Crowell, Sr. Administrative Specialist 
Kirk Bailey, DCA, Strategic Planning 
Pat Lampton, Strategic Planning Guests 
Jeff Katz, Parking Commissio~i Julee Conway, Parks & Recreation Director 
Dave Livingston, DCA Strategic Planning Mary Buckman, Parks, Natural Areas and 

Recreation Board 
Absent 
Trish Daniels, City Council 

I 

I 

/ V. / Other Business / Next Meeting: September 25,2007,4:30-6:00 p.m. 1 
1 Vi. Adjour~imeut / The meeting was adjourned at 5 5 0  p.m. 1 

Agenda ltem 

Vlsitol's Comments 

August 21,2007 minutes approved as revised . 
No Action 

1 11. Review of Meeting Notes 

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

Summary of Recornmendat~onslAct~ons 

No Act~on 

1V. Discussion 

111. 
- 

Pat Lampton called the meeting to order at 4:30 p.m. in the Downtown Fire Station Meeting 
Room, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard. Introductions were made. 

Follow-up Discussion: Strategic Planning 
Committee 

I. Visitor's Comments 

There were no visitors at the beginning of the meeting. Tom Jensen joined the meeting mid way 
through, but it was detennined he was attending the wrong meeting. The committee offered to 
stay after the meeting was adjourned to answer any questions Mr. Jensen may have. 

11. Review of Meeting Minutes 

The following revision was requested for the August 21, 2007 minutes: On page 1, Committee 
member Josh Kvidt's misspelled name was corrected. 

Downtown Commission Ad Hoc Committee, September 12, 2007 
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Mr. Katz moved and Mr. Livingston seconded to approve the August 21, 2007 minutes as 
revised; motion passed unanimously. 

Mr. Gibb welcomed comments regarding the format and expectations of the minutes, noting 
minutes would be included in the City Coui~cil packet. Committee moved to accept the format 
of the minutes; motion passed unanimously. 

111. Follow-Up Discussion of the Strategic Planning Committee Recommendation 
Regarding Downtown Commission. 

Mr. Lampton asked if the committee had the opportunity to digest what the Strategic Planning 
Commission had in mind relative to this committee. Mr. Lampton asked if there were any 
comments. 

Mr. Bailey commented there seems to be quite a bit of choice in terms of the responsibilities of 
the group which should be identified early to narrow the scope of focus. Mr. Gibb responded 
that any questions would be addressed, maybe not immediately based on the outline of action, 
but possibly midterm. Mr. Gibb added that the idea would be to get a sense of what the other 
City Commissions' level and areas of involvement are in the Downtown Riverkont; that would 
then help the group start to narrow the primary responsibilities ofthis new Commission. 

Mr. Gibb added there is a set of responsibilities associated with Urban Renewal that would be 
pretty dominant in terms of activities and that there may be a different commission make up if 
there is ever an Urban Renewal involved, which could pose a challenge the commission would 
need to work through as they recommend make-up of this Commission to City Council. Mr. 
Lampton agreed that an agenda item in the next couple of meetings would be appropriate at that 
time. 

Mr. Gibb noted the discussion at the Strategic Planning Committee, in looking at an Urban 
Renewal plan, that Council would be the Urban Renewal authority and that the Downtown 
Commission would be the recommending advisory body through the Council on Urban Renewal 
matters. Mr. Gibb reported the general discussion so far is that it's an advisory body on other 
issues such as land use, zoning, infrastructure and parking. 

Mr. Bailey opined that Corvallis has always had a very strong Council, at least over the last few 
years, and it seems unlikely they would like to give it up. Mr. Lainpton feels that over time 
Council may need to release duties. 

Mr. Gibb noted staff is familiar with what other communities do in tenns of downtown 
committees and suggested picking out some comparative cities as examples. Mr. Gibb also 
suggested researching the previous Downtown Commission that was formed in the late 1970's or 
early 1980's. 

Dow~town Commission Ad Hoc Committee, September 12, 2007 
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Mr. Bailey inquired whether we've invited members from the original Downtown Cominission 
to observe or testify. Mr. Gibb responded not as yet. Mr. Lampton felt that might occur down 
the road and may be beneficial for the new Commission. 

Mr. Lampton asked Mr. Bailey and Mr. Livingston if they could recall discussions at Strategic 
Planning around a certain issue or points that this Committee has failed to touch on. Mr. 
Livingston responded that he feels it's been covered pretty well, and thinks that once they start 
defining the paths some additional issues will be worked through. His recollection is that the 
discussions were pretty broad in nature and that it was more conceptual, and would reflect the 
desires of the community that might not be expressed otherwise. 

IV. Discussion 

Mr. Gibb introduced the discussion and gave a background on the three identified; Parks Natural 
Areas and Recreation Board, Civic Beautification and Urban Forestry (CBUF), and the 
Commission formerly known as the Riverfront Commission that was recently sunsetted. 

Ms. Conway thanked the committee for having her and Ms. Buckman at the meeting. Ms. 
Conway noted that Ms. Buckman was also on the Open Space Commission, which was also 
sunsetted at the same time as the Riverfront Commission. 

Ms. Conway stated that when the, then relatively new, Council decided to sunset the two 
Commissions they consolidated the activities of both and fonned the Parks, Katural Areas and 
Recreation Board. Mayor Toinlinson is in the process of appointing new members to that board. 
It will be an eleven member board; currently it is a nine member board, and the charter of the 
group indicates it will have someone represent the Greenbelt Land Trust as a voting member. 
Also there will be a non-voting liaison from the 5095 School District. 

Ms. Conway also manages two other boards; the Public Art Selection Commission and Civic 
Beautification and Urban Forestry Commission. Ms. Conway added she is the Chair on the 
Sports Commission, which is not a City Council appointed commission, but is tied in with Parks 
& Recreation and is a commission of the Corvallis Tourism Board. 

Ms. Conway distributed a handout outlining the charters of the Parks, Natural Areas and 
Recreation Board and Citizens Advisory Commission on Civic Beautification and Urban 
Forestry. Ms. Conway noted that both of these boards are citizen based advisory boards to City 
Council, who meet monthly. Members of the board are also very iilvolved in other ways in the 
community. Ms. Conway feels they are generally knowledgeable about what's going on in the 
community and would welcome knowing the Downtown Commission will be here as sounding 
board, a reference point, and a resource when issues came up related to citizen initiatives that 

Downtown Commission Ad Hoc Committee, September 12,2007 
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may involve either of these boards. Ms. Conway added she feels the board members would see 
the Downtown Commission as a benefit. 

Ms. Conway highlighted that the Riverfront Commemorative Park is young, meaning the 
community is just understanding and starting to explore and use and potentially see what a 
wonderful resource it is. Parks & Recreation staff and the board as we'll look at that facility and 
the positive influence it can have on the downtown and the community as a whole. 

Ms. Conway noted that things would change over time with the help of groups such as the 
Downtown Commission. In addition, Ms. Conway stated this is a thriving long term investment, 
not only the capital the City and community have put in to it, but the operating of it is a long 
term investment to support the downtown, to protect the environment, and to provide an 
economic benefit to the community. 

Ms. Conway referred to items 4) a) Recommend policies regarding Department services for 
approval by the City Council. and 4) b) Advise and propose strategies to the City Council on 
acquisition, protection, maintenance, and enhancement. Anything relating to the Riverfront 
Commemorative Park would be taken through the Parks, Natural Area and Recreation Board. 

Also, Ms. Conway explained the charge of the Citizens Advisory Commission on Civic 
Beautification and Urban Forestry is helping beautify the community and protect the urban 
forest. If there is an overlap to what's going on at the Riverfront then the groups work together. 
Inventory is currently being updated, but it is estimated to include between 8,000 -10,000 public 
trees. Downtown areas of involvement may include bulb intersections, and a plan for south 
campus. 

In closing, Ms. Conway noted there are many different commissions and groups that intersect in 
this one area, so there is overlap, but as far as responsibility for recommendation to City Council 
the Parks & Recreation Advisory Board is primary. 

Ms. Buckman reported that they have just combined the Parks Board and Open Space and have 
been working hard on how to be inclusive with Open Space, in addition to being involved with 
the North Riverfront. Ms. Buckman added there has been a suggestion to add a play structure 
along the riverfront. Also, Ms. Buckman noted she sees the group's role as more of an advocate 
for parks, and works with Ms. Conway to bring suggestions forward ensuring other group's 
interests are protected. 

Mr. Bailey questioned whether the Sports Commission would have a relationship with parking 
downtown to go to an OSU game. Mr. Bailey asked Ms. Conway to elaborate a little more on 
the purpose of the Sports Committee. In response Ms. Conway replied the Sports Commission 
has been around for 20 years and is managed by the Corvallis Tourism Board, and has a varied 
membership. They have between 10 - 15 members and meet quarterly. The Sports Com~nittees 
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goal is to promote and bring in sporting events to the community to enhance economic vitality 
and promote tourism. Ms. Conway noted this could impact, support, or be a detriment to the 
downtown depending on the types of sporting events. Also, they are trying to fill the cusp times 
of year when OSU is not in full tilt, and provide information to downtown businesses so they can 
be prepared for an increase in business during sporting events. 

Secondly, Mr. Bailey followed up an earlier statement, that the Riverfront Park is young, and to 
expect change in the future. Mr. Bailey asked if this change is expected to be additional capital, 
operational, or a mix. Ms. Conway relied that the North Riverfront Park will be an incredible 
asset to downtown if it develops even close to the concept plan. Ms. Conway added that City 
Council will be hearing the concept plan this Monday evening which will include a non 
motorized boat area, and a boathouse on the riverfront with terrace seating. However, as more 
people start utilizing these areas it will require more operational support over time. 

Mr. Bailey inquired about the Evanite property and how it will possibly fit the future plan as far 
as connecting trails. Ms. Conway isn't sure how it will connect to the Urban Renewal District. 
Ms. Conway noted she has attempted to talk with Evanite for about four years and most recently 
they are openly talking about future plans. Over time Ms. Conway hopes to work with Evanite 
to connect trails, and eventually connect with the County and even south of Comallis. Ms. 
Conway added that this would be a tremendous benefit to the community. 

Mr. Gibb offered some scenarios to think about relative to roles and responsibilities. First, 
would be to look at an interface between a Downtown Commission that has a broader business 
oriented view of downtown and the Parks Board. Mr. Gibb could foresee the Downtown 
Commission seeing a potential for economic vitality by having a more varied use of the park for 
private activities. Mr. Gibb noted this would be an example of something that would need to be 
coordinated with the Parks Department. 

Ms. Conway acknowledged there is an opportunity for private use of parks for weddings, and 
other functions and that a fee structure has been set by City Council. Ms. Conway noted there 
have been coilcems mentioned regarding the fee structure not being conducive to some non 
profits. Ms. Conway foresees this could possibly change over time. Ms. Conway added that this 
will be moderated by the community and public, and used the Red, White and Blues as a prime 
example where the Parks Board and Riverfront Commission made it an open event and not a 
charge event. 

Ms. Conway acknowledged there are administrative guidelines used to oversee the management 
of the park. In addition, the street closure permit is available to the public and is routed to 
several departments for review and approval. This also serves as a notification of upcoining 
events. Also, there is a memo of understanding of who handles what between Parks & 
Recreation and Public Works. 

Downtown Cominission Ad I-Ioc Committee, September 12,2007 
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Mr. Bailey asked if there is a solution Ms. Conway envisions that would prevent the creation of 
one inore commissions. Ms. Conway replied she has attended several commissions at once 
because of the importance she felt for each one. Ms. Conway offered suggestions depending on 
what the issue is, such as an Ad I-Ioc task group with only a few meetings; also, having a staff 
liaison that attends the meting and takes the inforination back to the board; and having a full 
time, ongoing liaison. Ms. Conway noted that she isn't sure if that level of interface is required 
at this point. Mr. Gibb offered options iilcluding starting off slow, keeping in mind the volunteer 
and staff time required. Ms. Conway suggested the possibility of a sub committee or task group 
involving a member of CBUF andlor the Historic Resources Commission. 

Ms. Conway reported the CBUF is very active with three effective committees. The three 
committees include Planning and Policy, Education and Outreach, and Public Relations and 
Marketing. Ms. Buckman added the Parks Board is envisioning Ad Hoc Committees for specific 
tasks like the North Riverfront. 

Mr. Lampton asked Ms. Conway and Ms. Bucklnan for advice in regards to committee structure. 
Ms. Conway touched on three points for successful commissions: 1. To have a very clear charter 
including what does your Council expect you to do, and who you report to; 2. Leadership of the 
group including Chair and Vice Chair who possess strong meeting facilitator skill set; and 3. 
Agenda and minutes. Start and end the meetings on time and have annual reviews of the 
progress, including goals. Ms. Conway suggests appointment of broad and diverse skill sets is 
very important. 

The committee continued to discuss the structure, focus, and formality of future meetings, 
including the benefits of a more casual committee versus a more formal meeting format and how 
it relates to decision making ability. 

Mr. Lampton asked for additional comments, and the committee thanked Ms. Conway and Ms. 
Buckman for coming and contributing their ideas. 

V. Other Business 

The next meeting will be held Tuesday, September 25, 2007, 4:30 p.m. in the Madison Avenue 
Meeting Room, 500 SW Madison Avenue. 

V1. Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:50 p.m. 
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Present 
Hollv Peters011 
Kirk Bailey 
Pat Lalnpton 
Jeff Katz 
Dave Livingston 

CITY OF CORVALLIS 
DOWNTOWN COMMISSION AD HOC COMMITTEE 

SEPTEMBER 25,2007 MEETING IVOTES 

Staff - 
Ken Gibb, Community Deveiopment Director 
Sharon Crowell, Sr. Administrative Specialist 

Guests 
Steve Rogers, Public Works Director 
Joe Whinnery, Transportation Program Specialist 

Absent 
Trish Daniels 
Josh Kvidt 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 

1. Visitor's Comments No Action 

/ VI. 1 Adjournment / The meeting was adjourned at 6:02 p.m. 1 

11. 

111. 

i 
V. i Otlier Business 

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

Next Meeting: October 9,2007, 4:30--6:00 p.m. 

Pat Lampton called the meeting to order at 4:34 p.m. in the Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 
500 SW Madison Avenue. Introductions were made. 

-- 
Review of Meeting Notes 

Discussion: Parking Commission 
roles/responsibiiities 

1. Visitor's Comments 

I 
IV. ! Visitor's Comment 

There were no visitors 

No Action 

September 12,2007 minutes approved as revised. 

No Action 

11. Review of Meeting Minutes 

I 

Mr. Gibb noted the minutes are longer than those of the September 12, 2007 meeting, and 
explained that Ms. Crowell wanted to capture the information presented at the meeting. Mr. 
Gibb asked for commitlee input. Mr. Lampton replied the length was fine and suggested a range 
between the two sets of minutes would be adequate. 
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The following revision was requested for the September 12, 2007 minutes: On page 2, second 
sentence of the seventh paragraph be removed from the minutes. Mr. Bailey and Mr. Lampton 
agreed the paragraph isn't clear and they could not recall the content at the time. 

The committee moved and unanimously approved the September 12; 2007 minutes as revised 

111. Discussion - Parking Commission Roles/Responsibilities 

Mr. Larnpton noted the Parking Commission was forwarded from the Strategic Planning 
Commission (SPC) to the Downtown Commission Ad Hoc Committee (DCAHC), with City 
Council's knowledge of possibly folding the Parking Commission into the Downtown 
Commission, as it is formed. 

Mr. Lampton stated the Parking Commission is currently a very functioning group with 
accessibility to downtown businesses for addressing issues that arise. Mr. Lampton addressed 
the different suggestions of how the Parking Commission could be incorporated into the 
Downtown Commission, including the possibility of  a sub committee. 

Mr. Rogers began by introducing Mr. Whinnery as not only the staff contact for the Parking 
Commission, but who also collects parking data, prepares staff reports, and answers parking 
questions. Mr. Whinnery is a full time employee, with half of the funding coming from the 
parking fund. (with '/z of his time allocated to parking responsibilities). Mr. Rogers also noted 
that Mr. Katz is the Chair of the Downtown Parking Commission. 

Mr. Rogers referred to two handouts; Corvallis Municipal Code and Downtown Parking 
Cominission Meeting Agenda from August 2006 to August 2007. The Corvallis Municipal Code 
is the authorizing legislation for the current downtown Parking Commission. Mr. Rogers 
referenced bullet number three notes specific representation; (1) Downtown Corvallis 
Association Board member, (1) Riverfront Commissioner, (1) Citizens Advisory Commission on 
Transit member, (1) Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Commission member, (BPAC) and ( 5 )  at- 
large members with preference for downtown property owners, business owners, residents, and 
employees. 

In addition Mr. Rogers noted the last two members for representation were added after the 
original downtown parking study, which was adopted in 2001, and that it is really a two-part 
plan. Mr. Rogers also noted the first section of the plan, which was not adopted, talked about 
alternate modes of transportation to deal with parking pressures and encourage other ways to get 
to the downtown area. This section was not adopted with the expectation that at some point in 
time it would be revisited based on a recommendation from the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory 
Commission and possibly the Transit Commission. 
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Mr. Rogers referred to items 4 and 5 as very important and gives the charge to the Commission: 
4) the objective of the Downtown Parking Commission is to assist citizens, City Council, and 
staff in pursuit of opportunities which integrate new parking developmellt with the community's 
vision of a diverse and vital Downtown; 5) The Downtown Parking Commission will be 
instrumental in receiving citizen's opinions, assessing and prioritizing the ideas received, and 
advising Council in the development and implementation of the Downtown parking solutions. 

Mr. Rogers opined that much of the Commissions time, over the last four years, has been 
dedicated to receiving citizen's requests. Mr. Rogers added that the community is accustomed to 
bringing issues to the Commission for them to work through. 

The second piece Mr. Rogers presented was a list of agenda items from the Downtown Parking 
Commission Meetings from August 2006 to August 2007, which captures all of the agenda items 
the Commission has worked with over the past year. 

Mr. Lampton asked what the Parking Commission presently has discretion to make final 
decisions on. Mr. Rogers replied that many of the decisions, especially routine citizen requests, 
that the Commission work on have an end result called a "Traffic Order". Generally a Traffic 
Order is a decision of the Parking Commission, but can go to City Council and can be 
overridden, and City Council can ask for more information. Although Traffic Orders can go to 
and be overridden by City Council they don't go as an agenda item. 

Mr. Rogers noted that Traffic Orders are used for a variety of different purposes other than 
downtown parking, for example, a request for a crosswalk would be approved by the Public 
Work's staff, a Traffic Order would be written, and then go to the City Manager for signature 
where it would be included as part of the City Manager's report and go to the City Council for 
review. 

The DCAHC continued to discuss the routing and approval process for possible ways to not add 
another layer to the process already in place. Mr. Gibb cautioned the DCAHC to not be 
constrained by how the current process works, but to look at alternative and different systems. 
Mr. Lampton agreed with Mr. Gibb and noted a major complaint, of people, is that processes 
already take too long, and Mr. Lampton questioned the role of the Downtown Comn~ission in 
parking affairs at that point. 

Mr. Rogers replied that it opens two opportunities; one to have a separate sub committee 
operating exactly the same as it currently is. Secondly, requests could go directly to staff and to 
City Council for agreement without going to either the Parking Committee or Parking 
Commission. Mr. Rogers also pointed out that the colnmunity is accustomed to having a 
separate body to go to instead of staff. Mr. Gibb suggested that some decisions, coming out of 
the parking committee, could have reviewed by the Downtown Commission, and could go 
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directly to Council. In addition, Mr. Gibb noted some decisions could go to the Downtown 
Commission because of broader policy issues. 

Mr. Bailey inquired if there have been crossover issues that were on the edge of the Parking 
Commission and where it was not clear as to which jurisdictional edge the issue was on. Mr. 
Whinnery spoke of the two and a half years he has staffed the Commission, and there has been 
enough of a track record and familiarity in terms of the process and community expectations. 
Mr. Whinnery added that the items referred to the Commission are fairly specific to parking, and 
it is rare to have something that isn't related to the parking plan or process that has been put in to 
place. 

Mr. Whinnery continued with examples of occasional overlap for requests that fall outside the 
purview of the Downtown Parking Commission, including the pedestrian calming that is being 
looked at from 1 5 ' ~  to 26th Streets on Monroe. Mr. Whinnery added that another example would 
be the redevelopment of Madison Avenue from 9th to 11" Streets; the entry into campus. 

Ms. Peterson inquired as to length of time for actions to take place on an issue, and referred to 
the agenda handout; in particular the action on 6th and Adams Parking Control Change. Ms. 
Peterson noted action was taken in about six to eight months. Mr. Whinnery responded that the 
6'h and Adams Parking Control Change was a unique situation where a decision was made by the 
Parking Commission, that was not unanimously supported, and there was a request by the 
applicant to have it reviewed again. Mr. Whinnery added this brought up the larger issue of how 
to deal with meter or other types of parking control that are in the intermediate zone, but not 
directly within the downtown, as to when the Parking Plan should be reviewed. This could 
include increasing the size of the downtown free customer zone, which would then create a 
ripple effect to the intermediate zone, and residential parking. 

Mr. Rogers acknowledged that even if the same system was in place and some of the specific 
requests did not go to the Commission, but were completed by staff for City Council review, 
there would still be plenty of backlogged work for the current Parking Commission to work on. 

The DCAHC continued the discussion on the structure and review process, in particular ways to 
reduce work load, instead of adding additional work. Mr. Rogers noted the Traffic Order is 
much shorter than a staff report for providing a decision explanation. Mr. Gibb suggested that 
some decisions that are made at staff level, and if approved by the requestor it will not have to go 
the Committee, but instead directly to City Council for final review. 

Mr. Katz opined that on occasion the Parking Commission really didn't want decisions to move 
any faster as issues would arise during the process, and staff would then be asked for additional 
infctrrnalion in the f o m  of staff reports. Mr. Katz also encouraged the Commissioners not to 
make quick decisions immediately upon reviewing information, with the applicant present, 
because the dec~sion might be made and without background information provided by staff. 
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Mr. Lampton inquired if the parking fund is generated out of parking meter revenue. Mr. 
Roger's replied that it is generated out of revenue and fines. Mr. Rogers added the parking fund 
is reasonably small, and the Commission is considering meter rate increases. Mr. Rogers added 
that the parking fines bring in more total revenue than the meter rates do by a significant margin. 
However, there are costs associated with these fines for example, Parking Enforcement Officers 
and Municipal Court costs in handling these fines. Mr. Whinnery stated that the system is 
currently costing more to operate than the revenue received. 

Mr. Bailey stated that one of the points of the discussion is to figure out if it makes sense andlor 
how to integrate the Parking Commission function with the Downtown Commission. Mr. 
Bailey also stated it seems that currently the Parking Commission doesn't have a chance to look 
at future items as it is focused on current work. And, with the discussion of a new parking 
function being a sub committee of the Downtown Commission. it seems to be a lot for a sub- 
committee. Mr. Rogers responded that he envisions a sub-committee dealing with Inore of the 
day-to-day requests that may conflict with staff, and the Downtown Commission would be asked 
to look at the wider policy level issues. 

The DCAI-JC continued to discuss how and by whom the functions and requests would be 
l~andled, for example, whether Public Works, a sub-committee, or the Downtown Commission 
would be responsible for the day to day requests. Mr. Gibb feels the Parking Colnmission could 
function as is; either as a sub committee of the Downtown Commission or as an independent 
Commission. Mr. Gibb continued by saying what's missing is the idea of being under one 
umbrella, with a common mission and no duplications. 

Mr. Livingston asked how it would be not having a Parking Commission. Mr. Rogers responded 
that's how it was in the past, but his fear now would be in making decisions and the ones that 
were not accepted would leave people wondering where they could go to complain; which would 
be City Council or the newly formed Downtown Commission. 

Mr. Whinnery added that he had received a call from Joan Wessell in which Joan shared her 
view of the Downtown Parking Commission as an essential part of the way the City government 
works, and Joan would definitely like to see either the Commission's current functions continue 
to exist or Tor the paking group to be a vibrant and contributing committee of the Downtown 
Commission. 

Mr. Livingston referenced that the Parking Commission includes a member from Transit and 
BPAC and asked if it would be expected that, in case of an appeal, the Downtown Commission 
also have representation from Transit and BPAC. Mr. Whinnery replied that the Parking 
Commission doesn't always have representation from Transit or BPAC, but with the depth and 
credibility of the Parking Commission they educate each other as they hear each other's 
responses. 
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The DCAHC continued to discuss the possible make up of the Downtown Commission. Mr. 
Lampton interjected that the Mayor is the person who populates all of the Boards and 
Con~missions, but it would be the responsibility of the DCAHC to offer recommendations for the 
Downtown Commission members. 

Mr. Lampton thanked Mr. Roger s and asked if the committee had any other questions for Mr. 
Whinnery; there were none. 

It was suggested that staff bring back to the next meeting ideas on the current parking 
management responsibilities could be split among staff, the parking committee, Downtown 
Commission and City Council. 

Visitor's Comments 

None 

V. Other Business 

The next meeting will be held Tuesday, October 9, 2007, 4:30 p.m. in the Madison Avenue 
Meeting Room, 500 SW Madison Avenue. 

VI. Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:02 p.m. 
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I'resent 
Iiolly Peterson 
Kirk Bailey 
Pat Lampton 
Jeff Katz 
Dave Lmngston 
Tnsh Daniels 
Josh Kvldt 

CITY OF CORVALLIS 
DOWNTOWN COMMISSION AD HOC COMMITTEE 

OCTOBER 9,2007 

Staff - 
Ken Gibb, Commurlity Development Director 
Sarah Johnson, Assistant Planner 
Sharon Crowell, Sr. Administrative Specialist 

Guests 
Steve Rogers, Public Worlts Director 
Joe Whinnery, Transportation Program Specialist 
Joan Wessell, Downtown Corvallis Association 
Matt Neznanski, Gazette Times Reporter 

Sl'\I\l.Al~~' 01; l ~ l ~ ~ ' ~ ' s s l o ~  - - - . .. . .- - - . . . . .--. - . - . - - - . . . . 

I 
. . .. .-. . . . .. 

Agenda item Summary of Kecommendarions :\ctions 
- - - . . . .. - - -. . . -- - . - - - . . - - - . . . . - . . .. -, 

/ V. / Visitor's Comments / None. 1 

I. 1 
11. 

111. 

IV. 

Pat Lampton called the meeting to order at 4:35 p.m. in the Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 
500 SW Madison Avenue. 

Visitor's Comments 

Review of Meeting Notes 

1 Follow-up Discussion: Parking Commission 

Discussion: 
e Downtown Corvallis Association 

roleslresponsibilities 
* Staffing the Commission 

VI. 

VII. 

Mr. Gibb introduced Sarah Johnson, Assistant Planner with the Community Development, staff 
liaison for the Downtown Corvallis Association (DCA), and works with DCA's committee on 
the Urban Renewal Program. Mr. Gibb noted Ms. Johnson m a y  be the primary staff person for 
the Downtown Commission. 

None. I 

September 25,2007 minutes approved as revised. 

No Action 
1 

No Action 

Downtown Commission Ad Hoc Committee, October 9,2007 

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

Other Business 

Adjoum 

Attachment D- 17 

The Committee agreed to add an additional meeting 1 
on October 30" 
Next Meeting: October 23, 2007, 4:30-6:00 p.m. 

I 
The meeting was adjouned at 6:10 p.m. 



1. Visitor's Comments 

None 

11. Review of Meeting Minutes 

The following revision was requested for the September 25, 2007 meeting notes: On page 6, 
first sentence, of the third paragraph, should read "It was suggested . . . . . ." 

The committee moved and unanimously approved the September 25, 2007 meeting notes as 
revised. 

111. Follow-Up Discussion on Parking Commission 

Mr. Lmpton introduced Mr. Whinnery and asked if he would address the agenda item, noting 
there were a few holdover issues from the last meeting. Mr. Whinnery referred to a handout, 
Doxntown Commission Ad Hoc Committee Parking Issues. Mr. Whinnery noted that the 
handout is a proposal, in a brief outlined form, based on the discussion from the last meeting. 
Mr. Whinnery identified three levels, including responsibilities, on the outline: Staff, Parking 
Subcommittee, and Downtown Commission. 

Mr. Whinnery began with Staff and the change belng that staff would take initial action for 
requests on a very specific basis. For exmpie, if a request impacts one business, or one or two 
parking meters, the request would go to staff, staff would create a report in the form of a Traffic 
Order, and the Traffic Order would go on a Consent Agenda to the subcommittee. Mr. 
Whinnery noted if there was no action proposed, based on the request, there would be a report 
and not a Traffic Order. 

Mr. Whinnery continued that if the requestor did not agree with what staff had decided, the 
requestor could ask the Parking Subcommittee to consider the request again. Or the Parking 
Subcommittee could, instead of letting it go through as a Traffic Order or non Traffic Order, give 
staff suggestions for a new or different direction. 

An alternative, Mr. Gibb noted, for consideration is if a request always needs to be on the 
Consent Agenda, but only placed on the agenda if the requestor is not satisfied with the staff 
decision. 

Ms. Daniels asked how the Downtown Commission Parking Subcommittee would be aware of 
what is going on downtown, and asked if it could possibly be through a consent agenda. Mr. 
Rogers referenced item number 3)A. on the Downtown Commission Ad Hoe committee 
(DCAHC) Parking Issues handout, which refers to the Downtown Commission receiving the 
consent agenda from 2)B; the Parking Subcommittee, noting this does not include 2)A, Parking 
Change Requests. Mr. Roger's reiterated that specific items, not global in nature, that routinely 
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come through could go to the Parking Subcommittee and to City Council without going to the 
Downtown Commission. 

To put it into context for Ms. Damels, who wasn't able to attend two previous meetings, Mr. 
Bailey noted that it became clear that the Downtown Parking Commission (DPC) was busy, and 
not able to get to some strategic things they would like to do. So if moving the DPC 
responsibilities into a subcommittee, that committee would also be very busy, and questioned 
what could be done to reduce the load so that the Parking Subcommittee could be a viable 
subcommittee. 

Mr. Whinnery and Mr. Rogers continued to discuss the Parking Subcommittee portion of the 
handout, noting 2) B, Reviewldiscusslrecommend to City Council (to Downtown Commission 
consent agenda), certain things, as the parking plan dlrects, that would look at a block-by-block 
basis, or larger, what the demand is and develop strategies to deal with that demand. Mr. 
Whinnery noted this is an example of what the Parking Commission would have on their agenda, 
a recommendation would be made, and the recommendation would go the Downtown 
Commission consent agenda. 

Mr. Lampton asked if there were any questions. Mr. Gibb thanked Mr. Rogers and Mr. 
Whinnery for a good job in breaking out the responsibilities, which are subject to refining, and 
suggested that adjustments could be made after it was put into place based on how it has be 
received by the public, and how it affects the workload of the Downtown Commission. Mr. 

also noted that the attempt is not to clog the Parking Commission, as well as the Downtown 
Commission agenda, which should be bigger than just parking. 

Mr. Lampton referred to the outline of the proposed strategy and asked how much of a time 
reduction is foreseen. Mr. Rogers responded that it depends on how much the public still asks 
for further discussion by the Parking Subcommittee. 

Ms. Daniels agreed with Mr. Rogers's idea of having Tralfic Orders pass by the Parking 
Subcommittee, so they are aware of what is going on, before City Council approval. Mr. Bailey 
recognized that continuity is needed and the committee needs to have a feel for what's going on 
even if they aren't directly involved with everything. Mr. Bailey also noted that this would be 
helpful for policy decisions. 

Mr. Whinnery commented that if nothing is changed, and there continued to be a Downtown 
Parking Commission, this would be a good model to take to the Commission for their 
consideration. 
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Mr. Lampton asked for further discussion, from the DCAHC, on what the responsibilities of the 
Downtown Commission might look like over time relative to all of the parking issues as it might 
relate to the Commission. Mr. Bailey responded that the way it is currently configured the 
Parking Subcommittee can make decisions, as it is proposed, but the Downtown Commission 
itself doesn't have any decision making ability. Mr. Gibb added that bigger issues, involving 
public dollars and policy review would need to go to Council anyway. 

The DCAHC continued to discuss the Parking Issues Proposed Strategy handout and Mr. 
Lampton commented that as they get into this more, they will find things that need to be 
changed, and that changes to the way they operate will be appropriate in coming from that 
coinmission. Mr. Katz noted that they may find some of the jobs the Parking Subcommittee 
thought they might do would be too large and possibly more appropriate for the Downtown 
Commission to take on, like the parking plan. 

Mr. Liviilgston asked what Mr. Katz was referring to when he mentioned the Parking 
Comnlission was so inundated with the here and now decisions that there was no time for some 
of the bigger issues for example, the parking plan. Mr. Livingston asked what some of those 
bigger issues might be. Mr. Katz responded that often there isn't time for enacting or using the 
guidelines that are in the existing plan. Mr. Lampton added that an example of a bigger issue 
might be private public partnerships and noted that this is something that comes up in discussion; 
a good chunk of parking, in the downtown, is in private hands and is ill utilized. 

Mr. Kvidt asked if the making of the Parking Subcommittee would be a few Downtown 
Commissioners or a mix of non Cominissioners. Mr. Katz replied that that hadn't been decided 
as yet, but the outliile that Mr. Rogers and Mr. Wlnnnery presented gives him hope that this 
might work. Mr. Katz feels that if they found some people who were thoughtful and well versed 
in the issues, it could be modeled after Council where subcommittees are quite small and they 
manage to get a lot of work done. Mr. Katz feels work might get done faster with less people to 
roll through the same issues. 

The DCAHC continued their discussion on how best to staff the new Downtown Commission 
and Parhng Subcommittee. Mr. Lampton envisioned memberslp by the commission, on the 
subcommittee, but not exclusive. Ms. Dan~els asked Mr. Lainpton for clarification. Mr. 
Lampton clarified that there would be people from the DCAHC that would populate in part the 
Parking Committee, but the Parking Committee would be composed of a number of other people 
who are not pari of the DCAHC. Ms. Daniels added that a subcornmiltee of a larger group 
includes members who have specialized responsibilities in that subcommittee. The general 
consensus is that the new parking group would be part of the Downtown Commission. 

Mr. Lampton encouraged the DCAHC, in the interim between now and the next meeting, to 
think about how this could be structured. Mr. Lampton also noted an extra meeting might be 
needed. 
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IV. Discussion 
e Downtown Corvallis Association RolesflResponsibilities 

Staffing the Commission 

Mr. Lampton introduced Joan Wessell, Executive Director of the Downtown Corvallis 
Association, and asked Ms. Wessell what the Downtown Association's perspective is on the 
formation of the Downtown Commission. Mr. Lamptoil noted that Ms. Wessell has been with a 
variety of downtown con~mittees including the Downtown Strategic Planning Committee 
(DSPC), the Parking Commission, and is very familiar with the how the previous Downtown 
Comniission was bom. 

Mr. Gibb referenced, in the DCAHC binder, the Strategic Plan, Page 27 and 28 which has 
recommendations outlining responsibilities for both the DCA and the Downtown Commission. 
Mr. Gibh noted that this is a reference for background on the Strategic Planning process. 

Ms. Wessell invited the DCAHC to ask her questions. First, Ms. Wessell opined that there were 
several comments made that she is in complete agreement with; in particular the term "if it ain't 
broke, don't fix it". Ms. Wessell added that there are a lot of meinbers of the Parking 
Commission that have a great deal of experience, on that Commission, and it would be a shame 
to throw out all of that expertise and history. Ms. Wessell feels that people would be 
comfortable coming to the Downtown Parking Commission as opposed to presenting to City 
Council, as they may feel intimidated speaking in front of a large group, as well as speaking in 
front of a camera. 

In addition, Ms. Wessell stated that if a group of downtown directors were asked what the 
biggest issue is, 100% would say parking. Ms. Wessell had asked to be appointed to the 
Downtown Parking Commission with the hopes of keeping the focus on preserving downtown 
parking, and feels that the Downtown Parking Commission is effective and would encourage it 
not be dissolved. Ms. Wessell agrees with Mr. Bailey in that avoiding an extra layer is 
important, and that a member, or members, of the Downtown Parking Commission could also be 
members of the Downtown Commission, but Ms. Wessell fears burnout of comm~ttee meinbers 
when they are serving on too many commissions. 

Mr. Lampton noted that during discussions, in the Strategic Planning Committee, in regards to 
the formation of the Downtown Commission, the idea was to elevate downtown issues relative to 
other community wide issues. Mr. Lampton added there was some concern that there may be 
confusioil between the responsibilities of the DCA and the Downtown Commission and 
distinctions would need to be made. Mr. Lampton concluded that the DCA is, by its nature, 
funded primarily by memberships of mostly property and business owners; notably property 
owners through the Econo~nic Improvement District (EID). Mr. Lampton also noted that the 
DCA broadens out to include community interest for example, the parades and events downtown 
that are good for businesses and the community. 
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Mr. Bailey agreed that the DCA has a strong advocacy role and should continue. Mr. Bailey 
asked Ms. Wessell to elaborate on her thoughts in regards to the Downtown Commission versus 
the Parking Subcommittee and how they should be structured, including who would make policy 
decisions. Ms. Wessell responded that she would leave the Parking Commission as it is and have 
two to three members of the Parking Commission also serve on the Downtown Commission. 
Ms. Wessell added that the Parking Commission members of the Downtown Commission could 
play a role in policy decisions given their parking expertise. 

Mr. Lampton stated that part of the charge of the DCAHC is to forward a recommendation about 
the kinds of activities the Downtown Commission can be involved in, including how it will relate 
to various groups like the DCA, and asked Ms. Wessell her thoughts or ideas on the composition 
of the Downtown Commission. Ms. Wessell responded the composition should be composed 
primarily of downtown business members, with strong representation from the DCA; Executive 
Director and Board President in addition to downtown properly and business owners and people 
with a specific interest in the health and vitality of downtown Corvallis. 

Ms. Daniels asked, in looking through the Downtown Corvallis Strategic Plan, if Ms. Wessell 
feels it adequately covers representation, and if there are any important elements left out. Also, 
Ms. Daniels aslted if the DCA representation would include staff. Ms. Wessell responded that it 
pretty much covers what they would like to see in  the Downtown Corvallis composition, and 
noted that staff is an important component because board members, although knowledgeable 
about downtown, have meetings once per month, whereas the Executive Director works on those 
issues twenty-four hours a day. 

Mr. Gibb pointed out that Commission appomtment typically comes from the Mayor versus 
having an organization making the appointment. Mr. Gibb, urged the DCAHC to take a look at 
pages 26, 27 & 28, and the action items for DCA and the Downtown Commission, as they 
formulate a recommendation. 

The DCAHC continued to discuss staffing of the Commission and Mr. Lampton asked the 
committee to keep in mind the possibility of the formation of  an Urban Renewal District. Mr. 
Lampton noted there would be an impact on how the Downtown Commission is perceived and 
the kmd of tasks it has to accomplish. Mr. Lampton also stated there are some things the DCA 
will have specific interest in relative to Urban Renewal Plans. 

Ms. Wessell thanked the DCAHC for giving her the opportunity to come to the meeting and 
expressed an interest in attending future meetings. 

Mr. Gibb pointed out the Strategic Planning Committee included in the Strategic Plan a 
recommendation that staff support would be provided by the Community Development 
Department. Mr. Gibb added that, making the assumption, there will be an Urban Renewal 
District, in the future, it was projected that one full time employee would be associated with the 
Downtown Commission general work as well as Urban Renewal District work. Mr. Gibb noted 
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responsibilities for staff would include basic support of the Commission, Urban Renewal 
District, DCA liaison, Strategic Plan Implementation, Land Development Code changes, and 
Economic Improvement District. 

Mr. Bailey asked for an estimate of how much time was spent on downtown related issues now, 
and how much of an increase is foreseen. Mr.  Gibb responded that he foresees a fairly 
significant increase in time spent, and that Comlnunity Developinent made the commitment to 
support the Strategic Plan, and Urban Renewal within the existing staffing level. Mr. Gibb gave 
options such as the business license proposal to fund this position through the general fund, or 
look for alternative funding options. 

V. Visitor's Comments 

None 

VI. Other Business 

Mr. Gibb approached the idea of canceling the October 23'd meeting to allow time to compile 
information on the previous Downtown Commission and comparative cities. Mr. G ~ b b  offered 
alternative dates for future meetings. Mr. Gibb asked the committee for suggestions on meeting 
timelines, including when to schedule a public comment meeting. Mr. Bailey feels it would be 
best to cancel the October 23'beeting to allow more time to compile information on what other 
communities are doing and what's working for them. 

Mr. Lampton commented that he fears not being able to deliver a recommendation on time, and 
feels cancelling a meeting may be problematic with the holidays approaching. Mr. Larnpton 
suggested maintaining the current meeting schedule, but to add additional meetings to further 
discuss the parking issue. Mr. Lampton encouraged the committee to do a little homework in 
advance of the meeting. 

It was decided to keep the regularly scheduled meeting on October 23Id, and add a meeting on 
October 3oth for final report on comparative cities and identify what the public will be asked to 
comment on, with the public comment meeting on November 13". 

The next meeting will be held Tuesday, October 23, 2007, 4:30 p.m. in the Madison Avenue 
Meeting Room, 500 SW Madison Avenue. 

VII. Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 6: 10 p.m. 
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CITY OF CORVALLIS 
DOWNTOWN COMMISSION AD HOC COMMITTEE 

OCTOBER 23,2007 MEETING NOTES 

Present 
Holly Peterson 
Kirk Bailey 
Pat Lampton 
Dave Livingston 
Trish Daniels 
Josh Kvidt 

Staff - 
Ken Gibb, Community Development Director 
Sarah Johnson, Assistant Planner 
Sharon Crowell, Sr. Administrative Specialist 

Guests - 
Helen Ellis. Member of the former Downtown 
Commission 

Absent 
Jeff Katz 

St~\IJ l : \Kl '  .. O F  l>lSC't'SSiO\ .. - . . .. - .  . . . .- 

7. 
Agenda Item Summary of Recommendations Acrlons 

. - . -. . - .. . -1-.. -- -. - . . - . . - - . . 

Pat Lampton called the meeting to order at 4:38 p.m. in the Madison Avenue Meeting Room; 
500 SW Madison Avenue. 

I. 

11. 

111. 

I IV. 
j 

I V. 

VI. 
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CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

Visitor's Comments None. 

Review of Meetin 

Discussion Items: 
e Discussion of previous Downtown Information only. 

Commission. 
- Helen Ellis, member of the former 

Downtown Commission 
- Information attached 

e Report on information to date fiom 
comparator cities. 

e Continued discussion regarding parking 
management. 

e Review upcoming meeting times. 

i 
I 

Information only. 

Tabled until the next meeting. 

Information only. 

Visitor's Comments / None. 
1 
I 
I 

Other Business / Next Meeting: October 30,2007,4:30-6:00 p.m. 

Adjourn The meeting was adjourned at 6:05 p.m. 



1. Visitor's Comments 

None. 

11. Review of Meeting Minutes 

The following revision was requested for the October 9, 2007 meeting notes: On page 5, third 
sentence, of the fifth paragraph, should read "notably business owners . . . . . ." 

The committee moved and unanimously approved the October 9,2007 meeting notes as revised. 

111. Discussion Items 
* Discussion of previous Downtown 

- Helen Ellis, member of the former Downtown Commission 
- Information attached 

Mr. Lampton introduced the agenda item, and explained that a Downtown Commission isn't a 
new idea to Covallis, and that there had previously been a Downtown Commlssion. Mr. 
Lampton expressed interest in why the previous Downtown Commission was formed, what the 
Commission did while in operation, and why dld the Downtown Commlssion d~sperse. 

Mr. Gibb provided introductory comments including that old boxes of files and plans had been 
found amid the remodel construction and move of the Planning Division. Mr. Gibb noted there 
were minutes from 1975 in which Eric Blackledge spoke of a recommendation to establish a 
Downtown Commission. Mr. Gibb referred to Ordinance 78-28 in which it states that "the 
creation of the Downtown Commission would consist of twelve members, nine of which shall be 
appointed by the Mayor and confirmed by the City Council. Three members of the Commission 
shall be downtown property owners, three members shall be business operators in the downtown 
area, and three members shall be citizens at large. In addition, one member of the City Council, 
one member of the Planning Commission and one Associated Students, Oregon State University 
(ASOSU) representative shall be appointed by the Mayor to sit as participants and members of 
the Commission". Mr. Gibb noted that in 1979 there was the addition of a representative from 
the Madison Avenue Task Force. 

Mr. Gibb introduced Ms. Ellis and highlighted that she has been a long time volunteer in the 
community and has served on many Boards and Commissions. 

Mr. Lampton explained that the Downtown Commission Ad Hoc Coinmittee (DCAHC) is 
currently looking at the development of creating a new Downtown Commission, which was a 
recommendation from the strategic planning process, and which Council wants to pursue. Mr. 
Lampton asked Ms. Ellis how the past Downtown Commission was formed, what some of the 
motivators were, and under what conditions did the Downtown Commission disband. 
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Ms. Ellis responded that there was a group of people that thought 2"d Street was a real mess, 
including the alley ways, and that there were a lot of empty store fronts. Ms. Ellis expressed 
there was a concern that Corvallis residents would start shopping at Albany, Lebanon, and 
Salem, and the feeling was what will happen to the property owners, the stores, and shopping 
ability. Ms. Ellis referred to a handout which included Pedestrian-Oriented Alleys Need Clean- 
Up and Maintenance, Need Improved Shopping Selection, and Inadequate Property Maintenance 
to name a few. 

Ms. Ellis presented a handout (Attachment A) and referenced several items on the list. Ms. 
Ellis noted that it toolc a lot of hard work, but all of the items, that have currently been 
completed, were on that list. Ms. Ellis also noted that a number of the Downtown Commission 
members had also served on the Riverfront Commission for twelve years. 

Ms. Ellis feels that the formation of a new Downtown Commission would advance what had 
been previously started. Ms. Ellis feels a very important piece of the last Downtown 
Commission was that all of Corvallis, not just the downtown area, was involved. Included was a 
big party at the Chnstian Church, at which time citizens were asked for their concerns and ideas. 
One idea was for a mall to be constructed in the downtown area, which was not well received. 
Ms. Ellis continued that there was a recommendation for a Downtown Association, and to hire a 
manager to teach business owners how to dress up their store fronts and how to train their 
employees to help improve the community. 

An example of whole Corvallis mnvolvement, Ms. Ellis continued, would be the flower basket 
program in which she oversees. Ms. Ellis feels that the flower basket program is a Corvallis 
project, for the entire Corvallis community, and doesn't want it to be associated with the 
Downtown Association. 

Mr. Bailey expressed his appreciation to Ms. Ellis for coming to the meeting and asked if she 
were to go back through the list of issues which items would she point out now as not being 
done. Ms. Ellis responded that that is for the DCAHC to determine. Ms. Ellis feels the 
Downtown Commission worked really hard to create their list in 1983. Ms. Ellis pointed out 
that, although she can find parking in the downtown area, parking is still an issue, especially for 
the people working in the downtown area. 

Mr. Bailey inquired as to what changes Ms. Ellis was referring to in regards to Pedestrian- 
Oriented Alleys, and what that definition would have included back in the 1980's. Ms. Ellis 
responded there use to be dead cars, and grease and slime in alleys. Also, Ms. Ellis noted there 
was somewhat of a fear in walking in the alleys. 

Mr. Lampton asked Ms. Ellis for comments regarding the composition of the Commission, 
including selection of members, and suggested size. Mr. Lampton noted that the previous 
Downtown Commission, at one point, reached 14 members. Ms. Ellis responded that 14 was a 
good number, and towards the end there were five to six members who stayed with the 
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down tow^^ Commission. Additionally, Ms. Ellis noted there was a mix of Commission members 
which included political people, who represented both political sides, and some problematic 
people in the community. 

Mr. Livingston asked if the Downtown Commission organized sub-committees and if so how 
well did that work. Ms. Ellis responded it worked to a certain extent, depending on who led the 
sub-committee, noting the Downtown Commiss~on kept a close eye on the sub-cormnittees and if 
they felt things weren't getting done would move in  and help that sub-committee. 

Mr. Lampton asked if Urban Renewal was ever a part of the Downtown Commission discussion, 
and if so what was the outcome. Ms. El l~s  responded that Urban Renewal was a big past of the 
discussion, and that she wished Eric Blackledge was at the meeting to further address this topic 
Brief discussion followed. 

In response to Mr. Lampton's question regarding if there was a specific event that caused the 
Downtown Commission to &ssolve, Ms. Ellis replied that the Downtown Commission felt their 
job was complete with the formation of the Downtown Corvallis Association (DCA). 

Mr. Kvidt noted the previous Downtow11 Commission structure was successful, and asked Ms. 
Ellis what she felt made them successful and if there was anything that could have been done to 
make it more functional. Ms. Ellis responded she felt it was the personalities on the Commission 
and the perseverance of the members. 

Ms. Daniel's noted that at least a third of the initial composition was not made up of people from 
downtown. Ms. Ellis agreed and noted she strongly feels the composition, of a Downtown 
Commission, needs to be people from the outside and not just representatives from the 
downtown area. The DCAHC agreed this suggested composition differs from what was 
originally being discussed. 

Wilh no other committee questions for Ms. Ellis, Mr. Lampton expressed his appreciation for the 
insigbtfulness of the comments and thoughts that Ms. Ellis shared with the committee. 

A brief discussion continued and included Mr. Kvidt noting two points, one being the previous 
Downtown Commission had a clear mission, and to include people from outside of the 
downtown area. 

* Report on information to date from comparator cities 

Mr. Gibb began by noting that Ms. Peterson has some information as well as Assistant Planner, 
Ms. Johnson, in regards to comparator cities. Ms. Johnson referred to the handout 
(Attachment B) she prepared and gave a brief overview. Ms. Johnson noted that what she 
generally found is that a lot of these Downtown Commissions are directly tied to Urban Renewal 
agencies, and in most cases are communities that have some type of Downtown Commission that 

Downtown C o m s n o n  Ad Hoc Commttee, October 23,2007 

Page 4 

Attachment D-28 



is separate from a Chamber organization or downtown organization, also noting that most of 
those cities also have a renewal district that encompass the downtown area. Ms. Johnson 
highlighted the fom~ations, representation, and responsibilities associated with the various 
downtown-oriented groups, from the handout, cities included are Salem, Albany, and Redmond. 
Ms. Johnson added that she anticipates hearing from other cities that she had contacted. 

Mr. Gibb added that every city being looked at will have Urban Renewal as a basis for their 
downtown, some will be a separate agency, and others will have an advisory body with the City 
Council as the final decision maker of the official Urban Renewal agency. Mr. Gibb continued 
in saying that this is the model being talked about for Cornallis, at the Strategic Planning level. 

Mr. Bailey inquired how the City of Redmond handles parking. Ms. Johnson replied that 
Redmond, specific to the downtown, is not currently in a position to hai~dle parking right now. 
The Advisory Committee and the dowiltown manager are generally who handle parking, and will 
make recommendations to the City Couilcil or to the agency relative to the particular issue. A 
brief discussion followed. 

Ms. Peterson shared a handout (Attachment C) from Boulder, Colorado, and noted that Boulder 
was the model when Corvallis Independent Business Association (CIBA) was first formed. She 
highlighted the organization structure related to downtown planning and management. 

Mr. Lampton thanked Ms. Peterson for her research and felt the information was very helpful. 

* Review upcoming meeting times 

Mr. Gibb noted the upcoining meeting on October 3oth would be a precursor to the November 
13Ih public meeting. Mr. Gibb stated that Mr. Rogers will attend this next meeting and answer 
any parking related questions, and added that the big taslc ahead is determining the questions to 
ask the public. In addition, Mr. Gibb will meet with staff to compile some ideas, between now 
and the next meeting, and encouraged the DCAHC to also think of how they would like to 
present this to the public. Mr. Gibb continued that at some point the DCAHC has to determine 
the recommendation of dual responsibilities with or without an Urban Renewal. 

It was suggested to email thoughts to the DCAHC prior to the next meeting, which would give 
members time to absorb the information and bring questions or comment to the October 30" 
meeting. 
The DCAHC discussed possible ways to notify the public of the November 1 3 ' ~  public meeting, 
which included a public notice in the Gazette-Times, public access channel, Historic Resources 
Commission, and Community Affairs at AOSU. 

IV. Visitor's Comments 

None. 
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V. Other Business 

The next meeting will be held Tuesday, October 30, 2007, 4:30 p.m. in the Downtown Fire 
Station Meeting Room, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard. 

VI. Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:05 p.m 
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Present 
Pat Lainpton 
Holly Peterson 
Kirk Bailey 
Jeff Katz 
Dave Livingston 
Trish Daniel 
Josh Kvidt 

CITY OF CORVALLIS 
DOWNTOWN COMMISSION AD HOC COMMITTEE 

October 30,2007 MEETING NOTES 

Staff - 
Ken Gibb, Community Development Directol- 
Sarah Johnson, Assistant Planner 
Sharon Crowell, Sr. Administrative Specialist 

Guests 
Steve Rogers, Public Works Director 
Joan Wessel, Downtown Corvallis Association 

STJMMARV OF DISCTJSSTON ~~~ ~ -~ - ~ ~ - ~ -  ~ - . - ~ ~ - ~ ~ .  .. .- ........ .- . -- - . . 

1- 
Agenda Irem S u m d ~ y  ot'Recommenda~ions Actions 

- . - . -1.. . . . .  ........ . ..... . . .  .- - . . . .  

Information only. 

1. 

11. 

Information only 
i 

Visitor's Comments 

Discussion Items . Follow-up discussion on information 
from comparator cities and previous 
Downtown Commission 

* Development of outline of 
I components/preliminary 

recommendations for public comment 
meeting on November 13th 

111. 

/ V. / Adjoum / The meeting was adjourned at 6:08 p.m 1 
/ IV. 

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

I i 

Visitor's Comments 

Pat Lampton called the meeting to order at 4:30 p.m. in the Downtown Fire Station Meeting 
Room, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard. Introductions were made. 

No Action 

Other Business 

I. Visitor's Comments 

Next Meeting: November 13, 2007, 5:30-8:30 p.m. 
Public Comment 600 - 8:30 

None. 
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11. Discussion - 
* Follow-up discussion on information from comparator cities and previous 

Downtown Commission. 
* Development of outline of components/preliminary recommendations for public 

comment meeting on November 1 3 ~ ~ .  

Chair Lampton opened the follow-up discussion on comparator cities and asked Ms. Johnson to 
share additional information. 

Ms. Johnson responded that the City of McMinnville and the City of Bend were added to the 
previous comparator cities handout (Attachment A), and noted that she was pleased to have 
talked with Patti Webb, Manager for the McMinnville Downtown Association (MDA), 
particularly because McMinnville is one of the only cities that does not have an Urban Renewal 
District, even in the downtown. However, McMinnville is in the process of forming a task force 
to do a feasibility study for a downtown urban renewal district. In addition, McMinnville has an 
Economic Improvement District (EID) similar to Corvallis; however it is a mandatory EID 
participation. Ms. Johnson also noted that although the MDA works closely with the City, they 
are a for-profit organization and have their own staffing. If an Urban Renewal District is 
implemented, the City and MDA would need to evaluate staffing for the district. 

Ms. Johnson reported that the City of Bend has a11 Advisory Commission for their Downtown 
area that is attaclted to an Urban Renewal District for the downtown with 7 - 11 members. Ms. 
Jolmson added that the City Council has appointed a group to examine a potential expansion of 
the Urban Renewal District to include not only downtown, but also the 3'd Street area to better 
connect to Downtown. The Downtown Advisory Commission is staffed by City employees. 
However, they have a fairly small Economic Development Division that is separate from the 
Community Developlnent Department, composed of five staff people, who are essentially 
managers of their own separate divisions. 

A brief discussion continued and included Mr. Livingston asking if Ms. Johnson had a sense of 
how much time these entities spend on parking issues. Ms. Johnson responded that that wasn't a 
specific question she asked, but that it didn't appear they spent a great deal of time going over 
parking issues, and that the Advisory Commissions would address issues as they arose and 
would make recominendations to the City Council and other agencies. 

Mr. Katz asked for a reminder on whicl~ coinmunities have paid parking and which have free 
parking. Ms. Johnson responded that Salem has parking meters, Albany has lease spots 
associated with downtown businesses, Rednond does not have parking issues at this point, and 
McMinnville and Bend have metered parking. 

The committee thanked Ms. Johnson for her research on comparator cities and added that they 
felt it was very helpful information. 
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0 Development of outline of componentslpreliminary recommendations for public 
comment meeting on November 13'~. 

Chair Lampton gave a brief overview of the upcoming public meeting including the need to 
outline the range of issues for public input, and to inform the public of the current status of the 
Downtown Comlnission Ad Hoc Committee (DCAHC). Chair Lampton referenced a handout, 
Outlining of Major Components of Future Downtown Commission (Attachment B), and 
suggested the cormnittee focus on quick consensus items and leave the items that may require 
more clarification and input for the public meeting. 

1. Number of Members 

The committee discussed what would be an appropriate number of members lor a Downtown 
Commission. Mr. Bailey suggested making it a nine member committee with a non-voting 
chair, unless there was a tie. In addition Mr. Bailey would encourage there be enough 
members to be able to have practical subcommittees. Mr. Ib tz  suggested it may be difficult 
to arrive at a number now without knowing the parking subcommittee details, and how large 
that subcommittee will need to be. The DCAHC agreed to plan on 9-1 1 as a starting range. 

2. Representation Profile 

Chair Lampton stated there was some consistency in the study of the comparator cities, in 
that they all contained business and property owners within the district. Mr. Bailey added 
that be thought the Strategic Plan list was good, and should also include business employees. 
Ms. Daniels suggested there be several at-large positions for the Mayor to appoint. 

Mr. Rogers, Public Works Director, added that it may be difficult to fill positions requiring 
specific representation, and suggested a broader range of requirements. Mr. Livingston feels 
that the Downtown Corvallis Association (DCA) should have the highest priority, noting that 
the Chamber of Commerce represents a wide range of people. Mr. Livingston continued by 
saying what he would not like to see is this group, which is intended to be an advocacy group 
for downtown, become a debating society that never actually gets an advocacy position. 

Mr. Gibb encouraged a discussion differentiating between an advisory group and an 
advocacy group, and feels the DCA is an advocacy group with a special role advocating for 
downtown. A City Commission that is focused on downtown should not only represent 
downtown interests, but also reflect the broader community interests. Mr. Bailey agreed that 
the Downtown Commission should be an Advisory Committee and not an advocacy group. 
Ms. Daniels highlighted the proposed representation categories as being five designated 
members including residents from adjacent neighborhoods, DCA representative, Downtown 
residents, Downtown employees, Downtown property owners and Downtown business 
owners. 
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The DCAHC agreed that representation should include specific representation, and should 
also include at-large members, appointed by the Mayor, who meet specific criteria in 
interests, for example Historic Preservation, housing, transportation, and alternative modes 
background. Mr. Kvidt referred to a statement that Ms. Ellis made in which she 
recommended including representation from the broader community. 

Chair Larnpton asked if special interest criteria could be inciuded in the ordinance, or would 
it only be included in the accompanying material. Mr. Gibb responded that the committee 
c a ~  make recommendations, but that the standard format is succinct, adding that key words 
could possibly be included as remforcement. 

3. Appointment of Commission 

It was agreed that the Mayor would appoint members to the City Advisory body with the 
exception of quasi-judicial commissions. 

4. Maior Responsibilities 

No additional suggestions were made in regards to the major responsibilities listed in the 
Strategic Plan with the exception of chang~ng development code revisions to read land use 
matters including development code revisions. 

5. Parking Res~onsibilities 

Mr. Gibb noted that these were the three identified options. The committee agreed they 
would be comfortable with either option 2 or option 3. Option 2 would be creating a Parking 
Committee of the Downtown Commission consisting of some Commission members aid 
additional members from the downtown and community at large. Option 3 would be to 
retain the current Parking Commission as an independent body with coordination through 
liaisons. 

It was noted that parking seems to consume a large amount of public discussion downtown, 
and will continue to do so. Ms. Peterson referenced the City of Boulder and noted that there 
is a parking subcommittee with a ciose tie to the Downtown Commission. Ms. Peterson 
noted there doesn't seem to be a lot of volume for the City of Bolder right now, and having a 
subcommittee seems to work well for their community, which has a larger population than 
Corvallis. 

Mr. Kvidt feels that the Parking Commission spends too much time talking about iittle 
things, and still seeins to come to the same conclusioil as in the beginning. Mr. Katz noted 
the time the Parking Co~nmission spends on issues may be due to the size of the committee, 
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and agreed that a subcommittee of three members might work better, especially since issues 
would be brought before the Downtown Commission. 

6. Commission Subcommittees 

Mr. Gibb noted that some general language could include that the Downtown Commission 
could operate with subcommittees, without naming the subcommittees, with the exception of 
possibly parking. 

Mr. Gibb added that some of the subcommittees would be self generated in the commission, 
and would also be subject to direction from City Council. 

7. Liaison Roles 

Mr. Gibb identified possible liaisons that could be identified in the City Ordinance, for 
example, Planning Commission, City Council liaison, Parks, Historic Resources Commission 
(HRC), and Civic Beautification and Urbaii Forestry (CBUF). 

Ms. Daniels suggested flexible liaison roles instead of, for example, taking someone already 
on the Planning Commission and giving them one more meeting to attend. MI.. Lampton 
responded that he wasn't necessarily suggesting liaisons, but possibly having representation 
from groups involved with projects such as the Riverfront, Comprehensive Plan Review, or 
Land Development Code update. 

It was noted that the Planning Commiss~on has one City Council liaison. Mr. Bailey 
recommends just having a C ~ t y  Council liaison on the Downtown Coinmission as a 
permanent position. It was acknowledged that other groups may be asked to be liaisons to 
projects that the Downtown Commission takes on. 

8. Commission Staffing 

Mr. Bailey would like input from staff, and noted that Community Development makes the 
most sense. 

Mr. Gibb discussed the need for the DCAHC to prepare a presentation for the upcoming public 
meeting to be held on November 13 '~ .  The Committee agreed that the presentation would 
include information on definitive recommendations the committee has made, as well as tentative 
recommendations, and recommendations that will require public input. 

The DCAHC agreed that the public meeting should be more of an educational opportunity, to 
allow the committee to present the information it has to date, and to encourage feedback from the 
community. 

Downtown Commission Ad Hoc Committee, October 30,2007 

Page 5 

Attachment D-35 



111. Visitor's Comments 

None. 

IV. Other Business 

Mr. Gibb identified the notification of individuals and organizations to include, Gazette-Times, 
OSU Adinillistration, ASOSU, Chamber of Comerce ,  CBUF, DCA, CIBA, downtown property 
owners, Planning Commission, Preservation Works, and Historic Resources Commission. 

The next meeting will be held Tuesday, Kovernber 13, 2007, 5:30 p.m., with public comment 
beginning at 6:00 p.m. in the Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 500 SW Madison Avenue. 

V. Adjournment 

The meeting was adjouilled at 6:08 p.m. 
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CITY OF CORVALLIS 
DOWNTOWN CORVALLIS AD HOC COMMITTEE 

November 13,2007 

Present 
Pat Lampton 
Holly Peterson 
Josh I<vidt 
Dave Livingston 
Jeff Katz 
Trish Daniels 
Kirk Bailey 

Staff 
Ken Gibb, Community Development Director 
Sara11 Johnson, Assistant Planner 
Claire Pate. Recorder 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 

I l l .  Public Comment 

IV. Deliberations 

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

The Corvallis Downtown Ad Hoc Committee was called to order by Chair Lampton at 5:30p.m. in 
the Madison Avenue Meeting Room, 500 SW Madison Avenue. 
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I. =VIEW OF MEETING NOTES: 

October 23,2007 
Page 5, paragraph 4 replace "Civic Beautification" with "Corvallis Independent Business Association 
(CIBA)." The minutes, with revision, were approved unanimously. 

October 30.2007 
The minutes were approved unanimously. 

II. Preliminary Discussion 

The Committee rcviewed the "Outline of Major Components of Future Downtown Commission," 
developed by staff, and discussed the italicized preliminary ideas for each major component. Chair 
Lampton first discussed those for which he felt there was general consensus. 

3. Appointinent of Commission: The committee agreed with the concept. 

* 6. Commission Subcommittees: The committee agreed with the concept. 

4. Major Responsibilities: The committee discussed the wording for "Land use matters including 
development code revisions," with Mr. Lampton expressing his concern for clarifying the new 
commission's role in this area. It was agreed that the current wording explained that role, which is 
advisory only. It was suggested that for public parking the commission's role might be greater 
than advisory only. The committee agreed with the list, noting that it is preliminary only and 
other items might come up in the future. 

8. Commission Staffing: Mr. Gibb said that though the recommendation was for the 
Commission to be staffed through the Community Development Department, there would be 
Public Works Department staff support for the parking program. The committee agreed with 
the approach. 

e 2. Representation Profile: Mr. Livingston suggested it be made clearer that the Commission 
appointments are not limited to just one person in each of the first four categories, but that the 
remaining Commission appointments reflecting other interests might also be persons who are 
downtown residents, business persons or property owners. He said that it is important to have 
some community-wide representation, but that it would be important to have downtown interests 
well-represented. Mr. Bailey suggested dropping the word "other" from the second bullet. 

Mr. Lampton suggested that the real estate and develqment community be represented as well. In 
that regard, it was agreed to add an "interest" bullet reading something like "real 
estate/developmentlconstmction/design.'~ 
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111. PUBLIC COMMENT: 

Mr. Lampton explained the process to tllis point t o  those m attendance, and said that the intent is to 
have a recommendation to forward to City Council, witlim the next few months, regarding formation 
of a Downtown Commission. He opened the public comment peliod: 

Peter Ball, PO Box 760, said that as a downtown business and property owner he is generally in favor 
of the proposal, but feels strongly that representation should be welghted to downtown business and 
property owners, and residents. He cautioned against getting too diverse a representation on the 
Commission as it will get too political and take the hcus away from the downtown. 

Bill Cohnstaedt, 561 NW Jackson, is a downtown property/business owner and resident. He agrees 
with almost everything on the list. His personal prej udice would be that the Commission deal with the 
parking issues as well, as in Option #2 under Parking Responsibilities, and that Community 
Development be the main staff to deal with it. In response to committee questions, Mr. Colmstaedt 
suggested that it was appropriate for Public Works staff to have input into parking issues, but not 
necessarily be the primary staff for a parking committee. 

Richard Gretz, has a downtown business and said he is fully in favor of an urban renewal district. 
The City has hired one of the best consultants in town and it is someone who listens. He supports 
adding business, as well as property ownership, to the list of interests in Item 2. In response to a 
comment and question from Mr. Lampton regarding the importance of community-wide interests being 
represented, Mr. Gretz said that it is important to pay attention to the business community's interests as 
well. 

Marilyn Koenitzer, 4240 SW Fairhaven, has been a downtown business owner in the past, but didnot 
have walk-m business. She is concerned that the Downtown Commiss~on appointments should have 
what has been captured on the list, but should have at least one member of the general public. Citizens 
have supported having a strong downtown by keeping malls out of the commumty. The Commission 
needs to have the perspective of more than just downtown interests. In her discussions with others, 
many people are concerned that the urban renewal has something to do with parking, as there needs to 
be more. She supports having parking melded into the Commission. She commended the Committee 
and their work. 

BA Beierle, PO Box T, said she is wearing two hats with her comments. She is representing 
Preservation WORKS which is highly committed to having a vibrant downtown district and for which 
she has had appropriate training; but her comments also reflect her experience as a former downtown 
property owner somewhere else. She encouraged the committee to add to the list of "interests" hlstoric 
preservation, cultural resources and the arts. She agrees with the parking discussion, and added that 
parking can sometimes be the tail that wags the downtown dog. In response to a question from Mr. 
Kvidt, she sald that historic downtowns provlde a marketing advantage in that they are unique. 
Cultural heritage visitors are more likely to visit an historic downtown area. In terms of sustainability, 
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respecting the existing buildings and structures is a better approach. Mr. Lampton said that Co~vallis 
residents, generally, love the loolis of their downtown but want it to be relevant to their marketing 
needs, and asked how that reality can be brought into the historical setting. She said it is challenging 
because Corvallis does not have a registered downtown historic district; therefore there is no tax 
advantage for business owners. She suggested that might be something to he pursued. Mr. Livingston 
asked how urban renewal funds might he able to be used for hilding work on private properties as part 
of such an effort. Ms. Beierie suggested that they could be used if a revolving fund were set up. She 
said there is robust community support for the downtown. 

Bob Baird, 215 SW 4", is a downtown property owner and employee. In response to the discussion 
relating to historic disiricts, he said that the most disastrous place in which he has had a business was 
the historic district of downtown Albany. A historic district, in and of itself, does not make a good 
downtown. What happened in Albany was development of the mall. In Salem, national businesses 
came in and rescued the downtown buildings. Now in central Salem, only nationals can afford the 
buildings. The reason Corvallis has a vibrant downtown is that we have independent, local owners of 
buildings and businesses. He feels that locally-owned businesses and property owners should he a 
weighted interest on the Commission, with the emphasis on local. He feels that the expansion of 
businesses out north as well as the potential for south Corvallis have and will continue to impact the 
downtown. Parking needs to be addressed. Halloween was the worst business day for them this year, 
because their customers could not find aplace to park. A lot of the lots that used to be public are now 
private parking for employees. This has placed pressure on downtown parking. Some of the nuts and 
bolts work of the existing parking commission has been good, such as taking the parking meters out 
behind Safeway. In response to questions, Baird said he is not opposed to nationals being in the 
downtown area but that the downtown should mostly be independent and local. 

Kent Daniels, 329 SW 8" Street, offered some insights as chair of the newly-formed Parks, Natural 
Areas and Recreation Board, which has 1 1 members. They have a member that is a nominee from the 
Greenbelt Land Trust, which could be similar to the Downtown Commission having a Downtown 
Corvallis Association member nominee. He thinks that there should be a strong downtown 
representation, but more important than that is just ensuring that good folks with pertinent interests are 
appointed, and not having it too narrowly defined. In terms of parking, he does not support optioi~ #3. 
Parking should have a strong relation to the Downtown Commission. He suggested that in terms of 
subcommittees, the Commission might want to establish stakeholder groups that can be used to provide 
input on certain topics and interests. 

Ed Dubois, 2921 NW Elmwood Drive, recently moved back to Corvallis. He said his family used to 
own Dubois Cleaners wh~ch was located where Burst Candes is now. He has a background in urban 
renewal in that he was ownerlmanager of the Bon Vivant business in Salem Center, and the urban 
renewal was very important to their downtown revitalization. He felt that the district and "nationals" 
were a good mix. An interesting note is that Salem Center's largest secondary market - deliberately 
targeted - were Corvallis residents, not Albany. He also recommends that most of the Commission 
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members be representatives of the downtown businesses and property owners since they hve and 
breathe the downtown area. OSU football, hasfball and the downtown are the pnmary reasons he 
moved back. 

Ruby Moon, 608 SW 7", has been a property1 business owner and downtown resident for 33 years. 
She emphasized the need for having Commission members who have had a long term commitment to 
the downtown area, as it is important for the Commission to have the historical context. She 
commented that her bike always seems to be the only bicycle in the bicycle rack in front of her 
business. 

IV. DELIBERATIONS: 

Mr. Lampton asked the committee members to continue with their discussion of the preliminary ideas 
for the major components of a future Downtown Commission. 

e 5. Parking Responsibilities 
Mr. Bailey said the preponderance of com~nents suggested that the parking commission be a 
subcommittee (2"%ption). Mr. Katz thought that the majority of comments supported elevating 
the parking commission responsibilities to a higher level, but not necessarily committing to any 
specific option. He had a concern for keeping the number of people on a parking committee 
small. Mr. Gibh said that in his discussioils with City staff there is a strong feeling that having 
two commissions operating parallel to but separate from each other would not be functional; the 
parking element could be a separate committee but should be under the umbrella ofthe Downtown 
Commission. As a separate committee it could deal with the nuts and bolts of parking issues; but 
the more complex, strategic issues should be elevated to a full Conunission discussion. There was 
general agreement on this approach, with more fleshing out needed of how the nuts and bolts 
would get done. Mr. Gibb said that Public Works Director Steve Rogers would be at the next 
meeting and can talk more about staffing. Trish Daniels suggested that the parking comm~ttee 
could be considered in a similar fashion to how the stakeholder groups works for the Parks, 
Natural Areas and Recreation Board. 

There was discussiois about being able to get people to serve on such a busy committee. Mr. Katz 
said that the existing Downtown Parking Commission spends too much time reading and 
discussing reports from other committees and groups, and if they didn't have to do that it would 
leave more time for getting actual work done. There was on-going discussion about how many 
members should be on the Parking Committee, with a final consensus that there should be five - 
members: two Downtown Commission members and three others appointed by the Mayor. They 
should be representative of downtown business and property owners, retain some historic memory, - - .  

but the specifications should not be constructed too narrowly. 
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There also was agreement that it be a standing committee of the Downtown Commission; that it 
would deal with the nuts and bolts parking issues and elevate to the entire Commission the more 
strategic considerations. The three members who are not Downtown Commission members could 
certainly be brought into strategic plan discussions, but would not be a part of the decision- 
making. 

With regard to what route the appeals from dow~~town parking committee decisions would take. 
Mr. Gibb will come back with a recommendation. 

1. Number of members: 
The committee discussed the pros and cons of having 11 members on the Commissio~l vs. 9 
members. Holly Peterson suggested that if there were 11 members it could be specified that two 
would be business persons and two property owners which would increase that emphasis. Pat 
Lampton suggested that they mull it over and make a decision at their next meeting. 

7. Liaison Roles 
The consensus was that it might be better to bring in expertise as needed instead of having lots of 
I~aisons. Dave Livingston suggested that there be a "liaison-on-call" from vanous groups who 
mlght be able to come when there is a specific interest. Ken Gibb added that staff tries to make 
sure that information is shared with other committees and groups that might be affected by 
specific items under consideration. 

Kirk Bailey revisited item 2 (Representation Profile) and suggested that an additional interest be 
added relating to historic perspective, as per Ruby Moon's testimony. 

Ken Gibb sad  that staffwould come back with revisions based on the suggestions. Pat Lampton asked 
that the committee be ready to reach a decision on the various components at its next meeting. 

V. OTHER BUSINESS: 

The next meeting will beNovember 27,2007, at 4:30pm. Ifwork is conlpleted that day, areport will 
need to be prepared. After circulating the draft report, the committee would need to meet one more 
time after that date to take final action on the recommendation to City Council. Trish Daniels recused 
herself from writing the report, since she did not think it appropriate to write a report on which she 
would take final action as a City Councilor. 

The December 5,2007, meeting was cancelled and will be rescheduled for a later date. 

IV. ADJOURNMENT: 

The meeting was adjourned at 7:40pm. 
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DRAFT 
CITY OF CORVALLIS 

DOWNTOWN CORVALLIS AD HOC COMMITTEE 

November 27,2007 

Present 
Pat Lampton 
Holly Peterson 
Josh Kvidt 
Dave Livingston 
Trish Daniels 
Kirk Bailey 
Jeff Katz 

Staff 
Ken Gibb, Community Development Director 
Sarah Johnson, Assistant Planner 
Claire Pate, Recorder 

Guests 
Steven Black 
Bob Baird 
Joan Wessell 
Bill Cohnstaedt 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 

Chair Lampton opened the 4:30pm meeting held in the Madison Avenue meeting room. and welcorned the 
members and audience. 

1. VISITOR'S COMMENTS: none 

11. FtEVIEW OF MEETING NOTES: 

Two revisions were noted: Change the spelling of the name Richard Graetz to Gretz; and on page 
2, 7"' paragraph, change "staff report" to "staff support." The minutes were approved unanimously 
as revised. 
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111. DELIBERATIONS: 

Chair Lampton reviewed progress made to date regarding the Outline of Major Components of a 
Future Downtown Commission, as drafted by staff. Director Gibb handed out a revised copy with 
his hand-written notes capturing the Committee members' suggestions for changes from the last 
meeting. The remaining four components were then discussed. 

* 1. Number of Members - The Committee agreed that the number of members should be 
eleven. 

2. Representation Profile - It was agreed that with an eleven-member Commission there 
would be two appointments each from the categories of downtown business person and 
downtown property owner. This would result in six members being appointed from the 
categories listed under the first bullet, leaving five appointments to represent the variety of 
interests listed under the second bullet. The Committee further agreed to add the additional 
interest areas of "real estate/developmentlconstruction/design" and "cultural 
resourceslarts.'' 

* 5. Parking Resuonsibilities - Pat Lampton reviewed the discussion from the previous 
meeting. The Committee has already agreed to recommend subsuming the present 
Downtown Parking Commission, in alignment with Option 2. This would create a 
Downtown Parking Committee under the Downtown Commission, with two Downtown 
Coininission members assigned to the Committee (to be appointed by the Downtown 
Commission) and three other members appointed by the Mayor. 

Ken Gibb stated that Public Works Director Steve Rogers was unable to attend the meeting. 
However, they had devised a proposed strategy for how parking responsibilities could be 
handled (green handout, included in packet), the contents of which he reviewed with the 
Committee. The intent of the document is to suggest a delineation of the roles and 
responsibilities for the Downtown Commission, Parking Committee, staff, citizens and the 
City Council in considering downtown parking issues. 

In response to Committee member questions, Mr. Gibb said that it was not necessary to nail 
every detail down, but certainly to recommend an overall structure for the roles and 
responsibilities of reviewing parking issues. Minor, individualized parking issues would 
be handled by staff, with review by the Parking Committee as part of a consent agenda. 
Larger issues (block plus parking control changes) would go to the Parking Committee, as 
well as other issues assigned by the Downtown Commission or by Committee initiation, 
and would be reviewed by the Downtown Commission as part of its consent agenda for 
recommendation to City Council. Strategic concerns for parking would go to the 
Downtown Commission, for a recommendation to City Council. The Parking Committee 
could have input into strategic concerns, with the line of communication facilitated by 
having two Commission members on the Committee. Any item initiated by City Council 
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could be assigned to either the Parking Committee or the Downtown Coinmission 
depending on magnitude of the issue. 

It was further agreed that the three members appointed by the Mayor should be 
representative of downtown business and property owners. and that the initial appointments 
be of members of the existing Downtown Parking Commission to provide continuity and 
institutional memory. 

The Committee then discussed terms of office for both the Downtown Coinmission and the Parking 
Committee, and agreed that they would follow the typical tenn length for other City commissions, 
with staggered terms. It was also agreed that meetings would be regularly scheduled every month, 
though members could always cancel a meeting if there were no items to discuss. 

Ken Gibb said that staff would begin drafting a report of the Ad Hoc Committee's recommendation 
to City Council. One additional meeting would need to be scheduled to review the draft report, a 
copy of which would be sent out to the Committee members in advance of the meeting. Visitors 
Bob Baird and Bill Cohnstaedt cautioned the Committee against scheduling the next meeting in 
December, as it is a very busy time for business owners and would not give them adequate time to 
review the proposal and adequately respond to it. 

The Committee set the next meeting for January 15, 2008 at 5:30pm. Chair Lampton suggested 
that the drafl be made available for review by interested parties. There was discussion about 
putting it on the City's website as a pdf and getting news releaseslarticles in Downtown Corvallis 
Association, Chamber of Commerce and CIBA newsletters. 

The final issue of determining the geographic area of  responsibility for the Downtown Commission 
was discussed. Ken Gibb suggested the following: 

Geographic Area of Resoonsihilities 

Primary: 
Central Business District (CBD) 
CBD fringe 
Additional areas included in a downtown Urban Renewal District 

Additional: 
Residentiallbusiness districts near downtown 
Community policies/activities/issues that impact downtown 

The report and ordinance will need to have some general language defining the geographic scope, 
which could be a sentence or hvo contained in a goal statement at the beginning of the report. It 
was agreed that there are often issues outside of the CBD that would have repercussions for the 
district, such as plans for a mall to be located outside of the area. The statement should roughly 
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describe the geographic areas of responsibility but build in flexibility to look at issues involving 
outside the downtown area. 

111. OTHER BUSINESS: 

Ken Gibb asked Chair Lampton to give a short briefing to City Council at their noon meeting on 
December 3,2007, relating to urban renewal as well as to formation of a Downtown Commission. 

IV. ADJOURNMENT: 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:30pm. 
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CITY OF CORVALLIS 
DOWNTOWN CORVALLIS AD HOC COMMITTEE 

January 15,2008 

Present 
Jeff Katz, Acting Chair 
Holly Peterson 
Josh Kvidt 
Dave Livingston 
Kirk Bailey 

Excused 
Pat Lampton 
Trish Daniels 

Staff 
Ken G~bh, C o n ~ m ~ ~ n ~ t y  Development Director 
Sarah Johnson, Assistant Planner 
Claire Pate, Recordcr 

Guests 
Hugh White 
Charlie Tolnlinson 
Bob Baird 
Joan Wessell 
Gary Rodgers 
Lita Verts 

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 

Recommendation to City Council 

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

I. REVIEW OF MEETING NOTES : 

The draft minutes for the November 27,2007 meeting were reviewed and unai~imously approved. 
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11. DRAFT COMMITTEE REPORT OVERVIEW 

Co~nmunity Development Director Ken Gibb suminarized the infom~ation contained in the packet, 
highlighting the issues addressed by the Committee and resultant recommendatioils contained in 
the draft Ad Hoc Committee Report. The Committee members did not have any questions for 
staff, and Chair Katz proceeded with public comment. 

111. PUBLIC COMMENT: 

Joan Wessell, Downtown Corvallis Association, spoke to her concern of maintaining 
involvemeilt of the existing Downtown Parking Commission members who have historical context 
and broadly represent the community. She would hate to do away with the existing number of 
members, and would prefer to maintain the existing commission rather than putting it under the 
proposed Downtown Commission as a committee. 

Chair Katz explained that the recoinmendation is to lteep some representation from this original 
commission. Parking spaces are the lifeblood of downtown business, and people who do not have 
the history of parking issues might not understand that fact. He said that the intent of the 
recommendation is to give people with parking issues even more opportunity to be heard rather 
than less. 

Lita Verts said she agreed with Joan Wessell's testimony. The proposed makeup of the Parking 
Committee needs to include residents from other than just the downtown area, so that there is 
adequate representation for shoppers' parlting issues. Downtown customers and shoppers need to 
be heard. She is also bothered by adding another layer of bureaucracy. The existing Parking 
Commission is sensitive to the needs ol: the businesses and to the shoppers. She does not agree 
wit11 having issues go through three levels of processing rather than getting immediately resolved. 

Chair Katz reassured Ms. Verts that the Committee had had similar concems and feels that the 
proposed model might actually work better. 

Kirk Bailey asked if her concems were mostly related to parking or whether there were other 
downtown issues of concern. She said it was mostly parking, but also issues related to customer 
ease of shopping downtown, such as the issue of large vehicles parked on 2"d Street making it 
difficult for traffic to get through. 

Noting that there were no other persons wishing to comment, Chair Katz closed the comment 
portion of the meeting. 
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IV. DISCUSSIONIACTION ON RECOMMENDATION TO THE CITY COUNCIL 

Josh Kvidt, referring to language in the proposed ordinance, asked why the initial appointments of 
members to the Commission were not more evenly divided between the rotational term lengths. 
Ken Gibb said that the numbers could be changed, but that the intent had been to ensure that there 
was consistency in membership for the first two years. After inore discussion, Mr. Kvidt said he 
was fine with it as proposed. 

Kirk Bailey said the only remaining issue was whether the Downtown Parking Commission should 
be retained as it is now, or whether it should become a committee under the Downtowl 
Commissioll as proposed. Mr. Bailey stated that initially it made more sense to keep the parking 
cornmission as is, but after discussing the potential hassles of coordination and d~~plication of 
efforts agreed that it should be incorporated as part of the Downtown Commission, adding that if 
the Parking Commission coordination doesn't work out as planned it can always be revisited in the 
future. He felt that the proposal would work as long as the Mayor understood the strong need to 
appoint some of the existing Parking Commission me~nl~ers to the new committee, for the sake of 
giving historical context and continuity. 

Chair Katz said that there were so few existing members on the Parking Commission right now 
they could likely all find spots on e~ther the proposed Downtown Commission or Parking 
Committee. 

Dave Livingston said he was comfortable with the way it is proposed. He appreciated Ms. Verts' 
concems relating to representation of the community and downtown shoppers, but felt that Mayor 
Tomlinson bad heard those concems and would be aware that downtown parking is a very 
important issue. He thought that institutional wisdom would be maintained with Public Works 
continuing to provide staffing for the Parking Committee. 

Holly Peterson said that she felt parking matters would be addressed in a more timely fashion with 
the proposal. 

MOTION: 
Kirk Bailey moved to recommend to City Council adoption of the Corvallis Downtown 
Commission Ad Hoc Committee report and recommendations, and accompanying draft municipal 
ordinance. The motion was seconded by Mr. Livingston, and approved unanimously. 

V. COMMITTEE WRAP-UP: 

The Committee agreed that the City Council should be forwarded copies of the background 
information and meeting minutes. Ken Gibb said the report will be forwarded to City Council for 
its February 4, 2008, meeting with the assumption that Pat Lampton would be in attendance to 
answer any questions. Action might be taken later on. The timing for formation of a Downtown 
Commission, if approved by City Council, will be up to them. 
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Kirk Bailey asked if it made sense for the proposal to go to Planning Commission as well. Mr. 
Gibb said that they would ensure both the Planning Commission and Historic Resources 
Co~ninission are briefed on the proposal, and it might be able to be part of the agenda for the joint 
work session scheduled for Febn~ary 19, 2008. In response to a question from Mr. Kvidt, Mr. Gibb 
said that at this point there is nothing concrete enough regarding staffing resources to be taken to 
the Budget Commission for consideration. He thanked the Committee members for their work and 
good efforts. 

VI. ADJOURNMENT: 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:20 prn 
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In 2003, the Downtown Cowallis Association and other interested stakeholders 
developed a vision for the future of Downtown Corvallis. Building on the 
"Central City" portion of The a Strategic Vision 
Task Force utilized stakeholder interviews, questionnaires, and public meetings 
to gather and yefine information about the vision for Downtown. The following 
pages describe the existing unique attributes of downtown and the things the 
community cherishes most. It also provides a visual framework for implementing 
elements of the Downtown Corvullis St~*czte.~ic Plan. 

Mayor 
Helen M. Berg 

City Manager 
Jon S. Nelson 

Corvallis City Council 
Hal Brauner 

Patricia Daniels 

Jerry Davis 

Rob Gindara 

Betty Griffiths 

I George Grosch 

Emily Hagen 

Strategic Planning Committee 
Kirk Bailey 

Eric Blackledge 

Kent Daniels 

Jerry Davis 

Malcolm Dundas 

Rob Gandara 

David Gazeley 

Pat Lampton 

Rebecca Landis 

David Livingston 

Jill Schuster 

Dee Wendel 

Joan Wessell, DCA Executive Director 

1 Charles Tornlinson 

I Scott Zimbrick 
I 
I 

Consultant 

1 Community Development Department 
1 Ken Gibb, Director 
I ; Kathy Gager, Associate Planner 
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Shoppers enjoy the character and ambiance 
of downtown, with its rich mix of older 
buildings, sidewalk cafes, and the Corvallis 
Commemorative Riverfront Park. Downtown is 
the primary shopping area, community gathering 
place, and governmental hub. People live, work, 
shop, and play downtown, making it a lively and 
inviting place. 

Overhangs and awnings 
above sidewalks provide 
customers with protection 
from the elements and 
encourage more activities, 
such as street vendors and 
musicians. 

Building owners are continually upgrading their properties to 
enhance the visual appearance of the downtown. The vibrant 
riverfront is the City's downtown showcase that respects and 
celebrates the river. The riverfront features a variety of 
restaurants, shops, upper floor housing, and plazas connected 
by jogging and cycling paths. 



N e w  and expanding businesses offer a wide 
selection of merchandise. Major anchor 
tenants as well as national name tenants have 
encouraged consumers to stay downtown and 
shop locally. 

A stable business core ensures downtown 
remains a major employment center. 
Businesses have partnered together in their 
marketing efforts to attract more shoppers to 
downtown. Professional offices and incubator 
businesses are located on the upper floors of 
many buildings. 
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Parking options have improved through 
better utilization of existing parking areas 
and construction of new parking structures. 
A number of new buildings provide 
underground parking. 

1 
i 
1 The downtown is pedestrian and bicycle friendly, 

with easy access to mass transit. 

Shoppers can also find plenty of free parking, as all modes 1 
of transportation are encouraged throughout downtown. 

I 
I I 

! I 
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Downtown is the City's cultural heart, drawing from the 
close proximity of Central Park, the Artcentric, the Public 
Library, Majestic Theatre, and gateway to the OSU campus. 
There is an increase in concerts, markets, parades, and 
festivals, such as the Red White and Blues Riverfront 
Festival, the Farmers' Market, and Corvallis Fall Festival. 
Ample parking is available for after-hours use by those 
attending concerts and shows, dining at restaurants, or using 
the library. 

I 
1 
1 

I 
i 

I 

i ! Outdoor art is prevalent throughout the downtown, adding a 1 rich dimension to the area downtown. Downtown supports a 
i 
I thriving local theater and music scene. Entertainment and , cultural options have increased with the redevelopment of 

the Whiteside Theater and the new Benton County Museum. 
I 
j I 

i i 
I I.. . ~ -- 
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Downtown offers attractive housing 
Options, including lofts, apartments, 
townhouses, and condominiums. Most of 
the new housing is along First Street which 
offers the added amenity of open space and 
pastoral views across the river. Upper 
floors of historic buildings provide 
affordable housing for the elderly, 
disabled, and low and moderate income 
citizens. i 
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City,  County, State and regional government 
offices are clustered downtown. The City and 
County have maintained their presence in 
downtown by redeveloping two blocks near 
Central Park for civic uses. 

I The city has taken an active role in partnering with the 
Downtown Corvallis Association and other organizations 
to improve the vitality of downtown. 

- I ~ 

8 

Attachment E-8 



P.O. Box 1536 . Cownllis, OR 97339 

I'honc: 541-754-6624 

www.downtowncorvallis.org 

Project Consultant: 

David Dodson 
Willamette Valley Planning 

November 2006 

Attachment E-9 



The Downtown Corvallis Association (DCA) would like to thank the following individuals for their 
support and guidance in the development of the Downtown Corvallis Strategic Plan: 

Mayor 
Helen M. Berg 

City Manager 
Jon S. Nelson 

Cowallis City Council 
Hal Brauner 
Patricia Daniels 
Jerry Davis 
Rob Gandara 
Betty Griffiths 
George Grosch 
Emily I Iagen 
Charles Tomlinson 
Scott Zimbrick 

Community Development Department 
Ken Gibb, Director 
Kathy Gager, Associate Planner 

Strategic Planning Committee 
Kirk Bailey 

Eric Blackledge 
Kent Daniels 

Jerry Davis 
Malcolm Dundas 

Rob Gandara 
David Gazeley 

Pat Lampton 
Rebecca Landis 

David Livingston 

Jill Schuster 
Dee Wendel 

Joan Wessell. DCA Executive Director 

Consultant 
David Dodson 

Willamette Valley Planning 

Attachment E- 10 



j Introduction and Purpose ................................................................... 4 
I 

i A Great Time for Downtown Corvallis 
Planning for Change 

I Developing the Strategic Plan 
i 

.................................................................................. 1 Background 7 

Current Conditions 
The People 
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1. Provide Goods and Services that Residents Presently Leave Town to Purchase 
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A Great Time for Downtown Cowallis , 
1 
I 

After years of building sprawling suburbs and malls across the country, a busy American society is ~ 
I 

looking for more sustainable economic develop~nent strategies. People want convenient shopping near I 
I 

their homes. Employees want to stroll down the sidewalk to grab a cup of coffee or meet with friends for i 
lunch. Others want to shop for local produce at the Farmers' Market or browse through the many I 
bookstores. The exciting variety of activities and events help to draw people Downtown. I 

Older Downtowns are thriving, 
recognized the importance of bi 
clusters that establish a market 
to dfferentiate themselves from 
commercial and retail centers. 

having 
usiness 
niche 
other 

People want to live where there is a sense of place and community, as well as know that the quality of 
life in this community will be preserved. Study after study demonstrates that a sense of place and 
community will be critical for successful economic development in the decades to come. This is good 
news for Corvallis, as the citizens have always valued Downtown as a special place. 

New Downtown infill prqjects spur investor confidence and increase pedestrian traffic, at the same time 
helping to reduce suburban sprawl. Developers are now trying to elnulate older Downtowns in what are 
called "lifestyle centers." These centers are often developed around the National Main Street Program 
Gu~dehnes, but many lack the character and authenticity of older established Downtowns. At the same 
time, older Downtowns are thriving, having recognized the importance of business clusters that establish 
a market niche to differentiate theinselves from other commercial and retail centers. These trends are 
good news for comlnunities like Corvallis, which recognizes the economic potential provided by 
capitalizing on its existing unique and historic Downtown assets. 

4 
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I Planning for Change 

Downtown Corvallis has alwriys been the heart of the coinmunity. Since J. C. Avery platted Corvallis in 
the 1850's. Downtown has served as the retail and commercial center of the community. Improvements 
to the three highways that passed through town, along with increased use ofthe automobile, eventually 
spurred additional development outside the Downtown core. Ninth Street (previously Highway 99W) 
becane the new strip commercial center and competed with Downtown. Community resistance to a 
shopping mall allowed this Downtown to avoid the fate of many Downtowns across the country. Today, 
outlet nialls, hfestyle centers, mail order catalogs, and internet shopping have added to the challenges of 
an increasingly competitive market place. And yet, during all this change, Downtown Corvallis has 
always managed to evolve and endure. 

I Today, Downtown remains a vital part of this community. Older warehouses have been converted to 

I restaurants and galleries, while vacant upper floors have been rehabilitated to offices and residences. 
Several major redevelop~nent projects are currently underway, reflecting renewed investment in 
Downtown. 

The City has developed a series of long-range plans as the community expands outward; however, a 
long-range plan for Downtown has not been done recently. To ensure that the future of Downtown is 
consistent with the community's vision, the Downtown Corvallis Association (DCA) and the City have 
developed this Plan. This plan targets maintaining and revitalizing what is valued in the existing area 
that is the core of the community. Since Downtown is rnostly developed, the basic infrastructure and 
development pattern are already established. A number of opportunities exist for redeveloping 
underutilized properties and enhancing what already exists. This Strategic Plan identifies the goals, 
tasks, and timelines necessary to ensure that Downtown remains a vital and exciting part of the 
community. 

Older warehouses have been 
converted to restaurants and 
galleries, and vacant upper 
floors have been converted to 
ofjces and residences. 
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Developing the Strategic Plan 

In 2003, the Downtown Corvallis Association and other interested stalceholders developed a vision for 
the future of Downtown Corvallis. Building on the "Central City" portion of 7he C'oi~vtrlli.sZl)~~..~.~i~~.~ 
Stirtement. a Strategic Vision Task Force utilized stakeholder interviews, questionnaires, and public 
meetings to gather and refine information about the vision for Downtown. A Vir.icm fi,u Dow17ioi.vn 
Cori-ailis is intended to be a companion document, and provides the visual framework for implementing 
elements of the Downtown Corvallis Strategic Plan. 

Implementation of this Strategic Plan 
will be guided by a partnership between 
the City and the Downtown Corvallis 
Association. 

Tn response to the need for a long-range plan to guide revitalization of Downtown, and shorter-range 
action steps to propel this effort, a Strategic Planning Committee was formed by the Downtown Corvallis 
Association. The Committee held numerous meetings with business owners, property owners, and 
citizens to develop and refine the Plan. 

The Strategic Plan includes a summary of issues, findings, and recommendations. In addition, a 
supplemental action plan identifies short and long-term strategies that will help maintain and strengthen 
the vitality of Downtown. Implementation of this Strategic Plan will be guided by a partnership between 
the City, the DCA, private property owners, and Downtown businesses. The Strategic Planning 
Committee is recommending that a Downtown Con~mission be formed to implement the Strategic Plan. 
The Downtown Commission and the DCA will use the I~i~p/cnicniul~on Slrirfepler to develop their work 
plans. 
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1 
I Current Conditions 
1 

Corvallis and the greater Willamette Valley have impressive attributes that contribute to the health and 
success of Downtown: 

* a well-educated work force - a major university 
* easy access to a major metropolitan center 

an excellent quality of life 
second highest household incomes in the State 

The 50 city blocks that comprise Downtown are bordered by the Willamette River to the east, the Marys 
River to the South, and OSU a short distance to the west. The Downtown is actually quite large when 
compared to city centers in the neighboring communities of Albany and Salem. Downtown Corvallis 
boasts vitality and characters with a diverse mix oCwell-established merchants, historic buildings. 
offices, and civic spaces. Corvallis has made the conscious choice of promoting Downtown as the 
community's primary shopping area. 

Located along the convergence of three major highways, Downtown is home to the City's transit center 
and the hub for regional transportation. Downtown is also home to a number of historically significant 
landmarks, including the Benton County Courthouse, Whiteside Theater, KIine Building, and the Van 
Buren Street Bridge. The densest development with pedestrian activity and desirability is concentrated 
along Second Street and Madison Avenue. 

*:a 3,- s 
.. .. .. .. 
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The People 

The current population of Corvallis is approximately 53,000; the OSU student population is about 
20,000. A number of Corvallis employers draw residents from the surrounding communities. Corvallis 
boasts the highest education levels in the State, with 53% of the residents over 25 years of age having a 
Bachelors, Masters, or Doctorate degree. The unemployment rate is typically one orthe lowest in 
Oregon, and households liave the second highest income levels in the State. 

The major employers include Oregon State University (OSU), Newlett Paclcard (HP), and Samaritan 
Health Services. Because of the University's predominance in the community, Corvallis is considered a 
college town. Students attending the University are from all 50 states and more tban 90 countries. The 
OSU student population directly affects Downtown, as the university is less than a mile from Downtown. 
Recent statistics show that over 56% of students dine away from home or off-campus at least three days a 
week, and after living expenses, students have an average disposable income of $246 each month. 
Corvallis is the birthplace of HP's computer inkjet printing. HP's operation continues to be focused on 
research and development; HP is also an incubator for a number of startup companies. Samaritan Health 
Services is a regional medical provider, whose impact has made Corvallis a regional inedical center. 

The community is highly 
educated, with 53% of 
the residents over 25 
years of age having a 
Bachelors, Masters, or 
Doctorate degree. 

I i 

New housing like the Renaissance on the Riverfront Condo~niniiims on 1" Street compliments the exist- i 
ing rental housing in Downtown. The housing in nearby Downtown neighborhoods is highly desirable ; 
and sought after. i 

I 
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Economic Vitality 

Downtown is a major elnployme~lt center which includes a mix o f  uses, including offices, retail stores, 
restaurants, and housing. Most of the City, County, State and regional government offices are located in 
Downtown. Downtown has always managed to find a way to fill or create a market niche. In recent 
years, there has been an increase in specialty stores and fine-dining restaurants. The community is also 
beginning to see more diversity in Downtown housing choices, with the development of condominiums 
along the riverfront. 

The local Chamber of Commerce and the Economic De\clonmcnt Partnershio have merged in order to u ~-~ ~-~ ~- ~~ 

form a more cohesive organization known as the Corvallis-ienton Chamber Coalition. Local economic 
development agencies are proposing a community-wide strategic economic development plan that will 
further support Downtown. 

Downtown has always 
managed to$nd a way to 
$ll or create a market 
niche. 

The community is listed as 41h in the nation for the number of patents issued per capita. Corvallis is 
home to a number of small start-up companies and has enjoyed a stable economy with consistently low 
vacancy rates. 

The City has continually committed itself to maintaining a vital Downtown, and has supported a number 
of projects and programs over the years. The City and County have prepared a two-block Downtown 
redevelopment plan for housing local government offices. The recently completed Riverfront Park along 
First Street has spurred significant investment not only along the river, but also along Second Street. 
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Downtown's Unique Character 

Downtown Corvallis is the heart of h e  community, rich in culture and entertainment. Downtown's 
major strength is its unique character and ambiance, exemplified by the pedestrian scale, historic 
buildings, Riverfront Park, and mix of diverse independent stores. Retailers see this as a major 
competitive advantage over other shopping areas and want this to  be protected and enhanced. 

The City and the cotnmunity have proactively included culture and the arts in the Downtown 
enhancement strategy. Public art is displayed at Artcentric across froin Central Park and throughout 
Downtown. Performirrg arts events are held at the Majestic Theatre and outdoor venues, while smaller 
performatices are held in Downtown coffee houses and restaurants. 

Downtown is the site of the Saturday Fanners' Market, the Red White and Blues Riverfront Festival, 
daVinci Days, the Corvallis Fall Festival, and numerous other events. 

Downtown b major strengths are its unique character 
and ambiance, exemplified by its pedestrian scale, 
historic buildings, Riverfront Park, and mix of 
diverse independent stores. 
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' Downtown Management 

The Downtown Corvallis Association (DCA) is a non-profit organization that was formed in 1985 and 
serves to strengthen and support existing businesses. The DCA mission is to promote commercial 
opportunities and provide information about Downtown to the public and businesses. The organization 
promotes activities to assist Downtown property owners and businesses in developing a viable 
Downtown for the benefit of the citizens of Corvallis. An 1 1-member Board of Directors and a staff of 
one full-time and one part-time employee manage the Association. 

I Visitors and the University 

Corvallis Tourism. the local convention and visitors bureau, is located in Downtown. This organization 
actively promotes Corvallis as a destination for visitors, conventions, and sports events. Its primary role 
is to develop creative marketing strategies that increase the impact of visitor spending in the community 
and the surrounding areas. 

Oregon State University is Oregon's land, sea, sun, and space grant university, and has drawn thousands 
of students froin across the state, nation, and world. It is a leading research University, recognized for its 
engineering, environmental sciences, forestry, pharmacy, and veterinary programs. The OSU conference 
complex is one of the largest university conference complexes in the nation, at over 80,000 square feet. 
The university also has NCAA championship-quality facilities, from the 44,000 seat Reser Stadium to 
Gill Coliseum. 

1 1  
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The Downtown serves as a 
center for specialty retailing 
and dining, as well as a 
cultural district for residents 
and visitors seeking a 
,, personal experience. 2, 

Changing Marketplace 

Downtown has undergone a market shift that is capitalizing on the city's growth and increased 
discretionary spending. The development of other forms of retailing, discount centers, outlet malls, mail 
order catalogs, and internet shopping means that Downtown must target its offerings to a specific 
customer base or niche. Downtown serves as a center for specialty retailing and dining, as well as 
cultural district for residents and visitors seeking a "personal experience." 

After decades of locating only in shopping centers, regional and national retailers are rediscovering the 
profitability they can achieve from revitalized Downtown districts. Regional and national merchants 
such as Safeway, Starbucks, and Great Harvest Bakery, strengthen Downtown by creating a greater draw 

. ~ .... .. . . . .- . . . ....... . ... ~ .... 
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Growth and Livability 

The quality of life in Corvallis is exceptional, and has been recognized by others: 

Biz Demopranhics placed Corvallis 7'" in the nation for great places to do business. 
Men's .Journal rated Corvallis 8'" in the nation as a great place to live. 
Cities Ranked and Rated said Corvallis is the tenth best place to live in the nation. 
Top Ten Placed To Refire ranked Corvallis number nine of the Country's top ten places to retire. 
Bike IJSA listed Corvallis 9"' in the nation as a bicycle friendly city. 
Bike at Work listed Corvallis 9"' in the nation as a car free community. 
Oran~e County Register picked Corvallis the best pac-10 campus in 2002. 
The National Arbor Day Foundation awarded Corvallis the top tree city in 2002. 

Public attitudes towards the desirability of growth heavily guide philosophical discussio~l about 
Downtown. The City's Coniorehenci~v l'icrn states: 

Many other communities in Oregon have sought development of regional retail malls. When these 
have been developed, especially in smaller cities, they have had serious negative impacts on 
Downtown commercial aclivities, increased the use qf the automobile, and have led to an increase in 
sprawl development. The City oj'Corvollis is committed lo maintaining a vital vibrant Downtownfor 
retail and business activities. 

The residents of Corvallis and the City have a strong commitment to preserving and enhancing the 
character of Downtown. 

Biz Dernonraphics placed 
Cowallis 7th in the nation 
for great places to do 
business. 



Redevelopment Opportunities 

Most of Downtown is developed, with the exception of a few lots that are used for surface parking. The 
improvement-value to land-value ratio within the Downtown is 1.83 to 1. Intensively used commercial 
areas typically have an improvement to land ratio in the range of 4 or 5 to 1 .  Therefore, tremendous 
opportunities exist for redeveloping existing underutilized properties. Most of the redevelopment 
projects currently being contemplated Downtown are mixed-use with multi-stories. 

Tremendous opportunities exist for redeveloping 
existing underutilizedproperties. 

One source of funds for revitalizing Downtown would be through the establishment of an urban renewal 
district. Surrounding communities, such as Philomath and Albany, already have urban renewal districts 
in place. Establishment of these districts allows existing taxes to he directed toward projects, including 
improved parking facilities, infrastructure, enhanced weather protection, streetscape, and other revitaliza- 
tion 
projects. 

In 2006, the DCA hired Spencer & Kupper, which prepared an I ~,hrzn Rencbc (11 l;i.cz,ihiliti Kr/)orr 
examining key elements and assun~ptions underlylng an urban renewal district and determining whether a 
district would be feasible from a financial and policy standpoint. The consultants found that there were 
no technical or legal obstacles to the feas~bility of establishing an urban renewal district for Downtown 
Corvallis. 
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I The Strategic Plan sets these goals for 2007-201 1 : 

These goals are discussed in the following sections. The organizations that are responsible for 
implementing them are discussed in a supplemental plan, titled Im~i7Ler1?~,7totion Sfriiteziec. 

L- . .. .- 
-~---~-~~-p~~~ ~~. ,... ~ - - ~ .~~.A 
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Strategic Goal I : Provide Goods and Services that Residents Presently Leave 
Town to Purchase 

STRATEGIES 

1.1 Bolster recruitment and retention efforts to fi l l  
market niches 

1.2 Develop activities to increase midweek, eve- 
ning, and Sunday shopping 

Downtown has a finite amount of land and parking space. The community is interested in maintaining 
Downtown's charm and ambiance and avoiding over building and traffic problems. At the same time, 
regional shopping options are enticing residents to leave town to purchase a number of goods and 
services. 

1.1 Bolster recruitment and retention effirts tofill market niches. Continue to recruit and retain 
businesses that help satisfy the community's needs. Prepare and publish market studies to 
encourage businesses to satisfy underserved market niches. 

1.2 Develop activities to increase midweek, evening, and Sunday shopping. Downtown is busiest 
on Thursday nights, weekday lunch hours, and Saturday afternoons. Activities to increase 
shopping at other times will increase sales without causing parking congestion. Consider 
increasing midweek and evening entertainment options and providing more housing choices to 
bring more customers to Downtown. 
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' Strategic Goal 2: Renew Commitment to Downtown as the Civic, Cultural, 1 and Entertainment Center of the Community 

STRATEGIES / '07 / '08 1 '09 1 '10 / '11 

2.1 Increase the organization and promotion of DCA 
sponsored special events and festivals 

2.3 Support efforts to locate and consolidate govern- 
ment offices Downtown 

I Downtown contains the highest concentration of public buildings and outdoor gathering spaces, 
providing the community with its civic center. Civic uses include the Art Centric, Majestic Theatre, 
Library, government offices, and Benton County Courthouse, along with Central Park and Riverfront 
Park. 

Downtown is also the heart and soul of the community. Even if residents aren't doing the bulk of their 
everyday shopping there, they continue to use Downtown as the place to meet friends, relax with family, 
and gather as a community. Entertainment is also provided by certain businesses, such as art galler~es, 
movie theaters, and restaurants and coffee houses, where local musicians perform. These social and 
cultural activities for the community familiarize participants with Downtown businesses and build a 
strong constituent group that can help advocate Cor Downtown. 
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2.1 Increase the organization and promotion qf DCA sponsored special events and festivals. 
Continue these existing special events: 

Red White and Blues Riverfront Festival 
Fourih of July Paradc 
Crazy Days Sidewalk Sale 
Fall Festival Sidewalk Sale 
Rhapsody in the Vineyard Downtown Wine Walk 
Downtown Trick or Treating 
A Slice of Downtown 

Develop new events and festivals such as: I 

I 
Monthly art walks 
Historic walking tours 
Summer outdoor theater 

2.2 Support Downfown community events and organizations that contribute to Downtown. 
Economic development efforts are greatly enhanced when other organizations host events in 
Downtown. These include: 

Winter's Eve Corvallis 
Clothesline Art Sale 
daVinci Days 
A Taste of Corvallis 
Corvallis Fall Festival 
OSU Football Rally 

= Spring Garden Festival 
Farmers' Market 

9 Corvallis Community Band concerts in the park 
Procession of the Species 
Boys and Girls Club Hoop Jam 
Lions Club Corvallis Cotnmunity Christmas Parade 
Civic BeautificationIUrban Forestry Commission 
Boys and Girls Club Classic Car Rally 
Oregon State University 
Downtown Flower Basket Program 
Madison Avenue Task Force 
Altrusa Club 

Economic development 
efforts are greatly enhanced 
when other organizations 
host events in Downtown. 
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1 2.3 Support ejfiilrts a locate and consolidate government qffices Downtown. Government office 

! workers (and the people who do business with them) are a significant part of weekday custo~ner 
base for Downtown restaurants and stores. Actively support the City and Coul~ty plans to keep 

I 
I their workers Downtown, the County's desire to move more einployees to Downtown, and the 
1 State and Federal Government's commitment to maintaining offices Downtown. 
i 
i 

2.4 Support businesses that offer entertainment and culturul events. Restaurants and dining are 
in many ways affiliated with entertainment or an event. In addition, restaurants and coffee 
houses often host musicia~ls and local artwork. Local art gallcries and movie theaters should 
continue to be encouraged Downtown. In many ways, shopping can now he considered an 
entertaining experience, especially if it is associated with other Downtown activities, such as a 
meal with friends or family. 
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Strategic Goal 3: Build upon the Diverse Mix of Uses and Small Town 
Charm 

STRATEGIES 

3.1 Support the unique mix of independent and na- 
tional retailers, with an emphasis on business 
clusters 

3.2 Support the City and interested developers in 
their efforts to diversify Downtown housing op- 
tions 

3.3 Review City Codes and fees to encourage desir- 
able developinent 

I 
3.4 Collect and publish data on Downtown market 

opportunities I PI / I 
3.5 Fill vacancies, attract business anchors, and close 

gaps in the business mix 

3.6 Promote Downtown as a destination for area visi- 

3.7 Strengthen information-sharing relationships with 
real estate brokers and developers 

Residents and visitors enjoy Downtown for the mix of uses that give them multiple reasons to be there 
These include specialty retail, cultural arts, dining, entertainment, government functions, and other 
activities for students, families, adults, and children. 
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3.1 Support the unique mix of independent and national retailers, with an emphasis on business 
I clusters. Retention and recruitment efforts should emphasize business clusters that complement 1 and support one another. Having unique independent businesses along with regional and 

i national retailers can work collaboratively to provide a unique and varied mix of uses. 

3.2 Support the City and interested developers in their efforts to diversify Downtown housing 

I 
options. The vast majority of Downtown housing is rented below market rate. Currently, at 

I least one significant Downtown housing project is being built above market rate. Encourage 
private developers and housing agencies to increase housing choices in Downtown. 

I 
3.3 Review City Codes and,fees to encourage desirable development. The Strategic Planning 

Committee has developed a set of recommended changes to the City's Land Development Code 
and Municipal Code to encourage desirable development. Continue to work with the City as 
these recommendations are further evaluated by the City and ultimately considered by the City 
Council. System Development Charges (SDC's) in Downtown were also analyzed and the 
Strategic Planning Committee determined that the current assessments for Downtown projects 
were fair and equitable. 

I 
3.4 Collect andpublish data on Downtown market opportunities. The 2005 Downtown Market 

Study provided impetus for a number of developers and retailers to expand offerings, including 
women's clothing, specialty foods, and residential infill. Continue to update market studies on 
a timely basis and ensure that future studies are distributed to the public. 

2 i 
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3.5 Fill vacancies, attract business anchoc~, and closegaps in the business mix. Recruit key 
businesses that will complement the unique independent retailers Downtown. Continue to work 
with businesses to foster relationships. Encourage redevelopment of underutilized Downtown 
properties. 

3.6 Promote Downtown as a destinationfir area visitors. One of the attractions of Downtown is 
its historic character and the increasing national interest in small town tourism. Conferences 
and major sporting events at the University attract a number of people from outside the 
community. Corvallis Tourism should continue to promote Downtown for its historical 
ambiance and feature Downtown in tourism publications. 

3.7 Strengthen information-sharing relationships with real estate brokers and developers. 
Consistent communication between existing businesses and the commercial real estate 
coinmunity will help f i l l  vacant storefronts. 

= Link DCA's website to other economic development organization websites 
Distribute vacant property profiles to existing and prospective tenants. 
Distribute property and building data to real estate brokers. 
Encourage the DCA to provide information lo brokers to fill vacancies. 
Assist businesses seeking to relocate or expand. 
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I Strategic Goal 4: Encourage Investment in Retail, Commercial, and Office 
; Activities 

STRATEGIES 1 '07 I '08 / '09 1 'I0 1 '11 

4.1 llnplernent retail events geared to primary target 
markets 

4.2 Encourage retail anchors that complement 
Downtown 

4.3 Encourage upper floor offices 

4.4 Encourage financial and professional business or 
clusters 

4.5 Prepare and implement an urban renewal plan 

Downtown's unique setting, variety of uses, and small town ambiance attracts a variety of customers and 
businesses. It is the retailers that keep customers coming Downtown and generate the revenues that 
maintain Downtown as an amenity for the entire community. Ensure that Downtown businesses are / economically healthy. 

I 

4.1 Implement retail events geared to primary target markets. The DCA will continue to organize 
retail sales pro~notions to help retail businesses generate increased sales. In all retail events, 
Downtown businesses should continue to differentiate Downtown from other shopping areas. 
Downtown may not always be able to compete on price or selection, but it can communicate an 
attitude of unparalleled shopping, excellent customer service, and a unique shopping 
experience. 

Downtown may not always be able 
to compete on price or selection, but 
it can communicate an attitude of 
unparalleled shopping, excellent 
customer service, and a unique 
shopping experience. 
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4.2 Encourage retail anchors that complement Downtown. Continue to recruit retail anchor 
tenants that will complement and build on existing uses. Seek tenants to fill market niches, 
which are currently youth apparel, to attract a sizeable share of the student market and a 
boutique hotel with a fine dining component, as noted in the Corvallis Downtown market study 
Executive Summary. 

4.3 Encourage upperfloor offices. A number of older buildings contain vacant or underutilized 
upper floors. The DCA should continue to encourage upper floor redevelopment through its 
zero interest loan program and other programs. 

4.4 Encouragefinancial andprofessional business clusters. Businesses such as banks, mortgage 
companies, insurance offices, and attorneys provide a vital cominunity service which brings 
customers downtown. The DCA should continue to retain existing businesses and encourage 
new professional businesses to locate downtown. 

4.5 Prepare and implement an urban renewalplan. There appear to be no technical or legal 
obstacles to establishing an urban renewal plan for Downtown Corvallis. A downtown urban 
renewal plan should be prepared by a qualified consultant and overseen by a citizen body that is 
broadly representative of the downtown and the community. 



1 Strategic Goal 5: Ensure Effective Access, Parking, and Wayfinding Solutions 

STRATEGIES 1 '07 1 '08 1 '09 1 '10 1 '11 

5.1 Update Parking Study I 
5.2 Develop and implement a Downtown 

wayfinding plan 

5.3 Work with neighborhoods to mitigate 
parking impacts 

5.4 Enhance physical linkages to Downtown 

The Downtown market area has a total of 4,555 parking spaces o f  w h ~ c h  one-third are on-street and 
two-thirds arc off-street Roughly 55% are restricted to customers, visitors, or tenants of specific uses. 
The remainder consist of public short-term and long-tenn spaces. Free parking is available in a 
designated central area. There is a perception that free and easy parking is one of the few competitive 
advantages shopping centers have over Downtown. To make shoppmg more convenient, residents and 
merchants alike want additional and improved parking. Parking demand remains a complex issue that 
both affects and is affected by the availability and use of other modes of transportation. 

Customers and visitors need to comfortably and successfully reach their Downtown destinations. When 
done appropriately, signage and wayfinding can effectively accomplish this. 

I 
I 

5.1 Update Parking Study. Update the 2001 Downtown Parking Study. Areas deserving special 
I attention include on-street parking utilization and solutions to addressing varying perspectives 

I 
on the adequacy and location of the supply of Downtown parking. 

I 5.2 Develop and implement a Downtown wayfindingplan. In conjunction with the City, develop a 
wayfinding plan for Downtown. The plan should include important destinations, signage 
standards, and the potential for kiosk maps. The Plan should include a strategy for sustainable 
funding implementation. 

5.3 Work with neighb~rhood~~ to mitignteparking impacts. Work with adjoining neighborhoods 
to mitigate impacts associated with on-street parking by Downtown employees. 

5.4 Enhancephysical linkages to Downtown. Encourage the ongoing activities of the Madison 
Avenue Task Force and Oregon State University to strengthen the physical connections and 
amenities between OSU and the Downtown. Work with Corvallis Public Works, ODOT and 

I the neighborhoods to enhance access into, out of, and through Downtown. Encourage the 
southern extension of the Riverfront multi-use path to connect with the trail at Willamette Park. 
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Strategic Goal 6: Strengthen and Support Effective Downtown Organizations 

STRATEGIES 

strong volunteer board and committee 

6.2 Increase community involvement in guiding 
Downtown vitalitv 

6.3 Establish a permanent source of funding for tile 
Downtown Corvallis Association 

6.4 Maintain communication with constituents I 

6.6 Maintain adequate staffing levels 

Downtown Corvallis Association 

The Downtown Corvallis Association represents Downtown husiilesses through an 11 member Board of 
Directors and a staff of one f ~ d l  and one half-time employee. Board and committee members are 
volunteers and the lifeblood of the organization. The DCA receives funding through a voluntary 
Economic Improvement District, membership dues, and the City. The DCA should continue to serve the 
following functions: 

Business advocacy 
Business locator services 
Promotions, marketing, and special events 
Business recruitment, retention, and development 
Private property aesthetic enhancement 
Downtown Design Awards program 
Facade and upper floor loans 
Business networking, training and education 
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6.1 Maintain strong volunteer board and conzmittee structure. Continue to follow the committee 
structure recommended by the National Main Street Program and develop subcommittees and 
task forces as needed. The board and each committee will meet regularly to implement projects 
that fulfill the DCA's mission. 

I 

6.2 Increase community involvement in guiding Downtown vitality. Constantly recruit new 
volunteers from both the communit)~ and Downtown. Volunteers from the co~nmunity are 
important for their unique expertise, perspective, and the dedication they can bring to the 
organization. The DCA must also strive to keep its volunteers involved and interested in their 
work. 

I 

I 

i 
6.3 Establislz a permanent source of funding for the Downtown Corvallis Association. Currently 

the DCA relies on a 5-year voluntary Economic Improvement District for the majority of its 

i operating revenue. Establishing a permanent assessment district for the entire Downtown 
should be a priority in providing sustainable funding for the DCA. 

6.4 Maintain communication with constituents. The DCA's e-newsletter is a very popular vehicle 
for communicating activities, Downtown issues, and merchant news. Other communications 
such as the DCA's business column in the Corvallis Gazelle-Tzmes keep the community abreast 

I of Downtown events and activities. 
I 
I 

6.5 Participate in National Main Street activities. Board and staff should participate in Main 
Street trainings and network meetings and use the Main Street Program as a resource for 
Downtown planning and programs. 

6.6 Maintain ndequate staffitzg levels. Periodically review staffing levels to ensure these 
organizational goals and activities can be accomplished. 
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Downtown Commission 

The Strategic Planning Committee has recommended formation of a Downtown Commission that would 
implement elements of the Strategic Plan. If a new commission is formed, the DCA should have 
representation on the Downtown Commission so that both groups can effectively coordinate their 
activities. The Downtown Commission would report to the City Council regarding the following issues: 

Implementation of the Downtown Strategic Plan 
Public parking 
Redevelopment projects 
Public streetscape improvements 
Downtown and riverfront code revisions 

6.7 Establish a Downtown Commission. A Downtown Commission would be an advisory body to 
the City Council. The charge of the Commission would be to implement A I'i~ion fiir Down- 
touw C.'oi~vnlfi.s and this l lo~wloivn C'orvrrlii,~ Sinrrcric I'km, as well as advise the Council on 
matters such as urban renewal activities, Downtown streetscape, public parking, redevelopment 
projects, and code revisions affecting the vitality of Downtown. It would also serve as initial 
contact for Downtown development projects and would advocate for projects that were seen as 
vital to the long-term interest of Downtown. The Commission would include groups and 
individuals with diverse interests, who are advocates of a prosperous Downtown. Those 
represented should include the DCA, Downtown residents, Downtown property owners, 
Downtown business owners, Downtown employees, residents from the surrounding 
neighborhoods, and others. 

6.8 Develop workplans. A Commission would develop a work plan based on the implementation 
strategies outlined in this Downtown Strategic Plan. Work plans, including schedules, budgets, 
and responsible parties will be developed every two years to ensure timely implementation. 
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Implementation Strategies 

See Im~~lementation a supplement of the L)o~~rzto(~~,n C.'orii~zl!i~s .Cirofe,yic ljlixn. 
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Project Consultant: 

David Dodson 
Willainette Valley Planning 

November 2006 
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Implementation 
Downtown Corvallis is a dynamic environment, with a number of individuals and organizations who 
contribute to make it the great place it is. The following implementation strategies are a supplement to the 
Downlown C~'orvu1li.s Siruteric Pitin and are developed around the &~LQ!~II Main Street Progral>~ 
C;~~idelincs. Each section includes specific tasks, the organizations responsible for implementing them, 
funding sources, and a timeline. The proposed funding sources are either current or recommended. 

Provide Goods and Services that Residents Presently Leave Town to Purchase 

1.1 Bolster recruitment and retention efforts t o p  market niches. 

Tasks: Continue to recruit and retain businesses that help satisry the 
communities needs. Prepare and publish market studies to encourage 
businesses to satisfy underserved market niches. 

Responsibility: Downtown Corvallis Association 

Funding Source: DCA Operating Budget 

Timeline: Ongoing 

1.2 Develop activities to increuse midweek, evening, and Sunday shopping. 

Tasks: Increase midweek and evening entertainment options and provide more 
housing choices to bring more customers to Downtown. 

Responsibility: Downtown Corvallis Association 

Funding Source: DCA Operating Budget 

Timeline: 2007 

L 
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1 Renew Commitment to Downtown as the Civic, Cultural, and Entertainment 
I Center of the Community 
I 

I 
2.1 Increase the organization andpromofion of DCA sponsored special events and festivals. 

1 Tasks: Continue to organize and promote existing special events and festivals 
such as: 

Red White and Blues Riverfront Festival 
Fourth of July Parade 
Crazy Days Sidewallc Sale 

= Fall Festival Sidewalk Sale 
Rhapsody in the Vineyard Downtown Wine Walk 
Downtown Trick or Treating - A Slice of Downtown 

Develop new events and festivals such as: 

Monthly art walks 
= Historic walking tours 

Summer outdoor theater 

Responsibility: Downtown Corvallis Association 

Funding Source: DCA Operating Budget 

Timeline: Ongoing 

- - -- 
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2.2 Support Downtown community events and organizations thut contribute to Downtown. 

Tasks: Encourage and promote other organizations to host events in 
Downtown, such as: 

Winter's Eve Corvallis 
Clothcsline Art Sale 

= daVinci Days 
= A Taste of Corvallis 

Corvallis Fall Fest~val 
= OSIl Football Rally 

Spring Garden Festival 
Fanners' Market 
Corvallis Community Band concerts in the park 
Procession of the Species 
Boys and Girls Club Hoop Jam 
Lions Club Corvallis Coininunity Christmas Parade - Civic Beautifrcation/Urbai~ Forestry Commission 
Boys and Girls Club Classic Car Rally 
Oregon State University 
Downtown Flower Basket Program 
Madison Avenue Task Force 
Altrusa Club 

Responsibility: Dowiltown Corvallis Associatioi~ 

Funding Source: DCA Operating Budget 

Timeline: Ongoing 

4 
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I 2.3 Support efforts to locate and consolidate governmetzt offices Downtown. I 
Tasks: Actively support the City and County plans to keep their workers 1 

Downtown, the County's desire to move more employees to I 

Downtown, and the State and Federal Government's commitment to 1 
maintaining offices Downtown. 

I 
! Responsibility: Downtown Commission 

Funding Source: City's Operating Budget 

Timeline: Ongoing 

2.4 Support Businesses that offer entertainment and cultural events. 1 
! 

Tasks: Local art galleries, art displays, music vellues at restaurants and coffee 
houses, and movie theaters should continue to be encouraged 
Downtown. 

Responsibility: Downtown Corvallis Association 

Funding Source: DCA Operating Budget 

Timeline: Ongoing 

j ' Build upon the Diverse Mix of Uses and Srnall Town Charm i 
/ 3.1 Support the unique mix of independent and national retailers, with an emphasis on business 

i clusters. I 
Tasks: Retention and recruitment efforts should emphasize business clusters 

that complement and support one another. Unique independent 
businesses along with regional and national retailers can work 
collaboratively to provide a unique and varied mix of uses. 

Responsibility: Downtown Corvallis Association 

Funding Source: DCA Operating Budget 

Timeline: Ongoing 

............... .J 
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3.2 Support the City and interested developers in their efforts to diver~sfy Downtown housing options. 

Tasks: Encourage private developers and housing agencies to increase housing 
choices in Downtown. 

Responsibility: Downtown Commission 
City of Corvallis Housing Division 
Corvallis Neighborhood Housing Services 
Downtown Housing Developers 

Funding Source: Various sources 

Timeline: Ongoing 

3.3 Review City Codes and fees to encourage desiruble development. 

Tasks: The Strategic Planning Committee has developed a set of recommended 
changes to the City's Land Development Code and Municipal Code to 
encourage desirable development. Continue to work with the City as 
these recommendations are further evaluated by the City and ultimately 
considered by the City Council. 

Responsibility: Downtown Commission 

Funding Source: City's Operating Budget 

3.4 Collect andpublish dutu on Downtown murket opportunities. 

Tasks: Continue to update market studies on a timely basis and ensure that 
future studies are distributed to the public. 

Responsibility: Downtown Commission 

Funding Source: City's Operating Budget 

Timeline: 2008 I201 1 



1 3.5 Fill vacancies, attract business anchors, and closegaps in the business mix. 

Tasks: Continue to recruit key businesses that will complement the unique 
independent retailers Downtown. Encourage redevelopment of 
underutilized Downtown properties. 

I Responsibility: Downtown Corvallis Association 

Funding Source: DCA Operating Budget 

Timeline: Ongoing 

I 3.6 Promote Downtown as a destination for area visitors. i 
I 

Tasks: Continue to promote the Downtown for its historical ambiance and 
feature Downtown in tourism publications. 

Responsibility: Corvallis Tourism 
I 

Funding Source: Corvallis Tourism Operating Budget 

1 Timetine: Ongoing 
I 
I I 3.7 Strengthen information-sharing relationships with real estate brokers and developers. 

Tasks: Communicate between existing businesses and the commercial real 
estate community to help fill vacant storefronts by: 

Linking DCA's website to the economic developmellt organizations 
website. 
Distributing vacant property profiles to existing and prospective 
tenants. 
Distributing property and building data to real estate brokers. 
Encouraging brokers to share new tenant ideas with the Association. 
Assisting businesses seeking to relocate or expand. 

Responsibility: Downtown Corvallis Association 

Funding Source: DCA Operating Budget 

Timeline: Ongoing 

7 
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I Encourage Investment in Retail, Commercial, and Office Activities i 
I 

I I 

4.1 Implement retail events geared to primary turget murkets. 

Tasks: Organize retail sales promotions to help retail businesses generate 
increased sales. 

Responsibility: Downtown Corvallis Association 

Funding Source: DCA Operating Budget 

Timeline: Ongoing 

4.2 Encourage retail anchors that complement Downtown. 

Tasks: Recruit retail anchor tenants that will complement and build on existing 
uses and seek tenants that can fill market niches. 

Responsibility: Downtown Corvallis Association 

Funding Source: DCA Operating Budget 

Timeline: Ongoing 

4.3 Encourage upper floor ojfices. 

Tasks: Continue to encourage upper floor redevelopment through zero interest 
loan programs. 

Responsibility: Downtown Corvallis Association 

Funding Source: DCA Operating Budget 

Timeline: Ongoing 

8 
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I 

I 4.4 Encourage,finunciul ~ndprofes~shnal business clusters 

Tasks: Continue to retain existing businesses such as banks, mortgage 
companies, insurance offices, and attorneys, and encourage new 
professional businesses to locate downtown. 

I Responsibility: Downtown Corvallis Association 
! 
I Funding Source: DCA Operating Budget 

1 
1 Timeline: Ongoing 1 I 
1 4.5 t'repare and implement an urban renewal plan. 

I 

Tasks: Have a qualified consultant prepare a downtown urban renewal plan, 1 
overseen by a citizen body that is broadly representative of the 
downtown and the community. 

Responsibility: Downtown Co~nmission 

Funding Source: City and Downtown Corvailis Association (Est. at $21,000) 

Timeline: 2007-2008 

1 Ensure Effective Access, Parking, and Wayfinding Solutions 

5.1 Update Parking Study. 

Tasks: Update the mL.Do~,nlolz.n Pwkrnp S~udv. Areas deserving special 
attention include on-street parking utilization and solutions to 
addressing varying perspectives on the adequacy and location of the 
supply of Downtown parking. 

Responsibility: Downtown Coinrnission 

Funding Source: City (Est. at $50,000) 

Timeline: 2007 

9 
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5.2 Develop and implement a Downtown wayfinding plan. 

Tasks: Develop a wayfinding plan for Downtown. The plan should include 
important destinations, signage standards, and the potential for kiosk 
maps. The Plan should include a sustainable funding strategy for 
implementation. 

Responsibility: Downtown Commission 

Funding Source: City and Downtown Corvallis Association (Est. at $80,000) 

Timeline: 2008 

5.3 Work with neighborhoods to mifipteparking impacts. 

Tasks: Work with adjoining neighborhoods to mitigate impacts associated 
with on-street parking by Downtown employees. 

Responsibility: Downtown Com~nission 

Funding Source: City's Operating Budget 

Timeline: Ongoing 

5.4 Enhance physical linkages to Downtown. 

Tasks: Encourage the ongoing activities of the Madison Avenue Task Force 
and Oregon State University to strengthen the physical connections 
and amenities between OSU and the Downtown. Work with Corvallis 
Public Works, ODOT and the neighborhoods to enhance access into, 
out of, and through Downtown. Encourage the southern extension of 
the Riverfront multi-use path to connect with the trail at Willamette 
Park. 

Responsibility: Madison Avenue - Madison Avenue Task Force and Oregon State 
University. 

Downtown Access - Corvallis Public Works, ODOT, and downtown 
neighborhoods. 

Multi-use Path Extension - Corvallis Community Development 
Department, Corvallis Parks and Recreation Department, and affected 
property owners. 



Funding Source: Madison Avenue -City and OSU 
Downtown Access - City and ODOT 
Multi-use Path Extension - City and/or developers 

Timeline: Madison Avenue - Ongoing 
Downtown Access - Ongoing 
Multi-use Path Extension - 2008 

Strengthen and Support Effective Downtown Organizations 

1 6.1 Maintain strong ~olanteer board and committee structure. 

Tasks: Continue to follow the committee structure recommended by the 
National Main Street Program and develop subcommittees and task 
forces as needed. The board and each committee will meet regularly 
to implement projects that fulfill the DCA's mission. 

i Responsibility: Downtown Corvallis Association 
I 
i Funding Source: DCA Operating Budget 

i 

1 Timeline: Ongoing 

I 6.2 Increuse community involvement in guiding Downtown vitulity. 

Tasks: Constantly recruit new volunteers from both the community and the 
Downtown. Strive to keep volunteers illvolved and interested in their 
work. 

I Responsibility: Downtown Corvallis Association 

I Funding Source: DCA Operating Budget 

1 Timeline: Ongoing 
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6.3 Establish a permanent source of funding for the Downtown CorvuNis Association. 

Tasks: Establish a permanent assessment district for the entire Downtown in 
order to provide a sustainable source for funding the DCA. 

Responsibility: Downtown Corvallis Association 

Fundiug Source: New Assessment District with Permanent Boundaries 

Timeline: 2010 - 201 1 

6.4 Maintain communication with constituents. 

Tasks: Continuillg publishing all e-newsletter for communicating activities, 
Downtown issues, and merchant news, along with the DCA's business 
column in the Gazette Times Newspaper. 

Responsibility: Downtown Co~vallis Association 

Funding Source: DCA Operating Budget 

Timeline: Ongoing 

6.5 Parficipate in National Main Street activities. 

Tasks: Board and staff should participate in Main Street trainings and 
network meetings and use the Main Street Program as a resource for 
Dow~~town planning and programs. 

Responsibility: Downtown Corvallis Association 

Funding Source: DCA Operating Budget 

Timeline: Ongoing 
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I 6.6 Maintain adequate stuffing levels. I 
Tasks: Periodically review staffing levels to ensure the organizations goals 

and activities can be accomplished. I 

Responsibility: Downtown Corvallis Association 1 I 

1 Funding Source: DCA Operating Budget 
! 

Timeline: Ongoing 1 I 
1 

6.7 Establish a Downtown Commission. i 
I 

Tasks: Form a Downtown Commission that would be an advisory body to the 
City Council. The charge of the Connnission would be to implement 
A Vision for Do~~r-itou,~? C:orvallis and the Downtown ilo_ya& 
Strategic I'lail and advise the Council on matters such as urban renewal - 
activities, Downtown streetscape, public parking, redevelopment 
projects, and code revisions affecting the vitality of Downtown. It 
would also serve as initial contact for Downtown development prqjects 
and would advocate for projects that were seen as vital to the 
long-term interest of Downtown. The Commission would include 
groups and individuals with diverse interests and who ase advocates of a 
prosperous Downtown. Those represented should include the DCA, 
Downtown residents, Downtown property owners, Downtown business 
owners, Downtown employees, residents from the surrounding 
neighborhood, and others. 

Responsibility: Corvallis City Council I 
Funding Source: Existing City Operating Budget (Downtown Commission would assume 

the role ofthe Parking Cominission) 

13 
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6.8 Develop work pluns. 

Tasks: Develop a work plan based on the implementation strategies outlined in 
tlie r)oivi?l(~>vn (~~"ori~o/li~s L5'~rriicpic Plan. Work plans, including 
schedules, budgets, and responsible parties will be developed every two 
years to ensure timely completion. 

Responsibility: Downtown Co~nmission 

Funding Source: City's Operating Budget 

Timeline: August 2007 
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Comments from responding communities regarding the 
formation, representation, and responsibilities associated 
with various downtown-oriented groups. 

Salem 

Downtown Advisory Board 
I l voting members 

1 Planning Commission Liaison 
1 Housing & Urban Development Liaison 

The Downtown Advisory Board is an advisory committee that makes 
recommendations to the URAICity Council on downtown issues. The DAB 
oversees the Parking Fund budget and the 10-year spending Plan for URD 
projects, but does not specifically allocate funding or make policy. There is a 
specific Parking District that currently makes recommendations to the URA or 
Council, depending on the issue. Other 501c(3) organizations and Salem tourism 
groups handle various events and promotions, and there is a new group (Go 
Downtown Salem!) that is looking into the formation of an EID for downtown. 
Should the downtown property owners and merchants accept the formation of 
the EID, that group will likely take over parking issues downtown, and the Parking 
District may dissolve. 

The City provides one 1.0 FTE staff for the DAB, and an implementation 
committee. Salem has 7 Urban Renewal Areas, and there are a total of 6 FTE 
positions funded through urban renewal across the city. 3 FTE positions are 
allocated to downtown and riverfront URDs. The current staff person has said 
that FTEs funded for the downtown urban renewal district will likely be reduced, 
and 1 FTE position may be sufficient for them, with augmentation by 
administrative, real estate, and financial staff. 

Urban Renewal Advisory Committee 
7 City Councilors 
7 Lay people 

Albany has an Urban Renewal Advisory Committee that makes 
recommendations to the Agency on decisions within the District. The Agency is 
composed of the City Council. Parking and events are handled by other groups. 
The Downtown Association is a 501c(3) organization that is specific to downtown 
issues, events, and business promotion. They are also responsible for making 
recommendations to the City Council regarding parking, but do not make any 
policy or infrastructural decisions. Those proposals go directly to the Council. 
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The City staffs one full-time position through urban renewal for the Central 
Albany Revitalization Agency (CARA). 

Redmond 

Downtown Urban Renewal Advisory Committee 
9 Members (business people, property owners, interested parties) 
1 Planning Commission Liaison 
I City Council Liaison 

The Downtown Urban Renewal Advisory Committee provides recommendatlons 
to the AgencyICity Council regarding District issues, including parking, design 
standards for development, and land use. They do not make policy decisions. 

There is also a Redmond Downtown Partnership (RDP), which is a 501c(3) 
organization that acts as a downtown advocacy group and has representation on 
the Downtown UR Advisory Committee. 

The City staffs one full-time position as a Downtown Manager. There are two UR 
districts in Redmond, and two .5 FTEs are paid with UR resources. 

McMinnville 

Downtown Association - 501c(6) 
Members (downtown propertylbusiness owners, at-large residents, reps 
from other downtown associations and groups) 

The Downtown Association is a for-profit association that is funded by a 
mandatory EID. The association is involved in all downtown issues, including 
parking, placement of newspaper stands and benches, etc. and acts as an 
advisory committee to the City Council. 

McMinnville currently does not have an urban renewal district, but has formed a 
URD taskforce to research the potential for a district in downtown. That taskforce 
is composed of past Downtown Association presidents. Should a URD be 
implemented in McMinnville, they would have an advisory commission that would 
work closely with the Downtown Association. There is also a Downtown 
Taskforce that is currently working with the Association and the Chamber on 5, 
10, and 20 year plans. 
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Downtown Advisory Commission 
7-1 1 Members (downtown business, property owners, citizens at-large, 
reps. from Downtown Association (501c(3))) 

The Downtown Advisory Commission is responsible for all aspects of downtown, 
including parking and placement of features downtown. They are an advisory 
council to the City Council or Urban Renewal Agency. There is also a downtown 
association (501c(3)) that is responsible for business promotion, recruitment, and 
downtown events. Currently, the City Council has appointed a group to examine 
the downtown area planning process and make a recommendation on the 
expansion of the downtown focus arealurban renewal district. 

The Downtown Advisory Commission is staffed by various members of the 
Economic Development Division, including the downtown manager. Currently, 
staffing is low, so all 5 economic development staff people are working in various 
capacities with the Advisory Commission. Mr. Russell feels that a minimum of 1/4 
FTE is required in order to staff the Advisory Commission, with more needed for 
administration of the URD. 
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ilome City A - Z Business Resident Visitor Departments GC - 
Home 

Downtown Boulder and the Pearl Street Mall & )pd ~3 
The Mall is a four block outdoor pedestrian mall boasting a show of seasonal 
flowers and native trees. On any given night street 
performers ply their trade and musicians play while 
passers by pause to  enjoy. Annual festivals 
celebrating Boulder's diverse community are staged 
here too. Beautifully preserved historic buildings 
continue all along East and West Pearl where the 
shopping and dining continues. Boulder maintains 
many of its historic buildings from the city's origins 
as the supply center for mining operations during 
the late 1800's. Our photo gallery compares the old 
and the new. 

The Central Area General Improvement District (CAGID) 
The @ntral_AreaEa Genera! Impiovement DMrLct and the city of Boulder's 
Downtown University Hill Management Division and Parking Services are 
responsible for parking operations and related services for this 35 block area. 
The Downtown Management Commi5sion (DMC) manages, controls and 
supervises the business affairs of the Central Area General Improvement 
District (CAGID). 

Additionally, Downtown Boulder is also a Business Imp-qyernent Djstrjct (BID), 
meaning property owners tax themselves to  make their community cleaner, 
safer and more vibrant. The tax is used by the BID to purchase services that 
supplement those provided by the city and provide a comprehensive consumer 
marketing program. 

Downtown Boulder EccsPass FWQ's 

Coslstructiow - Major Boulder projects. 

GraWiti - Ordinance information and online reporting 

For information on the proposed downtown conference center please view the 
following documents: 

e Updated Feasib~iity Analysis of a Porentia! New Boulder Conference Center 
Proposed Hotel Market Overv~ew 
Power Po~nt Presentat~on for Hotel Market Overview 

City of Boulder 
Downtown University Hill Management Division / Parking Services 
1500 Pearl Street, Suite 302 
Boulder, CO 80302 
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Home Ctty  A - Z Busrness Restdent Visitor Departments 

Home b Downtown 

CAGID & DMC 
The Central Area General Improvement District (CAGID) and 

the Downtown Management Commission (DMC) 

October 1st  DMC Agenda I 
DMC M~nutes 
Minutes from the last meeting. 

e lune Sales and Use Tax Report 
e Downtown Sales and Use Tax Detail Report, lune 
a lu ly  Sales and Use Tax Report 
e Downtown Sales and Use Tax Detail Report, July 

Downtown Management Cornmisston Members 
The members of DMC. 

The Central Area General Improvement District (CAGID) was created 
September 23, 1970 for the purpose of providing parking and related 
improvements to  the area. The District is a 35 block area in the center of 
downtown with over 160 shops and 80 restaurants, as well as business offices. 
Many of the buildings in CAGID date from the 1870's and are protected under 
the Landmarks Preservation District. Historic residential neighborhoods 
surround the District. The University of Colorado at  Boulder is located a few 
blocks away. 

The Downtown Management Commission (DMC) was established January 
1, 1988, to create one, cohesive commission that manages the Pearl Street Mall 
and the Central Area General Improvement District (CAGID). The five member 
Commission is appointed by City Council. They meet monthly with their Director 
and staff to review CAGID's policies, programs and operations. 

CAGID area mao 1 
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(Click t o  enlarge map) 

Sub-Committees: 

0 Access 
o Budget 
0 Economic Vital i ty 
0 Operations 
o Public Information 
0 Public Safety 

," CAGID Refund Cover Letter 18.66 Kb 

i- CAGID Refund Application 11 67 ~b 

1- 2005 Downtown Strateg~c P l a n  ( I  03 MB) 
1- 2006 Downtown Boulder User Survey 
1- Best Practices in Parking -- Open~ng Presentation, May 2005 (2 42 MB) 

.sL Best Practices in Parking -- Closlng Presentation, May 2005 (5.34 MB) 
Flnal Report -- Best Pracclces In Parking (6 26 MB) 

ii PP Presentation of Dov~ntown Transportation Employee Survey (95 92 KB) 
i- FLO Power P o t n t  Presentation (1 57 ME) 

City of Boulder 
Downtown University Hill Management Division / Parking Services 
1500 Pearl Street, Suite 302 
Boulde!; CQ 80302 
303-413-7300 

Last Updated ( iuednesday, 26 Septenlber 2007 ) 

Copyright @I 2007 City of Boulder 
Disclaimer 1 S-em3 1 Howtopr in t  . -. 

Cl fck~r~g any flag Icon aoove calls Gooq<e tianslat on servlre ro transldre the page to me ianq-aye vo.1 nare crtoscn Graph cs conrafnlny 
rexr. PDF fws, and speud appllcdrlons on rhls page cannor ue rranslarea As wrtn any curnpute- trdns atfon, cunvers,on !s not conrexr- 

/ sensitive and may not convert text into its intended meaning. The city of Boulder does not quarantee the accuracy of translated text. I f  the 
information you are seeking is not clear please return to t he  main page for the specific citydep~9artrnent and contact them directly. Please 
note that some applications and/or services may not work as expected when translated. 

Piugins needed for this Web site: [ Adobe Reader J [ Fiash~Player ] [ Quicktime ] [ Real Player J 
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BLUE RIBBON COMMITTEE 
April 21, 1983 
Worksheet 

DOWNTOWN WEAKNESSES AND POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS 

1. Pedestrian-oriented alleys need clean-up and maintenance 

- Downtown Improvement District 
*-  Attitude Change through Management Pronram 
- Public Funding 
- Reflects short-sightedness and lack of understanding of 

inter-relatedness; solution is evolution 

- Murals 
- Store Accesses 

2. Need Improved Shopping Selection 

- Recruitment 
- Make downtown more attractive for new tenants, through . 

parking, trees, merchandise 

*- Management Program 
- Some form of redevelopment to get things started 
- Tax incentive - 

3. Inadequate property Maintenance; appearance of bulldlngs 

*- Incentive fundlng 

*- Revolving loan fund 
*- 503 Program for property improvement 

*- Yanagement Program, peer pressure 

4. Need for Improved Weed Control 

- Volunteers 
- Public responsibility 

* -  Management Program to coordinate efforts; potential public 
involvement 

5. Iilghway Traff lc Downtown 

*- Bypass 

- Alternatlve cross-street system 

- 9th Street through to Western 

6. Lack of Organization 

*- Downtown Manager 

- Require financial participation of downtown merchants/property 
owners 

7. Negative Visual Impact of Vacant Space 

- Art work and crafts (visual impact) 
*-  Management Program and Awareness (vacant space1 

*Indicates best or most effective solutlon 
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9 .  Prlvate Property Dlvlded by Publlc Areas 

- >.,I Rights 

- Trade land areas 

- close streets 

- Flexlble Clty pollcy whlcn allows use of publlc space 

*- Downtown Manager: coordinates lmplementatlon 

10. Lack of Involvement In Downtown by Landlords 

- Peer Pressure 

- Communications - Newsletter 

*- Downtown Manager provides examples of how reinvestment will 
benefit landlord economically 

- Education 
- Improvement District which requires financial participation 
. ~ 

11. Lack of and Continued Loss of Residential Units 

- Develop 2nd Stories for Residential 
- Rehabilitate Corvallis and Julian Hotels for Residential 
- Block Grant funds to assist housing in Downtown 
- Concentrate commercial development 

12. Automotive Uses Located Downtown 

- Market will take care of it 

*-  Reduce Remodeling requirements, parking requirements; positive 
and negative encouragement by City in ordinance form 

- Downtown Manager to work on appearance 

13. Undesirable Organization of Uses 

- Zoning to limlt and direct uses 

*- Strategic placement of new or relocating businesses through 
efforts of the Downtown Manager 

- Redevelopment Plan 

14. Attitude of Retail and Service Employees 

*- Ciasses for both employees and employers: downtown training manual 

*-  Contests 

*- Image building; develop pride, shopping bags 

*- Suggestion Box - customer ideas 
*- Consumer Advisory Panel 



15.  Substandard Space i n  F r i n g e  and 2nd F l o o r s  

- Block Grants  t o  r e h a b i l i t a t e  e x i s t i n g  r e s i d e n t i a l  

*- Inventory  of  a v a i l a b l e  s p a c e  

- Redevelopment f o r  commercial  

- Make space  v a l u a b l e  enough through l i m i t i n g  commercial expansion 

*- Promote l e g i s l a t i o n  t h a t  e n a b l e s  t a x  f r e e z e s  by Ci ty  

16 .  Apathy of Downtown Bus lnes s  Owners 

*- Develop an a c t l o n  p l a n  

- Peer  P r e s s u r e  

- Inven t ives  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  

- Energize  Downtown Merchants  Assoc ia t ion ;  l e a d e r s h i p  

- Education t o  improve merchandis ing  

17 .  L ~ m l t e d  Nlght  Trme Entertainment A c t l v r t r e s  

*- Recruitment  of Tenants ,  i . e . ,  under 2 0 ,  family-type r e s t a u r a n t  
and en te r t a inmen t  

- Inc reased  R e s i d e n t i a l  

- V a r s i t y  Thea t r e  

- A Thea t r e  

- Dancing 

- Review s t r e e t  vending  ord inances  

18. Lack of Adequate Weather F r o t e c t i o n  

*- Awnings r e q u i r e d  by o rd inance ;  s t a n d a r d s ,  con t inu i ty  

- Covering prime a l l e y s  and i n t e r s e c t i o n s  

- Bus w a i t i n g  a r e a s  

1 .  Lack o f  Res t  Areas and R o o m s  

- benches 



* * * MEMOIIANDUM * * * 

JANUARY 24,2008 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: JON S. NELSON, CITY MANAGER 

SUBJECT: JANUARY 23,2008 CITY LEGISLA MMITTEE WO 
NOTES 

1. Call to Order 

Mayor Tolnlillsoil called the illeetillg to order at 8:3O am. Representative Andy Olson joined 
Coul~~cilors Wershow, Yorlc, and Han~by. City Manager Nelsolz was also in attendance. 

2. 2008 Legislative Sessioll 

Representative Olsolllloted that the special session is designed to focus on pressing, pending, 
and critical issues. With 100 bills to process in 3 '/2 weeks, all havillg to go through the 
House Rules Coinlnittee filter, it is doubtf~~l that major legislation will emerge. Several bills 
may be controversial, such as: 

a Carbon footprint requirements, 
a Health care as a basic right, 
c4 Drivers licellse bill, 
e Marijuana in the workplace, 
a Unlatilla Basin Oasis recharge projects, and 
rn Adding Oregoil State Police staff 

Attached are the Oregon House Reptlblicans "Building a Better Oregon" platfonn and 2007 
session new laws affecting private enlployers. Representative Olsol~ also discussed 
Departmeizt of Human Services efforts to locate mental l~ealth client group homes. 

3. Futulre Meetings 

The Legislative Committee will meet Febixlaiy 13 at 8 :30 am. Mayor Tolnlillsoll will invite 
Representative Olsoll for a post 2008 session discussion later this spring. 
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4. Other Business 

It was felt collllnu~licatiolls links are in place with Representative Olson. III response to a 
question from Co~ulcilor York, he noted any eco~lolllic stimulus bill would wait for the 2009 
regular session. 



MISSION STATEMENT 

Our mission is to build a better Oregon, both for today and for generations to 
come. As we set goals and priorities that work toward this mission, we must 
never lose sight of the fact tl~at we hold office purely to serve our fellow 
Oregonians and those who will follow after us. People are Oregon's most 
valuable resource, and we must continually seek to add value to their lives. 

BUILDING BLOCKS TO A BETTER OREGON 

Education 
We must give our children the tools and skills needed to be successful, for they will 
always be the future of Oregon. Education must be funded responsibly so that dollars 
are kept in the classroom. 

Economic Growth 
We must respect industry, commerce and business, for they are the engines that keep 
Oregonians employed and sustain our economic vitality. We must encourage 
opportunity, efficiency and prosperity. 

Public Safety 
We must strengthen our criminal justice system, for it is the backbone of safe 
communities and our overall security. Citizens have the right to expect a safe place in 
which to raise their kids and build a life. 

Accountability 
We must prioritize spending and balance budgets within limits given, for every dollar 
in the state treasury is oidy available because of another individual's hard work. Waste 
of taxpayers' hard earned dollars is unacceptable. 

We must foster a strong sense of hard work and individual responsibility based on 
moral and ethical choices, for comrnui~ities are only as strong as individuals seek to 
make them. Government should encourage - not discourage - personal responsibility. 



Andy OLSON 
STATE REPRESENTATIVE 

DISTRICT 15 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

2007 Session- New Laws Affecting Private Employers 

NB 2070- Increases fee from $100 to $250 to file answer with Employment Relations 
Board in unfair labor practice proceedings under public employees collective bargaining 
law. Effective date July 1, 2007. 

NB 2253- Authorizes Commissioner of Bureau of Labor and Industries, Wage and Hour 
Commission or State Apprenticeship and Training Council, if person has failed to comply 
with investigative subpoena, to petition court for order directing person to show cause for 
noncompliance. Effective date January 1, 2008. 

NB 2254- Imposes a 45-day timeline for an employer to provide copies or allow 
inspection personnel records. Allows a time extension upon the agreement of the 
employer and employee. Establishes penalty of up to $1 000 for violations. Effective date 
January 1, 2008. 

IHB 2255- Makes discrimination against employee for taking wage-related actions an 
unlawful employment practice. Effective date January 1, 2008. 

WB 2258- Requires employer, upon notice of wage payment error, to pay employee by 
the next payday if the amount is less than 5 percent of wage. If amount is more than 5 
percent of wages, employer must pay within three business days. Effective date January 
1, 2008. 

KB 2253- Increases time in which person may file retaliation co~pla int  under 
occupational safety and health laws from 30 days to 90 days. Effective date June 1, 2007. 

NB 2260- Allows compensatory and punitive damages for u n l a h l  employment 
practices. Effective date January 1, 2008. 

HB 2372- Requires employers of 25 or more employees to provide unpaid rest periods to 
employees to express milk if pfoviding rest periods does not cause umdue hardship on 
operation of employer's business. Effective date January 1, 2008. 

HB 2460- Excludes leave taken by an employee who is unable to work because of a 
disabling compensable injury from the definition of "family leave" in workers' 
compensation law. Clarifies that a covered employer may not reduce the amount of an 
employee's available family leave when the employee is unable to work because of a 
disabling compensable injury. Allows employee the option to use family leave. Effective 
date January 1, 2008. 

Office: 900 Court St NE, Salem. OR 97301 - Phone: 503-986-1415 - rep.andyolson@state.or.us _ . .  . _- - ^ A >  ... -- ---- - 
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HB 2485- Allows employee to use paid sick leave when taking family leave. Effective 
date January 1, 2008. 

HB 2635- Allows eligible employee to take family leave from work to care for 
grandparent or grandchild. Effective date January 1, 2008. 

HB 2891- Directs Employment Relations Board to certify union as a bargaining 
representative if the union collects signed cards from a majority of employees authorizing 
the union as the bargaining representative. Emergency- Effective Immediately 

HB 3339- Expands employee eligibility for unemployment benefits resulting from a 
labor dispute. Effective date January 1, 2008 

SB 2- Prohibits discrimination based on perceived sexual orientation or gender identity. 
E#ective date January 1, 2008. 

SB 248- Establishes that employment arbitration and non-competition agreements are 
voidable unless the employer gives the employee two weeks notice prior to beginning 
employment or the agreement is part of a promotion; also requires employees to earn 
above the median family income and be exempt fkom minimum wage and overtime laws 
for the non-competition agreement to be enforceable; establishes that non-competition 
agreements may not exceed two years. Effective date January 1, 2008. 

SB 403- Directs the Bureau of Labor and Industries to adopt rules to allow tipped 
restaurant workers to waive their meal periods. Prohibits an employer from coercing 
affected employees into waiving a meal period and establishes a penalty of up to $2000 
for violations. Effective date January 1, 2008. 

SB 946- Requires certain employers to allow eligible employees to take unpaid leave to 
obtain services or treatment relating to domestic violence, sexual assault or stalking. 
Effective date May 25, 2007. 



MEMORANDUM 

DATE: January 30,2008 

TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Ken Gibb, Community Development Director 

RE: Issues Related to Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Changes at the Seventh 
Street site 

Discussion: 

Staff has been reviewing issues related to the City Council initiated proposal to change the 
Comprehensive Plan designation and zoning at the site known as Seventh Street Station. 
Currently, the site has a Comprehensive Plan designation of Medium IHigh Residential (MDH) 
and is zoned RS-12. The proposed changes directed by the City Council would change both the 
Comprehensive Plan designation and zoning to General Industrial. 

It is important to note that the review of the proposed changes initiated by the City are subject to 
the same review criteria as an application from a individual property owner. Therefore, Planning 
Staff have been considering the proposal in the context of developing an application that would 
sufficiently address the relevant criteria. In doing so, Staff has put together the attached 
discussion outline of issues that have been identified to date in this process. 

In summary, the issues relate to: 

1. Identifying changes in conditions that support reversing the 2003 City Council decision that 
concluded that a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to change the designation of the site from GI 
to Medium High Residential was warranted. 

2. Addressing the need to designate additional GI land when buildable land inventories indicate a 
surplus of industrial land availability. 

3. Concerns about co~npatibility issues related to placing GI zoning adjacent to residential land 

Staff also notes that the Comprehensive Plan Amendment will be subject to a Statewide Planning 
Goal review as part of the local land use decision. 

Staff has identified an alternative that the Council may wish to consider. It would be a 
Comprehensive Plan and Zone designation of Mixed Use E~nploy~nent (MUE). This option is 
briefly discussed in the attached outline. 



Proposed CPA and ZDC for 7fh Street Property 
Outline of Issues 

Criteria for Corvallis Comprehensive Plan amendments and Zone Chancles 

The proposal must be divided into two distinct sections: 

(1) the Comprehensive Plan map change, and 
(2) the Zoning map change. 

1 Proposal to chanae Corvallis Comprehensive Plan desianation from MHD to GI - 

A review of the Purposes in Chapter 2.1 Con/allis Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
Procedures allows that the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan may be amended to respond 
to changing conditions and to ensure flexibility while maintaining the integrity of the 
Corvallis Comprehensive Plan. Such amendments are accomplished as follows: 

Changing the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan involves review of Criteria in Sections 
2.1.30.06 " 6  & "C" of the LDC. 

A. The three key findings that must be made to support the change in subsection B 
are: 

1. There is a demonstrated public need for the change; 
2. The advantages to the community resulting from the change outweigh the 

disadvantages; and 
3. The change proposed is a desirable means of meeting the public need. 

Refer to Table 1 for an initial basic analysis of these three criteria. 

B. The main finding regarding subsection C that must be made to support the 
change is that the GI designation is found to be compatible with neighboring 
properties. See Table 2 for an initial basic compatibility analysis 

2. Proposal to chanae Zone from RS-12 to GI 

Changing the Zoning map designation for the subject property involves review of 
Criteria in Section 2.2.40.05.A of the LDC. 

The main finding that must be made to support the change is that the proposed zone is 
compatible with neighboring properties. The review criteria contained in this section are 
identical to those for the Comprehensive Plan Amendment. Table 2 also provides this 
initial basic compatibility analysis. 
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Challenaes Associated with 
the Com~rehensive Plan Amendment and Zone Chanae 

The City Council reviewed a Comprehensive Plan Amendment in 2003 (case CPA01-00005) to 
change the land use designation of the subject property from General Industrial (GI) to 
Medium-High Density Residential (MHD). In that review, City Council found that the 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment met the criteria for public need, advantages versus 
disadvantages, and desirable means such that the MHD designation was a more appropriate 
land use designation for the subject property than was GI. 

The current proposal to change the designation from MHD to GI essentially reverses the City 
Council's 2003 decision. Consequently, findings will need to substantiate how conditions have 
changed since 2003 such that a GI designation is now favorable for the subject property. The 
2003 Findings are attached for Council's review. 

As noted on page 1 above, and demonstrated in Tables 1 and 2 below, it is not clear that 
current methods of determining the need for different land uses support changing the 
property's designation from MHD to GI. Therefore, a different methodology for determining 
need will need to be applied consistent with findings that demonstrate conditions in the 
community have changed since 2003. As noted in Table 1, a methodology identified by staff is 
diversification of available industrial lands. 

In 2003, the site was also subject to a development proposal (PLD03-00005 - single-family 
and multi-family residential development project). A review of the compatibility criteria by City 
Council in 2003 indicated that City Council considered the CPA separately from the associated 
proposed Planned Development; 

"The Council notes that it is important, however, to separate the Conceptual 
Development Plan application from the Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
request. The Comprehensive Plan Amendment process must consider all 
potential development scenarios that may occur within the Map 
Designation. " 

and that any development project conceivable under a MHD designation would have been an 
appropriate fit for the neighborhood. 

Presently, there is no associated development plan, and once again, the proposed Co~a l l i s  
Comprehensive Plan and Zoning changes must be reviewed on their separate merits. The 
analysis must consider the need for industrial lands as well as the compatibility conflicts that 
may arise between residential and industrial land uses. 
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2003 Change from 
GI to MHD) 

TABLE 1 Need Analysis 

Reinstatement of 
GI Zone t 

There is a demonstrated public need for 
the change. 

The advantages to the community The change proposed is a 
resulting from the change outweigh the desirable means of meeting 

disadvantanes. ~ub l ic  need. 

 h he 1998 BLI (Table 8) indicates that by Refer to compatibility and allowable uses This methodology indicates 
12020, there will be a 435 acre surplus of tables. that there is no demonstrated 
1 needed industrial-designated properties. public need. 

The 1998 BLI (Table 8) indicates that by 
2020, there will be a deficit of 64 acres of 
needed MHD designated properties. 

- 

The 2005 LDIR indicated that there were Refer to compatibility and allowable uses This methodology indicates 
approximately 558.7 acres of vacant tables. that there is no demonstrated 
industrial-zoned pro~erties in Citv limits. Dublic need. 

I An initial assessment of the forthcoming I Refer to compatibility and allowable uses This methodology 
2007 LDlR indicates that there is an tables. that there is no demonstrated 
increase in the amount of vacant industrial public need. 
land (approximately 575 acres) from 2005. 
This is partly due to changes that have 
occurred through adoption of the new LDC 
map and district designations. It is important 
to note that a thorough analysis of vacant 
lands and the impacts of natural features 
protections I MADA has not yet been 
completed. It is conceivable that natural 
features impacts may reduce the available 
acreage of industrial-desianated orooerties. 

Refer to chart on pages 8,9 & 10 of t h e l ~ h e  forecasted 2020 deficit 
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May 13, 2003 staff report to Planning 
Commission for case CPA01-00005. The 
conclusion was that there were more 
advantages to designating the property 
MHD than GI. There were an equal 
number of disadvantages listed for each 
designation (GI versus MHD) 

ind~cates a public need for 
m o r e  M H D - d  e s  i g n a t ed  
property. 



-ABLE 1 Need Analysis 
/ There is a demonstrated public need for The advantages to the community The change proposed is a 
1 the change. resulting from the change outweigh the desirable means of meeting 
1 disadvantaaes. ~ub l ic  need. 

!einstatement of 
;I Zone 1 Other methodology to assess need ? Refer to compatibility and allowable uses 

t a l e s .  

1 industrial base. 1 1 

Comprehensive Plan policies 8.9.1 and 
8.9.2 indicates that the City would like to 
diversify available industrial lands supple in 
terms of location and size. These policies 
might suggest that redesignating the subject 

1 Site contains Railroad Access Refer to compatibility and allowable uses / ~ l l o w s  industrial use of existin! 1 tables. I rail. 

property to GI fulfills the need to diversify the 1 

Refer to compatibility and allowable uses 'Desire for diversification ma 
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tables. prove to be an acceptablt 
methodology. 



TABLE 2 Compatibility of CPA & ZDC changes in relationship to neighboring residential zones (compatibility criteria for 
CPA and ZDC are the same) 

/ Compatible with Adjacent Residential 1 ? 

Uses: Examples of "worst case scenario" I uses permitted outright in / NO Identified as a compatibility issue 1 
the GI zone include: landfill, mass transit station, animal i in previous analysis. I 
kennels, fleet storage, heavy equipment repair business, / 
construction sales & services, scrap operations, telemarketing 
center, mini-warehouse, seneral and light industrial businesses. 

Performance Standards: 

Section 3.24.30.02: Setbacks. A setback of not less than I00 ff. 
shall be provided from any residential, Agriculture-Open Space, 
or Willamette River Greenway property line. Off-street parking 
and loading shall be permitted in this setback area, except for 
the 35 ft. nearest the residential, Agriculture-Open Space, or 

Section 3.24.30.05: Performance Standards. Each Use, 
activity, or operation within this Zone shall comply with 
applicable local, state, and federal standards and shall not 
create a nuisance because of odor, vibration, noise, dust, 
smoke. or oas. 

YES This requirement is specifically 
addressed in the compatibility 
criteria below. It could be argued 
that this buffer eliminates several 
of the other issues that might 

Willamette River Greenway property line ... 

Street is part of setback, but the 35 feet from the east side of 
7th Street would contaln a landscape buffer. 

YES Could become enforcement 
issue. 

otherwise cause compatibility 
concerns (basic site design, 
visual elements), such as GI's 
75-ff structure height allowance. 

Compatibility Factors: 

1. Basic site design 

2. Visual Elements 

3. Noise attenuation 

4. Odors & Emissions 

5. Lighting 

1 comparatively more stringent). 1 1 

6. Signage 
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NIA (determined at time of building permit). 

NIA (determined at time of building permit). 

Sign code allows greater amount of square feet of signage for 
GI compared to MHD (residential sign standards are 

Refer to Performance standards above. /YES 

Refer to Performance standards above. /YES 

Lighting standards per LDC are same for GI & MHD. /YES 

YES (See buffering above) 

NO Street frontage for signs is 7th 
Street. 

YES (See buffering above) 
.- 

i 



8 Transportation facilities 7Ih Street and any internal streets will need to be constructed to YES 1 Citv standards. 

TABLE 2 Compatibility of CPA & ZDC changes in relationship to neighboring residential zones (compatibility criteria for 1 
CPA and ZDC are the same) 

9. Traffic and Off-Site Previous analysis indicated that many uses in the GI zone 
generate more trips than uses permitted in the MHD Zone. 

Likelv adeauate for either Zone. 

7. Landscaping for 
buffering &screening 

12. Consistency with Evaluated at time of building permit (See buffering above) 
applicable development 
standards 

13. Preservation I t /Standards applied the same for GI & MHD. 

35' landscape buffer required in GI - provides visual relief, 
assumes GI district standards are automatically compatible with 
adjacent zones as long as property is developed according to 
the GI standards. 

protection of natural 
features L . . -  

Compatible with Adjacent Residential ? 

YES 
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ALTERNATIVE TO GI COMPREHENSIVE PLAN & ZONE DESIGNATIONS: 

Change Comp Plan designation to  MUE 
Change Zoning designation to MUE. 

If it is found that community conditions have changed since 2003, that there is a demonstrated 
need for additional industrially-designated lands, and that the subject property meets all other 
criteria for a Corvallis Comprehensive Plan Amendment from MHD to an industrial designation, 
Staff have identified an alternative to the GI designation that may be better supported by 
Comprehensive Plan policies, both on a quantitative and qualitative basis. One difficulty with 
the GI designation is that despite the buffering requirement, compatibility with adjacent 
residential lands may be difficult to address without placing a Planned Development Overlay 
on the property. This could be considered to run counter to Comprehensive Plan Policy 
8.9.12, which states: 

The City shall evaluate whether to amend the Land Development Code to provide 
alternatives to the use of Planned Development overlays for industrial districts. An 
example would be the creation of different overlays or design guidelines with specific 
standards that do not require discretionary reviews. 

An alternative proposal is to change the Comprehensive Plan designation from MHD to MUE, 
and to change the zone from RS-12 to MUE. This designationlzone was created at least in part 
as a response to the above policy. It would allow a limited mix of Industrial, Commercial, and 
Residential uses (in close proximity to downtown and OSU). Industrial uses must achieve a 
0.25 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) for the entire site as well as for individual phases. Allowed 
commercial uses are limited, and only those permitted outright in the GI or LI Zone may be 
counted toward the industrial FAR. Neither residential nor commercial uses are required to be 
constructed on site. Additionally, for sites over 5 acres or containing multiple properties (this 
site meets both criteria), the LDC requires the placement of a Planned Development Overlay 
on the site. Many of this designationlzone's development standards (e.g., Green Area, 
Building Height, PODS requirements) are more easily found compatible with Residential Uses, 
and compatibility could be evaluated publically through the PD process. This would be 
consistent with several Corvallis Comprehensive Plan policies that seek to encourage a 
diversity of industrial lands in terms of size, location, and specialized purpose. 

8.9.1 The City shall designate appropriate and sufficient land in a variety of different 
parcel sizes and locations to fulfill the community's industrial needs. 

8.9.2 in designating new industrial properties, and in redesignating propertiesto 
industrial zoning from other designations, the City shall work to diversify the 
locations of industrial properties within the community. 
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7th Street Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA08-00001) 
and Zone Change (ZDC08-00001) 

Tentative Public Hearing Schedule 

recommendation to the City Council. Decision on Zone 
Change is contingent upon Council action on CPA but 

ordinance and formal findings, which are developed 



BEFORE THE ClTY COUNCIL 

OF THE ClTY OF CORVALLIS 

In the matter of a City Council decision to follow 
the Planning Commission's recommendation to 

1 
1 

approve the requested Comprehensive Plan ) 
Amendment to desianate 0.8 acres for Mixed Use \ 
Commercial and 5.4>cres for Medium High Density j 
Residential, to deny the appeal, and accept the 
Planning Commission's decision to approve the 

) 
1 

Zoning District Change, and to deny the appeal, ) 
and accept the Planning Commission's decision to ) 
approve, with conditions, the Conceptual 
Development Plan for Seventh Street Station. 

) 
) 

PREAMBLE 

This matter before the Corvallis City Council is a decision regarding a Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment, an appeal of the Planning Commission's approval of a Zoning District Change, 
and the appeal of the Planning Commission's approval of a Conceptual Development Plan. 
The Seventh Street Station application is a proposal to develop a mixed use project on a 6.2- 
acre site, located on the west side of the Southern Pacific rail line, south of Western 
Boulevard, east of 7Ih Street, and north of Highway 20134, in Corvallis, Oregon. The original 
proposal was to construct a two-story commercial building along Western Boulevard and to 
construct 91 multi-family and townhouse units on the remainder of the property. The 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment was a request to change the designation for the property 
from 6.2-acres of General Industrial to 0.8-acres of Mixed Use Commercial and 5.4-acres of 
High Density Residential. The Zoning District Change was a request to change the zoning 
for the property from 6.2-acres of General Industrial to 0.8-acres of PD(MUC) (Mixed Use 
Commercial with a Planned Development overlay), and 5.4-acres of PD(RS-20) (High 
Density Residential with a Planned Development overlay). A Minor Land Partition request 
(MLP03-00005) was part of the original application submittal and involved a request to divide 
the parent parcel to create a 0.82-acre parcel bounded by Western Boulevard and the 
railroad tracks, at the northeast corner if the site. This Minor Land Partition request was 
approved by the Planning Commission and was not appealed. Therefore, discussion of the 
Minor Land Partition request is not part of these Findings and Conclusions. The site is 
adjacent to an existing rail line and switching yard, and contains an existing warehouse in the 
middle of the property and a billboard at the northern end. The application is proposed by 
Dickerhoof Properties. Inc. The property includes tax lot 16000 from Assessor's Map 
Number 12-5-2-56. 

The Planning Commission held a duly-advertised public hearing on the application on May 
21, 2003, at which time the hearing was opened, public testimony was heard, and the 
hearing was closed. The Commission unanimously voted to approve the Minor Land 
Partition (MLP03-00005). The Commission unanimously voted to approve a modified District 
Change to modify the zoning district to 0.8 acres of PD(MUC) (Mixed Use Commercial with a 
Planned Development overlay), and 5.4 acres of PD(RS-12) (Medium High Density 
Residential with a Planned Development overlay). The Commission unanimously voted to 
recommend that the City Council modify the requested Comprehensive Plan Amendment to 
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designate 0.8 acres for Mixed Use Commercial development and 5.4 acres for Medium High 
Density Residential. The Commission also voted 5 to 1 to approve the Conceptual 
Development Plan, subject to nineteen (19) Conditions of Approval. The notice of the 
Planning Commission's decisions was signed and mailed on  May 23, 2003, as noted in the 
Corvallis Planning Commission Notice of Disposition (Order 2003-58). 

The Planning Commission's decision on the Zoning District Change and Conceptual 
Development Plan was appealed on June 4. 2003, by the Concerned Citizens of the Avery 
Addition Neighborhood Association. As mentioned, the Planning Commission's decision on 
the Minor Land Partition was not appealed. The appellants' notice of appeal implied that the 
Zoning District Change failed to meet a number of the City's Comprehensive Plan policies, 
that the advantages to the community resulting from the change did not outweigh the 
disadvantages, and that the public need for the change had not been demonstrated. The 
Appellants' notice of appeal also implied that the Conceptual Development Plan was not the 
neighbors' preferred development type or density, because they felt that it was not 
compatible with the surrounding neighborhoods. 

The City Council held a duly-advertised de novo public hearing on the application on July 9, 
2003, on which date the hearing was opened and closed. During the hearing, a request was 
made to hold the written record open, which extended the written comment period to 5:00 pm 
on July 16,2003. The applicant then granted a partial waiver to the 7-day period to submit a 
final written argument, by agreeing to a Council deliberation date and time of noon on 
Monday, July 21,2003. The applicant submitted written arguments during this time and on 
July 21, 2003, the City Council considered the additional written testimony and the 
applicant's written arguments. At this meeting, City staff recommended changes to several 
conditions of approval. After consideration of all the testimony and evidence, the City 
Council voted 6 to 2 to follow the Planning Commission's recommendation to modify the 
requested Comprehensive Plan Amendment to designate 0.8 acres of the subject property 
for Mixed Use Commercial development and 5.4 acres for Medium High Density Residential 
development. In addition, the Council voted to deny the appeal of the Zoning District 
Change, and uphold the Planning Commission's decision to rezone 0.8 acres of the subject 
property to PD(MUC) (Mixed Use Commercial with a Planned Development overlay) and 
rezone 5.4 acres to PD(RS-12) (Medium High Density Residential with a Planned 
Development overlay). The Council also denied the appeal of the Conceptual Development 
Plan, and upheld the Planning Commission's decision to approve the request, subject to 
several modifications to the Conditions of Approval, as attached. 

APPLICABLE CRITERIA 

The Council notes that all applicable legal criteria governing review of this application are 
identified in the City's Staff Report to the Planning Commission dated May 14, 2003, the 
Minutes of the Planning Commission hearing dated May 21, 2003, the City staff memo to the 
City Council dated July 2, 2003, the additional written testimony submitted between July 2, 
and July 21,2003, and the Minutes of the City Council meetings dated July 9, July 21, 
August 4, and August 18,2003. 
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FINDINGS RELATING TO COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT - GPAOI -00005 

1. The City Council accepts and adopts the findings in support of the application included 
in the City's Staff Report to the Planning Commission dated May 14, 2003; the 
decision of the Planning Commission and the statements in favor of the decision 
made during deliberation as captured in the minutes from the May 21, 2003, meeting: 
the findings in support of the application in the City staff memo to the City Council 
dated July 2, 2003; the additional written testimony in favor of the application 
submitted between July 2, and July 21, 2003; and the statements and reasoning in 
favor of the application found in the City Council minutes from the July 9, July 21, 
August 4, and August 18, 2003, meetings; including written testimony submitted at the 
hearings that support approval of the Comprehensive Plan Amendment. 

The findings below supplement and elaborate on the findings contained in the 
materials noted above, all of which are attached hereto and incorporated herein. 
When there is a conflict between these findings and the above-referenced findings 
incorporated by reference, these findings shall prevail. 

2. The City Council finds that the record contains all information needed to evaluate the 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment for compliance with the relevant criteria. 

3. The City Council notes that the subject property is designated in the Cowallis 
Comprehensive Plan as General Industrial and is districted (zoned) as General Industrial. 
The Council also notes that the Comprehensive Plan Amendment would change this 
land use designation to Mixed Use Commercial and Medium High Density Residential. 
The Council finds that these Comprehensive Plan designations would result in 
development on the site being evaluated against the Cowallis Land Development Code 
Chapter 3.20 (Mixed Use Commercial) District and Chapter 3.6 - RS-12 (Medium High 
Density Residential) District and other applicable sections of the Corvallis Land 
Development Code. 

4. The City Council notes that in order to receive Conceptual Development Plan approval 
for a mixed use project on this property, a Comprehensive Plan Amendment is required. 
The Council finds that Comprehensive Plan Amendments are required to be submitted 
and reviewed in accordance with the procedures outlined in Chapter 2.1 of the Cowallis 
Land Development Code and the policies of the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan. 

5. Policv 1.2.3 - The Council notes that the appellants contend that in developing its 
recommendation, the Planning Commission did not adequately consider several 
provisions of the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan and that the amendment is not consistent 
with Policy 1.2.3. The Council notes that this policy states that amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan can only be approved when there is a demonstrated public need for 
the change; when the advantages to the community resulting from the change outweigh 
the disadvantages; and the change proposed is a desirable means of meeting the public 
need. The Council finds that Policy 1.2.3 is an applicable Policy to the Comprehensive 
Plan Amendment request. 

6. Demonstrated Public Need - The Council notes that per Comprehensive Plan Policy 
1.2.3.A and LDC criteria 2.1.30.06.a.1, a Comprehensive Plan Amendment may only be 
approved when there is a demonstrated public need for the change. 

The Council notes that approximately 1,437 acres, or 16.1% of the total land area within 
the City Limits is vacant. The Corvallis 2001 Land Development Information Report 
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(LDIR) published in April of 2002 indicates that residential lands represent 62.6% of the 
City's total vacant lands. The Council notes that Table Vlll of the LDIR, included in the 
May 14, 2003, staff report to the Planning Commission, shows that there are 6.7 acres 
of vacant land designated RS-20 (High Density Residential) within the City Limits. This 
represents only %% of the total vacant lands in the city. Table Vlll in the LDlR also 
shows that there are 88.5 acres of vacant land designated RS-12 (Medium High Density 
Residential) within the City Limits, which represents 6.2% of the total vacant lands in the 
city. Of those 88.5 acres, many are already approved for development, including Phase 
II of the Grand Oaks Apartments, the remaining area surrounding the West Hills Assisted 
Living Facility (which is slated for church development rather than residential 
development), and the In Harmony and Timberhill Apartments projects in Timberhill. 

The Council notes that as part of Periodic Review, the City conducted a Buildable Land 
Inventory and Land Need Analysis to determine if enough land was available to 
accommodate the 20 year demand. The 1998 Buildable Land Inventory and Land Need 
Analysis determined that there would be a greater need for higher density residential 
lands as opposed to heavy industrial land in the City over the 20-year study period. The 
Council notes that specifically, it projects a surplus of 398 acres of Heavy lndustrial land 
(includes General lndustrial and Intensive lndustrial) and a deficit of 12 acres of High 
Density Residential land and a deficit of 64 acres of Medium High Density Residential 
land by the year 2020. Based on these figures, the Council finds that there is a public 
need for additional Medium High and High Density Residential land in the City. 

The Council notes that the need for higher density residential land is greatest when it is 
near transit service and emplovment centers. Citv transit service is currentlv provided 
along Western Boulevard, adjacent to the site.   ear by employment centers t6ai warrant 
hiclher density development include Downtown Cowallis and the Orenon State University 
campus. The Council notes that providing the opportunity for housing in close proximity 
to downtown and the OSU campus reduces the need for residents to use their 
automobiles, resulting in less traffic, cleaner air, and less surface area devoted to paved 
parking stalls. The Council notes that if this parcel was not developed at higher density 
residential uses, the demand would be met by developing lands further out. The Council 
finds that developing higher density residential lands nearthe center of town and nearthe 
OSU campus is the best means of meeting the public's need for additional housing. 

The Council notes that when evaluating a Comprehensive Plan Amendment, it is also 
important to assess the impact of having less General lndustrial (GI) land to ultimately 
develop. Table Vlll of the LDIR shows that 440.1 or 30.6% of the vacant land in the City 
is zoned General Industrial. In fact, of all of the industrial land designated in five industrial 
zones within Corvallis, approximately 77% is designated General Industrial. The Council 
notes that a high percentage of these lands are located in South Cowallis and that some 
of the lands in South Corvailis have wetland features. The Council finds that the 
mitigation needed for the development of these South Corvallis industrial lands will be 
determined by the Division of State Lands and the Army Corps of Engineers and will be 
based upon wetland function. The Council further finds that with 440.1 acres of 
currently vacant General lndustrial land in the City and an anticipated surplus of 398 
acres of Heavy lndustrial land by 2020, the reduction of 6.2 acres of General lndustrial 
zoned land will not have a negative impact on industrial land availability. 

The Council notes that with regard to the request to re-designate 0.8 acres of the site for 
Mixed Use Commercial uses, Table Vlll of the 2001 LDlR indicates that there are 22.1 
acres of Mixed Use Commercial land currently within the City Limits, with 3 of those acres 
being vacant. Table Vlll also indicates that the 3 vacant acres represent 0.2% of the 
vacant land within the City Limits. Table 8 of the BLI forecasts a surplus of Mixed Use 
Commercial land within Corvallis of 152 acres by the year 2020. The Council notes that 
the subject site is immediately adjacent to the Downtown Residential Neighborhood, as 
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identified in Article 13.5 of the Comprehensive Plan. The Council finds that re- 
designation of the development site from lndustrial to Commercial and Residential Uses 
is more consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Policies related to the Downtown 
Residential Neighborhood, including policies supporting private investment in the 
Downtown and maintaining Downtown as the primary shopping center and business 
district area. The Council also finds that the redesignation of a portion of the site for 
Mixed Use Commercial uses will help to support these goals and the Council finds that 
locating additional commercial land in close proximity to the Downtown and within walking 
distance of medium and higher density residential neighborhoods will satisfy a public 
need and will have a negligible impact upon the provision of commercial land within the 
City. 

The Council notes that the appellants cite Policy 8.9.3 from the Comprehensive Plan 
which implies lands designated for industrial use shall be preserved for industrial and 
other compatible uses and protected from incompatible uses. The Council finds that this 
policy is not intended to preclude all changes to industrial lands, and instead finds that 
the policy, read in context with other Comprehensive Plan policies (particularly those 
noted in Finding 8, below) and balanced against them, is intended to mean that 
compatibility factors shall be carefully considered in the designation of properties for 
industrial uses and the designation of properties near industrial uses. The Council finds 
that development of the subject property for general industrial uses would invite 
compatibility conflicts with theadjacent residential neighborhoods. The Council notes that 
in this area of downtown, residential dwellings and businesses have existed in close 
prox~mity to the rail line for over a century and there is no reason to think that this type of 
development would be any less compatible than the existing development in the area. 
Therefore, the Council finds that changing the land use designation to Medium High 
Density Residential and Mixed Use Commercial will not compromise the railroad's ability 
to continue to utilize its industriai property for railroad activities. 

Given the above, the Council finds that there is a demonstrated public need for the 
change and thatthe proposal is consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policies 1.2.3.A and 
8.9.3, and LDC criteria 2.1.30.06.a.1. 

7. Advantaaes vs. Disadvantaaes - 
The Council notes that the following chart evaluates the advantages and disadvantages 
of the proposed Comprehensive Plan Amendment: 
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CHART COMPARING THE ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES 
OF VARIOUS COMPREHENSIVE PLAN DESIGNATIONS 

ADVANTAGES: 

General 
Industrial 
(GI) 

Site is in close 
proximity to rail line 
service, which might 
be utilized by industrial 
development. 

. 

Medium-High 
Density 
(RS-12) 

Higher density 
housing in close 
proximity to 
Downtown. OSU. and 
public transportation 
reduces the need for 
automobile travel. 

High Density 
(RS-20) 

Higher density 
housing in close 
proximity to 
Downtown, OSU, and 
public transportation 
reduces the need for 
automobile travel. 

Mixed Use 
Commercial 

(MUC) 
Would locate 
commercial uses in 
close proximity to 
existing medium and 
higher density 
residential 
neighborhoods 
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Would help to 
maintain a large 
supply of available 
industrial land in 
Corvallls. 

Residents may feel 
negatively impacted 
by more dwelling units 
in their neighborhood. 

neighborhoods to the 
east and west. 

The proposed change 
would help satisfy the 
City's need for 
providing additional 
land that is designated 
for Medium High 
Density Residential 
uses within the City 
limits. 

Residents may feel 
positively about the 
assurance that an 
industrial business 
would not be located 
on the property. 

The proposed change 
recognizes a trend of 
scaled back and 

The proposed change 
would help satisfy the 
City's need for 
providing additional 
land that is designated 
for high density 
residential uses within 
the City limits. 

Residents may feel 
positively about the 
assurance that an 
industrial business 
would not be located 
on the property. 

The proposed change 
recognizes a trend of 
scaled back and 

Location of Mixed Use 
Commercial along 
Western Blvd. orients 
the commercial use 
appropriately along an 
arterial street, with 
direct access to that 
street 

The separation of the 
Mixed Use portion of 
the site from 
surrounding 
residential areas 
means that traffic 
impacts will be 
confined to Western 
Blvd. 

The 0.8 acre portion of 
the site, which is 



I DISADVANTAGES: I 
General 

Industrial 
(GI) 

1 which mav be I conflicts. I conflicts. I southern. weitern. 1 

Maintaining the 
existing industrial 
zoning would allow 
uses such as heavy 
equipment repair and 
scrap operations, 

incompatible with 
abutting residential 
uses. I 

Medium-High 
Density 
(RS-I 2) 

and eastern edges of 
the site. 

Approving the location 
of higher density 
housing near the 
existing rail line and 
neighborhood may 
create compatibility 

RS-20 zoning would 
allow for a very high 
level of density on the 
development site and 
would allow structures 
up to 75 feet. or SIX 
stories, in height. This 
would be less 
compatlble with 
existing residential 
development in the 
area. 

High Density 
(RS-20) 

Given the stated advantages and disadvantages, and rhe unique mix of industrial and 
residential dscs in the neiahborhood, the Counc~l finds that thcadvantaaesofdeslanatina 

Mixed Use 
Commercial 

(MUC) 
Approving the location 
of higher density 
housing near the 
existing rail line and 
neighborhood may 
create compatibility 

the orooertv for ~ e d i u m - ~ i a h  ~ens i t v  Residential and Mixed Use ~ o m m e r c i ~ l  use; 

Pedestrian, bicycle 
and vehicle access to 
the site is limited to 
access from Western 
Blvd. because of the 
rail lines along the 

quafitat/vely outweigh the advantages of the requested High Density Residential and 
Mixed Use Commercial desianations and qualitativelv outweiah the advantages of the - 
existing General Industrial designation. 

- 

The Council notes that the appellants cite Policy 8.1 .I from the Comprehensive Plan 
which states that land use decisions shall protect and maintain neighborhood 
characteristics in existing residential areas. The Council notes that traffic impacts 
resulting from industrial development under the current industrial land use designation 
zoning could potentially be much greater than impacts from the proposed residential and 
commercial land use designations. Therefore, the Council finds that the proposed 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment will help protect and maintain neighborhood 
characteristics, consistent with Policy 8.1 .I. 

The Council also finds that the amendment is consistent with: Policy 3.2.1 from the 
Comprehensive Plan which emphasizes that the desired land use pattern for the City is 
to include a compact urban form, an efficient provision of transportation and other public 
services, and neighborhoods with a mix of uses; Policy 9.3.3 from the Comprehensive 
Plan, which encourages a mix of residential land uses and densities throughout the City; 
and Comprehensive Plan Policy 14.3.1, which states that infill and redevelopment within 
urban areas shall be preferable to annexations. 

8. Best Means of  Meetinct Need - The Council notes that Land Development Code criterion 
2.1.30.06.a.2 requires an evaluation of whether the proposed change utilizes a desirable 
means of fulfilling the need. The Council notes that given the need for additional higher 
density residential land in the City, there are a number of ways in which this additional 
higher density residential and mixed use commercial land could be provided, including: 
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A. Annexation - The Council notes that this process requires voter approval. The 
Council notes that Comprehensive Plan Policy 14.3.1 states that infill and 
redevelopment within urban areas shall be preferable to annexations. 

B. Comprehensive Plan Amendment and District Designation - The Council notes 
that this path is the one chosen in the subject application. 

The Council finds that, given these options, the proposed Comprehensive Plan 
Amendment process is the most desirable means of meeting the public need. 

The Council notes that as concluded in Finding #7 above, the proposal to add higher 
density land in close proximity to Downtown and Oregon State University is consistent 
with Comprehensive PIan Policies 3.2.1, 9.3.3, and 9.4.1: which call for compact and 
efficient development patterns, a mix of residential land uses and densities,' and the 
provision of identified housing needs. The Council finds that the proposal to add mixed 
use commercial land in the pjoposed location is also consistent with ihe goal of compact 
and efficient development patterns. 

The Council finds that there is a need for additional housing choices in close proximity to 
downtown and that higher density residential uses and a small mixed use commercial 
building are more desirable than industrial uses. The Council finds that the advantages 
of this change outweigh the disadvantages. The Council finds that the amendment will: 
provide higher density housing in close proximity to downtown, OSU, and public 
transportation; will reduce the need for automobile travel; will result in fewer traffic 
impacts compared to what might be allowed under industrial development; will help 
address the need for additional Medium High Density Residential land within the City 
limits; and will be more compatible with the surrounding neighborhood than the uses that 
might be allowed under the existing industrial designation. 

Given the above analysis, the Council finds that a land use designation change to 
Medium High Density Residential and Mixed Use Commercial is a desirable means of 
meeting the public need for higher density residential land within the City Limits and for 
commercial land near the center of town in areas serving medium and higher density 
residential areas. 

9. Compatibility - The Council notes that although it is difficult to evaluate the compatibility 
of a proposed Comprehensive PIan Amendment because the specific aspects of 
development are not known, the following analysis briefly analyzes compliancewith these 
criteria. 

The Council notes that the applicant has requested to change the Comprehensive Plan 
designation of 5.4 acres of the site from General Industrial to High Density Residential 
and also to change the designation of 0.8 acres from General Industrial to Mixed Use 
Commercial. The Council notes that Mixed Use Commercial areas are intended to 
provide primarily for commercial uses, but will also allow for some civic, industrial, and 
residential uses that would be compatible with the predominant commercial uses. High 
Density Residential areas are intended to provide for family and group residences at a 
high density (over 20 units per acre). The Council notes that existing commercial 
businesses occupy the opposite side of Western Boulevard and the site is well-buffered 
from adjacent residential properties by distance and by the existing rail lines. The Council 
finds that the provision of Mixed Use Commercial development in the area of the site 
which abuts Western Boulevard is not anticipated to engender compatibility conflicts in 
its visual elements. 
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The Council notes that the provision of High Density Residential development in the 
proposed location could produce compatibility conflicis in its visual elements. The High 
Densitv Residential desianation is the hiahest densitv residential desianation in the Citv 
and rebu~res a density of-more than 20 dGelling units ber acre. ~urrenistandards f i r th& 
Hiah Densitv Res~dential zonina district (RS-20) allow buildina heiants to reach 75 feet. 
or-six stories, in height. The dknsity aliowed on a 5.4 acreks- ib  parcel is over 400 
dwelling units, although the provision of parking and other necessary site improvements 
would likely limit this number. The Council notes that although the apartment complex 
just west of the subject site is currently zoned RS-20, the complex is two-stories in height, 
with ample open space and building separation so that it is relatively compatible with the 
RS-9 zoned neighborhood to the west, which is largely composed of detached, single 
family dwellings. The applicant's Conceptual Development Plan application proposes a 
combination of townhouse units and apartments on the 5.4 acre residential portion of the 
site. This development would provide 91 dwelling units. The Council notes that it is 
important; however, to separate the Conceptual Development Plan application from the 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment request. The Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
process must consider all potential development scenarios that may occur within the Map 
Designation. In this case, a six-story apartment complex could be developed on the site 
under the High Density Residential Designation. The Council finds that this type of 
development would be incompatible with the neighborhood to the west, and the Avery- 
Helms Neighborhood to the east. 

The Council note that under current Medium High Density Zoning District (RS-12) 
standards, the maximum allowed building height is 35 feet, which is much closer to the 
30-foot height limit in the RS-9 zoned areas to the west and east. The Council notes that 
allowed density in the RS-12 zone is 12-20 units per acre, which would allow for the 
development of the requested 91 dwelling units on the 5.4 acre portion of the site, but 
would limit the number of units that could be built on that portion of the site to 108 units. 
For these reasons, the Council finds that the type of development allowed under the 
Medium High Density Residential designation would be compatible with surrounding 
development. 

The Council notes that the change from industrial to residential and mixed use 
commercial uses on the property is anticipated to be a positive change in relation to 
prospective noise, odor, lighting, and air and water quality impacts. The Council notes 
that signage for the site must comply with the City's sign code, which is much more 
restrictive for signage in residential districts than in industrial districts. Signage allowed 
in Mixed Use Commercial areas is more generous, but would be confined to the portion 
of the site fronting on Western Boulevard. The Council notes that landscaping would be 
required for new development on the site, whether it is industrial, commercial, or 
residential. According to development standards in the RS-20 zone, 25% of the gross lot 
area must be developed as permanent open space. In the RS-12 zone, 40% of the gross 
lot area must be developed as permanent open space. In the Mixed Use Commercial 
zone, 20% of the gross lot area must be developed as permanent open space. The 
Council notes that there are not such open space requirements in the General Industrial 
zone. The Council notes that parking will need to comply with Code requirements, 
although some flexibility may be allowed through the Planned Development process. Per 
the requested Planned Development Overlay zone, any new developmenton the property 
would be subject to a public hearing process. The Council notes that development of the 
site is not anticipated to create undue traffic impacts, in part because the proximity of the 
site to Downtown and OSU will enable many residents to walk, bicycle, or use transit. 
The Council notes that the applicant's Traffic Impact Analysis finds that traffic resulting 
from maximum General Industrial development on the site would far exceed traffic 
resultina from maximum develooment under Hiah Densitv Residential standards. Traffic 
result~ng from maximum ~ e d / u m  High ~enGty  develbpment would necessar~ly be 
sign~ficantly less than under High Density standards. Add~tionally, the Council notes that 
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any development of the site would be conditioned to implement any necessary mitigation 
for traffic impacts on surrounding intersections. 

The Council notes that one of the key issues of compatibility will be with respect to the 
interface between the subject site and the industrial property to the east. Industrial 
properties are required to provide large buffers between themselves and residential 
properties. However, this same interface issue currently exists between the site and the 
properties to the west, which are designated as Medium and High Density Residential. 
The proposal will shift the issues from the west side of the subject site to the east side of 
the subject site. The Council notes that the applicant has proposed a Planned 
Development overlay as part of the zoning designation request to address this issue on- 
site as part of future reviews for development on the site. The Planned Development 
process would require a thorough review of traffic impacts and transition and buffer 
elements in conjunction with specific development proposals. 

Given the above, the Council finds that a Medium High Density Residential Designation 
would be more compatible with adjacent development than the requested High Density 
Residential Designation, and would be more compatible with adjacent development than 
the current General Industrial designation. The Council also finds that designating the 
0.8 acre portion of the site for Mixed Use Commercial development would be compatible 
with adjacent development, including thecommercial establishments on the opposite side 
of Western Boulevard. 

10. Public Facilities - The Council notes that the site can be served by existing public 
infrastructure under both the current and proposed land use designations. Therefore, 
the Council finds that public facilities criteria have been met. 



FINDINGS RELATING TO DISTRICT CHANGE - ZDC03-00005 

1. The City Council accepts and adopts the findings in support of the application included 
in the City's Staff Report to the Planning Commission dated May 14, 2003; the decision 
and statements in favor of the application made during the deliberations of the Planning 
Commission as captured in the minutes from the May 21, 2003, meeting; the findings in 
support of the application in the City staff memo to the City Council dated July 2,2003; 
the additional written testimony in favor of the application submitted between July 2, and 
July 21,2003; and the statements and reasoning in favor of the application found in the 
City Council minutes from the July 9, July 21, and August 4, 2003, meetings; including 
written testimony submitted at the hearings that support approval of the Zoning District 
Change. 

The findings below supplement and elaborate on the findings contained in the 
materials noted above, all of which are attached hereto and incorporated herein. 
When there is a conflict between these findings and the above-referenced findings 
incorporated by reference, these findings shall prevail. 

2. The City Council finds that the record contains all information needed to evaluate the 
Zoning District Change for compliance with the relevant criteria. 

3. The City Council notes that the subject property is designated in the Corvallis 
Comprehensive Plan as General Industrial and is districted (zoned) as General Industrial. 
The Council also notes that the Comprehensive Plan Amendment would change this 
land use designation to Mixed Use Commercial and Medium High Density Residential. 
The Council notes that the Zoning District Change would change the zoning to PD(MUC) 
(Mixed Use Commercial with a Planned Development overlay) and PD(RS-12) (Medium 
High Density Residential with a Planned Development overlay). The Council finds that 
these district designations would result in development on the site being evaluated 
against the Corvallis Land Development Code Chapter 3.20 (Mixed Use Commercial) 
District and Chapter 3.6 - RS-12 (Medium High Density Residential) District and other 
applicable sections of the Corvallis Land Development Code. 

4. The Citv Council notes that in order to receive Conceatual Develooment Plan aooroval 
for a miied use project on this property, a comprehensive Plan ~m'endment and'zoning 
District Change are required. The Council finds that Zoninq District Chanqes are required 
to be submitted and reviewed in accordance with the procedures outlinea in Chapter 2.2 
of the Corvallis Land Development Code and the policies of the Corvallis Comprehensive 
Plan. 

5. Location. Size. and Dimension Criteria for MUC - The Council notes that locational 
criteria for Mixed Use Commercial (MUC) districts can be found in Section 3.20.20.01 of 
the Land Development Code (LDC). The criteria requires MUC districts to be located on 
properties with frontage on arterial highways, arterials, or collector streets. The Council 
note that Western Boulevard is classified as an arterial street along the site's frontage. 
In addition, the criteria requires MUC districts to be located with 114 mile of existing or 
planned transit service. The Council notes that project is located adjacent to a transit 
route. Given the above, the Council finds that the proposal is consistent with the MUC 
District locational criteria. 

The Council notes that the MUC District Size and Dimensional requirements require that 
if the MUC area is one acre or less in size, the site shall consist of at least one "whole" 
legal lot. The Council notes that currently, the proposed MUC portion of the development 
is one part of Tax Lot 16000, and does not constitute a separate legal lot. The Council 
notes that in conjunction with this application, the applicant has applied for and received 



Planning Commission approval of a Minor Partition approval to divide the proposed MUC 
portion of the site from the remainder of the site. This will result in the MUC area 
constituting a separate legal lot in conformance with the Land Development Code 
requirement. Therefore, the Council find that the size and dimensional criteria are met. 

6. Comuatibilitv - The Council notes that although the findings related to the 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment show that the land use designation change to Medium 
High Density Residential and Mixed Use Commercial fulfills a public need for higher 
density residential land within close proximity to the downtown and OSU, the location of 
the subject site in close proximity to existing industrial uses points to the need for 
adequate buffering between future residential development on the property and adjacent 
industrial uses. The Council notes that this reflects the existing situation in the subject 
neighborhood, where industrial and high density residential uses are located in close 
proximity to one another. 

The Council notes that in accordance with Comprehensive Plan Policies 3.2.4 and 8.9.3, 
the obligation to address buffering between uses falls largely to the developer of the 
undeveloped property. Per LDC Section 3.24.30.02.a. development on General Industrial 
properties is typically required to provide a 100-foot buffer from adjacent residential 
properties. In the case of the subject property, there is an existing General lndustrial 
development located along the eastern property line of the site (the Southern Pacific rail 
line). The Council notes that the proposed zoning district change could compromise the 
ability of the adjacent property owner to redevelop or expand development on the 
orooertv. due to tne 100-foot setback reouirement. The Council notes that to address this , . 
conceri; the applicant has requested ihat a Planned Development Overlay zone be 
attached to the subject property, such that it would be zoned PD(RS-20) and PD(MUC). 
The PD Overlay zone would ensure that new development on the subject property would 
be reviewed through the Planned Development process, which allows flexibility in Code 
standards. The Council notes that since a 100-foot buffer would restrict development on 
much of the subject property, or on most of the property to the east, the flexibility allowed 
through the PD process would allow for a design solution in which an effective buffer 
could be achieved within a smaller land area. The Council finds that an effective buffer 
can be established in this manner, consistent with Comprehensive Plan Policies 3.2.4, 
8.9.3, and 13.2.2. For this reason, the Council finds that the requested Planned 
Development Overlay, which would result in zoning of PD(RS-12) and PD(MUC) for the 
subject site, is consistent with compatibility criteria. 

The Council notes that Planned Development overlays should only be placed on 
residential properties when an applicant requests theoveday because ofneeded housing 
statutes. As this applicant has specifically requested the Planned Development overlay 
on the subject siie, the Council finds- that the needed housing statutes are not 
compromised. 

The Council notes that findings regarding the compatibility of the visual elements of 
Medium High Density Residential development and Mixed Use Commercial development 
have been adequately addressed in the Comprehensive Plan Amendment Findings. The 
Council hereby incorporates those findings as being applicable to the District Change 
request, and finds that the District Designations of PD(RS-12) and PD(MUC) will not 
create visual compatibility conflicts. 

The Council notes that the proposed Planned Development Overlay zone will ensure that 
compatibility factors are considered prior to development of the property. Based on this 
analvsis, the Council finds that the requested zoning district designation will not result in 
compatibil~ty conflicts regarding basic' site design, noise attenuation, signago, lighting, 
noxious odors, landscape buffering, traffic, parking, or air and warer quality impacts. 
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7. Aopellants' Desire for RS-9 - The Council notes that the appellants consider RS-9 
(Medium Density Residential) a more appropriate land use designation than the Planning 
Commission's decision to designate the residential portion as (PD)RS-12 (Medium High 
Density Residential). The applicant's initial request was for (PD)RS-20 (High Density 
Residential) which would allow 20 or more units per acre. The Council notes that the 
applicant conceded to reducing the allowable density and the Planning Commission 
approved the Zoning District Change request for (PD)RS-12 (Medium High Density 
Residential) which allows between 12 and 20 units per acre. The Council notes that the 
appellants suggest that the zoning be changed to RS-9 (Medium Density Residential) 
which allows between 9 and 12 units per acre. The Council notes that the RS-9 
designation would only allow for 64 residential units, and would not allow multi-family 
dwellings or more than two dwelling units per lot because the multi-family housing type 
is not a permitted building type in the RS-9 District and an RS-9 development standard 
precludes more than two dwelling units per lot. In addition, the Council notes that the 
(PD)RS-12 designation limits the building heights to 35-feet, which is compatible with the 
surrounding uses. The Council notes that the residential land use designations 
surrounding the site include RS-20 (High Density Residential), RS-12 (Medium High 
Density Residential), and RS-9 (Medium Density Residential). Given the above, the 
Council finds that the RS-12 District is more appropriate for the site than the RS-9 District. 
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FINDINGS RELATING TO CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN - 
PLDC03-00005 

1. The City Council accepts and adopts the findings in support of the application included 
in the City's Staff Report to the Planning Commission dated May 14, 2003: the 
decision and statements in favor of the application made during the deliberations of 
the Planning Commission as captured in the minutes from the May 21, 2003, meeting: 
the findings in support of the application in the City staff memo to the City Council 
dated July 2, 2003; the additional written testimony in favor of the application 
submitted between July 2, and July 21, 2003; and the statements and reasoning in 
favor of the application found in the City Council minutes from the July 9, July 21, and 
August 4, 2003, meetings; including written testimony submitted at the hearings that 
support approval of the Conceptual Development Plan. 

The findings below supplement and elaborate on the findings contained in the 
materials noted above, all of which are attached hereto and incorporated herein. 
When there is a conflict between these findings and the above-referenced findings 
incorporated by reference, these findings shall prevail. 

2. The City Council finds that the record contains all information needed to evaluate the 
Conceptual Development Plan for compliance with the relevant criteria. 

3. The City Council notes that the subject property is designated in the Cowallis 
Comprehensive Plan as General Industrial and is districted (zoned) as General Industrial. 
The Council also notes that the Comprehensive Plan Amendment would change this 
land use designation to Mixed Use Commercial and Medium High Density Residential. 
The Council notes that the Zoning District Change would change the zoning to PD(MUC) 
(Mixed Use Commercial with a Planned Development overlay) and PD(RS-12) (Medium 
High Density Residential with a Planned Development overlay). The Council finds that 
these district designations would result in development on the site being evaluated 
against the Cowallis Land Development Code Chapter 3.20 (Mixed Use Commercial) 
District and Chapter 3.6 - RS-12 (Medium High Density Residential) District and other 
applicable sections of the Cowallis Land Development Code. 

4. The City Council notes that in order to receive Conceptual Development Plan approval 
for a mixed use project on this property, a Comprehensive Plan Amendment and Zoning 
District Change are required. The Council finds that Comprehensive Plan Amendments, 
Zoning District Changes, and Conceptual Development Plans are required to be 
submitted and reviewed in accordance with the procedures outlined in Chapter 2.1, 2.2. 
and 2.5 of the Cowallis Land Development Code, respectively. The Council finds that 
such developments must also be consistent with the policies of the Cowallis 
Comprehensive Plan. 

5. ADDlicant's Pro~osal - The Council notes that the applicant requests Conceptual 
Development Plan approval to construct 91 dwelling units on 4.4 acres of the site, 
including 60 multi-family units in three 3-story buildings, 18 multi-family units in three 2- 
story buildings, and 13 townhouse units in three 2-story buildings. Also included in the 
plan is a 2-story commercial building on the northern portion of the site along Western 
Boulevard. The Council notes that of the 6.2 acres of the development site, 0.8 acres 
would be utilized for the commercial building, approximately 4.4 acres would be utilized 
for the residential development, and approximately one acre would be dedicated as 
additional right-of-way. The Council notes that the Conceptual Development Plan shows 
surface parking lots surrounding the residential and commercial buildingson the site, with 
some covered and/or enclosed parking spaces serving the residential units. The 
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applicant proposes a curvilinear roadway serving the development, with additional righr- 
of-wavdedication to create a curvilinear alianment for 7'3treet. A  ort ti on of thc cxis~ina 
7'" ~ t i e e t  r~ght-of-way would be improved yo serve a s  a parking area near the center 3 
the site. The Council notes that in addition to the street improvements, a system of 
private drives would prov~de access to the commercial and residential buildings on the 
site. 

6. Land Use - The Council notes that the definition of "Net Area" in the Land Development 
Code does not allow for the exclusion of planned right-of-way in the calculation of 
minimum density. The Council notes that the applicant has stated that the proposed 
development would be just above the minimum density requirement for the RS-20 zone, 
which is 20 dwelling units per acre. However, this calculation separates out the land area 
proposed to be dedicated as 7Ih Street right-of-way (approximately one acre). The 
Council notes that the correct density calculation for the residential portion of the property 
is 91 dwelling units on 5.4 acres, which yields a density of 16.85 dwelling units per acre. 
The Council finds that this is within the allowable density range for the RS-12 zone (12-20 
Dwelling Unitslacre), but less than the required density in the RS-20 zone which the 
applicant originally proposed. 

The Council notes the applicant is proposing multi-family dwelling units and a commercial 
building. The Council notes that these land uses are outright permitted uses in the RS-12 
District and MUC District, respectively. Therefore, the Council Rnds that the proposal 
meets the applicable land use criteria. 

7, Comvatibility -The Council notes the following with respect to compatibility criteria: 

A. Basic Site Desiqn -The Council notes that there are a number of areas in which 
the Conceptual Development Plan would conflict with RS-12 standards, including 
building height, lot coverage, and building offset standards. However, the Council 
notes that the Planned Development process allows for flexibility from Code 
standards, where appropriate. The Council finds that it is inappropriate to "lock" 
the applicant into a Conceptual Planned Development approval that is more 
specific than is necessary, since a Detailed Development Plan will be required 
before construction can occur. 
The Council notes that although the applicant has shown %foot tall, 3-story multi- 
family buildings with non-interrupted surfaces, it is be possible to design 3-story 
multi-family buildings within the 35-foot maximum height allowed in the RS-12 
District, which would also incorporate building offset elements. The Council finds 
that the RS-12 District standards do not present an insurmountable obstacle to the 
applicant's desire to develop 2- and 3-story multi-family and townhouse structures 
on the development site at a density of up to 91 dwelling units. The Council finds 
that the details of this development proposal remain to be resolved through the 
Detailed Planned Development approval process and that it will be possible 
through that process to vary from development standards, where appropriate. 

Given the above, the Council finds that the Conceptual Development Plan 
approval should be considered in more conceptual terms than the applicant has 
presented (Condition 2). The Council also finds that it is not possible to conduct 
a more detailed analysis at this time because the submitted materials are 
necessarily conceptual in nature and that elements that should be considered 
approved by this conceptual approval include the following: 

1 Location of a 2-story commercial building on the northern, MUC-zoned 
orooertv. Details of buildina size. buildina desian and orientation. oarkina 
jot I'ayout, landscaping number of parking-spaces, and uses allowea 
within the building should not be considered to be resolved by this approval. 



2. Location of up to three 3-story multi-family buildings in the northern portion 
of the site with up to 60 dwelling units. Details of building size, design, and 
orientation, parking lot layout, landscaping plan, numberof parking spaces, 
pedestrian pathways, and open space areas should not be considered to 
be resolved in this approval. 

3. Location of up to three 2-story multi-family buildings with up to 18 dwelling 
units and three 2-story townhouse buildings with up to 13 dwelling units in 
the middle to southern portion of the site. Details of building size, design, 
and orientation, parking lot layout, landscaping plan, number of parking 
spaces, pedestrian pathways, and open space areas should not be 
considered to be resolved in this approval. 

4. Alignment of Seventh Street in the proposed configuration, and as 
conditioned in this decision, with connections at Western Boulevard and "En 
Avenue, and no connection to "D" Avenue. Potential pedestrian 
connections to the sidewalk system within the Seventh Street right-of-way, 
and other potential public improvements, should not be considered to be 
resolved in this approval. 

Policv 9.2.5 - The Council notes the following: 

1. The location of this predominantly multi-family residential development is 
adjacent to an established neighborhood and the downtown. It provides 
enhanced opportunities for housing in close proximity to shopping and the 
downtown employment center. 

2. The design will support transit use as there is an existing transit route on 
Western Boulevard adjacent to the project. 

3. The main entrances of most of the new buildings will be oriented toward the 
public streets. 

4. The design of the project will provide the neighborhood with additional 
recreational opportunities by allowing for expansion of the existing Peanut 
Park. 

5. The design of the project will provide for improved accessibility and 
connectivity for pedestrians, bicyclists, and vehicles. 

6. The project will provide an additional mixed use commercial building along 
an arterial roadway that will primarily serve the immediate neighborhood. 

Based on these observations, the City Council finds that the Conceptual 
Development Plan complies with the neighborhood-oriented development 
provisions found in Policy 9.2.5 of the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan. 

Policv 3.2.1 - The Council finds that reuse of an existing site within an established 
neighborhood is consistent with Policy 3.2.1 of the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan, 
which calls for a compact urban form, efficient use of land, and efficient provision 
of transportation and other public facilities, all of which are fostered by providing 
new housing opportunities in close proximity to shopping and the downtown 
employment center. 
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Block Lenath and Perimeter - The Council notes that the appellants contend that 
the Conceptual Development Plan does not comply with Section 4.4.20.02 of the 
Land Development Code, which stipulates a maximum block length. The Council 
notes that the parcel is bound on only two sides by accessible public streets. 
Comprehensive Plan Policy 11.6.1 3 is a pedestrian-oriented policy that strives to 
limit block lengths to 1,200 feet along nonarterial streets. The Council notes that 
the dedication of additional right-of-way for Seventh Street, as proposed, will 
effectively divide the development site into three fairly non-traditional blocks 
(Parcels B, C, and DIE as shown on Sheet M of the applicant's submittal). The 
Council notes that, with the exception of Parcel C, these blocks are not bounded 
on all sides by accessible streets, but instead border sections of railroad track and 
the an elevated portion of State Highway 20134 to the south. The Council notes 
that the proposed street alignment does not connect "D" Avenue to 7Ih Street. The 
Council notes that this is a result of community input during the Crandall Arambula 
Development Study (See Attachment G of the May 14, 2003, staff report to the 
Planning Commission), where a strong desire was expressed to preclude a street 
connection at " D  Avenue due to concerns about traffic in the neighborhood to the 
west. The Council finds that in order to reduce the size of the "block that would 
otherwise be created by restricting a street connection at 7" and "D,  a condition 
of approval is warranted to require a pedestrian connection from the sidewalk 
along 7'h Avenue to " D  Avenue (Condition 3). The Council finds that specific 
details of the pedestrian connection may be worked out during Detailed 
Development Plan approval. Given this condition, the Council finds that the 
created blocks provide necessary connectivity while minimizing impacts to the 
adjacent neighborhood. The Council finds that because the site is an infill site 
which must contend with existing connection points, the blocks created will be of 
reasonable size and consistent with the intend of Policy 11.6.13. The Council 
notes that the actual street dedication and land division shall be completed in 
conjunction with Detailed Development approval for the site. Other land division 
standards, such as through lot provisions, can be addressed at that time. 

The Council notes that the proposed street alignment has a number of advantages 
from a compatibilitv standpoint. The northern portion of 7th Street will continue to 
provide access to adjacent single family residences and apartments, as does the 
current partially improved street. By curving away from the eastern edge of the 
site, the roadway will serve to calm traffic that would otherwise be able to reach 
higher speeds on a "straightaway." The Council notes that this will also create a 
more pedestrian and bicycle-friendly street because of slower automobile speeds. 
Moving the road away from the eastern boundary also provides separation from 
the apartment complex which is located fairly close to the property line in this area. 
As the road transitions back to the west side of the street south of Peanut Park, 
a 15-foot-wide separation is maintained between the roadway and the abutting 
properties to the west. The Council notes that with vehicular access to "D" Street 
eliminated, the points of access to the development will be at 7Ih and Western 
Boulevard and at 7" and " E  Street. Western is an arterial street that is designed 
to carry a high volume of traffic. "En Street is a local street that provides a direct 
connection to 15Ih Street and destinations to the west. The Council finds that 
because of this, few trips from the development are anticipated on other local 
streets in the neighborhood to the west, particularly because of the numerous 
traffic calming measures in that neighborhood. 

SolarAccess -The Council notes that the Conceptual Development Plan does not 
comply with the 80% solar standard in the Land Development Code. The Council 
finds that the narrow, north-south, configuration of the property and the necessary 
north-south street orientation will make full comoliance with the solar standard 
difficult. However, the Council notes that the aGplicant will need to address the 
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solar access criteria as part of the future Detailed Development Plan. The 
Council also notes that as part of that future Detailed Development Plan, the 
applicant may need to balance compliance with the solar access criteria with the 
direction of Comprehensive Plan Policy 8.10.9, which pertains to locating parking 
areas behind buildings, where possible. The Council notes that as expressed 
above, the Conceptual Development Plan approval is conceptual enough to allow 
for the re-orientation and reconfiguration of buildings on the site. Where 
compliance is not possible, compensating measures, such as a high percentage 
of windows on the south side of buildings, solar-oriented rooflines (to allow for 
placement of solar heating units), and other energy efficiency measures, should 
be proposed. The Council finds that a condition of approval is needed to ensure 
that this issue is fully considered during the Detailed Development Plan approval 
process (Condition 4). 

Lot Coveraqe - The Council notes that the appellants contend that the Conceptual 
Development Plan does not comply with Section 3.6.30.i of the Land Development 
Code, which allows a maximum 60% lot coverage in the RS-12 development 
district. The Council finds that the applicant's original proposal was for 
development within the RS-20 District, which allows a maximum 75% lot coverage. 
The Council finds that the applicant's proposal is consistentwith the proposed lot 
coverage requirements for the RS-12 District. The Council also finds that the RS- 
12 District standards do not present an insurmountable obstacle to the applicant's 
desire to achieve the desired density and still meet the lot coverage requirements. 
The Council finds that the Planned Development Overlay that exists on the site will 
require the applicant to submit a Detailed Development Plan for review and 
approval. The Council finds that it will be possible through that public process to 
vary from the development standards, if determined appropriate. 

&n.s~t~onalements - The Council notes that the appellants contend that the 
Conceptual Develo~ment Plan does not c o m ~ l v  with Policv 3.2.4 of the 
~ompiehensive plan. This policy states that in the case of compatibility conflicts, 
transitional elements shall be provided by the more intensive development district, 
but shall not be required to provide the full amount unless the property in the less 
intensive district is already developed. The Council notes that it has imposed a 
condition on the project that requires the applicant to address buffering between 
the development and the rail line to the east so that the burden of providing 
buffering is not placed on the pre-existing use. In addition, the Council notes that 
the Conceptual Development Plan shows landscape buffering between the 
proposed development and the developed areas to the west. Both the extension 
of 7th Street and the area used for parking will ensure that new development is 
physically separated from the existing development to the west. The Council 
notes that it has imposed an additional condition that requires any three story 
building on the site to be setback a minimum of 50-feet from the western property 
boundary or the far edge of the right-of-way (whichever is furthest). In addition, 
the final design and transitional elements will be evaluated in more detail at the 
time Detailed Development Plans are submitted and reviewed. Therefore, the 
Council finds that the Conceptual Development Plan is in compliance with Policy 
3.2.4. 

Other Basic Site Desian Aspects - The Council notes the proposal includes: an 
orientation to major streets and transit service; compatible building transitions; a 
range of housing types; buildings oriented to the street; and a narrow street to slow 
and diffuse traffic. Therefore, the Council finds that the proposed development will 
have many of the aspects of a comprehensive neighborhood, as described in 
Policy 9.2.5. The Council notes thatthe proposal will: support the use of alternative 
transportation modes due to its location proximity to the Downtown area and OSU; 
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incorporate clustering and multiple story construction; and consist of higher 
density development that will be less dependent upon automobile transportation. 
Therefore, the Council finds thatthe proposed development is also consistent with 
Policies 11.4.5, 12.2.5, and 12.2.7. 

Given the conceptual nature of the requested approval, the Council notes that 
there are a number of Comprehensive Plan Policies that cannot be fully evaluated 
at this time. The Council notes that many of the policies will need to be balanced 
against each other during the Detailed Development approval process, and that 
some of the Policies that should be considered are 3.2.4; 5.2.4; 5.6.16; 7.4.2; 
7.5.5; 8.10.9; 8.14.3; 9.2.1; 9.2.2; 11.2.8; 11.2.9; 11.4.7; 11.8.2; 12.2.3; and 
13.10.1. The Council finds that approval of the Conceptual Development Plan will 
not preclude compliance with these policies. 

The Council notes that because of the schematic nature of the Conceptual 
Development Plan approval, there are also a number of issues that will need to 
be considered during future Derailed Development Plan review. The Council finds 
that a condition of approval is warranted to ensure that these issues are 
considered during Detailed Development Review (Condition 4). The Council finds 
that, at minimum, the following issues need to be considered and addressed 
duma the Detailed Develoament review orocess: oarkina: aedestrian/bicvcle ". , 
connection to ~ i o n e e ;  Park; soiar acckss and orientat(on; 
connectionlenhancements to Peanut Park; buffer from the industrial property to 
the east; lighting; signage; lot coverage; and site landscaping. 

B. Visual Elements --The City Council notes that the appellants' contend that the 
proposed development is not compatible with the surrounding neighborhood. 
Regarding the density and height of the proposed buildings, the City Council notes 
that: 

1. The RS-12 Development Standards will allow the applicant to construct up 
to 91 residential units thatwere part of their Conceptual Development Plan. 

2. The RS-20 Development Standards proposed by the applicant would allow 
buildings as tall as 53-feet in height, considerably taller than the buildings 
in the surrounding neighborhood. The RS-12 Development Standards that 
are being approved by the Council will allow buildings up to 35-feet in 
height, consistent with the building heights found within the surrounding 
neighborhood. 

3. In order to ensure visual cornpatibllity with adjacent residences, the project 
has been conditioned to reauire anv 3-storv buildinas to be setback at least 
50-feet from the western pioperty boundah or far edge of the right-of-way 
(whichever is furthest from the new building) (Condition 5). 

4. Additional visual elements such as the actual building materials, building 
offsets, and building height will be evaluated in more detail at the time 
Detailed Development Plans are submitted. 

The Council notes that because a Detailed Development Plan has not been 
submitted, consideration of this criterion must be necessarily general. The Council 
notes that structures to the east and west are one and two-stories in height, with 
a maximum building height of 30 feet allowed by the Land Development Code for 
the RS-9 district. The construction of up to three 3-story buildings (up to 35 feet 
tall) in the southern portion of the site would not be drastically out of proportion to 
development in the surrounding neighborhood. . The Council notes that this will 



allow room for landscape screening, if necessary, and will preserve the privacy 
enjoyed by adjacent residents. The Council notes that the 2-story structures in the 
remainder of the site will be compatible in scale with the adjacent apartments to 
the west and adequately separated from development to the east by the rail line. 
As conditioned, the Council finds that the visual elements of the proposed 
Conceptual Development Plan will be compatible with the site's surroundings. 

C. Noise Attenuation. Noxious Odors. Liahtina. and Sianaae -The Council notes 
that undue noise and noxious odors are not anticipated from the proposed 
development. The Council finds that noises and odors will be those typically 
associated with residential development, and not inconsistent with existing noise 
and odors from nearby neighborhoods. The Council notes that, if left 
unaddressed, noise from the switching yard may have negative impacts on future 
residents of the subject development. The Council notes that as part of the review 
process for the future Detailed Development Plan, building design will need to be 
evaluated to ensure that adequate noise attenuation has been incorporated into 
the structure of the buildings. The Council finds that such noise attenuation will 
sufficiently mitigate noise impacts from the switching yard. 

The Council notes that no specific plans have been submitted for lighting and 
signage forthe development. The Council notes thatthese items will be evaluated 
through Detailed Development Plan approval (Condition 4). Therefore, the 
Council find that, as conditioned, this criterion will be satisfied prior to 
development. 

D. Landscaoins for Bufferina and Screenina. Effects on  Off-Site Parkinq 

The Council notes that the appellants imply that Section 4.1.10.k of the Land 
Development Code is not adequately addressed. The Council notes that although 
the Conceptual Development Plan shows some landscaping, specific landscaping 
approval cannot be considered until parking requirements, building design and 
location, and other aspects of the future Detailed Development Plan approval are 
specified. The Council notes that it is not possible for staff to determine the Land 
Development Code requirements for parking for the proposed development 
because uses within the commercial building, and the number of bedrooms within 
dwelling units, have not been specified. For the same reason, bicycle parking 
requirements cannot be determined. However, the Council finds thatthese criteria 
can be addressed with Detailed Development Plan review and finds that Condition 
4 ensures that this will occur. Thus, the Council finds that the Conceptual 
Development Plan approval is for & 91 dwelling units, with the understanding 
that the need to comply with parking and other development standards may limit 
density below this level. 

E. Effects on Air and Water Quality - The Council notes that it is anticipated that air 
pollution impacts will be related to a small amount of non-point pollution 
associated with the increase in vehicle emissions related to the increased traffic 
generated by this development. Non-point air pollution is difficult to manage on 
a site-by-site basis. Instead, the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 
monitors airsheds area-wide. The Council notes that when air quality issues 
surface, area-wide air quality programs are established. An example of this is 
Portland's vehicle emissions testing program. Regarding air quality in Corvallis, 
DEQ indicates that our airshed is currently in compliance with all Federal and 
State regulations on air quality. Given the above, the Council finds that the 
proposal will not create any significant impacts related to air quality. 



The Council notes that the project's plans for the private storm drainage system 
will be reviewed as part of the building permit application process. The Council 
notes that the plans will need to address water quality and ground water recharge 
(infiltration). In this way, the Council finds that the development's negative impacts 
on water quality will be minimized. 

Based on the analysis above, and as conditioned, the Council finds that the proposed 
Conceptual Development Plan will be fundamentally compatible with its surroundings, is 
consistent with theapplicable criteria, and a more specific compatibility analysis w?ll be 
applied to the project through the Detailed Development Plan approval process. 

8. Natural Resources -The Council notes that the development site is quite flat, with little 
distinguishing vegetation, other than open, grassy field. However, the applicant has 
identified two large trees in the central portion of the site - one 24" diameter fir and one 
20" diameter fir. The Council notes that the Conceptual Development Plan shows that 
these trees would be located in an open landscaped area and could potentially be 
preserved. The Council finds that the preservation of these trees should be discussed 
in more detail during Detailed Development Plan review process, but the Conceptual 
Development Plan would allow for the preservation of the trees (Condition 6). The 
council notes that based on site visits and an analysis of aerial photographs of the site, 
there may be some large trees located in the southwestern corner of the site. The 
Conceptual Development Plan shows a landscaped buffer in this area, which could 
potentially be expanded or adjusted to allow for preservation of trees, if necessary. The 
Council finds that this issue should be addressed through Detailed Development review 
(Condition 6). The Council notes that a review of the National Wetlands Inventory and 
soils maps indicates no record of wetlands on the site and no hydric soils (which is a key 
indicator of wetlands). 

3. Trans~ortation Impacts - The Council notes that the appellants contend that the 
Conceptual Development Plan does not comply with Policies 11.2.1, 11.2.2, and 11.3.9. 
The Council notes thatthese policies address the need to minimize transportation system 
impacts on abutting land uses, to facilitate the safe and efficient movement of people and 
commodities, and to maintain level of service standards on streets while avoiding traffic 
diversion onto local streets. The Council notes that to minimize vehicular impacts on 
abutting land uses, the applicant has dedicated additional land area to accommodate a 
curved alignment for the street. The curved road will assist in calming vehiculartraffic as 
well as provide a greater separation from an existing apartment complex which is located 
quite close to the property line. The Council notes that the project has been designed 
without a connection to "D" Street to address neighborhood concerns and to minimize 
vehicular traffic diversion onto the local street. The project connects to Western 
Boulevard, which is an arterial street and is designed to carry a high volume of traffic. 
The project also connects to "E" street, which is a local street that provides a direct 
vehicular connection to 1 5th Street and destinations to the west. The Council notes that 
the applicant has submitted a traffic analysis that shows the level of trips resulting from 
the proposed development to be compatible with the functionality of local streets in the 
area. The Council notes that it has conditioned the project (Condition 10) to provide a 
thorough traffic impact analysis at the time the Detailed Development Plan is submitted. 
The analysiswill include anticipated vehicular impacts to intersection levels of service and 
will need to identify and implement any necessary mitigation in order to maintain 
acceptable levels of service in the area. Therefore, the Council finds that the applicant's 
proposed design and the additional condition requiring a traffic impact analysis and 
mitigation implementation will ensure compliance with Policies 11.2.1,11.2.2, and 11.3.9. 

The Council notes that the appellants contend that the Conceptual Development Plan 
does not comply with Section 4.4.40 of the Land Development Code. This section 
addresses required off-street parking facilities, driveways, private streets, and accesses 
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from arterial streets. The Council notes that the Conceptual Development Plan includes 
an access from Western Boulevard (an arterial street) that serves the proposed 
commercial building on the northern portion of the site. The Council notes that City staff 
have reviewed the location of this access and have indicated no particular safety or 
capacity issues. In addition, the Council notes that direct access to Western Boulevard 
must be allowed at some point along the site's frontage, as the City cannot deny access 
to the property, and all other sides are bounded by railroad tracks. To ensure compliance 
with this section of the Land Development Code, the Council notes that a condition of 
approval will require the applicant to provide a traffic impact study at the time Detailed 
Development Plans are submitted. This study will specifically look at levels of service at 
key intersections and will address the need for any necessary mitigation for impacts to 
the functionality of these intersections. Given the above, the Council finds that LDC 
Section 4.4.40 is met. 

10. Public Facilities and Services - The Council notes that improvements to the existing 
public facilities in the area, including the water, sewer, storm drain system, and roads, will 
need to be made before new construction can occur. In addition, the Council finds that 
details of the public facility improvements will need to be submitted at the time a Detailed 
Development Plan is prepared. The City Council has conditioned the project to ensure 
that this issue is fully considered during review of the Detailed Development Plan. 
Therefore, the Council finds the proposal consistent with the applicable public facilities 
and services criteria. 

CONCLUSIONS 

As the body charged with hearing appeals of Planning Commission decisions, the City 
Council has reviewed the record associated with the Comprehensive Plan Amendment, 
Zoning District Change, and Conceptual Development Plan, and finds that: the applicable 
criteria have been met for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment to modify the land use 
designations for the site from General Industrial to 0.8 acres of Mixed Use Commercial and 
5.4 acres of Medium High Density Residential; the applicable criteria have been met for a 
Development District Change to modify the land use designations for the site from GI 
(General Industrial) to 0.8 acres of PD(MUC) (Mixed Use Commercial with a Planned 
Development overlay), and 5.4-acres of PD(RS-12) (Medium High Density Residential with a 
Planned Development overlay); and that, as conditioned, the applicable criteria have been 
met for a Conceptual Development Plan approval for a 2-story commercial building and up to 
91 dwelling units. Accordingly, the Comprehensive Plan Amendment is APPROVED; the 
Planning Commission's decision regarding the Zoning District Change is UPHELD and the 
request is APPROVED; the Planning Commission's decision regarding the Conceptual 
Development Plan is UPHELD, with several modified conditions, and the request is 
APPROVED; and, therefore, the appeal of the Planning Commission's decisions to approve 
the Zoning District Change and Conceptual Development Plan, is DENIED. 

DATED: August 19,2003. - 

MAYOR v 
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Bill York 
1 /30/2008 

Proposal for Administrative Services Cornittee 

Issues: 

The cost of providing current services is growing faster than property tax 
revenues are increasing. This is likely to be exacerbated by the recent 
downturn in the real estate market. 

It is also likely that the community will ask that additional or enhanced 
services be provided in the future. 

The City is heavily reliant on property tax revenues. 

Suggestion: 

The City should be prepared to address either of the above scenarios by 
having a good and current understanding of other revenue options that 
exist. 

The Core Services Committee was planning to explore revenue 
enhancement options, but their work has been suspended. 

Examples of potential revenue enhancements: 

Increase Transient Room Tax 
Reduce Land Use Application Processing Subsidy 
Increase Transportation Maintenance Fee 
Implement Prepared Food and Beverage Tax 
Implement Business License Fee 
Increase Rental Housing Program Fee 
Implement Entertainment Tax 
Increase Franchise Fees 



Approach: 

The ASC would discuss these and similar items over the remainder of 
this year. They would be addressed individually. Some may be able to 
be addressed during a single meeting. Others may require prolonged 
discussion. 

As each topic was concluded, the ASC would report back to the Council: 

1. An estimate of the potential revenue, 
2. the mechanics of implementation, and 
3. a general sense of the community's support or resistance. 

Outcome: 

Upon completion of the effort, the Staff, City Council, and Budget 
Commission would have a better understanding of available options 
should they decide it is necessary to augment revenues. 



.............................................. 

COUNCIL REQUESTS 

FOLLOW-UP REPORT 

JANUARY 31,2008 

.............................................. 

1. Curbside Recvclinq Statistics (Nelson) 

During November, the Council requested information regarding the amount of recyclables 
collected curbside within the Benton County wasteshed for 2006 and 2007. The data will 
be used to provide a baseline in future years to determine the effect of changing the 
curbside recycling program to automated carts and monthly glass collection. 

2006 
Commingle collected curbside . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4,424.5 tons 
Glass collected curbside . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  747 tons 

2007 
Commingle collected curbside . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4,294.4 tons 
Glass collected curbside . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  795.9 tons 

Staff and Allied Waste Services discussed why there was a decrease in commingled tons 
from 2006 to 2007. No one factor appeared to be responsible for the reduction, except for 
the amount of rainfall that fell during 2006 (53.4 inches), compared to 2007 (37.64 inches). 
The recycling bins used in during 2006 and 2007 did not have lids, so the recycled 
materials placed at the curb could absorb a substantial amount of precipitation while 
waiting for collection. It is believed that much of the tonnage difference between 2006 and 
2007 is water weight. With the new lidded carts now being utilized at the curb, the 2008 
data will consist of dry material unaffected by weather, which may result in a tonnage 
reduction from 2007, but more consistent comparison in future years. 

2. Corvallis' 150th Birthday (Nelson) 

The City received a final accounting report on the use of the $1 5,000 allocated to Corvallis 
Tourism for Corvallis' 150th Birthday Celebration. The final report is attached for your 
information. 



10:13 AM 
01129108 
Accrual Basis 

Corvallls Tourism 

Transaction Detail by Account 
Corvallis 150th Birthday 
January 1, 2007 through January 29.2008 

Date Num Type Name Memo Expenses Revenues 
-7 

Co l~a l l t s  150th Birthday 

Charter Signing Ceremony 

Tala1 Chaiter Signing Ceremony 

Contingency 

Tatal Contingency 

Event Assistance 

Total Event Ass~stance 

June Birthday Picnic 

General Journal 0113112007 SNC 29 

Chect 0212712007 6044 ArtCentrlc 

General Journal 0113112007 SNC 29 

Check 0310712007 6074 Care Communlcatlons 

Check 03112l2007 6077 City of Cowaills 

Check 1211712007 6560 Donnlng Publishers 

General Journal 

Check 

Check 

Check 

Check 

Check 

Check 

General Journal 

Chect 

General Journal 

General Jouinal 

Check 

Check 

Check 

Check 

Check 

Check 

Deposit 
Check 

Total June B~rthday Plcnic 

Newspaper B Radio Advertising 

General Journal 

Check 

Check 

Check 

Check 

Check 

Check 

Check 

Check 

Check 

Total Nebspaper 8 Radio Adveitis~ng 

SNC 29 

6039 Donntown Cowallis Assn 

6040 Ralph Penunuii 

6042 K~vnnls Club 

6043 Cowallls Community Band 

6074 Core Commun~catlans 

6135 Co~al l ls  Communlly Theatre 

SNC 55 

6560 Dllnnlng Publishers 

01/31/2007 SNC 29 

0310712007 SNC 30 

0412612007 6132 

0412612007 6134 

0610112007 6231 

06W112007 6234 

0610112007 6232 

0610112007 6233 

0612812007 

1Vl712007 6560 

0113112007 SNC 29 

0412612007 6133 

0611412007 6244 

0711812007 6317 

0811412007 6358 

0913012007 6426 

1211412007 6559 

1211712007 6560 

1V1712007 6562 

0110712008 6589 

Oilental Tiadlng Company 

S8K Inflatable Adventure 

lnnovatlve Busmess Pramot~ona Inc 

Deb Curlla 

AA Tent Company inc 

S8K inflatable Adventure 

AA Tent Company inc 

Dannlng Publ~shers 

Gazelle Times 

Mld Valley Newspapers 

Gazette Tlmes 

Gazette Tlmea 

Gazette Times 

Chambets Communlcatlons Corp 

Donning Publishers 

MicroEPlC Productions 

Salbasgeon Suites 

The Big One Five 0 Project 

Genecat Journal 0113112007 SNC 29 

Check 02t2712007 6045 AitCentrlc 

Total The Big One Five 0 Project 

January 28th Party 

1,500.00 

150th Banner for Parks and Rec -255.83 0.00 

Harnson St Banner 913-9110 40.00 0.00 

Spirit ot Cawallis Book -1.184.17 0.00 -- 
-1,500.00 1.500.00 

0.00 3.000.00 

150th Blrthday Wlne GIzsses -250.00 

Flddlels for Plcnlc -500.00 

AeeMance foi Cake at 150th Picnlc June 2nd -500.00 

For Performance at June 2nd Plcnlc -500.00 

Invlles for Jan 28th signing ceremony -304.00 

Reneshments for On theverge play lor the 150th -250.00 

To Oregon Business Magazine -500.00 

Splrlt of CON~IIIS Book -196.00 -- 
-3,000.00 3,000.00 

Flags for June 2nd picnlc 

Blrthday In the Park 

June Plcnlc 
June 2nd Pbco!c 

June 2nd Plcnlc Expenses 

June 2nd Plcn~c ~n the Park 

June Plcnlc 

Retund 

SDint of Cawallis Boob 

Paper ad for 150th Evenls 

Co-op Blrlhday Ads 

150111 Blltllday Ads 

150th B~rlhday Ads 

150th Blrthday Advertlslng 

150th campalgn 

Spmt of CONPIIIS Book 

Cowallls Fllm 

Spmt of CON~IIIS Meetlng 

The Big One Five 0 Project 

Total Co~al l is  150th Birthday 



CITY OF CORVALLIS - COUNCIL REQUESTS -TRACKING REPORT 
PENDING REQUESTS 

Council Re uest Item 
Sidewalk Safety Program and Associated Fees i ........................ Brauner i 01-22-08 i 02-12-08 i ...... Rogers i ................................................................ .............................................................................................................. 4 4 ................................................ ................._I. ..................................... > 

lovino's Sidewalk Cafe Occupying Full Sidewalk Width i York i 01-22-08 i 02-12-08 i .......................... Gibb ...................................... ................................................................ .......................... .......................... ............................ J 2 .t 4 J d .............................................................................................................. 
Traffic Calming Device RequestISpeed Changes - NW Tomlinson 01 -28-08 02-1 2-08 i Rogers i 
Circle Boulevard ...................................... ................................................................ ............................ .......................... ................................................................................................................. J A L.......................... 4 ..........................A 2 

Curbside Recycling Statistics i Nelson ..................................... i 01-22-08 i 01-31-08 i Rogers i CCR 01-3-108 i ................................................................ .................................................................................................................................................................. .................A..._................................... > 

Corvallis' 150th Birthday i Nelson i 01-22-08 i 01-31-08 i Brewer i CCR 01-31-08 i 

Requested Date of CM Report Assigned Response in 
CM R t No. Comments 



1. [ D m m - m e a d  NextlrDnte Indamread  Index] 

Re: Complaint to Corvallis City Council, 
Mayor & City Mgr on Continued 
Discrimination in Car Park Costs and City 
Meters Every where but on 2nd St. 

To: $1 -xwmxxxx 

Subject: Re: Complaint to Cornallis City Council, Mayor & City Mgr on Continued 
Dischimtion in Car Park Costs and City Meters Every where but on 2nd S t  

From: "David M Wmby" 

Dafe: Tue, 29 Jan 2008 22:42:35 -0800 (PST) 

Regarding this email, could you please provide the Council with a downtown 
mag showing the locations of all free parking. 

Thank yau, 
David 

TO: Charlea Tomlinson, Jon Nelson, Bill York, Patricia Daniels, George 
Orosch, Dan Brown, Mike Beilstein, Stwart Wershow, David Hemby and Hal 



Brauner, 

You must be insensitive to the damage you are causing in penalizing 
customers trying to shop in more expensive metered slots downtown. 

Your present increase in parking costs to potential customers is only a 
historical continuation in driving customers elsewhere. 

I can't resist telling all of you that your raising meter prices is not 

and has not been a solution for bringing customers to town. 

But further, your willingness to offer free parking all along 2nd St, 
appears to not have been of any consideration as to how discriminating 

that is to all other down town businesses, and has been going on for 25 
years. 

Each of you should take the time and effort to realize how this 
DISCRIMINATORY situation was created and at least try to remedy it. 

Second street became privileged free parking when Robert Blackledge was 
Mayor and Harold Benson was on the city council. 

They both had their businesses on 2nd St. and they arranged to benefit 
in -.. 
processing a city law that would benefit their businesses 

There is nothing sacred about the establishment of this unique and 
privileged street, other than that they were created to benefit a few, 
and 

remain priveleged to this day. 

I personally had to spend many hours each Saturday at the Cornallis 
library several years ago documenting parking history downtown 

from GT newspaper articles, because the Corvallis City archives did not 
have any or very few documents regarding this matter. 

I'm sure it was easier for each of you to just raise parking meter 
rates 
than to try to remedy a blatant discriminating flaw in city parking 

historical standards. 

This memo is to remind you that the easy way, is not the right way. 

Mike Sivetz, Sivetz Coffee Inc. Downtown at 4th and Adams 

David Hamby 
Corvallis Citv Council. Ward 8 



Parking in Downtown Corvallis 



ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES COMMITTEE 
SCHEDULED ITEMS 

January 31,2008 

MEETING DATE AGENDA ITEM 

* Council Policy Review: CP 95-4.10, "Public Library Gifts and Donatio 

August 21 

September 4 

September 18 

October 9 

* Fourth Quarter Operating Report 

Council Policy Reviews: 
CP 04-1.09, "Public Access Television" 

* CP 91-2.01, "Meeting Procedures" 
CP 91-2.03, "Expense Reimbursement" 



ASC PENDING ITEMS 

Council Policy Reviews: CP 10.01 through 10.08, "Financial Finance 
Policies" 
Economic Development Process Review Community Development 

Regular Meeting Date and Location: 
Thursday following Council, 12:OO pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room 



HUMAN SERVICES COMMITTEE 
SCHEDULED ITEMS 

I MEETING DATE 

February 20 I F  
11 March 4 

)I March I 8  

April 8 

July 8 

August 5 

September 3 

September 16 

January 31,2008 

AGENDA ITEM 

The Arts Center Annual Report 
Public Art Selection Commission Annual Report 

Social Services Semi-Annual Report 

Willamette Neighborhood Housing Services Second Quarter Report 

* Majestic Theatre Annual Report 
* Boys and Girls Club Annual Report 

Council Policy Reviews: CP 99-4.1 3, "Internet Access Policy for Corvallis- 
Benton County Public Library" 

* Liquor License Annual Renewals 

* Corvallis Fall Festival Annual Report 

Boards and Commissions Sunset Review: 
* Housing and Community Development Commission 

Public Art Selection Commission 
* Corvallis Farmers' Markets Annual Report 

Social Services Allocations - Fiscal Year 2008-2009 

Willamette Neighborhood Housing Services Third Quarter Report 

Parks and Recreation Annual Fee Review 

Social Services Semi-Annual Report 

Rental Housing Program Annual Report 

* Council Policy Reviews: 
CP 91-1.02, "Liquor License Approval Procedures" 

* CP 91-1.03, "Naming of Public Facilities and Land" 
* CP 91-4.01, "Guidelines for Selling in Parks" 

* Council Policy Reviews: 
CP 93-4.1 1, "Public Library Policy for Selecting and Discarding 
Materials" 

* CP 99-4.14, "Use of City Hall Plaza and Kiosk" - CP 95-1.07, "Policy Regarding the City Flag" 

* Willamette Neighborhood Housing Services Fourth Quarter Report 



HSC PENDING ITEMS 

MEETING DATE 

Noise Ordinance Review 
Tobacco Licensing 

AGENDA ITEM 

Regular Meeting Date and Location: 
Tuesday following Council, 12:OO pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room 

Police 
Finance 



URBAN SERVICES COMMITTEE 
SCHEDULED ITEMS 

January 31,2008 

AGENDA ITEM 

11 February 7 ( No meeting 

)I February 21 

11 March 6 1 March 20 

11 April 10 

* Systems Development Charge Annual Review 

1) April 24 I 
Council Policy Review: CP 95-7.12, "Integrated Vegetation Pest 
Management (IVPM) Program" 

11 June 19 

June 5 

11 July 10 

Boards and Commissions Sunset Review: Watershed Management 
Advisory Commission 

11 July 24 

August 7 

August 21 

11 September 4 1 
September 18 

I October 9 

October 23 

= Council Policy Reviews: 
CP 04-1.08, "Sustainability" 

* CP 91 -7.05, "Capital Improvement Program" 
* CP 91-7.06, "Engineering and Administrative Costs for Assessment 

Projects" 

* Council Policy Reviews: 
* CP 91-7.04, "Building Permits" 
* Council Policy Review: CP 91-7.08, "Sidewalk Policy" 

November 6 

November 20 



USC PENDING ITEMS 

MEETING DATE 

December 18 

Building Code Amendment 
Fire Protection Services in Health Hazard Residential Areas 
Street Tree Maintenance in the Right-of-way 

AGENDA ITEM 

Regular Meeting Date and Location: 
Thursday following Council, 4:00 pm - Madison Avenue Meeting Room 

Community Development 
Fire 

Parks & Recreation 



UPCOMING MEETINGS OF INTEREST 

Citv of Cowallis 

Date Time Group 
31 7:00 pm Budget Commission 

Date 
1 
2 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 

JANUARY -JUNE 2008 
(Updated January 31,2008) 

JANUARY 2008 

Location SubjectlNote 
Downtown Fire Station department 

presentations 

FEBRUARY 2008 

Time Group Location 
7:00 am Bicycle and Pedestrian Adv Cmsn Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 

No Government Comment Corner 
12:OO pm City Council Downtown Fire Station 
7:00 pm City Council Downtown Fire Station 
7:00 am Airport Commission Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 

12:OO pm Human Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
7:00 pm Budget Commission Downtown Fire Station 

12:OO pm Housing and Community Dev Cmsn 
3:00 pm Community Police Review Board 
7:00 pm Planning Commission 
7:30 pm Library Board 

No Administrative Services Cmte 
No Urban Services Committee 

7:00 pm Budget Commission 

7:15 pm Committee for Citizen Involvement 
10:OO am Government Comment Corner 

5:30 pm City Council/Ben ton County 
Board of  Commissioners 

7:00 pm Historic Resources Commission 
7:00 pm Ward 6 (Wershow) meeting 

8:15 am Citizens Adv Cmsn on Transit 
8:00 am Citizens Adv Cmsn on Civic 

Beautification and Urban Forestry 
No Government Comment Corner 
City Holiday - all offices closed 

12:OO pm City Council 
5:00 pm Housing and Community Dev Cmsn 

5:30 pm City Council 
7:00 pm City Council 

12:OO pm Human Services Committee 
5:30 pm Watershed Mgmt Adv Cmsn 
7:00 pm Planning Commission 

12:OO pm Administrative Services Committee 

Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 
Library Board Room 

Downtown Fire Station 

Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Library Lobby - David 
Hamby 
Downtown Fire Station 

Downtown Fire Station 
Osborn Aquatic Center 
Meeting Room 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Parks and Rec Conf Rm 

Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 

Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 

SubjectlNote 

public comments, 
requests for funding, 
budget capacity, 
deliberations 

complete 
deliberations 

work session 

City sponsored 

proposal 
presentations 
work session 



City of Corvallis 
Upcoming Meetings of Interest 

January - June 2008 
Page 2 

Date Time Group Location SubjectlNote 
21 4:00 pm Urban Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
21 5:00 pm Housing and Community Dev Cmsn Madison Avenue Mtg Rm proposal 

presentations 
21 6:30 pm Parks, Nat'l Areas, and Rec Bd Downtown Fire Station 
23 10:OO am Government Comment Corner Library Lobby - Bill York 
26 1 1 :30 am Cmsn for Martin Luther King, Jr. to be determined 
27 5:00 pm Downtown Parking Commission Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 

MARCH 2008 

Date 
1 
3 
3 

4 
4 
4 

Time 
10:OO am 
12:00 pm 
7:00 pm 
7:00 am 

12:OO pm 
7:00 pm 

Group 
Government Comment Corner 
City Council 
City Council 
Airport Commission 
Human Services Committee 
Ward 8 (Hamby) meeting 

Planning Commission 
Library Board 
Administrative Services Committee 
Urban Services Committee 
Committee for Citizen Involvement 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Adv Cmsn 
Government Comment Corner 

Mayor-City Council/City Manager 
Quarterly Work Session 
Historic Resources Commission 
Citizens Adv Cmsn on Transit 
Housing and Community Dev Cmsn 
Citizens Adv Cmsn on Civic 
Beautification and Urban Forestry 
Government Comment Corner 

City Council 
City Council 
Human Services Committee 
Watershed Mgmt Adv Cmsn 
Planning Commission 
Administrative Services Committee 
Urban Services Committee 
Parks, Nat'l Areas, and Rec Bd 
Government Comment Corner 
Cmsn for Martin Luther King, Jr. 
Downtown Parking Commission 
Government Comment Corner 

Location 
Library Lobby - TBD 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Hoover Elementary School 
Library 
Downtown Fire Station 
Library Board Room 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Library Lobby - Hal 
Brauner 
Madison Avenue ten fa five 
Meeting Room 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Parks and Rec Conf Rm 

Library Lobby - Mike 
Beilstein 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 
Library Lobby - TBD 
to be determined 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Library Lobby - Bill York 

APRIL 2008 

Date Time Group Location 
2 7:00 pm Planning Commission Downtown Fire Station 
2 7:30 pm Library Board Library Board Room 
3 7:15 pm Committee for Citizen Involvement Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 

SubjectlNote 



City of Corvallis 
Upcoming Meetings of Interest 

January - June 2008 
Page 3 

Date 
5 

Time 
10:OO am 

Group 
Government Comment Corner 

Location 
Library Lobby - George 
Grosch 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 
Osborn Aquatic Center 
Meeting Room 
Parks and Rec Conf Rm 

City Council 
City Council 
Human Services Committee 
Historic Resources Commission 
Ward 9 (Brauner) meeting City sponsored 

Citizens Adv Cmsn on Civic 
Beautification and Urban Forestry 
Administrative Services Committee 
Urban Services Committee 
Government Comment Corner 

Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Library Lobby - David 
Hamby 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 
Library Lobby - Patricia 
Daniels 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
to be determined 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Library Lobby - Charles 
Tomlinson 

Housing and Community Dev Cmsn 
Planning Commission 
Parks, Nat'l Areas, and Rec Bd 
Government Comment Corner 

City Council 
City Council 
Human Services Committee 
Cmsn for Martin Luther King, Jr. 
Administrative Services Committee 
Urban Services Committee 
Government Comment Corner 

MAY 2008 

Date 
1 

Time Group 
7:00 pm Budget Commission 

Location 
Downtown Fire Station 

Subject/Note 
receive proposed 
budget 

7:15 pm Committee for Citizen Involvement Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
10:OO am Government Comment Corner Library Lobby - TBD 
12:00 pm City Council Downtown Fire Station 
7:00 pm City Council Downtown Fire Station 

12:OO pm Human Services Committee Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
7:00 pm Budget Commission Downtown Fire Station public hearing on 

proposed budget, 
deliberations 

Planning Commission 
Library Board 
Citizens Adv Cmsn on Civic 
Beautification and Urban Forestry 
Administrative Services Committee 
Urban Services Committee 
Government Comment Corner 
Econ Dev Allocations Committee 
Historic Resources Commission 
Ward 4 (Brown) meeting 
Econ Dev Allocations Committee 
Parks, Nat'l Areas, and Rec Bd 
Government Comment Corner 

Downtown Fire Station 
Library Board Room 
Parks and Rec Conf Rm 

Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Library Lobby - TBD 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 
TBD 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 
Library Lobby - Mike 
Beilstein 

presentations 

City sponsored 
deliberations 



City of Corvallis 
Upcoming Meetings of Interest 

January - June 2008 
Page 4 

Date 
19 
19 
20 
2 1 
2 1 
22 
22 
24 
26 
27 
31 

Date 
2 
2 
3 
4 
5 
5 
7 

Time 
12:OO pm 
7:00 pm 

12:OO pm 
12:OO pm 
7:00 pm 

12:OO pm 
4:00 pm 

Time 
12:00 pm 
7:00 pm 

12:OO pm 
7:30 pm 

12:OO pm 
4:00 pm 

10:OO am 

Group 
City Council 
City Council 
Human Services Committee 
Housing and Community Dev Cmsn 
Planning Commission 
Administrative Services Committee 
Urban Services Committee 
No Government Comment Corner 
City Holiday - all offices closed 
Cmsn for Martin Luther King, Jr. 
Government Comment Corner 

Location 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 

to be determined 
Library Lobby - Dan Brown . 

JUNE 2008 

Group 
City Council 
City Council 
Human Services Committee 
Library Board 
Administrative Services Committee 
Urban Services Committee 
Government Comment Corner 

Citizens Adv Cmsn on Civic 
Beautification and Urban Forestry 
Government Comment Corner 

City Council 
City Council 
Human Services Committee 
Administrative Services Committee 
Urban Services Committee 
Parks, Nat'l Areas, and Rec Bd 
Government Comment Corner 
Cmsn for Martin Luther King, Jr. 
Government Comment Corner 

Location 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Library Board Room 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Library Lobby - Patricia 
Daniels 
Parks and Rec Conf Rm 

Library Lobby - Charles 
Tomlinson 
Downtown Fire Station 
Downtown Fire Station 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Madison Avenue Mtg Rm 
Downtown Fire Station 
Library Lobby - TBD 
to be determined 
Library Lobby - TBD 

SubjectlNote 

SubjectlNote 

Bold type - involves the Council E%dee& type - meeting canceled Italics type - new meeting 

TBD To be Determined 



Dear Council, $;,I " ',I&:: : %S 
clFF1& 

For some time now I have considered writing this leQer, the disciosure of the events 
surrounding ex Officer Cox and his deeds being the final straw. We moved lo Gowallis in 2005 , 
retired here . Make no mistake this is a wonde~ul place, a wonderFul quality of life. 

Upon coming here \pde heard that a cer"rain a@itude prevailed regarding alcohol , that aMitude 
being no amount of alcohol being acceptable. One drink,one glass of wine, being one too many. 
Zero Tolerance! We jus don't go out lo out to dinner in Cowallis, it simply isnt wodh it. Should 
some minor mishap occur 7 or even not occur! At our age we just dont need it. 

Oregon enjoys some very fine locally grown wines you should be able as a responsible adult to 
enjoy a glass of wine with dinner and not live in fear. Typically we would go out Mice aweek or 
more for dinner, 52 week in a year that is a lot of dinner and we are not alone. We have friends 
who feel the same. They simply dine at home,or with friends it's not wodh the risk of possibly 
being hassled, harassed! 
The business climate downtown is not good , w e  all see more and more vacant 

businesses.Week nights are extremely slow, the streets viflually empty. I submit to you this is 
pad of the reason. 
There is even a sign as you leave downtown on 3rd St., stating, "you dont need to be an .08 to be 
a DUI" ! What in fact is the law ? The law, established by an elected legislature .Are we extra- 
legal, in Cowallis? Given the revelations of now , Mr Cox the obvious conclusion is yes! 
Absoloukly, no one wants to see drunks on the road! The law should be applied and strictly.! do 
stress The Law ! Police and prosecutors should also obey the law.The adventures of Mr.Cox are 
tragically an example of an out of control police officer. Note 1 do call them adventures ,as im sure 
he enjoyed himself, quite exciting. Was he ultimately an asset to law enforcement or a liabilib? 
We all know he has done great damage , diminished respect for the law among the people.The 
system should be predicated on respect it should not be on fear! 

Sincerely, 
David E. 

Cowallis 



COMMISSION ON CHILDREN & FAMILIES 
408 SW Mollroe Ave, Room 1 0 1 

P.O. Box 3030 
Corvallis, OR 97339-3020 

(54 1 ) 766-675 1 
Fax (541) 766-6033 
\\~~~w.co.benton.or.us 

I<athleen Heath ICo-Chair 

Knrcn NiblerICo-Chair 

Commission Members: 

Mike Beilstein 

Valeriann Challe 

Sandy C'llase 

Jay Dixon 

Tom Eversole 

Lynn I-lall 

Staci I-leinlznian 

Betli I-logeland 

Janet Holcomb 

Jean Nclson 

I'zltrick Robertson 

Diana Simpson 

Monique Scllacfers 

J~an t l e  53i:c 

Pete Tuana 

Staff: - 
JoAnn Miller 

Lintla Stcnsgard 

Tcri Watson 

Juan  Sanclier 

January 29,2008 

Mayor Charlie Toinlinson 
Corvallis City Council Members 
50 1 SW Madison Ave 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

Dear Mayor Tomlinson & Corvallis City Council Members, 

On behalf of the Benton County Commission on Children and FamiliesIYouth 
Co~ninission I would like to thank you for your generous donation to support om 11"' 
Annual Teen Suininit on Februaiy 6,2008 at the LaSells Stewart Center on Oregon 
State University Campus. Over 300 high school age youth from Corvallis and rural 
Benton County will be able to meet to help shape the future of our coininu~lity thanks to 
you. 

Your donation of $1,000 will help provide meals, transportation and materials for the 
Summit. We are honored to recognize City of Corvallis as one of our major sponsors on 
all printed material and publications for the Summit. 

Once again, thank you for your generous donation and support to youth rinroughour 
Coivallis and Benton County. 

Please feel free to contact me at 766-675 1 for any questions or additional information. 

Sincerely, 



TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Ken Gibb, Community Development Director , 

DATE: January 25,2008 

&&4 

RE: Ashwood Preserve Subdivision (PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003) 

1. ISSUE 

On July 23, 2007, the applicant submitted an application seeking approval of a Tentative 
Subdivision Plat to construct 27 attached, single family dwellings on a 9.52-acre site on the 
north side of Country Club Drive, between 451'~ Place to the west and Research Way to the 
east. The application was later revised to redesign the subdivision layout, add an additional 
dwelling unit, and add a request for approval of a Conceptual and Detailed Development 
Plan in addition to the subdivision request. The revised application included a request to 
vary Land Development Code standards regarding minimum lot size, usable yard area, 
minimum density, hydrology impacts, planting strips, and lot depth-width ratio requirements. 

On December 19, 2007, the Planning Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on 
the request. At that hearing, the Planning Commission honored a request to hold the record 
open. The record was held open for one week, following which, the applicant was allowed 
one week to submit a final written argument. The Planning Commission reconvened on 
January 2, 2008, deliberated, and voted to approve the applicant's request. The Planning 
Commission Chair signed the Notice of Disposition from that decision on January 3, 2008, 
(Attachment I). On January 15,2008, the appellant appealed the Planning Commission's 
decision (Attachment 11). A City Council public hearing has been scheduled for February 
4, 2008, to consider the appeal of the Planning Commission's decision to approve the 
proposed Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan and Tentative Subdivision Plat. 

II. BACKGROUND and DISCUSSION 

Site and Vicinity 

The 9.52-acre site is composed of one tax lot at the northeast corner of the intersection of 
Country Club Drive and Country Club Place. The site is currently undeveloped and contains 
a mixture of open grassland and forested areas. The site slopes generally to the north, 
dropping from Country Club Drive at the southern border, to Dunawi Creek, at the northern 
edge of the site. Slopes on the site are less than 10%. Consequently, the Hillside 

Page 1 of 10 



Development Standards of Chapter 4.5 do not apply to development on this site. The site 
abuts Dunawi Creek to the north and contains a locally protected wetland of special 
significance in the area that abuts the creek. Generally the same portion of the site (the 
northern portion) is within the 100-year floodplain of Dunawi Creek. Additionally, a riparian 
corridor crosses the site, flowing from the Country Club Golf Course to the south, through 
a culvert under Country Club Drive, and across the subject property in a south to north 
orientation, to drain into the wetlands and Dunawi Creek on the north side of the site. The 
site was inventoried as part of the Natural Features Inventory, and significant vegetation 
identified on the site is that associated with the wetland and riparian areas. Because of the 
extent of significant natural features and natural hazards on the subject site, the developable 
portion of the site is limited. This will be discussed in more detail later in this staff report. 

As noted, the subject site is undeveloped. To the south of the site is located Country Club 
Drive and the Country Club Golf Course, as well as several single-family, detached, 
residential homes that take access from Country Club Drive, which are located adjacent to 
the western portion of the site and within the Range at Fairway View subdivision to the 
southeast of the site. To the west of the site is Country Club Place and a portion of the 
City's multi-use path that connects Country Club Drive with the Starker Arts Park. Further 
west is a parking lot that serves the Starker Arts Park. To the north is located Dunawi Creek 
and the Starker Arts Park. To the east of the site are located a number of single-family, 
detached, dwellings that take access from Country Club Drive. 

The Comprehensive Plan Designation for the site is Low Density Residential, which is the 
same as the Comprehensive Plan Designation for the developed areas to the east, 
southeast, and southwest of the development site. The Comprehensive Plan Designation 
for the Country Club Golf Course to the south, as well as for the Starker Arts Park that abuts 
the site to the west and north, is Conservation-Open Space. 

The site is zoned RS-6 (Low Density Residential). The developed area to the east is zoned 
RS-3.5 (Low Density Residential). The Range at Fairway View Subdivision to the southeast 
of the site is zoned PD(RS-6) (Low Density Residential with a Planned Development 
Overlay). The developed area to the southwest of the site is zoned RS-6 (Low Density 
Residential), with the exception of a small "island area" to the southwest of the site, which 
has not yet been annexed into the City. The Country Club Golf Course to the south, as well 
as the Starker Arts Park to the west and north, are zoned AG-OS (Agricultural - Open 
Space). 

Backqround 

There are no previous land use actions specific to the subject site. 

Proposal 

The applicant proposes to construct 28 single-family, attached, townhome units. The 
applicant states that the dwelling units are clustered in groups of 2 or 3 to provide compact 



form and architectural scale compatible with existing neighborhood character. Each dwelling 
unit is accessible via an internal pedestrian circulation system, with garages facing private 
alleys that would be accessed directly from Country Club Drive. The internal pedestrian 
circulation system connects the front entrances of all units to the sidewalk proposed along 
the north side of Country Club Drive , as well as to the common open space tract, Tract B, 
which contains a "tot lot" and benches along the edge of the wetland area to the north. In 
addition to parking spaces on individual lots, a few additional "overflow" parking spaces are 
proposed within Tracts F, G, and H, which will also contain the private alleys serving the 
development. Although the applicant has provided sample building plans and elevations of 
buildings that could be located on the site, the applicant states that the plans are meant only 
to demonstrate how compliance with the requirements of LDC Chapter 4.10 (Pedestrian 
Oriented Design Standards) could be met, and that actual buildings may be different from 
those shown, but will comply with the requirements of Chapter 4.10. 

Because the Minimum Assured Development Area on the site is greater than the minimum 
unconstrained area on the development site, the applicant proposes to fill and develop 
approximately 16,729 square feet of the Locally Protected Wetland of Special Concern on 
the site, consistent with the requirements of LDC Chapter 4.11 (Minimum Assured 
Development Area). Consequently, the protected portion of the site contains approximately 
6.5 acres and the developed portion contains approximately 3 acres. 

The applicant has requested to vary from a number of Land Development Code 
requirements through the Planned Development process, as shown in the following table: 

Standard 

Excavation and 
grading shall 
not change 
hydrology in 
terms of water 
quantity and 
quality to 
protected 
wetlands 

RS-6 Minimum 
Density is 4 
unitslacre, 
Maximum is 6 
unitslacre. 

~ested Variati 

Code Section 

LDC 
2.4.30.04(b)(4) 

LDC 3.3.30 
(Table 3.3-1 ) 

ns to Developm 
Proposed 
Variation 

The proposal 
would result in the 
filling of a portion 
of the protected 
wetlands on the 
site, as allowed by 
the Minimum 
Assured 
Development Area 
provisions. 

To allow the 
overall gross 
density of the site 
to be 2.8 dwelling 
unitslacre. (Net 
density is 9.24 
dwelling 

nt Standards 
Compensating Benefit 

Use of porous pavement will reduce 
impervious surface area and pollution, and will 
control the flow and disposal of stormwater. 
The stormwater management plan required by 
DEQ will require mimicking of pre-construction 
flows, quality, and quantity. 

This variation would maintain the mandated 
density for Low Density Residential 
development of between 2 and 6 dwelling 
unitslacre, while allowing for the preservation 
of natural resource areas on the site and 
developing the remaining portion of the site at 
a level of density that is consistent with most 



Planning Commission Action 
Specific criteria and policies that apply to the proposed Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan and Tentative Subdivision Plat were addressed in the December 7,2007, 
Staff Report to the Planning Commission (Attachment Ill). Specifically, pages 7-69 of the 
December 7, 2007, Staff Report address compliance with LDC criteria applicable to the 

Minimum Lot 
Size (applies 
RS-9 standard, 
as allowed by 
MADA 
provisions) 

Usable Yard 
Area (applies 
RS-9 standard, 
as allowed by 
MADA 
provisions) 

Lot 
DepthNVidth 
Ratio 

Planter strip 
required 
between 
sidewalks and 
streets 

unitslacre) 

Lots 2, 5, 10, 15, 
20, and 25 would 
not comply with 
the RS-9 lot size 
minimum for 
Single Family 
Attached dwellings 
of 2,500 square 
feet. 

Usable yards for 
exterior townhome 
units would be 25 
square feet 
smaller than 
required. Usable 
yard requirements 
would be waived 
for interior units. 

The 2.5 lot width to 
depth ratio would 
be exceeded for 
Lots 2, 5, 10, 15, 
20, and 25. 

Sidewalks along 
Country Club Drive 
are proposed to be 
curbside through 
the protected 
riparian corridor, 
with no planting 
strip, to minimize 
impacts to 
protected wetlands 
on the site. 

LDC 3.4.30.c 

LDC 3.4.30.e 

LDC 
4.4.20.03.a 

LDC 4.0.30.a.2 
(see also 
4.0.60.k.9) 

RS-9 development standards and consistent 
with neighborhood compatibility. 

The proposed development plan provides 
higher density and a more efficient use of land 
than would be achieved under the subject 
standard. A more compact development 
pattern minimizes encroachment into 
protected natural features and allows for the 
creation of common usable outdoor space. 

The proposed development plan provides 
higher density and a more efficient use of land 
than would be achieved under the subject 
standard. A more compact development 
pattern minimizes encroachment into 
protected natural features and allows for the 
creation of common usable outdoor space. 

The lot widthldepth ratio requirement does not 
lend itself well to the development of attached 
townhomes on individual lots, which are 
typically much deeper than they are wide. The 
proposed development plan provides higher 
density and a more efficient use of land than 
would be achieved under the subject standard. 
A more compact development pattern 
minimizes encroachment into protected natural 
features and allows for the creation of 
common usable outdoor space. 

Minimizes encroachment into protected natural 
features. 



proposed Conceptual and Detailed Development plan, and pages 70-74 address 
compliance with LDC criteria regarding the proposed Tentative Subdivision Plat. 

As reflected in the December 7, 2007, Staff Report to the Planning Commission, and 
minutes from the December 19, 2007, and January 2, 2008, Planning Commission 
meetings, City Staff recommended that the Planning Commission approve the applicant's 
requests, with conditions. The Planning Commission concurred with Staffs' 
recommendation and approved the application based on findings in the December 7,2007, 
Staff Report to the Planning Commission, and based on findings from the December 19, 
2007, and January 2, 2008 Planning Commission meetings that support the decision to 
approve the application (Attachment IV). 

Appeal Issues 

Land Development Code section 2.1 9.30.02(d) - Hearings Authority states that appeals of 
Planning Commission decisions shall be reviewed by the City Council. Land Development 
Code section 2.1 9.30.01 (c) states that all hearings on Appeals shall be held de novo (as a 
new public hearing), and the Council's decision is not limited to the stated grounds for 
appeal. Under the terms of LDC 2.19.30.01(~), the Council is charged with reviewing the 
application for consistency with the relevant criteria, and the Council is not charged with 
reviewing the decision of the Planning Commission for errors. 

The appellant states that the Planning Commission's denial of the subject application was 
appealed for the following reasons (Attachment 11): 

1. The Ash wood Preserve development proposal (the project) would change the 
Comprehensive Plan Designation of wetland without due process required by 
the Corvallis Land Development Code. 

2. The project necessarily relies on a MADA calculation that is incorrect. 

3. The project necessarily relies on a wetlands delineation that underestimates 
the extent of proposed wetland destruction. 

4. The project fails to adequately address the impact of additional toxic waste 
flowing into the Dunawi Creek watershed. 

The appellant also notes that, "Further objections to the proposal may be submitted during 
the de novo hearing before the City Council." 

It is not possible for Staff to respond to potential further objections in this memorandum. 
Following is a response to each of the appellants stated arguments: 



I .  The Ashwood Preserve development proposal (the project) would change the 
Comprehensive Plan Designation of wetland without due process required by 
the Con/allis Land Development Code. 

Approval of the Ashwood Preserve Subdivision would not result in a change to the 
Comprehensive Plan Designation of the wetland. The development site is currently 
designated on the Comprehensive Plan Map for Low Density Residential development, with 
Natural Hazard and Natural Resource Overlay Areas. The mapped designation for this site 
would not change after this approval. 

The appellant may be referring to the provisions of LDC Section 4.1 1.30.c, which state as 
follows: 

Section 4.1 1.30 - PROCEDURES 

c. Re-use of Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) Prohibited - 
1. Once a site has been developed based on the provisions of this Chapter, no increase 

in the MADA shall be permitted. Development may occur in phases and portions of 
sites may be developed. However, the total MADAshall not exceed that allowed for the 
site as a whole. Sites which have used the MADA provisions shall be graphically 
outlined on the Official Zoning Map and monitored in the City's Permit Plan tracking 
system. 

The requirements stated above do not constitute a change to zoning or Comprehensive Plan 
designations. After approval, the zoning of the site would remain Low Density Residential 
with Natural Hazard and Natural Resources Overlay Areas. The mechanism referred to 
above is simply a requirement that the City "track" instances where the MADA provisions 
have been invoked, to avoid the possibility of allowing multiple encroachments into resource 
areas on the same piece of property. This is an administrative function that does not require 
due process. 

2. The project necessarily relies on a MA DA calculation that is incorrect. 

Staff have reviewed the calculations used to determine the Minimum Assured Development 
Area (MADA) for the site and have found no errors. These calculations and applicable Land 
Development Code requirements may be reviewed on pages 17 - 23 of the December 7, 
2007, Planning Commission Staff Report (Attachment Ill). Without further information 
regarding the nature of the error, it is impossible to respond further to this appeal issue. 

3. The project necessarily relies on a wetlands delineation that underestimates 
the extent of proposed wetland destruction. 

The appellant seems to be confused regarding the nature of a wetland delineation. A 
wetland delineation is conducted to determine the present extent of identified wetlands on 
a property, based on site-specific indicators, such as the presence of hydricsoils and certain 
vegetation types. There is nothing in a delineation itself that anticipates future impacts on 



a wetland. The submitted wetland delineation was conducted on February 2 3  and 24th of 
2005. Staff from the Department of State Lands reviewed the subject wetland delineation 
and, on April 27, 2006, issued a letter of concurrence agreeing with the boundaries of 
wetland areas on the subject site, as determined by the applicant's wetland delineation (see 
Attachment G to the December 7,2007, Planning Commission Staff Repbrt -Attachment 
Ill). City Staff have no reason to believe the wetland delineation is inaccurate. Typically, 
the Department of State Lands is the arbiter of the accuracy of a wetland delineation, and 
in this instance, DSL staff concur with the applicant's delineation. 

4. The project fails to adequately address the impact of additional toxic waste 
flowing into the Dunawi Creek watershed. 

It is not clear what "toxic waste" would be directed into the Dunawi Creek watershed. 
Stormwater from the development site would be directed into the adjacent wetland, but a 
number of measures are proposed to ensure that negative stormwater impacts to the 
adjacent wetlands are minimized. The subject of stormwater impacts to the adjacent 
wetlands was discussed within the December 7,2007, Planning Commission Staff Report, 
as well as during the December 19, 2007, Planning Commission public hearing on the 
project and the January 2, 2008, Planning Commission deliberations on the project (see 
pages 10 - 15, 39,40, 67, and 68 of the December 7, 2007, Planning Commission Staff 
Report - Attachment Ill and the December 19,2007, and January 2,2008, draft Planning 
Commission minutes - Attachment IV). Conditions # 2, 4, 9, 17, 24, and 27 from the 
January 3, 2008, Planning Commission Notice of Disposition will all help to minimize 
negative stormwater impacts to the adjacent wetlands (Attachment I). Negative stormwater 
impacts will be adequately addressed with these measures. 

Conclusion 

Without additional information from the appellant, it is difficult to meaningfully respond to the 
issues raised on appeal. The appellant has not identified how the MADA calculations in the 
December 7, 2007, Planning Commission Staff Report are incorrect, it is simply asserted 
that the calculations are erroneous. The appellant has not explained how the wetlands 
delineation "underestimates the extent of proposed wetland destruction," nor does the 
appellant identify what "toxic waste" would be routed into the wetlands. 

Based on the nature of these issues, the appellant appears to object to the utilization of the 
Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) provisions to allow any impact to significant 
natural features on the subject site. The appellant fails to acknowledge that the provisions 
of the MADA were developed by an involved, community-wide process (Phase Ill of the 
Land Development Code Update) that sought to develop a mechanism by which individual 
property rights would be protected, while ensuring that the community's interest in 
preserving significant natural features within Corvallis would be advanced to the greatest 
extent practicable. In the case of the subject development, the MADA would allow 
development of 28 dwelling units on approximately 3 acres of the development site, while 
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putting in place a conservation easement overthe remaining 6.5 acres of the site that would 
protect in perpetuity most of the significant natural feature areas on the site, including highly 
protected riparian corridors, locally protected wetlands of special significance, and 1 00-year 
floodplain areas. 

For these reasons, Staff recommend that the City Council deny the appeal and uphold the 
Planning Commission's decision to approve the proposed Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan and Tentative Subdivision Plat. 

Ill. REQUESTED ACTION 

Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan 
With respect to the appeal of the Planning Commission decision to approve the Ashwood 
Preserve Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan (PLD07-00009), the City Council has 
the following options: 

OPTION #I : Approve the proposed Conceptual and Detailed Development 
Plan, subject to conditions from the January 3, 2008, Planning 
Commission Notice of Disposition, thereby upholding the 
Planning Commission's decision and denying the appeal; or 

OPTION #2: Deny the proposed Conceptual and Detailed Development plan, 
thereby reversing the Planning Commission's decision and 
upholding the appeal; or 

OPTION #3: Approve the proposed Conceptual and Detailed Development 
plan with amended conditions of approval, thereby upholding 
the Planning Commission's decision and denying the appeal. 

From the facts presented in the December 7, 2007, Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission (Attachment Ill) and findings made during the December 19, 2007, Planning 
Commission public hearing and the January 2, 2008, Planning Commission deliberations, 
(Attachment IV) the Planning Commission and Staff recommend that the City Council 
pursue Option #I, approving the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan request, and 
direct Staff to prepare Formal Findings in support of the City Council's decision. 

Consistent with Option # I ,  the motion below is based upon the facts in the December 7, 
2007, Staff Report to the Planning Commission that support the Staff recommendation to 
approve the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan. This motion is also based on the 
criteria, discussions, and conclusions contained within the December 19,2007, and January 
2,2008, Planning Commission meeting minutes, and the January 25, 2008, Memorandum 
to the Mayor and City Council from the Community Development Director; and the reasons 
given by the City Council, as reflected in the meeting minutes, during their deliberations on 
this matter. 



MOTION: I move to approve the proposed Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, 
subject to conditions from the January 3, 2008, Planning Commission Notice 
of Disposition, and subject to adoption of Formal Findings and Conclusions. 

Tentative Subdivision Plat 
With respect to the appeal of the Planning Commission decision to approve the Ashwood 
Preserve Tentative Subdivision Plat (SUB07-00003), the City Council has the following 
options: 

OPTION #I : Approve the proposed Tentative Subdivision Plat, subject to conditions 
from the January 3,2008, Planning Commission Notice of Disposition, 
thereby upholding the Planning Commission's decision and denying the 
appeal; or 

OPTION #2: Deny the proposed Tentative Subdivision Plat, thereby reversing the 
Planning Commission's decision and upholding the appeal; or 

OPTION #3: Approve the proposed Tentative Subdivision Plat with amended 
conditions, thereby upholding the Planning Commission's decision and 
denying the appeal. 

From the facts presented in the December 7, 2007, Staff Report to the Planning 
Commission (Attachment Ill) and findings made during the December 19, 2007, Planning 
Commission public hearing and the January 2, 2008, Planning Commission deliberations, 
(Attachment IV) the Planning Commission and Staff recommend that the City Council 
pursue Option # I ,  approving the Tentative Subdivision Plat request, and direct Staff to 
prepare Formal Findings in support of the City Council's decision. 

Consistent with Option # I ,  the motion below is based upon the facts in the December 7, 
2007, Staff Report to the Planning Commission that support the Staff recommendation to 
approve the Tentative Subdivision Plat. This motion is also based on the criteria, 
discussions, and conclusions contained within the December 19, 2007, and January 2, 
2008, Planning Commission meeting minutes, and the January 25, 2008, Memorandum to 
the Mayor and City Council from the Community Development Director; and the reasons 
given by the City Council, as reflected in the meeting minutes, during their deliberations on 
this matter. 

MOTION: I move to approve the proposed Tentative Subdivision Plat, subject to 
conditions from the January 3, 2008, Planning Commission Notice of 
Disposition, and subject to adoption of Formal Findings and Conclusions. 



ATTACHMENTS 

ATTACHMENT I - Planning Commission Notice of Disposition regarding the Ashwood 
Preserve Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan and Tentative 
Subdivision Plat, signed January 3, 2008 

ATTACHMENT ll - Appeal Letter, received January 15,2008 

ATTACHMENT Ill - December 7, 2007, Staff Report to the Planning Commission 

ATTACHMENT IV- Draft minutes of the December 19, 2007, and January 2,2008, 
Planning Commission Hearing 

Review and Concur: 
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CORVALLIS 
ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY 

CASE 

REQUEST 

CORVALLIS PLANNING COMMISSION 
NOTICE OF DISPOSITION OI-&-O~ ^I+ 6. - . . ..- -- 

ORDER: 2008-002 

Ashwood Preserve (PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003) 

Approval of a Conceptual and a Detailed Development Plan and 
a Tentative Subdivision Plat to construct a 28-unit subdivision of 
two- and three-unit attached single family dwellings on a 9.52- 
acre site. Planned Development approval is requested to allow 
variation to Land Development Code requirements regarding 
minimum lot size, usable yard area, and lot depth-width ratio 
requirements. 

APPLICANTS1 Applegate Development Group, LLC 
OWNERS 2022 SW 45th Street 

Corvallis, OR 97333 

LOCATION The subject site is located on the north side of Country Club 
Drive, between Country Club Place to the west and Research 
Way to the east. The subject site is also identified on Benton 
County Assessor's Map 12-5-09 A, as Tax Lot 1800. 

DECISION 

The Corvallis Planning Commission conducted a public hearing for the above case on 
December 19,2007, and deliberated on January 2,2008. The Commission found that the 
requests should be approved with the attached Conditions of Approval. In addition to the 
findings in the December 7, 2007, staff report, the Planning Commission has adopted the 
findings contained in the portions of the December 19, 2007, and the January 2, 2008, 
minutes that demonstrate support for approval of the requests. 

If you are an affected party and wish to appeal this decision, appeals must be filed in 
writing with the City Recorder within 12 days from the date that the order is signed. The 
following information must be included: 

1. Name and address of the appellant(s). 
2. Reference the subject development and case number, if any. 
3. A statement of the specific grounds for appeal. 
4. A statement as to how you are an affected party. 
5. Filing fee of $240.00. 

Appeals must be filed by 5:00 p.m. on the final day of the appeal period. When the final 
day of an appeal period falls on a weekend or holiday, the appeal period shall be extended 
to 5:00 p.m. on the subsequent work day. The City Recorder is located in the City 
Manager's Office, City Hall, 501 SW Madison Avenue, Corvallis, Oregon. 



The proposal, staff report, hearing minutes, and findings and conclusions may be reviewed 
at the Community Development Department, Planning Division, City Hall, 501 SW Madison 
Avenue. 

Graetz 
- 

Chair, Corvallis Planning Commission 

SIGNED: January 3,2008 

APPEAL DEADLINE: January 15,2008 

CONCEPTUAL AND DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
EXPIRATION DATE (IF NOT APPEALED): January 3,2013 

If no appeal is filed by the appeal deadline, the Detailed Development Plan shall be valid 
for five (5) years. If the applicant has not begun construction within this period, the 
approval shall expire on January 3, 2013. 

- 
+ 
c TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION PLAT 
f cu EXPIRATION DATE (IF NOT APPEALED): January 3,2010 
-(I ' 
0 - 
'3 

4 If no appeal if filed by the appeal deadline, the Tentative Subdivision Plat shall be valid for 
two (2) years. If the applicant has not submitted a Final Subdivision Plat within the two- 
year period (with appropriate assurances for improvements, if applicable), the Tentative 
Subdivision Plat approval shall expire. 



CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

Cond 
# 

1 

2 

3 

4 

CONDITIONS 

Consistency with Plans - Development shall comply with the plans 
identified in Attachments A and J of the staff report, unless a requested 
modification otherwise meets the criteria for a Minor Planned 
Development Modification. Such changes may be processed in 
accordance with Chapter 2.5 of the Land Development Code. 

Maintenance Obligations - Prior to recordation of the final plat, the 
applicant shall submit draft CC&Rs for the development for review and 
approval by the Planning Division Manager. The CC&Rs shall address 
maintenance obligations for Tract A that include the provisions of LDC 
4.13.50. Additionally, the CC&Rs shall note that, because of the 
proximity of the development to protected wetlands, all landscape 
maintenance for the entire site shall be the responsibility of the 
Homeowners Association (HOA). The HOA shall hire a Licensed 
Commercial Operator to apply any and all pesticides or heracides on 
the site. The commercial operator shall be licensed by the Oregon 
Department of Agriculture, with licenses in the categories of Ornamental 
and TurfIHerbicide and Ornamental and TurfIHerbacide and Fungicide, 
or other applical categories, with the appropriate insurance for that 
license. The Licensed Commercial Operator is to practice Integrated 
Pest Managementas defined in Oregon Revised Statutes 634.650. The 
use of any pesticide material that contains any of the top ten leachable 
ingredients, as identified by the Oregon Department of Agriculture, 
Department of Environment Quality, andlor USGS for Oregon is strictly 
prohibited. Individual homeowners shall be prohibited from applying 
pesticides, herbicides, fungicides, or ferilizers to their property. The 
CC&Rs shall also clearly state that the obligation for maintenance of all 
tracts within the subdivision will be held by the HOA. 

Required Revegetation - Prior to issuance of PlPC permits for the 
development, the developer shall submit detailed landscape plans 
showing how the riparian corridor flowing from the golf course ponds to 
Dunawi Creek will be revegetated consistent with the requirements of 
LDC 4.13.50.d.2.b.l. These trees shall be planted, consistent with the 
requirements of that section, concurrent with the planting of required 
street trees along Country Club Drive. 

Fill Permit Required - No site development permits, including PIPC, 
erosion control, and grading and excavation permits, may be issued for 
the development until the City has received verification that all 
necessary DSL, COE, and DEQ permits have been issued for the 
proposed development. 



5 

6 

7 

8 

Construction within the 100-Year Floodplain - Building permit submittals 
for construction within the 100-year floodplain, where allowed by this 
decision, shall demonstrate compliance with the requirements of LDC 
4.5.50.08.c. 

Development within Building Envelopes - At the time of building permit 
application, the developer shall demonstrate that each building in the 
development is fully within approved building envelopes for the 
development, as reflected in Attachment A. 

Compliance with Height Limit, Green Area, and PODS Standards - At 
the time of building permit application, the developer shall demonstrate 
that each residential unit complies with the Green Area requirements of 
LDC 3.4.40, the 30-foot building height limit of LDC 3.4.30.h, and the 
appropriate PODS standards in LDC Chapter 4.10. 

Landscape Plans: 

a. Landscape Construction Documents - Prior to issuance of PlPC 
permits, the applicant shall submit for review and approval by the 
Planning Division Manager, landscape construction documents for 
this site which contain a specific planting plan (including correct 
plant names in the Latin format) for proposed landscaping, trees, 
shrubs, and groundcover. Plans for an automatic irrigation system 
to irrigate this landscaping shall also be submitted for review and 
approval. Irrigation is required in planter strips along Country Club 
Drive, within required green areas within the development, for 
"street trees" adjacent to alleys, and for riparian revegetation trees. 
The plans may be submitted to Planning Division staff for review. 
The detailed landscape plans shall be generally consistent with the 
landscape plans submitted for land use approval, and shall address 
the following requirements: 

1. Required green area landscaping, per LDC 3.4.40. 
2. Required riparian re-vegetation trees, per LDC 

4.13.50.d.2.b.l. 
3. Street trees along Country Club Drive, per LDC 4.2.30. 

Street tree species will need to be carefully considered so as 
not to conflict with overhead power lines along this side of 
the street. If large canopy trees cannot be accommodated 
because of the power line, medium canopy trees, at the 
proper spacing, will be acceptable. New street trees are not 
required within the extra-wide planting strip area at the west 
end of the site, unless existing trees are removed to the 
extent that there will not be a tree within each 30 feet of 
street frontage. 

4. Three mitigation trees within a common open space area on 
the site, per LDC 4.2.30.a.l.d, to compensate for absent 
street streets due to section of curbside sidewalk. 



9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

5. "Street trees" adjacent to alleys, per LDC 4.0.60.j.2.c. 

b. Landscape Maintenance Bond - All required landscaping for the 
development shall be planted o r  financially secured prior to the 
following thresholds: 

1. Street trees and planting strip landscaping, riparian re- 
vegetation trees, and mitigation trees shall be planted in 
conjunction with PlPC improvements. 

2. Green area landscaping and alley trees shall be installed 
prior to approval of final inspections for individual homes 
within the development. 

All required landscape areas shall b e  designed to achieve a minimum 
of 90% ground coverage within 3 years. A 3-year maintenance bond for 
street trees and planting strip landscaping, riparian re-vegetation trees, 
and mitigation trees shall be provided prior to the City's on-site approval 
of the plantings. The landscape bond shall be submitted to Planning 
Division staff for review. 

Pervious Pavement - At the time of building permit submittal, the 
applicant shall demonstrate that all paved, vehicular-oriented areas on 
the site, including individual driveways, as well internal walkways, will be 
constructed of porous paving material, as described in the application. 

Meandering Sidewalk - The portion of the sidewalk along Country Club 
Drive that is near curbside wetlands at the west end of the site shall be 
allowed to meander within the non-wetland portion of the site to 
preserve existing trees in the area, so long as the sidewalk is located at 
least 24 feet from the curb on the north side of Country Club Drive. 

Access Drives to be marked "No Parking" - To ensure compliance with 
Fire Department access requirements, the three proposed 26-foot-wide 
private alleys serving the development shall be marked "Fire Lane - No 
Parking'' on both sides. 

Fire Department Requirements - The following requirements shall be 
met: 
a. Required fire hydrants must be in-service prior to combustible 

construction above the level of the foundation. 
b. As proposed by the applicant, the developer shall install automatic 

fire sprinkler systems in all homes built within the development to 
compensate for the lack of standard turnarounds for Fire apparatus. 

Required Fencing - Prior to approval of the final inspection of homes on 
Lot 27 or 28, a six-foot tall wooden fence shall be constructed along the 
eastern property line of the development, where it abuts 4035 SW 
Country Club Drive. 



14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

Lighting Plan - Prior to issuance of a building permit for any home on 
the site, the developer shall submit a site-wide lighting plan for review 
and approval by Development Services Staff. The lighting plan shall 
demonstrate compliance with all requirements of LDC 4.2.80 and shall 
include necessary details of all exterior lighting fixtures on individual 
homes within the development. 

Overflow ParkingIBedroom Limitation -To preserve the on-site capacity 
for overflow parking in driveway areas, none of the proposed dwellings 
shall be allowed to contain more than three bedrooms, and all dwelling 
units shall be provided with two-car garages with two parking space in 
front of the garages that are at least 19 feet deep. 

Bicycle Parking - At the time of building permit application, the 
developer shall demonstrate that required bicycle parking will be 
accommodated by building designs, where required. 

Public Improvements - Any plans for public improvements referenced 
within the application or this staff report shall not be considered final 
engineered public improvement plans. Prior to issuance of any 
structural or site utility construction permits, the applicant shall obtain 
approval of, and permits for, engineered plans for public improvements 
from the City's Engineering Division. The applicant shall submit 
necessary engineered plans and studies for public utility and 
transportation systems to ensure that adequate street, water, sewer, 
storm drainage and street lighting improvements are provided. Final 
utility alignments that maximize separation from adjacent utilities and 
street trees shall be engineered with the plans for public improvements 
in accordance with all applicable LDC criteria and City, DEQ and 
Oregon Health Division requirements for utility separations Public 
improvement plan submittals will be reviewed and approved by the City 
Engineer under the procedures outlined in Land Development Code 
Section 4.0.80. 

ROW Dedication - Concurrent with final plat, a dedication for additional 
right of way shall be made along the SW Country Club Drive ROW in 
order to achieve a total of 34 ft from the original ROW centerline. 
Additionally, as proposed by the applicant, additional ROW shall be 
dedicated along the western portion of the Country Club Drive ROW as 
necessary to allow meandering the public sidewalk away from the 
curbside wetlands in that area. An environmental assessment for all 
land to be dedicated must be completed in accordance with LDC 
Section 4.0.100.g . 

Private Alleys - Prior to the issuance of building permits, the developer 
shall construct the private alley improvements. The alleys shall be built 
26 ft wide, of pervious concrete, and to City standards as outlined in 
LDC 4.0.60.j. At the time of final plat, the applicant shall create 
separate, privately owned, tracts for the alleys. As required by LDC 
4.0.60.j, public access easements shall be placed on the private alleys. 



lnstallation of the private alleys will be subject to permitting through the 
City's Development Services Division. 

Public SidewalWLandscape Strip Improvements - Concurrent with 
development, the sidewalk and landscape strip on the north side of SW 
Country Club Drive shall be constructed. The sidewalk shall be located 
curbside as it crosses the highly protected riparian corridor, in 
accordance with LDC 4.0.30.a.2 that specifies eliminating the planting 
strip where roads are located within riparian corridors. On the west side 
of the riparian corridor, the sidewalk shall be placed in the uplands area, 
north of the wetlands located in the ditch along SW Country Club Drive. 
Concurrent with the final plat, the applicant shall dedicate additional 
ROW, as proposed, to fully encompass the setback sidewalk. 

Private Sanitary Sewer - The new sanitary sewer system serving the 
individual lots shall remain a private system. The private system will 
connect to the public system with three laterals extending north from 
ends of the alleys. The sanitary sewer laterals will be private up to the 
point of connection to the public sanitary sewer main. lnstallation of the 
private sanitary sewer system will b e  subject to permitting through the 
City's Development Services Division. 

Public Sanitary Sewer Easement - Concurrent with final plat, a 15 ft 
public sewer easement should be granted along the entire length of the 
existing sanitary sewer, centered on the sewer, as it crosses the 
applicant's parcel. 

Drainageway Easements - Concurrent with final plat, drainageway 
easements shall be established over the three drainageways located on 
the property. Easement widths are prescribed in LDC table 4.1 3-2 
Easement Width. Dunawi Creek and the eastern drainageway are 
highly protected and will require easement widths of "Drainage Channel 
+ 50 ft from the Top of Bank. The western drainageway is not mapped 
and will require an easement width of "Drainage Channel + 25 ft from 
the Top of Bank". 

Stormwater Detention - Concurrent with development, stormwater 
detention shall be implemented. Infiltration and open storm water 
facilities shall be considered. The storm water detention facilities should 
be designed consistent with both criteria outlined in Appendix F of the 
Storm Water Master Plan, and criteria outlined in the King County, 
Washington, Surface Water Design Manual, and should be designed to 
capture and release run-off so the run-off rates from the site after 
development do not exceed the pre-developed conditions, based on the 
2-year, 5-year, and 10-year, 24-hour design storms. lnstallation of the 
private storm drainage system will be subject to permitting through the 

I City's Development Services Division. 

Street Lights - Concurrent with development, a streetlight system shall 
be installed along the sites frontage with SW Country Club Drive, in 
accordance with 4.0.60~1, and built to Citv standards. 
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- Development Related Concerns: 

26 

27 

28 

29 

L 

E m  
A. Mailbox Locations - Mailbox locations shall be coordinated between the developer 

-(I ' 
0 - and the Post Office as part of the public improvements construction process. 

Utility Easements - Concurrent with application for building permits, 7 
ft utility easements (UE) shall be dedicated along all street ROWS. 

Conservation Easement - The final plat recorded for the proposed 
subdivision shall clearly state that a conservation easement has been 
placed over the entirety of Tract A, and  that no future development will 
be allowed within Tract A, with the  exception of improvements or 
maintenance of City and other utility infrastructure within the tract, as 
deemed necessary by the City Engineer. 

Subdivision Contingent upon Detailed Development Plan - Final Plat 
approval is contingent upon the existence of, and consistency with, an 
active Detailed Development Plan. 

Internal Sidewalk Width - The sidewalk along the western and northern 
edges of the development, which provides access to the "tot lot," shall 
be constructed with a 5-ft width, and shall gain the additional 2 feet of 
width by reducing the distance between the sidewalk and the dwellings. 

9 B. Excavation and Grading Plans - Prior to issuance of any construction permits, the 
applicant shall submit an excavation and grading plan, including erosion control 
methods, to the City's Development Services Department for review and approval. 

C. Other Permits - Prior to issuance of any construction permits, the applicant shall be 
required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
permit if construction activity will disturb, through clearing, grading, andlor 
excavation, one acre of the site. Additionally, any permits required by other 
agencies such as the Division of State Lands; Army Corps of Engineers; Railroads; 
County; or Oregon Department of Transportation, shall be approved and submitted 
to the City prior to issuance of any City permits. 

lnfrastructure Cost Recovery - Where it is determined that there will be 
lnfrastructure Cost Recovery payments from past public improvements the 
developer shall pay their required share of the costs prior to receiving any building 
permits in accordance with Corvallis Municipal Code 2.18.040. Country Club Drive 
Improvements, Capital Improvement Project # 657324 has recently been completed 
along the frontage of the applicant's parcel. This project, as well as existing water 
line and sanitary sewer improvements will require lnfrastructure Cost Recovery 
payments. 

E. Streetscape Plan - As part of the public improvement plans, the applicant shall 
include a "streetscape" plan that incorporates the following features: composite 
utility plan; street lights; proposed driveway locations; vision clearance triangles for 



each intersection; street striping and signing (in conformance with the MUTCD); and 
proposed street tree locations. 

F. Street Naming - Fire Department Staff suggest naming these three private drives 
so that the dwelling units may be easily identified and addressed referencing the 
private drive upon which they front. If the dwelling units reference Country Club for 
addressing, signage will need to be provided at each driveway entry, identifying the 
numerical address range of homes located down each drive. Ref: OFC Section 
505, CFD Guideline 11.2.1. 

G. Vegetation Maintenance - Vegetation within 25' of structures shall be modified 
and/or maintained in a fire safe manner to prevent rapid fire spread into or out of 
this housing grouping. Ref: OFC 304. I .2. 
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Ashwood Preserve Appeal 

January 15,2008 

~36Y JAN 1 5 2008 3 ~ 7  

Cammunity DeveIopmd 
Planning Division 

I request that the Corvallis City Council deny the recent development request for Ashwood 
Preserve. I submit this appeal to overturn the decision made by the Corvallis Planning 
Commission in approving the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan and Tentative 
Subdivision Plat (PLD07-00009lSUB07-00003). 

The grounds for the appeal include the following objections to the proposal. 

1. The Ashwood Preserve development proposal (the project) would change the Comprehensive 
Plan Designation of wetland without the due process required by the Corvallis Land 
Development Code. 

2. The project necessarily relies on a MADA calculation that is incorrect. 

3. The project necessarily relies on a wetlands delineation that underestimates the extent of 
proposed wetland destruction. - - - 

IZ 

4. The project fails to adequately address the impact of additional toxic waste flowing into the a, 
E 

Dunawi Creek watershed. c o 
m 

Further objections to the proposal may be submitted during the de novo hearing before the City 4 
Council. 

As a resident of Corvallis, I am affected by these deficiencies and violations in the project. The 
remaining wetlands of Corvallis are very valuable to the interest of all Corvallis residents. 
Among the many public benefits of wetlands are: 

natural water filtering and purification 

natural flood control 

habitat for wildlife that maintains a healthy ecosystem for agriculture 

habitat for birds that, in t u n ,  provide many public benefits, including 
(but not limited to) insect control, visual beauty and song 

The proposed housing development would degrade or destroy more Corvallis wetland. 

Mark Knapp l l  

13 1 NW 4th St #407 
Corvallis, OR 97330 



TOPIC: 

CASE: 

REQUEST: 

APPLICANT1 
OWNER: 

LOCATION: 

Corvallis Planning Division 
Staff Report to the Planning Commission 

PC Hearing: December 19,2007 
Report to Copiers: December 7,2007 

Staff: Kevin Young, Senior Planner 

Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan and Tentative 
Subdivision Plat 

Ashwood Preserve Subdivision (PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003) 

The applicant requests approval of a Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan and Tentative Subdivision Plat to construct a 
28-unit subdivision of two- and three-unit attached single-family 
dwellings on a 9.52-acre site. Planned Development approval is 
requested to allow variation to Land Development Code 
requirements regarding minimum lot size, usable yard area, 
minimum density, hydrology impacts, planting strips, and lot depth- 
width ratio requirements. - 

- - 
+ 

Applegate Development Group, LLC 5 -; 2022 SW 45th Street E - 
Corvallis, OR 97333 I: - 

0 - 
m = 

The subject site is located on the north side of Country Club Drive, a 
between Country Club Place to the west and Research Way to the 
east. The subject site is also identified on Benton County 
Assessor's Map 12-5-09 A, as Tax Lot 1800. 

LOT SIZE: 9.52 acres 

COMP PLAN 
DESIGNATION: Low Density Residential with Natural Hazard (1 00-year floodplain) 

and Natural Resource (wetland and riparian) Overlay Areas 

ZONING 
DESIGNATION: Low Density Residential (RS- 6) with Natural Hazard (100-year 

floodplain) and Natural Resource (wetland and riparian) Overlay 
Areas 

PUBLIC 
COMMENT: On November 27, 2007, 110 Notices were mailed or emailed. As 

of December 7, 2007, no public comments were received. A 
prenotification of this hearing was sent to all neighborhood 
associations, concerned citizens, and groups on record. 
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ATTACHMENTS: A. 
B. 
C. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
G. 

SITE & VICINITY 

Proposed Site Plan and Tentative Subdivision Plat 
Comprehensive Plan Map 
Zoning Map 
Natural Resources Map 
Natural Hazards Map 
Existing Conditions 
Applicant's Wetland Delineation and Letter of 
Concurrence from Department of State Lands Staff 
June 20,2007, Memorandum Regarding Tandem Parking 
Staff-identified Applicable Decision Criteria 
Application, Narrative, and Graphics 

The 9.52-acre site is composed of one tax lot at the northeast corner of the intersection of 
Country Club Drive and Country Club Place. The site is currently undeveloped and 
contains a mixture of open grassland and forested areas. The site slopes generally to the 
north, dropping from Country Club Drive at the southern border, to Dunawi Creek, at the 
northern edge of the site. Slopes on the site are less than 10%. Consequently, the Hillside 
Development Standards of Chapter 4.5 do not apply to development on this site. The site 
abuts Dunawi Creek to the north and contains a locally protected wetland of special 
significance in the area that abuts the creek (See Attachment D). Generally the same 
portion of the site (the northern portion) is within the 100-year floodplain of Dunawi Creek 
(See Attachment E). Additionally, a riparian corridor crosses the site, flowing from the 
Country Club Golf Course to the south, through a culvert under Country Club Drive, and 
across the subject property in a south to north orientation, to drain into the wetlands and 
Dunawi Creek on the north side of the site. The site was inventoried as part of the Natural 
Features Inventory, and significant vegetation identified on the site is that associated with 
the wetland and riparian areas. Because of the extent of significant natural features and 
natural hazards on the subject site, the developable portion of the site is limited. This will 
be discussed in more detail later in this staff report. 

As noted, the subject site is undeveloped. To the south of the site is located Country Club 
Drive and the Country Club Golf Course, as well as several single-family, detached, 
residential homes that take access from Country Club Drive, which are located adjacent 
to the western portion of the site and within the Range at Fairway View subdivision to the 
southeast of the site. To the west of the site is Country Club Place and a portion of the 
City's multi-use path that connects Country Club Drive with the Starker Arts Park. Further 
west is a parking lot that serves the Starker Arts Park. To the north is located Dunawi 
Creek and the Starker Arts Park. To the east of the site are located a number of single- 
family, detached, dwellings that take access from Country Club Drive. 

The Comprehensive Plan Designation for the site is Low Density Residential, which is the 
same as the Comprehensive Plan Designation for the developed areas to the east, 
southeast, and southwest of the development site. The Comprehensive Plan Designation 
for the Country Club Golf Course to the south, as well as for the Starker Arts Park that 
abuts the site to the west and north, is Conservation-Open Space (see Attachment B). 
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The site is zoned RS-6 (Low Density Residential). The developed area to the east is 
zoned RS-3.5 (Low Density Residential). The Range at Fairway View Subdivision to the 
southeast of the site is zoned PD(RS-6) (Low Density Residential with a Planned 
Development Overlay). The developed area to the southwest of the site is zoned RS-6 
(Low Density Residential), with the exception of a small "island area" to the southwest of 
the site, which has not yet been annexed into the City. The Country Club Golf Course to 
the south, as well as the Starker Arts Park to the west and north, are zoned AG-OS 
(Agricultural - Open Space) (See Attachment C). 

PREVIOUS REVIEWS AND APPROVALS 

There are no previous land use actions specific to the subject site. 

APPLICANT'S PROPOSAL 

The applicant proposes to construct 28 single-family, attached, townhome units. The 
applicant states that the dwelling units are clustered in groups of 2 or 3 to provide compact - 
form and architectural scale compatible with existing neighborhood character. Each = 

w 
dwelling unit is accessible via an internal pedestrian circulation system, with garagesfacing 

a: private alleys that would be accessed directly from Country Club Drive. The internal E , 
c = pedestrian circulation system connects the front entrances of all units to the sidewalk g 

proposed along the north side of Country Club Drive , as well as to the common open 
space tract, Tract 6, which contains a "tot lot" and benches along the edge of the wetland 2 
area to the north. In addition to parking spaces on individual lots, a few additional 
"overflow" parking spaces are proposed within Tracts F, G, and H, which will also contain 
the private alleys serving the development. Although the applicant has provided sample 
building plans and elevations of buildings that could be located on the site, the applicant 
states that the plans are meant only to demonstrate how compliance with the requirements 
of LDC Chapter 4.10 (Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards) could be met, and that 
actual buildings may be different from those shown, but will comply with the requirements 
of Chapter 4.10. 

Because the Minimum Assured Development Area on the site is greater than the minimum 
unconstrained area on the development site, the applicant proposes to fill and develop 
approximately 16,729 square feet of the Locally Protected Wetland of Special Concern on 
the site, consistent with the requirements of LDC Chapter 4.11 (Minimum Assured 
Development Area). 
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The applicant has requested to vary from a number of Land Development Code 
requirements through the Planned Development process, as shown in the following table: 

Table 1 : Requested Variations to Development Standards 
I I I I 

Excavation 
and grading 
shall not 
change 
hydrology in 
terms of water 
quantity and 
quality to 
protected 
wetlands 

RS-6 Minimum 
Density is 4 
unitslacre, 
Maximum is 6 
unitslacre. 

Code 
Standard 

Minimum Lot 
Size (applies 
RS-9 
standard, as 
allowed by 
MADA 
provisions) 

Usable Yard 
Area (applies 
RS-9 
standard, as 
allowed by 
MADA 
provisions) 

Code Section 

Lot 
DepthNVidth 
Ratio 

LDC 
2.4.30.04(b)(4) 

Proposed 
Variation 

LDC 3.3.30 
(Table 3.3-1) 

Compensating Benefit 

The proposal 
would result in the 
filling of a portion 
of the protected 
wetlands on the 
site, as allowed by 
the Minimum 
Assured 
Development Area 
provisions. 

To allow the 
overall gross 
density of the site 
to be 2.8 dwelling 
unitslacre. (Net 
density is 9.24 
dwelling 
unitslacre) 

LDC 3.4.30.c 

LDC 3.4.30.e 

LDC 
4.4.20.03.a 

Lots 2, 5, 10, 15, 
20, and 25 would 
not comply with 
the RS-9 lot size 
minimum for 
Single Family 
Attached 
dwellings of 2,500 
square feet. 

Usable yards for 
exterior townhome 
units would be 25 
square feet 
smaller than 
required. Usable 
yard requirements 
would be waived 
for interior units. 

The 2.5 lot width 
to depth ratio 
would be 
exceeded for Lots 
2, 5, 10, 15, 20, 
and 25. 

Use of porous pavement will reduce 
impervious surface area and pollution, and 
will control the flow and disposal of 
stormwater. The stormwater management 
plan required by DEQ will require mimicking 
of pre-construction flows, quality, and 
quantity. 

This variation would maintain the mandated 
density for Low Density Residential 
development of between 2 and 6 dwelling 
unitslacre, while allowing for the preservation 
of natural resource areas on the site and 
developing the remaining portion of the site at 
a level of density that is consistent with most 
RS-9 development standards and consistent 
with neighborhood compatibility. 

The proposed development plan provides 
higher density and a more efficient use of land 
than would be achieved under the subject 
standard. A more compact development 
pattern minimizes encroachment into 
protected natural features and allows for the 
creation of common usable outdoor space. 

The proposed development plan provides 
higher density and a more efficient use of land 
than would be achieved under the subject 
standard. A more compact development 
pattern minimizes encroachment into 
protected natural features and allows for the 
creation of common usable outdoor space. 

The lot widthldepth ratio requirement does not 
lend itself well to the development of attached 
townhomes on individual lots, which are 
typically much deeper than they are wide. 
The proposed development plan provides 
higher density and a more efficient use of land 
than would be achieved under the subject 
standard. A more compact development 
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The tentative subdivision plat proposes to create 28 residential lots on the site, along with 
eight tracts. The residential lots vary in size from 2,109 to 3,179 square feet. The 
proposed tracts would serve a variety of purposes. Tract A, which would be approximately 
6.5 acres in size, would contain the undeveloped portion of the site that contains protected 
wetland and riparian corridor areas. The applicant proposes to encumber the entirety of = - 
Tract A with a conservation easement. Tracts B, C, D, and E would contain open space + 

areas that would be available for use by residents of the development. Tract B would " 
E l contain a tot lot and benches for recreational use by residents. Tracts F, G, and H would r = 
0 

contain private alleys that would serve the residents of the development (Attachment A). 3 
2 

Planter strip 
required 
between 
sidewalks and 
streets 

STAFF REPORT FORMAT, ANALYSES, AND REQUIRED ACTION 

The Land Development Code specifies that Planned Developments are reviewed by the 
Planning Commission following a public hearing. The Code specifies that a Subdivision 
is administratively reviewed with the Community Development Director making a decision 
following notice to affected parties. No public hearing is required. However, because 
variations to the subdivision standards are requested, and to facilitate a comprehensive 
review, one public hearing before the Planning Commission is being held to consider both 
requests. Section 2.0.50.16 of the Land Development Code states the following: 

LDC 4.0.30.a.2 
(see also 
4.0.60.k.9) 

When more than one application has been filed at one time for a specific property or 
development, the review of those applications shall be coordinated as follows: 

a. If any of those applications would ordinarily be heard by the Planning Commission, 
all of the applications shall be heard by the Planning Commission at the same 
meeting, except as outlined in  "b," below. For example, applications for Zone 
Changes are ordinarily heard by the Land Development Hearings Board. When aZone 
Change is sought simultaneously with a Conditional Development; however, the two 
applications shall be considered together by the Planning Commission and no action 
by the Land Development Hearings Board shall be required. 

Sidewalks along 
Country Club 
Drive are 
proposed to be 
curbside through 
the protected 
riparian corridor, 
with no planting 
strip, to minimize 
impacts to 
protected 
wetlands on the 
site. 

B. Applications ordinarily heard by the Historic Resources Commission shall not be filed 
together (combined) with another application(s) requiring a public hearing that is 

pattern minimizes encroachment into 
protected natural features and allows for the 
creation of common usable outdoor space. 

Minimizes encroachment into protected 
natural features. 
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ordinarily heard by some other hearing authority. Historic Preservation Permit 
applications and Historic Preservation Overlay-related Zone Change applications that 
are ordinarily decided by the Director, or the Director's designee, shall be filed 
together (combined) with applications ordinarily heard by the Historic Resources 
Commission. In these cases, the combination of historic applications shall be 
reviewed by the Historic Resources Commission and no prior action by the Director 
shall be required. 

The Public Hearing before the Planning Commission is consistent with this requirement. 

The report is divided into two parts. Part I of this report reviews the criteria for a 
Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan and Part II reviews the criteria for a 
Subdivision. A comprehensive summary of conclusions and a staff recommendation follow 
at the end of the report. 
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PART l 

CONCEPTUAL AND DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

REVIEW CRITERIA 

Section 2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria 

2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria 
Requests for the approval of a Conceptual Development Plan shall be reviewed to ensure 
consistency with the purposes of this Chapter, policies and density requirements of the 
Comprehensive Plan, and any other applicable policies and standards adopted by the City 
Council. The application shall demonstrate compatibility in the areas in "a", below, as 
applicable, and shall meet the Natural Resource and Natural Hazard criteria in "b", below. 

a. Compatibility Factors - 
1. Compensating benefits for the variations being requested 

2. Basic site design (the organization of Uses on a site and the Uses' 
relationships to neighboring properties); 

- - 
3. Visual elements (scale, structural design and form, materials, etc.); - 

4 d  

4. Noise attenuation; 
5 ,: 
E - 
r = 
0 

5. Odors and emissions; rn 4 
6. Lighting; 

7. Signage; 

8. Landscaping for buffering and screening; 

9. Transportation facilities; 

10. Traffic and off-site parking impacts; 

11. Utility infrastructure; 

12. Effects on air and water quality (note: a DEQ permit is not sufficient to meet 
this criterion); 

13. Design equal to or in excess of the types of improvements required by the 
standards in Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards; and 

14. Preservation andlor protection of Significant Natural Features, consistent with 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - 
Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum 
Assured Development Area, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 
Streets shall also be designed along contours, and structures shall be 
designed to fit the topography of the site to ensure compliance with these 

Ashwood Preserve (PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003) Page 7 of 82 



Code standards. 

b. Natural Resources and Natural Hazards Factors - 
1. Any proposed variation from a standard within Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard 

and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, or Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions shall 
provide protections equal to or better than the specific standard requested for 
variation, and 

2. Any proposed variation from a standard within Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard 
and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, or Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions shall 
involve an alternative located on the same development site where the specific 
standard applies. 

For purposes of reviewing the applicant's proposal based on the criteria listed above, the 
applicable criteria have been grouped into the following five categories: 

- - A. Land Use and Purposes - 
+-' 

E "  B. Natural Resources 

c = 
0 
cU 
Y 

C. Compatibility 

z 
D. Circulation 

E. Public Services & Utilities 

Within these categories, analysis of the merits of the proposal based on applicable 
Comprehensive Plan and LDC policies will be presented. Conclusions and 
recommendations will be given for the Planning Commission's consideration following the 
analysis of each component of the proposal. 

A. LAND USE AND PURPOSES 

Applicable Land Development Code Requirements 

Section 2.5.20 - PURPOSES 

Planned Development review procedures are established in this Chapter for the following 
purposes: 

a. Promote flexibility in design and permit diversification in location of structures; 

b. Promote efficient use of land and energy, and facilitate a more economical 
arrangement of buildings, circulation systems, land uses, and utilities; 
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c. Preserve, to the greatest extent possible, existing Significant Natural Features and 
landscape features and amenities, and use such features in a harmonious fashion; 

d. Provide for more usable and suitably located pedestrian andlor recreational facilities 
and other public andlor common facilities than would otherwise be provided under 
conventional land development procedures; 

e. Combine and coordinate architectural styles, building forms, and building 
relationships within the Planned Development; 

f. Provide the applicant with reasonable assurance of ultimate approval before 
expenditure of complete design monies, while providing the City with assurances that 
the project will retain the character envisioned at the time of approval; 

9- Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses than would otherwise be 
provided under conventional land development procedures; and 

h. Provide benefits within the development site that compensate for the variations from 
development standards such that the intent of the development standards is still met. 

The proposed Ashwood Preserve development is consistent with a number of the listed 
purposes for a Planned Development. The Planned Development process will allow 
additional flexibility in the design and location of the proposed structures, consistent with 
LDC 2.5.20.a. By facilitating compact development on a site constrained by significant 
natural features, the Planned Development process will also promote the efficient use of 2 
land, consistent with LDC 2.5.20.b. By allowing variations from Land Development Code 2 C? - 
standards to allow more compact development, the proposed Planned Development will 5 = 
preserve, to the greatest extent possible, existing Significant Natural Features on the site, 2 
consistent with LDC 2.5.20.c. Compensating benefits are proposed to compensate for the 6 
requested variations to development standards, consistent with the provisions of LDC 
2.5.20.h. In conclusion, the proposed development is consistent with the purposes for a 
Planned Development. 

The proposed use type for the Ashwood Preserve development is single-family residential, 
which will be accommodated within Attached Townhouse type buildings. The use and 
building type are permitted outright in the RS-6, Low Density Residential, zone, per LDC 
3.3.20.01 .a. The proposed use and building type are consistent with Land Development 
Code requirements. 

It should be noted that, as allowed by the provisions of the Minimum Assured Development 
Area (MADA) Chapter of the LDC, the applicant has opted to utilize some of the 
development standards of the next most intensive residential zone, which is the RS-9, 
Medium Density Residential Zone. This is allowed per Section 4.1 1.50.03.a of the Land 
Development Code. Attached townhomes are also permitted outright in the RS-9 District. 
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B. NATURAL RESOURCES 

This section reviews the criteria for natural resources present on the subject site. 

Hiahlv Protected Riparian Corridors and Locally Protected Wetlands 

Ap~licable Land Development Code Requirements: 

Section 4.13.50 - USE LIMITATIONS AND EXCEPTIONS WITHIN HIGHLY PROTECTED 
RIPARIAN CORRIDORS AND RIPARIAN-RELATED AREAS 

Highly Protected Riparian Corridors are those which have been identified as warranting a high 
level of protection due to their environmental importance and Natural Resource quality. 
Riparian-related Areas are defined as Proximate Wetlands, drainage easements and drainage 
dedications under the City's jurisdiction, and open space tracts that have been created for 
Riparian Corridor protection purposes. Additionally, 100-year Floodplain area serves an 
important Riparian Function. This area is mapped on the City's Natural Hazards Map, and is 
subject to the protections outlined in Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development 
Provisions. 

In addition to the requirements of the underlying zone, the following limitations and 
- - - exceptions shall apply to activities within Highly Protected Riparian Corridors and Riparian- 
- related Areas, as mapped on the City's Riparian Corridors and Wetlands Map. 
C 0 

E '; b. Building, Paving, and Grading Activities -The placement of structures or impervious 
Jz = 
o - surfaces, as well as grading, excavation, and the placement of fill, are prohibited. 
m Exceptions to the drainageway restrictions may be made for the purposes identified 4 in items 1-7 of this Section, provided they are designed and constructed to minimize 

adverse impacts to Riparian Corridors and Riparian-related Areas. 

2. The location and construction of streets, utilities, bridges, bicycle, and 
pedestrian facilities within Highly Protected Riparian Corridors and Riparian- 
related Areas must be deemed necessary to maintain a functional system by 
the City Engineer. This Code, City Transportation and Utility Master Plans, 
and other adopted City plans shall guide this determination. The design 
standards of Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development shall be 
applied to minimize the impact to the subject area; 

6. Development associated with the Minimum Assured Development Area that 
would be allowed in accordance with Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA); 

d. Re-vegetation of Streambanks - Commensurate with the extent of new development 
of structures or of impervious surface areas on development sites containing Stream 
or river frontage as shown on the City's Riparian Corridors and Wetlands Map, the re- 
vegetation of Stream banks is required. 

For each 500 sq. ft. of new structure area or impervious surface area, 100 lineal ft. of 
the development site's Stream frontage shall be re-vegetated according to the 
following standards, up to the total amount of the development site's Stream frontage: 
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1. Stream bank vegetation, as outlined in "2," below, shall be provided within the 
first 30 ft. from Top-of-bank, with the exception of the Willamette River, which 
shall be addressed as indicated in "3," below; 

Re-veqetation Standards - 

a) Streams that already have existing vegetation as outlined in this 
provision are considered to be compliant with these Stream shading 
standards. To be considered compliant, at minimum the vegetation 
within the first 30 ft. from the Top-of-bank, as described in "1" above, 
shall include: 

1) An existing vegetated tree canopy consisting of healthy trees 
at least four in. caliper, measured at four ft. above Natural 
Grade, and located at an average spacing of 20 ft. along the 
Stream bank; and 

2) An existing vegetated under story consisting of healthy 
riparian shrubs over at least 50 percent of the area; and 
healthy groundcover such that the combination of shrubs and 
groundcover results in a coverage over at least 90 percent of 
the area. - - - 

+ 
b) Streams that do not have the required existing vegetated tree canopy $ 

and existing vegetated under story in the area to be shaded are E I 

subject to re-vegetation. Such re-vegetation shall either be that 5 
required by an Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife-approved * 
restoration plan for improving Riparian Function, or that required by 2 
the provisions outlined below: 

1) In areas that do not meet the tree canopy requirement outlined 
in "a" above, large-canopy riparian trees, such as Acer 
Macrophyllum, with a minimum caliper size of 314 -1 in. shall 
be planted in a triple row with staggered spacing of 20 ft. on- 
center along the length of the Stream bank. All new trees are 
required to be mulched with four cubic ft. of bark chips and 
drip irrigated for a period of five years to ensure 
establishment. All new trees shall be staked and protected by 
rodent-proof fencing, as specified by the Public Works 
Department; 

In areas that do not meet the riparian shrub coverage portion of the 
under story requirement outlined in "a," above, riparian shrubs shall 
be planted and maintained to provide the required 50 percent coverage 
within five years. The minimum planting size for the riparian shrubs 
shall be one gallon or 18 in. live stakes. All new shrubs shall be 
mulched with three in. of bark chips, extending one ft. from the drip 
line of the shrub or around the live stake or live stake bundle. All new 
shrubs shall also be irrigated and maintained for a period of five years 
to ensure establishment. 

Ashwood Preserve (PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003) Page 11 of 82 



3) In areas that do not meet the groundcover coverage portion of the 
under story requirement outlined in "a," above, groundcover shall be 
maintained or planted to provide a minimum of 90 percent total 
coverage of shrubs and ground covers within five years. The 
minimum planting size shall be one gallon. Ground covers shall be 
mulched with three in. of bark chips and irrigated for a period of five 
years to ensure establishment. 

e. Subdivisions, Land Partitions, and Property Line Adjustments - For properties with 
Natural Resources or Natural Hazards subject to Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and 
Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, or Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, no 
Subdivision, Partition, or Lot Line Adjustment shall create new lots or parcels unless: 

1. Each new and remaining lot or parcel contains an area unconstrained by 
Natural Resources or Natural Hazards; and 

2. The unconstrained area in "1," above, is equal to or greater than the Minimum 
Assured Development Area for the zone or zones in which the development 
site falls. 

Exceptions to this requirement are lots created for public park purposes and privately- 
or publicly-owned lots completely contained within land zoned Conservation-Open 
Space. New Subdivisions and Partitions may contain common open space tracts for 
the purpose of protecting Natural Resources andlor avoiding Natural Hazards. 

+ 
"I Section 4.13.80 - STANDARDS FOR PROPERTIES WITH WETLANDS E '; 

c = 
0 - a. The City's Riparian Corridors and Wetlands Map identifies two types of Wetlands 
'3 .ta within the City - 
3 

1. Locally Protected Wetlands; and 

2. Non-locally Protected Wetlands. 

b. All Wetlands are identified in the City's adopted Local Wetlands lnventory Map. The 
lnventory includes all Wetlands within the Urban Growth Boundary that are at least 0.5 
ac. in size, whether isolated, within Riparian Assessment Areas, or within wildlife 
habitat assessment areas. 

c. The methodology for identifying the Wetlands was taken from the Oregon Department 
of State Lands' (DSL) Administrative Rules. The Oregon Freshwater Assessment 
Methodology (OFWAM) was utilized to assess whether or not a Wetland met the state 
criteria for a Locally Significant Wetland (LSW). Once a list of Locally Significant 
Wetlands is identified, a local jurisdiction is able to apply additional local regulations 
to those LSWs, if it is deemed appropriate. 

d. The City Council determined that a number of the identified LSWs should be locally 
protected. The identified Locally Protected Wetlands (LPW), on the City's Riparian 
Corridors and Wetlands Map, represent the Wetlands which are to receive local 
protection. The Locally Protected Wetlands consist of: 
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1. Locally Significant Wetlands of Special Concern; and 

2. Locally Protected Locally-significant Wetlands. 

e. The Locally Significant Wetlands of Special Concern are Wetlands that are especially 
worthy of protection due to Oregon Freshwater Assessment Methodology (OFWAM) 
factors such as the presence of known habitat for rare, threatened, and endangered 
species. Non-locally Protected Wetlands are mapped on the City's Local Wetlands 
Inventory Map, but are not subject to local regulations beyond state and federal 
requirements. 

4.13.80.01 - Use Limitations and Exceptions Within Locally Protected Wetlands 

a. In addition to the requirements of the underlying zone, the limitations and 
exceptions in "b," through "e," below, shall apply to - 

1. Activities within Locally Protected Wetlands (LPWs) as shown on the 
City's Riparian Corridors and Wetlands Map; and 

2. The associated 254. setbacklbuffer area described in Section 
4.13.40.b.l.b, unless a delineation results in a different boundary. 

c. Building, Paving, and Grading Activities -Within LPW areas, the placement of 
structures or impervious surfaces, as well as grading, excavation, and the 
placement of fill, is prohibited, except as outlined below. Exceptions to the 
LPW restrictions may be made for the purposes identified in "I," and "2," - - 
below, provided they are designed and constructed to minimize adverse 
impacts to Wetland Functions. s m 

2: 
1. Replacement of existing buildings with buildings located within the 5 

original building footprint, provided replacement does not disturb 
additional surface area within the Wetland area. Vertical additions 2 
may be added to these structures if they do not disturb additional 
surface area within the Wetland area. 

2. Activities outlined in sections 4.13.50.b.2,4.13.50.b.5, and 4.13.50.b.6. 

e. Department of State Lands and US Army Corps of Engineers Notification 
Required - In addition to the restrictions and requirements of this Section, all 
proposed development activities within any Wetland are also subject to 
Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL) and US Army Corps of Engineers 
standards and approval. Where there is a difference, the more restrictive 
regulation shall apply. In accordance with ORS 227.350, as amended, the 
applicant shall be responsible for notifying DSL and the Corps of Engineers 
whenever any portion of any Wetland is proposed for development. 

No application for development will be accepted as complete until 
documentation of such notification is provided. Additionally, no site 
development permits, such as Grading and Excavation Permits, Public 
Improvements by Private Contract Permits (PIPC), and Building Permits, shall 
be issued until the City has received verification of DSL and Corps of 
Engineers approval for development on the subject site. 
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As shown on Attachment D, the site contains a Highly Protected Riparian Corridor and a 
Highly Protected Riparian-Related Area due to the contiguity of the Locally Significant 
Wetland on the site with the Dunawi Creek corridor. Building, paving, and grading activities 
are prohibited in these areas, with a few exceptions. Where the Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA) provisions of Chapter 4.1 1 apply, limited encroachments into 
resource areas are allowed if consistent with the MADA provisions, as noted in LDC 
4.13.50.b.6 and 4.1 3.80.01 .c.2. Additionally, where the location of utilities is necessary to 
maintain a functional system, as deemed necessary by the City Engineer, encroachments 
into the Riparian Corridor and Riparian-Related area are allowed. It should be noted that 
there is an existing sanitary sewer line located within the Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
portion of the site. Development of the site will require connections to be made to the 
existing sanitary line through the resource area of the site. 

The applicant has commissioned a wetland delineation of the site, which has been 
reviewed and approved by staff of the Department of State Lands (see Attachment G). 
LDC Section 4.13.40.b.l .c allows a wetland delineation that has been reviewed and 
approved by the Department of State Lands (DSL) to substitute for the wetland area as 
indicated on the City's Wetland lnventory Map, which would also include a 25-foot setback 
buffer. Because of this, the provided wetland boundary information does not precisely 

- - - correspond to the wetland area indicated on the City's Wetland Inventory Map. However, 
the delineated wetland area shown accurately describes the correct location of the wetland 

a 7 

E , and may be used in place of the City's inventory data, which is less precise. 
c - 
0 = 

As discussed later, in the MADA Section of this staff report, the applicant has 
demonstrated that the unconstrained portion of the site (the portion of the site that is not 
constrained by significant natural features or natural hazard areas) is smaller than the area 
allowed by the Minimum Assured Development Area provisions in Chapter 4.1 1. Because 
of this, limited encroachment is allowed into the resource area. The applicant is proposing 
to develop approximately 16,729 square feet of the Highly Protected Riparian Corridor 
area. In order to accommodate utility service to the proposed development, the applicant 
is also proposing to connect sanitary sewer lines from the development to the sanitary 
sewer line within the protected area. As noted, the location of utilities in resource areas 
is allowed, if deemed necessary to maintain a functional system by the City Engineer. 
Because of topography on the site, there is no other viable way to provide sanitary service 
to the development area; therefore, the City Engineer has deemed this encroachment into 
the resource area to be necessary. 

Within the Highly Protected Riparian Corridor of Dunawi Creek, no vegetation is proposed 
to be removed, except in the area of proposed development, based on the MADA 
provisions. Therefore, the provisions of LDC 4.13.50.a do not apply. Additionally, 
revegetation of the stream bank is not necessary, per LDC 4.13.50.d because the riparian 
corridor of Dunawi Creek through the subject site is fully vegetated. LDC Section 4.13.50.e 
requires that no lots may be created or reconfigured through the subdivision process that 
would be fully encumbered by protected areas. Because the MADA allows a limited 
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encroachment into protected areas, the proposed lots in those areas are considered 
"formerly constrained areas," and this standard is met, per the MADA allowances in LDC 
4.1 1.30.a.2.a. "Formerly constrained areas" are defined in Section 1.6 of the Land 
Development Code as follows: 

Areas that contain areas that would be protected through the Development Constraints in 
Chapters 4.5, 4.1 1, 4.12, or 4.13, but can be developed by applying the MADA provisions in 
Chapter 4.11. Formerly Constrained Areas can be developed, and the constraining factors 
such as significant vegetation may be removed or reduced to accommodate the development. 

A condition of approval is recommended (Condition 2) to ensure that the stipulations of 
LDC Section 4.13.50.f are reflected in the Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC & 
Rs) for the proposed Homeowners Association that will maintain Tract A, which will contain 
the protected natural resource areas on the site. 

There is a small riparian corridor that flows from the golf course ponds, under Country Club 
Drive , and across the subject site to the west of the proposed development area. This 
Highly Protected Riparian Corridor does not contain sufficient tree canopy to provide 
stream shading, as required by LDC 4.13.50.d.2. This riparian corridor does contain 
adequate groundcover and shrubs, as required by LDC 4.13.50.d.2. To address the 
required tree canopy, a condition of approval is recommended (Condition 3) to require 
sufficient trees to be planted, in compliance with the standards of LDC 4.13.50.d.2.b.l. 

- - - 
As noted above, a portion of the Highly Protected Riparian Corridor consists of an abutting 
Locally Protected Wetland of Special Significance. Development standards for Locally a, 

E I Protected Wetlands are nearly identical to the Highly Protected Riparian Corridor , = 
0 - standards, as shown above. However, the provisions of LDC 4.1 3.80.01 .e stipulate that cu 

all proposed development activities within any wetland are subject to Oregon Department 2 
of State Lands (DSL) and US Army Corps of Engineers (COE) standards and approval. 
Furthermore, the code section states that no site development permits may be issued until 
the City has received verification of DSL and COE approval for development in the subject 
areas. To ensure this standard is met, a condition of approval is recommended (Condition 
4). As conditioned, the proposed development will comply with applicable requirements 
regarding development within or adjacent to highly protected riparian corridors and locally 
protected wetlands. 

100-Year Floodplain Requirements 

Applicable Land Development Code Requirements: 

4.5.50.07 - Standards in High Protection Floodway Fringe Areas 

The following standards shall apply to activities and development in High Protection 
Floodway Fringe areas, as identified on the Natural Hazards Map. Generally, these areas 
contain the 100-year Floodplain of local Streams, but not the portions of the Millrace and 
Willamette and Mary's River 100-year Floodplains within the City Limits boundary, as of 
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December 31,2004. 

In addition to the requirements of the underlying zone, the following limitations and 
exceptions shall apply to activities within the High Protection Floodway Fringe. Where 
applicable state or federal regulations provide greater restrictions, such regulations shall 
apply. All necessary local, state, and federal approvals shall be secured prior to the 
commencement of earth movement or construction in these areas. 

b. Building, Paving, and Grading Activities - Within High Protection Floodway 
Fringe areas, the placement of structures or impervious surfaces, as well as 
grading, excavation, and the placement of fill, is prohibited except as stated 
below. Exceptions to the Floodway Fringe restrictions may be made for the 
purposes identified in items "1," through "7," of this Section, provided they 
are designed and constructed to minimize adverse impacts to Stormwater and 
Floodplain Functions within the Floodway Fringe, and comply with the 
mandatory construction standards in 4.5.50.08.b and 4.5.50.08.c. 

8. Development associated with a Minimum Assured Development Area 
that would be allowed in accordance with Chapter 4.11 - Minimum 
Assured Development Area (MADA). 

c. Subdivisions, Land Partitions, and Property Line Adjustments 

- - d. Maintenance within Floodway Fringe Areas 
+ 
c 
a 4.5.50.08 - Standards in Partial Protection Floodway Fringe Areas 
F I 

b. Parking Limitation - To Reduce Impervious Surface in the Floodplain 

c. Construction Standards within the 100-Year Floodplain 

Although most of the proposed development is located outside of the highly-protected 100- 
year floodplain area on the site, a small portion of retaining wall and fill material are 
proposed to be located within the floodplain at the northwest corner of the area to be 
developed. This area is a permissible intrusion into the floodplain, per the allowance for 
MADA encroachments. Because the area of encroachment is small (approximately 991 
square feet), the proposed encroachment into the floodplain will not create significant 
adverse impacts to stormwater and floodway functions within the floodway fringe. The 
mandatory construction standards of LDC 4.5.50.08.b do not apply to the proposed 
development, because those standards address parking areas proposed within the 
floodplain, which are not proposed here. The mandatory standards in LDC 4.5.50.08.c, 
regarding construction standards within the 100-year floodplain, do apply. A condition of 
approval is recommended to ensure that all construction within the 100-year floodplain 
complies with this standard (Condition 5). As with the Riparian Corridor standards, LDC 
4.5.50.07.c prohibits creating or reconfiguring lots that would be significantly encumbered 
by areas within the Highly Protected 100-year floodplain. None of the proposed lots would 
be significantly encumbered in this way; therefore, this standard is met. LDC 4.5.50.07.d 
sets limitations on maintenance within floodway fringe areas that are identical to those 
required by LDC 4.1 3.50.f. Condition 2 will ensure that these maintenance expectations 
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are codified in the applicable CC & Rs for the homeowners association that will maintain 
the floodway fringe, wetland, and riparian corridor areas within proposed Tract A. As 
conditioned, the proposed developmentwill comply with applicable requirements regarding 
development within 1 00-year floodplain areas. 

Sisnificant Veaetation 

Applicable Land Development Code Requirements: 

Section 4.2.20 - GENERAL PROVISIONS - LANDSCAPING, BUFFERING, SCREENING, AND 
LIGHTING 

c. Protection of Shrub, Ground Cover and Tree Specimens in Inventoried Areas of the 
Adopted Natural Features lnventory Map dated December 20,2004 - 
1. For shrub, groundcover, and tree specimens within the areas inventoried as 

part of the Natural Features Inventory, preservation requirements shall be in 
accordance with the provisions of Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured Development Area 
(MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and 
Chapter4.13 -Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. See Adopted Natural 
Features lnventory Map dated December 20, 2004, for information regarding - 
areas inventoried as part of the Natural Features Inventory. - - 

C, 

s b 
2. Plants to be preserved and methods of protection shall be indicated on the E I detailed planting plan submitted for approval. Existing trees and shrubs shall = 

be considered preserved if the standards in Section 4.12.60.f are met. 0 - 
'3 

The development site was inventoried, as indicated on the Natural Features Inventory Map. 
4 

The inventory found significant riparian corridors and wetlands on the subject site, as well 
as portions of the 100-year floodplain. However, outside of wetland and riparian corridor 
areas, no significant vegetation was identified on the site. The site does contain a number 
of large trees, many of which are 8 inches or greater in diameter. Most of these trees are 
within the wetland and/or riparian corridor areas, but some are located in the upland 
portions of the site. Because these trees are outside areas protected by the provisions of 
LDC Chapters 4.5,4.11,4.12, and 4.1 3, they are explicitly not protected by the provisions 
of the Land Development Code. This trade-off was made intentionally by decision makers 
in the adoption of the City's Natural Features provisions, to balance resource protection 
with the needs of development, and it is reflected in the language of LDC 4.2.20.c.l. The 
applicant is invited to minimize impacts to trees within the developable portion of the site, 
but is not required to do so. 

Minimum Assured Development Area 

Applicable Land Development Code Requirements: 
4.1 1 S0.02 - Calculation of the Base Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) 

Ashwood Preserve (PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003) Page 17 of 82 



a. Residential Sites -The base Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) for a 
residential site shall be calculated by multiplying the acreage of the site by the 
Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) per acre as shown in Table 4.11-1 - 
Determining Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) for Residential Zones, 
below. Acreage calculations shall be rounded to two decimal points. If a site contains 
multiple zones, the base Minimum Assured Development Area for each zone shall be 
determined. The total base Minimum Assured Development Area shall be the sum of 
the base Minimum Assured Development Areas for all the zones. 

c. Additional Allowances for Determining the Minimum Assured Development Area of 
Residential and Nonresidential Sites -The Minimum Assured Development Area 
calculated in Section 4.11.50.02.a and Section 4.1 1.50.02.b may be increased above 
the base MADA by adding the areas determined by the provisions below: 

Table 4.1 1-1 
Determining Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) for Residential 

Zones 

1. The area of public right-of-way dedications resulting from a required width in 
excess of the width needed for a local street, provided the required street is 
identified in the Corvallis Transportation Plan; 

2. The area of Wetland mitigation that is required by the Department of State 
Lands andlor the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers when infrastructure must be 
extended through a Wetland. The area credited shall be based upon the 
written requirements of the associated permit approval of the Department of 
State Lands andlor the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, whichever is greater; 

Total 
MADA 

3. Above-ground stormwater detention facilities designed and constructed 
consistent with the Corvallis Design Criteria Manual; and 

Area Credits 
(4.1 1.50.02.c) 

Zone 

RS-6 

4. Trails required by the Corvallis Transportation Plan or the City of Corvallis 
Park and Recreation Facilities Plan, or necessary to provide public access to 
or through designated open space areas. 

Base MADAlAcre 

13,000 sq. ft. 

4.11.50.03 - Variations Allowed Outright to Minimize Development Encroachments - 
The following standards may be used to achieve the MADA and minimize development 
encroachments into protected Natural Resource and Natural Hazard areas: 

a. Residential Properties and Residential Uses - To avoid or minimize development on 
portions of sites containing Significant Natural Resources and Natural Hazards, the 
Building Types and development standards of the next most intensive residential zone 
may be used. 

4.11.50.04- Priority of Encroachments into Protected Natural Resource and Natural Hazard 
Areas 
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a. Encroachments shall be allowed only to the minimum extent necessary to achieve the 
MADA. 

b. All unconstrained lands shall be used before encroachments can occur, with the 
exception of areas described in Section 4.1 1.50.01 .b. 

c. Order of Encroachments - Encroachments shall occur sequentially into the areas of 
protected Natural Resources and Protected Natural Hazards based upon the priorities 
presented below, with encroachments into areas identified in Section 4.1 1.50.04.c.l 
first, and Section 4.11.50.04.c.2.1 last. Encroachments into areas described in each 
subsection shall also occur in the order presented, starting from the top of each list. 

2. Develo~ment Encroachments - 

a) Partially Protected Significant Vegetation, in addition to that already 
allowed in Chapter4.12 -Significantvegetation Protection Provisions; 

b) Highly Protected Significant Vegetation; 

C) Highly Protected 100-yr. Floodway Fringe areas; 

d) Proximate Wetlands -Jurisdictional Wetlands associated with Riparian 
Corridors, including Wetlands not determined to be Locally 
Significant; 

e) Protected Locally Significant Wetlands; 

f) Protected Locally Significant Wetlands of Special Concern; g '; 
I: = 
0 - - 

g) Riparian Corridors of the Marys River and the Willamette River; m 
4 

h) Riparian Corridors of local Streams with a corridor width of 100 ft. 
from Top-of-bank on each side of the stream, as shown on the 
Riparian Corridors and Wetlands Map; 

i) Riparian Corridors of local Streams with a corridorwidth of 75 ft. from 
Top-of-bank on each side of the stream, as shown on the Riparian 
Corridors and Wetlands Map; 

j) Riparian Corridors of local Streams with a corridor width of 50 ft. from 
Top-of-bank on each side of the stream, as shown on the Riparian 
Corridors and Wetlands Map; 

k) The 254. setbacwbuffer within Partially Protected Riparian Corridors 
shown on the Riparian Corridors and Wetlands Map, but not in a 
manner that conflicts with Section 4.1 1.50.05.c; and then 

1) Areas with existing landslides, consistent with the development 
standards contained in Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions. 

3. Allowance under these provisions for development to encroach into otherwise 
protected Natural Resources and Natural Hazards does not remove the 
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necessity that development shall comply with all other standards of this Code. 

The entire development site is 9.52 acres, or 414,691 square feet, in size. Of that area, 
6.88 acres, or 299,490 square feet, is encumbered with highly protected natural features, 
including the Dunawi Creek riparian corridor, a wetland of special significance, portions of 
the 100-year floodplain of Dunawi Creek, and a riparian corridor along the drainageway 
that flows from the golf course pond to Dunawi Creek. The remaining unconstrained area 
of the site is calculated as follows: 

414,691 sq. ft. - 299,490 sq. ft. = 11 5,201, or 2.64 acres 

In situations such as this one, where a large portion of a development is encumbered with 
natural feature areas, the Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) provisions are 
used to ensure that natural features protections do not deprive the property of reasonable 
economic use. 

The following calculations determine the Minimum Assured Development Area for the 
subject site. First, the base MADA is calculated from the MADA figure identified for RS-6 
zoned properties in Table 4.1 1-1. The figure is 13,000 square feet, which means that for 
every acre of land on a development site, a minimum development area of 13,000 square 
feet is assured. This calculation yields the following result: 

9.52 acres X 13,000 sq. ft./acre = 123,760 square feet, or 2.84 acres 

Per LDC 4.1 1.02.50.c. 1, the base MADA may be increased by, "the area of public rig ht-of- 
way dedications resulting from a required width in excess of the width needed for a local 
street, provided the required street is identified in the Corvallis Transportation Plan." 
Country Club Drive is identified as a collector street in the Corvallis Transportation Plan. 
Additional improvements and right-of-way dedication are needed on the north side of 
Country Club Drive to complete this portion of the street to a collector street standard. The 
applicant proposes additional right-of-way (ROW) dedication and improvements on the 
north side of the street to bring the street to the required standard. In addition, wetlands 
have been identified within portions of the curbside drainageway along the north side of 
Country Club Drive, at the west end of the site (see applicant's Attachment M, within 
Attachment J). A recent City project to improve portions of Country Club Drive was 
designed to preserve these wetlands. A standard planter strip and separated sidewalk 
along the north side of Country Club Drive in this area would obliterate the curbside 
wetlands. Therefore the applicant has proposed additional ROW dedication in the area 
of the wetlands to allow construction of a separated sidewalk far enough to the north of the 
curbside wetlands to minimize impacts to the wetlands. Consequently, the total area of 
ROW dedication on the north side of Country Club Drive is 9,426 square feet. All of this 
ROW area is in excess of the width needed for a local street, and therefore qualifies as an 
additional MADA credit, per LDC 4.1 1.02.50.c.I. Adding this area credit to the MADA 
yields the following result: 
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Base MADA (123,760 sq. ft.) + Area Credit (9,426 sq. ft.) = 133,186 sq. ft., or 3.06 acres 

Because the Minimum Assured Development Area for the site (3.06 acres) is larger than 
the unconstrained portion of the site (2.64 acres), a limited amount of encroachment of 
development into natural resource areas is allowed. The permissible amount of 
encroachment is determined by subtracting the unconstrained area from the MADA area, 
as shown below: 

MADA Area 133,186 sq. ft. - Unconstrained Area (1 15,201 sq. ft.) = 17,985 sq. ft., or 0.41 
acres 

Because the applicant is able to utilize the MADA provisions to develop the subject site, 
the provisions of LDC 4.1 1.50.03 may be utilized to promote compact development within 
the developable portion of the site. LDC 4.1 1.50.03.a states that, for residential properties 
and residential uses, the building types and development standards of the next most 
intensive residential zone may be used. The development site is zoned Low Density 
Residential (RS-6). The applicant intends to utilize building types and development 
standards that are allowed in the next most intensive residential zone, which is Medium 
Density Residential (RS-9). This is discussed in more detail later in this staff report. 

Once it is determined that MADA provisions may be utilized to encroach within resource 
areas, LDC Section 4.1 1.50.04 provides direction regarding the order in which these 
encroachments may be allowed to occur. This section >of the code requires that 
encroachments are allowed to the minimum extent necessary to achieve the MADA. This 
section also states that all unconstrained lands shall be used before encroachments can 
occur. Because of the odd configuration of the unconstrained areas on the site, there are 
a number of unconstrained areas (upland areas in the northwest portion of the site) that 
are not proposed for development (see applicant's Attachment M, within Attachment J). 
Earlier versions of the proposed development attempted to make better use of these areas, 
but were not workable. Therefore, although these areas will not be developed, and in fact, 
are proposed to be covered by a conservation easement that would preclude future 
development, these areas are considered to be "developed" for the purpose of determining 
the MADA. In other words, these areas must be subtracted from the minimum assured 
development area before encroachment into actual resource areas is allowed. Because 
no access encroachments are necessary to access the developable portion of the site, the 
provisions of LDC 4.1 1.50.04.c.I are not applicable to the subject development. 

LDC Section 4.1 1.50.04.c.2 lists the order of allowed encroachments into resource areas. 
These encroachments are listed in the order of least sensitive/hazardous to most 
sensitive/hazardous to minimize the level of development impact and potential hazard. 
The hierarchy is shown below in tabular form: 
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Encroachment into Highly Protected Significant Vegetation Areas 
1 I 

Table 2 - Priority of Encroachments into Protected Natural Resource and Natural 
Hazard Areas 

Order of Allowed Encroachments 

Encroachment into Partially Protected Significant Vegetation Areas, in 
addition to those already allowed via Chapter 4.12 - Significant 
Vegetation Protection Provisions 

Present on the Ashwood 
Preserve Site? 

No 

Encroachment into Highly Protected 100-yr. Floodway Fringe Areas Yes 

Encroachment into Proximate Wetland Areas (jurisdictional wetlands 
associated with Riparian Corridors) 

I 

No 

Encroachment into Protected Locally Significant Wetlands 

Encroachment into Protected Locally Significant Wetlands of Special 
Concern 

No 

Yes 

Encroachment into Riparian Corridors of the Marys River and the 
W~llamette River 

No 

Encroachment into Protected Riparian Corridors of local streams with 
a protected width of 100 ft. from Top-of-bank on each side of the 
stream 

I stream I I 

Yes 

Encroachment into Protected Riparian Corridors of local streams with 
a protected width of 75 ft. from Top-of-bank on each side of the 

Encroachment into Protected Riparian Corridors of local streams with 
a protected width of 50 ft. from Top-of-bank on each side of the 
stream 

Encroachment into the 25-ft. setbacklbuffer within the Partially 
Protected Riparian Corridors 

Yes 

existing landslides, consistent with 
Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions I 

As can be seen from Table 2, the site contains a number of natural resources. However, 
most of these resource areas overlay one another. For example, the 100-year floodplain 
area on the site is almost entirely within the locally significant wetland of special concern 
on the site. The 100-foot buffer from the top of bank of Dunawi Creek is also located within 
the 100-year floodplain and wetland area on the site. Much of the 75-foot buffer from the 
top of bank of the drainageway connecting the golf course ponds with Dunawi Creek is also 
within the wetland and 100-year floodplain areas. (see applicant's Attachment M, within 
Attachment J) The applicant proposes to encroach into the 100-year floodplain and into 
the locally significant wetland of special concern on the site. With the exception of 
necessary utility connections to the existing sanitary sewer line that is within the riparian 
buffer, no portion of the proposed development will encroach into the 100-foot, or 75-foot, 

Ashwood Preserve (PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003) Page 22 of 82 



riparian buffer areas on the site. Consequently, the proposed encroachments are 
consistent with the priority of encroachments specified in LDC 4.1 1.50.04. The area of 
encroachment proposed is 16,729 square feet, while the amount of encroachment allowed 
by the MADA is 17,985 square feet. Because the proposed encroachments are within the 
amount allowed by the MADA and follow the priority order of encroachments, the proposed 
encroachments are consistent with the Land Development Code, and are allowed. 

Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies: 

The following discussion addresses compliance with Comprehensive Plan Policies that 
relate to Natural Features on the subject site. 

4.2.1 Significant natural features within the Urban Growth Boundary shall be identified and 
inventoried by the City through the development process. These shall include: 

A. Seasonal and perennial streams and other natural drainageways, wetlands, 
and flood plains; 

B. Lands abutting the Willamette and Marys Rivers; 

C. Land with significant native vegetation as defined in the Oregon Natural - 
Heritage Plan (1998), which may include certain woodlands, grasslands, = 
wetlands, riparian vegetation, and plant species; + s m 

cuN 

D. Ecologically and scientifically significant natural areas; t 1  
r = 
0 - 
m . - 

E. Significant hillsides; c. 

2 
F. Outstanding scenic views and site; and 

G. Lands that provide community identity and act as gateways and buffers. 

4.2.2 Natural features and areas determined to be significant shall be preserved, or have 
their losses mitigated, andlor reclaimed. The City may use conditions placed upon 
development of such lands, private nonprofit efforts, and City, State, and Federal 
government programs to achieve this objective. 

4.5.1 The City shall encourage the use of density transfers as a means of preventing the 
development of significant resource sites and potentially hazardous locations, to 
mitigate the potential negative effects of hillside development, andlor to maximize the 
availability of open space. 

Adoption and implementation of the natural features provisions in the 2006 Land 
Development Code, which are based on an inventory of natural features within the Urban 
Growth Boundary, and which put in place a land use system to preserve significant natural 
features, ensures consistency with Policies 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 above. The proposed 
development, and the MADA provisions of LDC Chapter 4.1 1, are consistent with Policy 
4.5.1, which calls for density transfers to protect natural features. The MADA provisions, 
in allowing the next most intensive zoning district standards to be used for qualifying 
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development, effectively work as a density transfer mechanism to preserve natural features 
on development sites. 

4.7.1 Developments shall not be planned or located in known areas of natural hazards 
without appropriate safeguards. 

4.8.1 Development in the floodway fringe shall be controlled by local regulations in order 
to minimize potential damage (on-site, upstream, and downstream) to life and 
property; to allow for transport of flood waters; and to protect the economic, 
environmental, and open space qualities of the land and adjacent water bodies. 

4.8.2 Land designated as 100-year floodplain shall be treated as follows: 

A. Development of new buildings on undeveloped lands (where such 
development does not fall within the definition of infill contained in Article 50) 
shall be prohibited in the 100-year floodplain of Corvallis streams, with the 
exception of the Willamette River, the Marys River, and the Millrace. If pre- 
existing parcels are entirely within the 100-year floodplain or if this policy 
renders an otherwise buildable parcel unbuildable, exceptions may be 
considered to allow limited development. (FP-2) 

B. Streets, alleys, driveways, and parking lots on undeveloped lands, with the 
exception of the Willamette River, the Marys River, and the Millrace, should be 
located outside the 100-year floodplain and wetlands unless it can be 
demonstrated that they are constructed in a manner that does not restrict or 
otherwise alter proper floodplain functions, will cause no harm to the properly 
functioning condition of the stream, and that no other reasonable option is 
available. (FP-3) 

C. lnfill and redevelopment in the 100-year floodplain of Corvallis streams, with 
the exception of the Willamette River, the Marys River, and the Millrace, shall 
maintain or improve stormwater functions and floodplain functions existing 
prior to the proposed infill or redevelopment, using techniques such as flow- 
through designs, more pervious surface area, and reduced building footprints. 
Development standards shall be created to allow additions to existing 
structures consistent with those structures' design, provided the additions fall 
below the threshold of "substantial improvement" contained in the Land 
Development Code and are constructed consistent with FEMA standards. (FP- 
4) 

D. Area-specific development standards for the 100-year floodplain of the Marys 
River, the Willamette Rivers, and the Millrace shall be instituted to maintain 
stormwaterfunctions, be proportional to the impact of the development on the 
receiving water bodies, and minimize impacts to other properties. 

E. New City infrastructure, including streets and sanitary sewers, should be 
located outside the 100-year floodplain and wetlands unless it can be 
demonstrated that they will cause no harm to the properly functioning 
condition of the stream and that no other reasonable option is available. (FP-8) 

4.8.12 The City shall work to develop strategies that accommodate housing and other 
development opportunities that are displaced by floodplain protection measures to 
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ensure a compact development pattern. (FP-11) 

As noted previously, the majority of the development site is located outside the 100-year 
floodplain on the site. Because of this, the proposed development will not significantly 
endanger life or property, nor significantly impede the flow of floodwaters, consistent with 
Policies 4.7.1 and 4.8.1. The natural features provisions of the 2006 Land Development 
Code implement the direction provided by Policy 4.8.2 and provided by a host of other 
applicable policies and standards, including those developed in the Stormwater Master 
Plan. Where the LDC provisions appear to conflict with Policy 4.8.2, the Land 
Development Code has incorporated, through the provisions of the MADA, a mechanism 
that balances property rights with the community's need to restrict development in the 100- 
year floodplain. The MADA provisions are also consistent with Policy 4.8.12, which 
encourages compact development outside of floodplain areas. 

4.10.3 Significant drainageways shall be kept in a natural state to protect tree lines, maintain 
their natural functions, and enhance native plant species, to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

4.10.4 Within the Urban Growth Boundary, appropriate drainageway dedications and 
easements adequate for flood protection, conveyance of stormwater, channel access 
and maintenance protection of riparian environment, and channel migration shall be 
secured along all open drainageways needed for public conveyance of stormwater, 
prior to or at the time of development. - - - 

CI 

4.10.5 The City shall develop stream corridor width and other standards and programs that & 
preserve the properly functioning condition of streams. These standards can be E , 
varied by reach or basin and shall be determined based on functional objectives such -5 
as: m + 

A. Preservation of the hydrologic conveyance and storage capacity; 
3 

B. Allowance for natural channel lateral migration and bank failure; 
C. Allowance for channel widening and other channel modification that result 

from changes in hydrology from future urban development; 

D. Proper shading of the stream to maintain or improve water quality; 

E. Allowance for a vegetative management strategy that encourages native 
riparian species; 

F. Provision of a pollutant filtering zone for surface runoff; 

G. Allowance for natural stream processes to minimize stream channel, bank, 
and corridor maintenance needs; 

H. Buffering of urban uses from stream processes; 

1. Provision of a source and delivery of large wood; 

J. Preservation of the 0.2-foot floodway; and 

K. Preservation or enhancement of habitat. 
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4.10.6 In order to reduce peak runoff from impervious areas and maintain pre-development 
flow regimes, the City shall work to adopt standards such as the following: 

A. Minimize the proportion of each development site allocated to surface parking 
and circulation. 

B. Minimize the average dimensions of parking stalls. 

C. Use pervious materials and alternative designs where applicable, such as 
infiltration systems. 

D. Modify setback requirements to reduce the length of driveways. 

E. Promote the use of shared driveways to reduce impervious surface in 
residential development. 

F. Promote disconnection of roof down spouts to reduce runoff going into a 
piped collection system or the street and encourage storage for reuse. 

G. Retain a larger percentage of vegetated area within all types of development 
to increase rainfall interception. 

H. Pursue the use of retention and infiltration facilities where the soils are 
suitable to control runoff volume, peak flow and promote dry season base 
flows in streams. 

1. Develop sub-surface storage as well as surface detention facilities. 

J. Evaluate additional restrictions on cuts in hillsides, especially in areas with 
near-surface groundwater. 

4.10.17 To manage stormwater drainage and provide direction for developing standards, the 
City shall establish parameters andlor objectives for allowing new development to use 
vegetated swales or open channels. (QN-17) 

4.10.19 The Corvallis stormwater utility shall incorporate existing natural features such as 
streams and wetlands as a means of managing urban run-off. When using these 
natural features for urban stormwater needs, stormwater management shall follow the 
guiding principle of minimizing harm to these natural systems, maintaining the natural 
functions, and over time, repair any damage associated with past practices. (GP-1) 

4.11.12 Development upslope of wetlands shall minimize interference with water patterns 
discharging to wetlands, and shall minimize detrimental changes in water quality for 
waters discharging to wetlands. 

7.2.5 The City shall encourage the use of the most appropriate technology in all new 
developments and existing businesses and industries to comply with or exceed State 
and Federal environmental standards. 

7.5.5 The City shall attempt to limit unnecessary increases in the percentage of Corvallis' 
impervious surfaces. 
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The proposed development is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Policies cited 
above, which relate to the protection and maintenance of drainageways. Provisions within 
the 2006 Land Development Code relating to riparian corridor protections, required 
dedications, and other matters, implement the cited Comprehensive Plan policies. 
Additionally, the applicant proposes to use pervious paving materials for the private alleys 
that serve the development, consistent with Policies 4.1 0.6 and 7.5.5. 

Conclusions 

As conditioned, the proposed development will minimize impacts to significant natural 
features on the site, consistent with Land Development Code requirements and with 
applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies. In fact, with the adoption of the Natural Features 
provisions in the Land Development Code (implemented on December 31, 2006), the 
natural features Comprehensive Plan Policies have been fully implemented. 

C. COMPATIBILITY 

Following is a complete listing of applicable Land Development Code requirements related 
to compatibility. Following each cited LDC section is a brief discussion of compliance with 
the subject standard. 

Applicable Land Develo~ment Code Requirements: 

The subject site is zoned Low Density Residential (RS-6). However, because the MADA 
provisions apply, per LDC 4.1 1.50.03.a, the applicant is allowed to utilize "the Building 
Types and development standards of the next most intensive residential zone." For this 
development, the option of utilizing the Building Types and development standards of the 
Medium Density Residential zone is available to the applicant. Consequently, the applicant 
has proposed a development that is designed to comply with Medium Density Residential 
(RS-9) requirements. 

The applicant has proposed to construct two- and three-unit attached townhome-style 
dwellings within the subject development. These building types are permitted outright in 
the RS-6 and RS-9 zones. 

Although LDC 4.1 1.50.03.a allows the building types and development standards of the 
next most intensive residential zone to be used, the provisions do not allow a variation to 
the allowed density on the site. This is because the resultant overall site density should 
not exceed the density that would have otherwise resulted from development on the 
property if it were not encumbered with natural features. The provisions of LDC 
4.1 1.50.03.a are intended to allow for a more intensive level of development on the 
developable portion of a site, in return for preservation of the natural feature area on the 
site. Per LDC Section 3.3.30, the required density for new development in the RS-6 zone 
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is between 4 and 6 dwelling units per acre. According to the definition of "Density 
Calculation" in Section 1.6.30 of the LDC, the minimum density for a site is net density and 
maximum density is gross density. LDC Section 1.6.30 defines "Area, Net" as follows: 

Area, Net - Total area of a parcel or site, usually expressed in acres and excluding existing 
public street rights-of-way and, if a developer desires, excluding public parks, Significant 
Natural Feature areas dedicated to the public, andlor other areas permanently precluded from 
development due to development constraints or conservation easements. Planned streets 
shall not be excluded from the net area. 

According to this definition, the applicant can define the net area of the site as the whole 
site area without any existing right-of-way, or as the whole site area without any existing 
right-of-way or natural features areas that are permanently precluded from development. 
Since all of Tract A is proposed to be covered by a conservation easement, it would qualify 
as an area that is permanently precluded from development. Calculating the site's density 
with and without Tract A yields the following result: 

- - - 
CI 
C C O  ' 
E "  
r = If Tract A is excluded from the density calculation, the density of the development is 9.24 
0 - 
rn +-' dwelling units per acre, which exceeds the allowed density range in the RS - 6 zone. If 
3 Tract A is included in the density calculation, the density of the development is less than 

the 4 dwelling unit per acre minimum density of the RS - 6 zone (however, it is not less 
than the stipulated density range for Low Density Development of 2 - 6 dwelling units per 
acre that is called for in the Comprehensive Plan). Because the applicants cannot comply 
with the RS-6 density range based on these calculations, they have requested to vary from 
this density standard in the Land Development Code (but not from the Low Density 
Residential density range called for in the Comprehensive Plan). This is discussed in more 
detail in the section of the Compatibility analysis that addresses the requested variations 
to LDC requirements. As discussed in that analysis, Staff support the requested variation 
to the RS-6 density standards. 

Density with Tract A 

28 units 19.52 acres 

2.9 dwelling units I acre 

The following table provides both the RS-9 Zone's development standards and a 
determination regarding the proposal's compliance with those standards. 

Density without Tract A 

28 units 13.03 acres 

9.24 dwelling units I acre 
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Section 3.4.30 - RS-9 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Ashwood Preserve (PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003) Page 29 of 82 

a. Minimum Density 

b. Maximum Density 

c. Minimum Lot Area 
1. Single Detached 
2. Single Attached 
3. Duplex 
4. Triplex 
5. Fourplex 

d. Minimum Lot Width 
1. Single Detached with 

alley access to 
garage 

2. Single Detached with 
street access to 
garage 

3. Single Attached 
4. Duplex 
5. Triplex 
6. Fourplex 

e. Setbacks 
1. Front yard 

2. Rear yard and Side 
yards 

Interior attached 
townhouses exempt 

side yard 
setbacks. 

a) Single 
Detached 

b) Single 
Attached and 

Standard 

6 units per acre. Applies to the 
creation of Land Divisions. 

12 units per acre. Applies to the 
creation of Land Divisions. 

3,500 sq. ft. 
2,500 sq. ft. 
5,000 sq. ft. 
7,500 sq. ft. 
10,000 sq. ft. 

40 ft. 

50 ft. 

25 ft. 
50 ft. 
75 ft. 
100 ft. 

10 ft. minimum; 25 ft. maximum 
Also, unenclosed porches may 
encroach into front yards, 
provided that a minimum front 
yard of 5 ft. is maintained. 

5 ft. minimum and each lot must 
have a minimum 15 ft. usable 
yard either on the side or rear of 
each dwelling. Additionally, the 
setbacks listed below apply for 
side yards not being used as 
the usable yard described 
above. 

5 ft. minimum each side yard 
0 ft. one side; 8 ft. minimum on 

Complies? 

Not Applicable - Although 
MADA allows a variation to 
building types and 
development standards, it 
does not allow a variation to 
allowed density. 

Not Applicable - Although 
MADA allows a variation to 
building types and 
development standards, it 
does not allow a variation to 
allowed density. 

With the exception of Lots 2, 5, 
10, 15, 20, and 25, all lots 
comply with the 2,500 sq. ft. 
minimum lot size. The 
applicant requests to vary from 
the standard for the named 
lots. 

All lots comply with minimum 
25 foot lot width. 

The applicant has provided 
building envelopes, not actual 
building designs for the 
development. Actual 
structures will be within the 
building envelopes shown on 
the submitted drawings. With 
the exception of usable yard 
standards, from which the 
applicant has requested to 
vary, all setbacks will be met. 
The variation to usable yard 
standards is discussed later in 
this staff report. Findings from 
that discussion are 
incorporated by reference as 
findings under this criterion. 
To ensure compliance with 
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Zero Lot Line 
Detached 

C) Duplex, 
Triplex and 
Fourplex 

d) Abutting a 
more 
restrictive 
zone 

3. Corner Lot 

See also "k," and "I," below. 

f. Minimum GarageICarport 
Setbacks 
1. Garagelcarport 

entrance 
facinglparallel to the 
street 

2. Garagelcarport 
entrance 
sidewayslperpendicul 
ar to street 

See also "k," and "I," below. 

g. Minimum Setbacks and 
Buffering from Actively 
Farmed Open Space- 
Agricultural (0s-AG) Land 

See also "k," and "I," below. 

opposite side' 

10 ft. minimum each side 

10 ft. minimum 

10 ft. minimum on side abutting 
the street. Vision clearance 
areas in accordance with 
Section 4.1.40.c of Chapter 4.1 
- Parking, Loading, and Access 
Requirements. 

19 ft. minimum 

10 ft. minimum 

Setbacks from alleys in 
accordance with Section 
4.0.60.j of Chapter 4.0 - 
Improvements Required with 
Development. 

Garageslcarports are also 
subject to the provisions in 
Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian 
Oriented Design Standards. 

When residential development 
is proposed abutting Actively 
Farmed 0s-AG Land, a 
minimum 50 ft.-wide continuous 
plant or plantlberm buffer is 
required. It is the applicant's 
responsibility to provide this 
buffer. 

The minimum setback for lands 
adjacent to Actively Farmed 
0s-AG Land is 100 ft. Any 
intervening right-of-way may be 
included in the 100-ft. setback 
measurement. 

Structures that existed on 
December 31, 2006, and that 
would fall within the 100-ft 
setback from Actively Farmed 
0s-AG Land shall not be 
considered as non-conforming 
structures and no additional 
buffering is required to maintain 
the existing development. 

other setback requirements, a 
condition of approval is 
recommended to check actual 
building locations in relation to 
building envelopes at the time 
of building permit (Condition 
6). 

Complies. Garages are shown 
19 feet from access drives. 

Not applicable. 
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Building elevations are only 
"typicals." A condition of 
approval is recommended to 
ensure this standard is met 
(Condition 7). 

Complies. Based on the 
proposed building envelopes, 
no corner lots will exceed the 
70% lot area maximum. As 
noted, interior lots are 
exempted from the lot 
coverage standard. 

Compliance with parking 
requirements is discussed later 
in this staff report. 

Compliance with this standard 
will be ensured through the 
building permit process. 

Compliance with this standard 
will be ensured through the 
building permit process. 

Complies - see discussion in 
Part B of this staff report. 

Complies - see discussion in 
Part B of this staff report. 

Complies - see discussion in 
Part B of this staff report. 

Complies - see discussion in 
Part B of this staff report. 

h. Maximum Structure Height 

i. Maximum Lot Coverage 

j. Off-street Parking 

k. Outdoor Components 
Associated with Heat Pumps 
and Similar Equipment for 
Residential Structures 

1. Outdoor Components 
Associated with Heat Pumps 
and Similar Equipment for 
Nonresidential Structures 

m. Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA) 

n. Natural Hazards and Hillsides 

0. Significant Vegetation 

P- Riparian Corridors & Locally 
Protected Wetlands 

30 ft., not to exceed a solar 
envelope approved under 
Chapter 2.18 - Solar Access 
Permits or Chapter 4.6 - Solar 
Access. 

70 percent of lot area 
maximum; interior attached 
townhouses exempt from this 
provision. 

Green Area is calculated per lot. 

See Chapter 4.1 - Parking, 
Loading , and Access 
Requirements. 

Shall not be placed within any 
required setback area. 

When located outside a setback 
area, but within five to 10 ft. of a 
property line, such equipment 
shall be screened on all sides 
with a solid fence or wall at least 
one ft. higher than the 
equipment. 

When located outside a setback 
area, but greater than 10 ft. 
from a property line, such 
equipment requires no 
screening. 

Shall be in accordance with 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and 
Lighting. 

See Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum 
Assured Development Area 
(MADA). 

See Chapter 4.5 - Natural 
Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions. 

See Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and 
Lighting and Chapter 4.12 - 
Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions. 

See Chapter 4.13 - Riparian 
Corridor and Wetland 



q. Landscaping 

r. Required Green Area and 
Private Outdoor Space 

1 Provisions. I 

Section 3.4.40 - GREEN AREA REQUIREMENTS 

See Section 3.4.40, below, and 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and 
Lighting. 

See Section 3.4.40, below. 

a. A minimum of 30 percent of the gross lot area, and a minimum of 20 percent for center-unit 
townhouses on interior lots, shall be retained and improved or maintained as permanent 
Green Area to ensure that the 70 percent maximum lotlsite coverage standard of Section 
3.4.30 is met. A minimum of 15 percent of the gross lot area and a minimum of 10 percent 
for center-unit townhouses on interior lots shall consist of vegetation consisting of 
landscaping or naturally preserved vegetation. 

Compliance with landscape 
requirements is discussed later 
in this staff report. 

See discussion below. 

b. Landscaping within the required Green Area shall be permanently maintained in 
- - - accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. 
w Landscaping shall primarily consist of ground cover, ferns, trees, shrubs, or other living 
c N plants with sufficient irrigation to properly maintain all vegetation. Drought-tolerant plant 
E 7 materials are encouraged. Design elements such as internal sidewalks, pedestrian seating 
L = 
o - areas, fountains, pools, sculptures, planters, and similar amenities may also be placed 
m + within the permanent Green Areas. 
2 

c. Within the required Green Area for single-family dwellings (attached and detached) and 
duplexes, a Private Outdoor Space equal to at least 10 percent of the total lot area per 
dwelling unit shall be designed to be viewable and accessed by the interior space via 
doors and windows. Within the required Green Area for multi-dwellings, a Private Outdoor 
Space equal to at least 48 sq. ft. per dwelling unit shall be designed to be viewable and 
accessed by the interior space via doors and windows. These Private Outdoor Space 
requirements may be met by providing private side or rear yard areas, patios, andlor 
balconies for dwelling units. 

As indicated in the application materials (Attachment J), the proposed lots and building 
envelopes will comply with the 20% and 30% green area requirements noted above. 
No corner lot will contain less than 30% green area, and no interior lot will contain less 
than 20% green area. To ensure compliance with LDC 3.4.40.b above, a condition of 
approval is recommended to require submittal of detailed landscaping plans showing 
how the required green areas will be landscaped and irrigated, prior to issuance of 
building permits for each dwelling (Condition 8). Although the submitted typical 
building plans demonstrate compliance with the private outdoor space requirements of 
LDC 3.4.40.c, these plans are conceptual only. To ensure compliance with these 
provisions, a condition of approval is recommended to demonstrate compliance with 
LDC 3.4.40 prior to issuance of building permits for each dwelling (Condition 7). 
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Section 3.4.90 - COMPLIANCE WITH CHAPTER 4.10 - PEDESTRIAN ORIENTED DESIGN 
STANDARDS 

The requirements in Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards shall apply to the 
following types of development in the RS-9 Zone: 

a. All new buildings or structures for which a valid permit application has been submitted 
after December 31,2006; 

b. Developments subject to Conditional Development andlor Planned Development approval, 
as required by a Condition(s) of Approval(s); and 

c. Independent or cumulative expansion of a nonresidential structure in existence and in 
compliance with the Code on December 31,2006, or constructed after December 31,2006 
pursuant to a valid Conceptual or Detailed Development Plan approved on or before 
December 31,2006, shall comply with the pedestrian requirements of Chapter 4.10 - 
Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards as outlined in Section 4.10.70.01. 

Applicable Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards for the proposed development are as 
follows: 

Section 4.1 0.50 - STANDARDS FOR DETACHED SINGLE-FAMILY, TWO-UNIT ATTACHED 
SINGLE-FAMILY, AND DUPLEX RESIDENTIAL BUILDING TYPES - - - 

C, 

4.10.50.01 - Building Orientation, Privacy, and Facades Adjacent to Pedestrian Areas != 0 

E ?  
Orientation of Dwellings - All dwellings shall be oriented to existing or proposed r: - a. o = 
public or private streets, as outlined in this provision and in Chapter 4.4 - Land m 

C, 

Division Standards, with the exception that Accessory Dwelling Units constructed 2 
in accordance with Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions may be accessed from an 
alley. Private streets used to meet this standard must include the elements in 
Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development. See Chapter 4.0 for 
public and private street standards. 

The orientation standard of this Section is satisfied when the provisions in "I," 
and "2," below, are met. See Figure 4.10-1 -Allowed Access to Single-family 
Development When Lots Do Not Front Directly on a Street. 

1. Primary building entrances face the streets or are directly accessed by a 
sidewalk or multi-use path less than 100 ft, long; and 

2. Primary dwelling unit entrances open directly to the outside and do not 
require passage through a garage or carport to gain access to the dwelling. 

The proposed development contains five, two-unit attached single-family dwellings. 
These units are located on the southerly portion of the developable portion of the site, 
along Country Club Drive . The system of internal pedestrian walkways for the 
development will result in the location of the front doors of each unit within 100 feet of 
the new sidewalk proposed on the north side of Country Club Drive. The above 
standard is met. 
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The applicant has provided typical designs for the townhouse units to be constructed on 
the site to demonstrate how Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards may be met on the 
site. Because the actual townhome units that may be developed on the site may vary 
from these designs, a condition of approval is recommended to ensure that all other 
applicable Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards for the two-unit attached single-family 
dwellings on the site will be met (Condition 7). 

Section 4.1 0.60 - STANDARDS FOR ATTACHED SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLINGS THREE UNITS 
OR GREATER, TOWNHOME, TRIPLEX, FOURPLEX, AND APARTMENT 
RESIDENTIAL BUILDING TYPES 

4.10.60.01 - Building Orientation, Entrances, and Facades Adjacent to Pedestrian Areas 

All building orientations, facades, and entrances shall comply with the following 
standards. 

a. Orientation of Buildings - All dwellings shall be oriented to existing or proposed 
public or private streets, as outlined in this provision and in Chapter 4.4 - Land 
Division Standards, with the exception that Accessory Dwelling Units constructed 
in accordance with Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions may be accessed from an 
alley. Private streets used to meet this standard must include the elements in 
Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development. See Chapter 4.0 for 
public and private street standards. 

1. Primary building entrances shall face the streets or be directly accessed by 
a sidewalk or multi-use path less than 200 ft. long, as shown in Figure 4.10- 
13 - Primary Building Entrances Within 200 Ft. of the Street, below. Primary 
entrances may provide access to individual units, clusters of units, 
courtyard dwellings, or common lobbies. Entrances shall open directly to 
the outside and shall not require passage through a garage or carport to 
gain access to the doorway 

Open courtyard space may increase up to 50 percent of the building front 
beyond the maximum setback, as shown in Figure 4.10-14 - Open 
Courtyards, below. Open courtyard space is usable space that shall 
include pedestrian amenities such as benches, seating walls, or similar 
furnishings, and shall include landscaping. For example, an apartment 
building in a Mixed Use Residential Zone is required to have a front yard 
setback of no more than 15 ft. If a developer desires to construct a u- 
shaped building with a pedestrian courtyard in the center, then one half the 
width of the building, based upon the lineal footage of the building's street 
frontage, could be located farther back than the maximum setback of 15 ft. 

Off-street parking and vehicular circulation shall not be placed between 
buildings and the streets to which those buildings are primarily oriented, 
except for driveway parking associated with single-family development. 
See Figure 4.10-13- Primary Building Entrances Within 200 Ft. of the Street 
for compliant locations of parking and circulation. An exception may also 
be granted for up to two parking spaces per dwelling unit for Duplexes and 
Triplexes, provided these spaces are within driveway areas designed to 
serve individual units within the Duplexes or Triplexes, as shown in Figure 
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4.10-15 - Driveway Exception for Duplexes and Triplexes, on the next page. 
Parking to the side of buildings is allowed in limited situations, as outlined 
in Section 4.10.60.02 below. 

The proposed development contains six, three-unit, attached townhouse buildings. The 
system of internal pedestrian walkways for the development will result in the location of 
the front doors of each unit within 200 feet of the new sidewalk proposed on the north 
side of Country Club Drive . No off-street parking is located between the proposed 
buildings and Country Club Drive, in compliance with LDC 4.10.60.01 .a.3. The above 
standard is met. 

b. Percentage of Frontage - On sites with 100 ft. or more of public or private street 
frontage, at least 50 percent of the site frontage width shall be occupied by 
buildings placed within the maximum setback established for the zone, except that 
variations from this provision shall be allowed as outlined in Section 4.10.60.01.a.2, 
above. See Figure 4.10-16 - Portion of Building Required in Setback Area on Sites 
with At Least 100 ft. of Frontage. For sites with less than 100 ft. of public or private 
street frontage, at least 40 percent of the site frontage width shall be occupied by 
buildings placed within the maximum setback established for the zone, except that 
variations from this provision shall be allowed as outlined in Section 4.10.60.01.a.2, 
above. See Figure 4.10-17 - Portion of Building Required in Setback Area on Sites - - 
with Less Than 100 ft. of Frontage. - 

+ 
c 0 

The maximum setback established in the RS-6 and RS-9 zones is 25 feet. The g 7 
proposed development would locate the proposed buildings nearest to Country Club L o = - 
Drive approximately 8 feet from the edge of the right-of-waylproperty line. The m 

developable portion of the site has approximately 550 feet of frontage on Country Club 4 
Drive. Of that frontage, the proposed development would place buildings within the 25- 
foot maximum setback for approximately 276 feet of its length. This equates to 50.2% 
of the developable frontage of the site. Therefore, this standard is met. 

4.10.60.06 - Pedestrian Circulation 

a. Applicability 

These additional pedestrian circulation standards apply to all residential 
developments with eight or more units. 

b. Standards 

1. Continuous Internal Sidewalks - Continuous internal sidewalks shall be 
provided throughout the site. Discontinuous internal sidewalks shall be 
permitted only where stubbed to a future internal sidewalk on abutting 
properties, future phases on the property, or abutting recreation areas and 
pedestrian connections. 

2. Separation from Buildinas - Internal sidewalks shall be separated a 
minimum of five ft. from dwellings, measured from the sidewalk edge 
closest to any dwelling unit. This standard does not apply to the following: 
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a) Sidewalks along public or private streets used to meet building 
orientation standard; or 

b) Mixed use buildings and multi-family densities exceeding 30 units 
per acre. 

c. Connectivity - The internal sidewalk system shall connect all abutting streets to 
primary building entrances. The internal sidewalk system shall connect all 
buildings on the site and shall connect the dwelling units to parking areas, bicycle 
parking, storage areas, all recreational facility and common areas, and abutting 
public sidewalks and multi-use paths. 

The proposed development contains a pedestrian system that provides internal 
connectivity to on-site amenities and other areas, as called for by the above standard. 
All sidewalks are separated from dwellings by at least five feet, in compliance with LDC 
4.1 0.60.06.b.2. These standards are met. 

d. Sidewalk and Multi-use Path Surface Treatment - Public internal sidewalks shall be 
concrete and shall be at least five ft. wide. Private internal sidewalks shall be 
concrete, or masonry; and shall be at least five ft. wide. Public multi-use paths, 
such as paths for bicycles, pedestrians, and emergency vehicles, shall be concrete 

- and shall be at least 12 ft. wide. Private multi-use paths shall be of the same 
- - materials as private sidewalks, or asphalt, and shall be at least 12 ft. wide. All 
c.' 

c a materials used for sidewalks and multi-use paths shall meet City Engineering 

f ?  standards. 
-C = - 

The proposed internal sidewalks would be private sidewalks. For the most part, these 
c.' 

sidewalks are five feet in width, as called for by the above standard. However, along 
the northwestern boundary of the developable portion of the site, the proposed sidewalk 
is only three feet wide. This has been done to preserve the five foot separation 
requirement called for by LDC 4.1 0.60.06.b.2, as discussed above. Because 
pedestrian traffic on this private sidewalk is anticipated to be light, and to enhance the 
privacy of adjacent residents, it is recommended that the Planning Commission allow 
the subject sidewalk to remain three feet wide, as a variation allowed through the 
Planned Development process. This is discussed later in the compatibility section of 
this staff report. 

e. Crossings -Where internal sidewalks cross a vehicular circulation area or parking 
aisle, they shall be clearly marked with contrasting paving materials. Additional use 
of other measures to clearly mark a crossing, such as an elevation change, speed 
humps, or striping is encouraged. 

f. Safety Adjacent to Vehicular Areas - Where internal sidewalks parallel and abut a 
vehicular circulation area, sidewalks shall be raised a minimum of six in., or shall 
be separated from the vehicular circulation area by a minimum six-in. raised curb. 
In addition to this requirement, a landscaping strip at least five ft. wide, or wheel 
stops with landscaping strips at least four ft. wide, shall be provided to enhance 
the separation of vehicular from pedestrian facilities. 

There are no areas where internal sidewalks would cross a vehicular circulation or 
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parking area. Therefore, no contrasting paving materials or other measures are 
required. In areas where internal sidewalks parallel a vehicular circulation area, the 
sidewalk would be raised six inches above vehicle grade and separated by at least five 
feet of landscaping from the vehicle circulation area. The above standards are met. 

9- Lighting - Lighting shall be provided consistent with the lighting provisions in 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. 

Compliance with the lighting requirements of Chapter 4.2 is addressed later in this staff 
report. Findings from that discussion are incorporated by reference as findings under 
the above criterion. 

The applicant has provided typical designs for the townhouse units to be constructed on 
the site to demonstrate how Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards may be met on the 
site. Because the actual townhome units that may be developed on the site may vary 
from these designs, a condition of approval is recommended to ensure that all 
applicable Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards for the three-unit attached single- 
family dwellings on the site will be met (Condition 7). 

Conclusion Resardins Develo~ment Standards and Requirements 

As conditioned, the applicable development standards and requirements of the RS-9, - - 
Medium Density Residential zoning district have been met. - 

CI 

!= b 

E 7 
CHAPTER 4.6 r - 

0 = 
SOLAR ACCESS + a 

3 
Section 4.6.10 - PURPOSES 

Solar energy can make a significant long-term contribution to the City's energy supply. This 
Chapter is intended to encourage the use of solar energy by protecting Solar Access in new 
Residential Subdivisions and residential Planned Developments. 

Section 4.6.20 - EXEMPTIONS 

Residential buildings constructed or lots developed in locations noted below are exempt from the 
requirements of this Chapter: 

a. On north-facing slopes of 10 percent or more; 

b. On portions of sites where Solar Access, as defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions, is 
unavailable due to shading from Natural Resources or Natural Hazards subject to 
the provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, 
Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - 
Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor 
and Wetland Provisions. 

c. On sites where density is concentrated because density is being transferred from 
an area on the same development site that is simultaneously being rezoned to 

Ashwood Preserve (PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003) Page 37 of 82 



Conservation - Open Space; or 

d. On sites which contain Natural Resources or Natural Hazards subject to the 
provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, 
Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - 
Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor 
and Wetland Provisions and where: 

1. The developed portion of the site will exceed minimum required density by 
at least 50 percent for properties designated as Extra-low, Low, or Medium 
Density Residential; and 

2. The developed portion of the site will exceed minimum required density by 
by at least 25 percent for properties designated as Medium-high or High 
Density Residential. 

The proposed development is exempt from the Solar Access provisions of LDC Chapter 
4.6, as indicated above. LDC Section 4.6.20.d states that if a development site 
contains natural resources or natural hazards subject to Chapters 4.2, 4.5, 4.12, and 
4.13, then the development is exempt from solar access provisions if "the developed 
portion of the site will exceed minimum required density by at least 50 percent ...." As 
noted previously, natural resources and hazards are present on the site, and the 

- - - provisions of Chapters 4.2, 4.5, 4.12, and 4.1 3 do apply to this development. The 
+J 
t a3 portion of the site proposed for development is approximately 3.03 acres in size. The 

7 minimum density required on this site, per the requirements of the RS-6, Low Density 
r = Residential Zoning District, is four units per acre. This would equate to a required 
0 - 
C[J minimum density on the developed portion of the site of 12.12, or 12, units. The 
4 proposed development contains 28 units within the developable portion of the site, 

which is 233% of the minimum density. Consequently, since the proposed 
development exceeds the minimum density on the developed portion of the site by 
more than 50%, it is exempt from solar access requirements. 

Section 2.5.40.04 - COMPLIANCE WITH PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
COMPATIBILITY FACTORS 

Ap~licable Land Development Code Requirements: 

2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria 

Requests for the approval of a Conceptual Development Plan shall be reviewed to ensure 
consistency with the purposes of this Chapter, policies and density requirements of the 
Comprehensive Plan, and any other applicable policies and standards adopted by the City 
Council. The application shall demonstrate compatibility in the areas in "a," below, as 
applicable, and shall meet the Natural Resource and Natural Hazard criteria in "b," below: 

a. Compatibility Factors - 
1. COMPENSATING BENEFITS FOR THE VARIATIONS BEING REQUESTED: 
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As indicated in Table 1, at the beginning of this staff report, the applicant has requested 
a number of variations from standards, including variations to hydrology, minimum 
density, minimum lot size, usable yard, lot depth-to-width ratio, and sidewalk planting 
strip requirements. Additionally, staff note that a variation to the requirement for 5-foot 
wide internal sidewalks would be necessary to approve the proposed development. 
Following is a discussion of each requested variation and analysis of the compensating 
benefits provided. 

Chanse in Hydrology 

Applicable Land Development Code Requirement: 

2.4.30.04 - Review Criteria 

b. Residential Subdivisions - Requests for the approval of a Residential Tentative 
Subdivision Plat shall be reviewed to  ensure consistency with the clear and 
objective approval standards contained in the following: the City's development 
standards outlined in  the applicable underlying Zoning Designation standards i n  
Article Ill of this Code; the development standards in  Article IV of this Code; the 
standards of all acknowledged City Facility Master Plans; the adopted City Design 
Criteria Manual; the adopted Oregon Structural Specialty Code; the adopted - 
International Fire Code; the adopted City Standard Construction Specifications; - - 
the adopted City Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control Ordinance; and the CI 

c a 
adopted City Off-street Parking Standards. Additionally, the following criteria shall f 7 
be met for Residential Subdivisions and the application shall demonstrate c = 
adherence to  them: 0 - 

m + 

4. Excavation and grading shall not change hydrology in terms of water 
3 

quantity and quality that supports existing Locally Significant Wetlands 
andlor Riparian Corridors that are subject t o  Chapter 4.13 - Riparian 
Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 

The proposed development is located up-slope from a Locally Protected Wetland of 
Special Concern. Storm water from the proposed development would flow into the 
protected wetland. The majority of the proposed development would be located outside 
the protected wetlands, but through the MADA provisions of Chapter 4.1 1, a small 
encroachment into the wetland is allowed. Because of this encroachment, it is not 
possible to find that the hydrology of the protected wetland will not be changed. 

The applicant states that the impact of the proposed development on the adjacent 
wetlands will be minimized for two reasons. Firstly, the applicant proposes to utilize 
porous paving materials for all vehicular circulation areas and pedestrian walkways 
within the development. The use of porous paving materials will reduce the amount of 
impervious surface area within the development, and will allow for infiltration of storm 
water through the pavement, to more closely replicate the current flow of stormwater on 
the site. Secondly, the applicant notes that the Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality (DEQ) will be required to review their proposal to direct stormwater into the 
adjacent wetland and will require a stormwater management plan that demonstrates 
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mimicking of pre-construction flows, as well as the preservation of the quality and 
quantity of water that will flow into the wetlands. 

Because it is not possible to encroach into the protected wetland, as allowed by the 
MADA provisions, and not impact the hydrology of the wetland, a variation to the 
hydrology standard is necessary. The applicant has proposed pervious pavement to 
minimize wetland impacts, while noting that DEQ approval is required in order to 
develop the proposed development. Although it is likely that DEQ review will be 
necessary in conjunction with the DSL and COE fill permits that will be necessary to 
construct the proposed development, it is not entirely certain that DEQ will review the 
development. However, if DEQ review is not needed, it would likely be because 
anticipated wetland impacts would be minor. A condition of approval is recommended 
that would require the use of pervious pavement, as proposed by the applicant 
(Condition 9). Condition 4 will ensure that all necessary DEQ, DSL, and COE permits 
have been issued prior to issuance of any site development permit for the development. 
As conditioned, the use of pervious pavement and review by appropriate agencies will 
ensure that impacts to the hydrology of the site are minimized, and may be considered 
appropriate compensating benefits. 

RS-6 Minimum Densitv 

t o  
a v Applicable Land Development Code Requirement: 
E I 
I: = 
0 - 
m Section 3.3.30 - RS-6 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
= 
3 Table 3.3-1 

I Standard 

a. Minimum Density 2 units per acre for existing platted lots as of 
December 31,2006; however, all new 
Residential Subdivisions and Planned 
Developments in this zone shall achieve a 

]minimum density of 4 dwelling units per acre. 

CHAPTER 2.5 
PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 

Section 2.5.10 - BACKGROUND 

It is the intent of this Chapter to establish procedures that permit flexibility in the land development 
process, allow for better preservation of Significant Natural Features, and allow for innovation in site 
planning and architectural design. 

The Planned Development process is established to allow the review and approval of Conceptual and 
Detailed Development Plans, to provide the mechanism for achieving greater flexibility and improved 
design in cases where the scope of proposed modifications to pre-stated standards exceeds that 
permitted through a Lot Development Option. A Lot Development Option allows minor modifications 
to required specification standards on an individual lot of record. The procedures for a Lot 
Development Option are identified in Chapter 2.12 - Lot Development Option. 
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b. Restrictions on Variations - 
1. Development Standards - 

a) The Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan process permits modifications 
to the site development standards of the underlying zone; and 

The MADA provisions of LDC 4.1 1.50.03.a are intended to allow for a more intensive level 
of development on the developable portion of a site, in return for preservation of the natural 
feature areas on the site. Per LDC Section 3.3.30, the required density for new 
development in the RS-6 zone is between 4 and 6 dwelling units per acre. According to 
the definition of "Density Calculation" in Section 1.6.30 of the LDC, the minimum density 
for a site is net density and maximum density is gross density. LDC Section 1.6.30 defines 
"Area, Net" as follows: 

Area, Net - Total area of a parcel or site, usually expressed in acres and excluding existing 
public street rights-of-way and, if a developer desires, excluding public parks, Significant 
Natural Feature areas dedicated to the public, andlor other areas permanently precluded from 
development due to development constraints or conservation easements. Planned streets 
shall not be excluded from the net area. 

According to this definition, the applicant can define the net area of the site as the whole 
site area without any existing right-of-way, or as the whole site area without any existing - 

0 * right-of-way or natural features areas that are permanently precluded from development. , 
Since all of Tract A is proposed to be covered by a conservation easement, it would qualify 6 
as an area that is permanently precluded from development. Calculating the site's density 
with and without Tract A yields the following result: 4 

If Tract A is excluded from the density calculation, the density of the development is 9.24 
dwelling units per acre, which exceeds the allowed density range in the RS - 6 zone. If 
Tract A is included in the density calculation, the density of the development is less than 
the 4 dwelling unit per acre minimum density of the RS - 6 zone (however, it is not less 
than the stipulated density range for Low Density Development of 2 - 6 dwelling units per 
acre that is called for in the Comprehensive Plan). Because the applicants cannot comply 
with the RS-6 density range based on these calculations, they have requested to vary from 
this density standard in the Land Development Code (but not from the Low Density 
Residential density range called for in the Comprehensive Plan). The Planned 
Development process allows variations to development standards in the Land 
Development Code, but does not allow variations to Comprehensive Plan requirements. 
Article 40.1.1 of the Comprehensive Plan states that densities for Low Density Residential 

Density with Tract A 

28 units / 9.52 acres 

2.9 dwelling units / acre 
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28 units / 3.03 acres 

9.24 dwelling units / acre 



development are to be between 2 and 6 dwelling units per acre. The density of the 
proposed development, at 2.9 dwelling units per acre, is consistent with that requirement. 

The applicant states that the proposed variation to the RS-6 density requirements allows 
the minimization of encroachment into areas with protected natural features, while 
maintaining the targeted 2-6 dwelling unit per acre density range stipulated in the 
Comprehensive Plan. Staff agree with this conclusion and support the requested variation 
to the standard. 

Minimum Lot Size 

LDC Section 3.4.30.c requires a minimum lot size of 2,500 square feet for single family 
attached dwellings, such as those proposed in the subject development. The applicant 
states that all lots except Lots 2, 5, 10, 15, 20, and 25 would comply with this standard. 
Those lots are interior lots which are proposed to be approximately 2,100 square feet in 
size. The applicant states that the following considerations compensate for the requested 
variation to the standard: 

Smaller lots allow for greater density on the developable portion of the site 
Smaller lots make more efficient use of land 

- Smaller lots minimize encroachment into protected natural feature areas - - 
L) 

Smaller lots allow for the creation of common usable outdoor space 
ts: c\l 

f P Staff agree that these considerations compensate for the variation to the standard and 
L = - note that the overall density of the site is near the low end of the range for low density 
m + 
7 

residential development. 

Usable Yard Area 

The applicant requests to vary from the standard in LDC 3.4.30.e, which requires a 
minimum 15 foot usable yard either on the side or rear of each dwelling. The applicant 
states that 300 square feet of usuable yard area will be available to the side and rear of 
exterior townhome units, but no usuable yard area is available for the interior townhome 
units. This is partly because all units are rear-loaded, which reduces or eliminates the 
possibility for usable yard areas in the rear yards of the development. In order to qualify 
per the LDC standard, usable yard areas must be located to the side or rear of each 
dwelling. However, for townhome units in the configuration proposed, the best usable yard 
area is within the pedestrian-oriented front yards. Because the lots are narrow to reduce 
impacts to the adjacent wetlands, and because garages are proposed within the rear yard 
areas, it is not possible to create viable usable yard areas to the side or rear of the 
proposed units. To mitigate for the requested variation, the applicant states that an 11,329 
square foot common usable outdoor area has been provided, with internal pedestrian 
connections from each unit. This area, contained within Tract B, contains a walking path, 
benches, and a tot lot playground. This common outdoor area is not required by the Land 
Development Code. Staff support the approval of the requested variation based on the 
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compensating benefits provided by the common outdoor area and by the necessity to 
reduce the "footprint" of the development within the development site. 

Lot DepthIWidth Area 

Applicable Land Development Code Requirement: 

4.4.20.03 - Lot Requirements 

a. Size and Shape - Lot size, width, shape, and orientation shall be appropriate for the 
location of the Subdivision and for the Use Type contemplated. No lot shall be 
dimensioned to contain part of an existing or proposed street. All lots shall be 
buildable, and depth shall generally not exceed 2.5 times the average width. Lot sizes 
shall not be less than required by this Code for the applicable zone. Depth and width 
of properties reserved or laid out for commercial and industrial purposes shall be 
adequate to provide for off-street parking and service facilities required by the type 
of use proposed, 

unless off-site parking is approved per Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and Access 
Requirements. 

The subject standard states, in part, that "All lots shall be buildable, and depth shall - - 
generally not exceed 2.5 times the average width." Given the specific language of this 3 
standard, which notes that lots "generally" shall not exceed 2.5 times the average width, 
it is arguable whether the standard is mandatory. In the subject instance, the applicant 1 - 
requests to create six lots (Lots 2, 5, 10, 15, 20, and 25) with a depth that would exceed 2 - 
2.5 times the average width. The remaining 22 lots would comply with the rule. Generally 2 
speaking, the rule would appear to be met. The applicant notes that the lot widthldepth. 
ratio rule does not lend itself well to the development of attached townhome projects, which 
are generally built on narrow and deep lots. The applicant notes that, "the proposed 
development plan provides higher density and a more efficient use of land than would be 
achieved under the subject standard." Staff agree, and find that the advantages of 
compact development compensate for a slight variation to the widthldepth ratio rule. 

Plantincl Strip Required between Sidewalks and Streets 

Applicable Land Development Code Requirement: 

Section 4.0.30 - PEDESTRIAN REQUIREMENTS 

a. Sidewalks shall be required along both sides of all streets, as follows: 

2. Sidewalks on Arterial. Collector, and Neiqhborhood Collector Streets ,Sidewalks 
along Arterial, Collector, and Neighborhood Collector Streets shall be separated from 
curbs by a planted area. The planted area shall be a minimum of 12 ft. wide and 
landscaped with trees and plant materials approved by the City. The sidewalks shall 
be a minimum of five ft. wide. An exception to these provisions is that this separated 
tree planting area shall not be provided adjacent to sidewalks where they are allowed 
to be located within Natural Resource areas governed by Chapter 4.12 - Significant 
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Vegetation Protection Provisions and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions. This separated tree planting area shall also not be provided adjacent to 
sidewalks where they are allowed to be located within drainageway areas governed 
by regulations in Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions. 

The applicant has requested to vary from the typical sidewalk standard in a couple of ways. 
Typically, sidewalks along collector streets such as Country Club Drive are required to be 
located 12 feet from the curb, with a 12-foot-wide planting strip located between the curb 
and the sidewalk. However, as noted above, where sidewalks are to be located abutting 
natural resource areas, such as riparian corridors and wetlands, the 12-foot-wide planting 
strip is to be eliminated, leaving a curbside sidewalk in those areas. This is done to 
minimize impacts to the abutting natural feature areas. The applicant proposes to follow 
this requirement in areas where the setback sidewalk would impact the riparian corridor 
surrounding the drainageway that flows from the golf course ponds north to Dunawi Creek. 
No variation from the sidewalk standard is necessary to allow this variation because it is 
clearly required by LDC 4.0.30.a.2 above. 

Further to the west, the applicant requests to vary from the 12 foot planting strip width by 
creating a larger separation between the sidewalk and the curb. Significant wetlands have 
been identified in the drainageway ditch that immediately abuts Country Club Drive to the 

- - north. A recent City Capital Improvement Project to improve this section of Country Club 
- - Drive contained a number of measures to protect these existing roadside wetlands. To the 
5 $ north of the roadside wetlands is a vegetated area that does not contain wetlands. By 
E I relocating the sidewalk 24 feet north of curbside in this area, negative impacts to the 
1 = - roadside wetlands can be avoided without impacting other protected natural features on m + 
7 the site. Staff support the variation to the setback sidewalk in this instance, and propose 

a condition of approval that would allow the sidewalk to meander around significant trees 
in this area, where possible (Condition 10). 

Required 5-foot-wide Private Sidewalks 

Applicable Land Development Code Requirement: 

4.10.60.06 - Pedestrian Circulation 

d. Sidewalk and Multi-use Path Surface Treatment - Public internal sidewalks shall be 
concrete and shall be at least five ft. wide. Private internal sidewalks shall be concrete, 
or masonry; and shall be at least five ft. wide. Public multi-use paths, such as paths 
for bicycles, pedestrians, and emergency vehicles, shall be concrete and shall be at 
least 12 ft. wide. Private multi-use paths shall be of the same materials as private 
sidewalks, or asphalt, and shall be at least 12 ft. wide. All materials used for sidewalks 
and multi-use paths shall meet City Engineering standards. 

Although the applicant states that internal sidewalks will all be five feet wide, it appears that 
the walkway that borders the development area along the northwest side is three feet wide. 
As noted previously, Staff support a variation to the five foot width requirement because 
the private sidewalk is expected to be a low volume walkway and the three foot sidewalk 
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width allows for the full five foot separation between walkways and adjacent windows that 
is required by the LDC. Alternatively, to require a five-foot wide sidewalk in this location 
would necessitate further encroachment of the site into the adjacent wetland, or the further 
reduction of private open space areas and building separation within the development. 
Neither of those options is viewed as desirable by Staff. 

Conclusion 

Staff find that the compensating benefits to be provided will adequately offset the impacts 
of the requested variations to standards. Staff believe this criterion is met. 

2. BASIC SITE DESIGN (THE ORGANIZATION OF USES ON A SITE AND THE 
USES' RELATIONSHIPS TO NEIGHBORING PROPERTIES); 

The proposed site design complies with required site design elements such as building 
orientation and parking location. An internal pedestrian network is provided for, as required 
by LDC 4.10.60.06. Although the site design does create three access drives that connect 
to Country Club Drive, the alleys meet spacing requirements for the collector street. An 

- earlier design that would have provided a looped internal street through the development 
- - 
c. 

was considered, but it did not comply with all Land Development Code requirements. The 
r LO three private alleys serving the development are 26 feet wide, which complies with Fire 
7 Department access requirements, if they are marked on both sides to prohibit parking. A 

r - = condition of approval is recommended to ensure this requirement is met (Condition 11). 
cU + Fire Department comments on the proposed development are as follows: 
3 

1. If proposed structures are >30' in height, as measured to the roof peak, those drives 
located in tract F, G, & H, shall have an unobstructed width of at least 26' in those 
areas adjacent to such height structures. Ref: OFC Section D105. 

2. Private drives 26' in width and less to be marked both sides - Fire Lane - No 
Parking". Ref: OFC Appendix D l  03.6.1 

3. Fire Department Staff suggest naming these three private drives so that the dwelling 
units may be easily identified and addressed referencing the private drive upon 
which they front. If the dwelling units reference Country Club for addressing, 
signage will need to be provided at each driveway entry, identifying the numerical 
address range of homes located down each drive. Ref: OFC Section 505, CFD 
Guideline 1 1.2.1. 

4. Required fire hydrants must be in-service prior to combustible construction above 
the level of the foundation. Ref: OFC 501.4 

5. Vegetation within 25' of structures shall be modified and / or maintained in a fire 
safe manner to prevent rapid fire spread into or out of this housing grouping. Ref: 
OFC 304.1.2. 
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6. The developer is proposing automatic fire sprinkler systems in all homes built on 
these parcels in lieu of standard turnaround provisions. The Corvallis Fire 
Department is supportive of this proposal. 

A condition of approval and development related concerns are recommended to ensure 
that these issues are addressed with development (Condition 12, Development Related 
Concerns F and G). 

The proposed site design provides ample buffering of the development to the north, west, 
and south. To the north and west, the developed portion of the site will be buffered by the 
extensive wetland and vegetated riparian areas on the site. To the south, the development 
will be separated from the adjacent golf course by Country Club Drive. To the east, the 
development site is relatively close to an existing single family dwelling. The proposed new 
building in the southeast corner of the site would be approximately 10 feet from the 
adjacent eastern property line. Although this complies with setback requirements, the front 
of homes on Lots 27 and 28 would directly face the abutting side yard. To address this 
compatibility concern, it is recommended that a six-foot tall wooden fence be required 
along the development site's boundary with the site of the developed single-family 

- - detached home to the east (Condition 13). This will help to maintain the privacy of the 
- - existing dwelling and will enhance the overall compatibility of the development with its 
a surroundings. As conditioned, the proposed site design will be compatible with adjacent a * 

€ I neighboring properties and with the larger neighborhood. 
r: = 
0 - 

3. VISUAL ELEMENTS (SCALE, STRUCTURAL DESIGN AND FORM, MATERIALS, 
ETC.); 

The applicant has submitted sample plans and elevations for buildings on the development 
site to demonstrate how compliance with Chapter 4.10 (PODS), could be achieved. 
However, actual building designs may vary from those shown. Building locations will be 
as shown on the subdivision layout plan and buildings will be contained within the building 
envelopes shown on that plan. Additionally, compliance with Pedestrian Oriented Design 
Standards (PODS) will be required for all buildings on the site at the time of building permit 
application (Condition 7). PODS requirements for the two-unit attached buildings include 
requirements for pedestrian features and design variety in LDC Section 4.10.50.03. PODS 
requirements for the three-unit attached buildings include requirements for pedestrian 
features and design variety in LDC Section 4.10.60.04 and standards regarding service 
areas and roof-mounted equipment in LDC Section 4.10.60.05. These requirements will 
ensure that buildings on the site will be visually interesting and compatible with nearby 
residential development. 

The applicant has opted to develop the RS-6-zoned project consistent with the 
requirements of the Medium Density Residential Zone (RS-9), as allowed by the provisions 
of Chapter 4.11. However, it is important to note that the building type proposed (attached 
townhouses) is permitted outright in both the RS-6 and in the RS-9 zones. Additionally, 
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the maximum allowed building height in both zones (as well as in all Low Density 
Residential zones) is 30 feet. Consequently, the MADA allowance to build per the 
standards of the next most intensive zoning district would not result in a different building 
type, or in taller buildings, than could have been developed on the property under the RS-6 
zoning. 

As conditioned, Staff find that the visual elements of the proposed development will be 
compatible with surrounding development. 

4. NOISE ATTENUATION; 

No undue noise impacts are anticipated from the proposed development. This criterion is 
met. 

5. ODORS AND EMISSIONS; 

No unusual odors or emissions are anticipated from the proposed development. As 
discussed previously, the applicant proposes to use pervious pavement within the 
development to help to replicate pre-existing hydrology on the site. Additionally, the 
proposed stormwater system for the development will be subject to review and approval 
by the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), if deemed necessary by that = - 
agency and by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE). This will ensure that stormwater , 
emissions from the development will be adequately mitigated. This is discussed previously * 

E I in the portion of this staff report regarding compliance with criterion 2.5.40.04.a. 1. Findings r = 
0 - from that discussion are incorporated by reference as findings under the above criterion. co 

No other significant emissions are anticipated from this development. As conditioned, this 2 
criterion is met. 

6. LIGHTING; 

A~plicable Land Development Code Requirements: 

Section 4.2.80 - SITE AND STREET LIGHTING 

Pursuant to City Council Policy 91 -9.04, "The City of Corvallis is  interested in well shielded, 
energy efficient street lighting sources that direct the light source downward where it i s  
needed, not up or sideways where it is  wasted and causes glare, light trespass, and bright 
skies. " 

All developers shall submit a proposed lighting plan for approval that meets the functional 
security needs of the proposed land use without adversely affecting adjacent properties or 
the community. This criteria is satisfied upon compliance with the provisions listed below 
and shall be substantiated by the applicant's submittal of the necessary information to 
demonstrate compliance, such as information including but not limited to manufacturers' 
specifications: 

a. For safety purposes, lighting shall be provided in all areas designed to include 
pedestrian activities, such as streets, sidewalks, multi-use paths, parking lots, 
buildings, and plazas. 
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b. With the exception of lighting for public streets, which is maintained by the City 
through a contract with an electric company, all other lighting used to illuminate 
streets, buildings, sidewalks, multi-use paths, parking lots, plazas, or the landscape, 
shall be evaluated during the plan review process associated with requests for 
permits. 

c. Site lighting that may be confused with warning, emergency, or traffic signals is 
prohibited. 

d. Light sources shall be concealed or shielded to the maximum extent feasible to 
minimize the potential for glare and unnecessary diffusion on adjacent property. 
Compliance with this provision shall be demonstrated by ensuring that, when 
evaluated from a point fourft. above the ground, bulbs of light fixtures are not visible 
from adjacent property. 

e. All new Subdivision street lights and future street-light luminaire replacements within 
the existing street-light system shall be flat-lens fully shielded luminaires. 

f. Standard placement of street lights shall be at intersections, in the middle of long 
blocks, and in dead end streets and long Cul-de-sacs. 

- - - 
+ g. Background spaces such as parking lots shall be illuminated as unobtrusively as 
C CO 

E P possible to meet the functional needs of safe circulation and of protecting people and 
property. Foreground spaces, such as building entrances and plaza seating areas, = o - shall use local lighting that defines the space without glare. 

(U + 
2 The applicant has submitted a lighting plan that addresses some, but not all, of the 

requirements of LDC 4.2.80 above. The applicant proposes three new street lights along 
Country Club Drive, as well as interior lighting of access drives and pedestrian areas on 
the site. It is not clear whether bulbs from all light fixtures would be shielded from view 
from a point four feet above the ground, located on adjacent property, as is required by 
LDC 4.2.80.d. To ensure compliance with this standard, and all other applicable lighting 
standards, a condition of approval is recommended to require review and approval of a 
site-wide lighting plan that complies with the requirements of LDC 4.2.80 prior to issuance 
of a building permit for any home on the site (Condition 14). As conditioned, this criterion 
is met. 

7. SIGNAGE; 

No signage is proposed for the subject site at this time. Any future signage on the site will 
be subject to applicable Sign Code requirements and vision clearance requirements, which 
will ensure that on-site signage does not create compatibility conflicts or safety hazards. 
This criterion is met. 

8. LANDSCAPING FOR BUFFERING AND SCREENING; 

Applicable Land Development Code Requirements: 

Section 4.2.30 - REQUIRED TREE PLANTINGS AND MAINTENANCE 
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a. Tree Plantings - 
Tree plantings in accordance with this Section are required for all landscape areas, 
including but not limited to parking lots for four or more cars, public street frontages, 
private streets, multi-use paths, sidewalks that are not located along streets, alleys, 
and along private drives more than 150 ft. long. 

1. Street Trees - 

a) Along streets, trees shall be planted in designated landscape parkway 
areas or within areas specified in a City-adopted street tree plan. 
Where there is no designated landscape parkway area, street trees 
shall be planted in yard areas adjacent to the street, except as allowed 
elsewhere by "d," below; 

b) Along all streets with planting strips in excess of six ft. wide and 
where power lines are located underground, a minimum of 80 percent 
of the street trees shall be large canopy trees; 

c) Planting strips on Local Connector and Local Streets shall be planted 
with medium canopy trees; and 

d) If planting strips are not provided on Arterial, Collector, and - - 
Neighborhood Collector Streets, an equivalent number of the required z 
large and required medium canopy trees shall be provided in other & 
locations within common open space tracts on the site, or within the E , 
front yard setback areas of the parcels and lots adjacent to the street. 5 
Such plantings in-lieu-of street trees shall be in addition to the m 
mitigation trees required in Section 4.12.60; 4 

2. Along alleys, trees shall be planted on the sides of the alleys at a minimum of 
one tree per lot; and the trees shall be located within 10 ft. of the alley; 

3. Along sidewalks and multi-use paths not located along streets, a minimum five 
ft.-wide landscaping buffer is required on either side of the facility. Examples 
of sidewalks and multi-use paths not located along streets include pedestrian 
and bicycle connections between Cul-de-sacs or between residential areas 
and neighborhood centers, etc. Within these buffers, trees shall be planted 
at least every 30 ft., or as determined by the type of tree used. See Table 4.2-1 
- Street Trees and Table 4.2-2 - Parking Lot Trees; 

4. Conditions of Approval for individual development projects may require 
additional tree plantings to mitigate removal of other trees, or as part of 
landscape buffering or screening efforts; 

5. The distance between required trees shall be determined by the type of tree 
used. See Table 4.2-1 - Street Trees and Table 4.2-2 - Parking Lot Trees; and 

6. Trees in parking areas shall be dispersed throughout the lot to provide a 
canopy for shade and visual relief. 
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Table 4.2-1 - Street Trees 

Medium-canopy trees: - Maximum 30 ft. on-center 
trees that normally reach spacing 
30-50 ft. in height within 
30 years 

Large-canopy trees: - Maximum 50 ft. on-center 
trees that normally reach 30-50 ft. spacing 
in height within 30 years, but 
exceed 50 ft. in height at maturity 

Table 4.2-2 - Parking Lot Trees 

Medium-canopy trees: - Minimum one tree per eight cars 
trees that normally reach 30-50 ft. 
in height within 30 years 

Large-canopy trees: - Minimum one tree per 12 cars 
trees that normally reach 30-50 ft. 
in height within 30 years, but 

- exceed 50 ft. in height at maturity 
- - 
CI 
c 0 

f y Section 4.0.60 - PUBLIC AND PRIVATE STREET REQUIREMENTS 
I: = 
0 - 
m j. Alley standards shall be as follows - 
2 

2. Additional Standards for Allevs Servina Residential Use T v ~ e s  - 

c) Street trees shall be provided on either side of the alley tract, outside the tract, 
at the rate of one tree per lot, consistent with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. Such street trees are also required in 
cases where the Director approves an exception to the requirement for the 
alley to be in a separate tract, for infill developments less than two acres in 
size; 

Street trees are required along County Club Drive, consistent with the stipulations of LDC 
4.2.30. The applicant has provided a conceptual landscape plan that shows large canopy 
street trees to be planted along Country Club Drive, with the exception of the area where 
curbside sidewalk would be utilized to minimize impacts to the abutting riparian corridor. 
These large canopy trees are generally shown at a spacing of 50 feet or less, as required 
by the LDC. The applicant proposes to plant additional large canopy trees along the 
western portion of the site's Country Club Drive frontage, in the area where the sidewalk 
is pulled away from the curb to minimize impacts to the curbside wetlands in this area. 
Because this area is heavily vegetated, no additional street trees are necessary in this 
area. LDC 4.2.30.a.l .d requires that if street trees are not planted in a portion of a site's 
frontage because curbside sidewalks are approved, an equivalent number of trees must 
be planted within a common open space area on the site. The conceptual landscape plan 
also shows street trees adjacent to the private alleys as required by LDC 4.0.60.j.2.c. The 
conceptual landscape plan shows a plan for how other areas of the site would be 
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landscaped to enhance the attractiveness and compatibility of the development. However, 
the conceptual landscape plan does not include information regarding the type or size of 
plantings that are necessary to demonstrate compliance with all LDC requirements. To 
address these issues, a condition of approval is recommended to require the applicant to 
submit a detailed landscaping plan for review and approval prior to issuance of public 
improvement plans for the project (Condition 8). As conditioned, the proposed 
development would comply with all applicable landscaping requirements. 

9. TRANSPORTATION FACILITIES; 

This topic is discussed in detail in the Circulation portion of this staff report. Findings and 
conclusions from that discussion are incorporated by reference as findings and conclusions 
under the above criterion. 

10. TRAFFIC AND OFF-SITE PARKING IMPACTS; 

Traffic 

As noted later in this staff report, the applicant conducted a trip generation study for the 
residential development. The trip generation study found that the proposed Residential 
Condominium~~ownhouse-style development would generate 15 PM peak hour trips per - - 
day. The City of Corvallis typically defines an impact as 30 or more peak hour trips to a Z 

c 7 

single intersection. Because the calculated peak hour trip total is lower than the City's a> 
E I threshold, no further analysis is required. It is determined that the proposed development = 

will not generate a significant traffic impact upon the adjacent transportation system. 0 - 
cU 

Off-Site Parkina Impacts 
4 

A~plicable Land Development Code Criteria: 

CHAPTER 4.1 - PARKING, LOADING, AND ACCESS REQUIREMENTS 

Section 4.1.30 - OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

Minimum parking requirements for Use Types in  all areas of the City, with the exception of the Central 
Business (CB) Zone and the Riverfront (RF) Zone, are described in  Sections 4.1.30.a through 4.1 30.f. 
Minimum parking requirements for the Central Business (CB) Zone are described in  Section 4.1.30.g. 

a. Residential Uses Per Building Type - 
1. Sinale Detached and Single Attached -Zero Lot Line, and Manufactured Homes - 

a) Vehicles - Two spaces per dwelling unit. 

b) Bicycles - None required. 

2. Duplex, Attached, and Multi-dwelling - 
a) Vehicles - 
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1) Studio or Efficiency Unit One space per unit. 
2) One-bedroom Unit One space per unit. 
3) Two-bedroom Unit 1.5 spaces per unit. 
4) Three-bedroom Unit 2.5 spaces per unit. 

b) Bicvcles - 
1) Studio or Efficiency Unit One space per unit. 
2) One-bedroom Unit One space per unit. 
3) Two-bedroom Unit 1.5 spaces per unit. 
4) Three-bedroom Unit Two spaces per unit. 

The required bicycle parking may be located within a structure, in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 4.1.70. 

As shown, each of the proposed dwellings on the site would contain a two-car garage with 
enough room in front of the garage (19 feet) to allow two additional vehicles to be parked 
in front of the garage doors. City Development Services Staff recently issued a 
memorandum regarding whether tandem parking (parking in front of garage doors) would 
be allowed to satisfy Land Development Code parking requirements (Attachment H). The 

- - memorandum was developed due to a number of recent townhome-style developments 
- 
+ 

in which the allowance of tandem parking resulted in negative off-site parking impacts. 
= a According to the memorandum, the City no longer allows tandem parking to count towards 
a, LO 
E I on-site parking requirements for developments with buildings that contain four or more 
-t: = 
o - attached units. 
cU 

The proposed development contains only two- and three-unit attached buildings. 
Therefore, tandem parking in front of individual garages can be counted towards on-site 
parking requirements. As noted in LDC 4.1.30.a, the on-site parking requirement for single 
attached, zero lot line units, such as the units located along the southern portion of the 
development, is two spaces per dwelling unit. For these units, the two-car garage alone 
satisfies the on-site parking requirement. The three-unit attached buildings contain three 
bedrooms each, as shown on the submitted sample plan. According to the LDC parking 
standards, these three-bedroom units require 2.5 spaces per unit. If additional bedrooms 
were added, the parking requirement would remain 2.5 spaces per unit. Since tandem 
parking spaces are allowed to satisfy on-site parking requirements for these units, each of 
these units is provided with four on-site parking spaces, which exceeds the minimum 
parking requirement. 

The development site and immediate vicinity do not lend themselves well to "overflow 
parking'' opportunities. Overflow parking is a type of parking that is needed occasionally 
when additional parking spaces are needed beyond what the LDC requires. Typically, 
overflow parking in residential neighborhoods is accommodated with curbside parking 
along local streets. However, because Country Club Drive is a collector street, with bike 
lanes, no on-street parking is available on the street. Additionally, due to Fire Department 
access needs, the internal alleys that serve the development will not be able to 
accommodate curbside parking. The applicant has provided a total of eight overflow 
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parking spaces at the ends of each alley, but it is not clear that this number will be 
sufficient to accommodate all guests and visitors to the development. Therefore, the best 
opportunity to accommodate overflow parking within the development is on the driveways 
of individual units. As noted above, available parking for each unit exceeds the minimum 
required by 1.5 or 2 spaces. To preserve this opportunity for overflow parking spaces on 
each lot, and to reduce the potential for off-site parking impacts from the subject 
development, a condition of approval is recommended to allow no more than three 
bedrooms per dwelling unit, and to require that each dwelling be constructed with a two-car 
garage with enough space in front of the garage doors to accommodate two additional 
vehicles (Condition 15). As conditioned, the proposed development will adequately 
accommodate on-site parking needs and will provide adequate overflow parking 
opportunities such that negative off-site parking impacts will not be created. 

Per LDC 4.1.30.a.l above, there is no bicycle parking requirement for the attached, two- 
unit dwellings within the development. However, two bicycle parking spaces are required 
for each of the three bedroom dwellings within the attached, three-unit buildings within the 
development. To ensure that required bicycle parking is provided, a condition of approval 
is recommended (Condition 16). This will ensure that if building designs are different from 
those shown on the submitted sample plans, bicycle parking requirements will be met. 

11. UTILITY INFRASTRUCTURE; - - - 
+ 
s m This topic is discussed in detail in the Public Services and Utilities portion of this staff a, tn 
E I report. Findings and conclusions from that discussion are incorporated by reference as , = 

findings and conclusions under the above criterion. 0 - 
'3 
CI 

12. EFFECTS ON AIR AND WATER QUALITY (NOTE: A DEQ PERMIT IS NOT 
2 

SUFFICIENT TO MEET THIS CRITERION); 

The impacts of the proposed development on water quality are discussed in detail in the 
portion of the staff report that addresses compliance with LDC Section 2.5.40.04.a.l. 
Findings from that discussion are incorporated by reference as findings under the above 
criterion. In summary, the discussion finds that, as conditioned, the proposed development 
will not have a significant impact upon water quality. 

Air emissions are monitored by the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ). 
The DEQ indicates that the City of Corvallis airshed is in compliance with all Federal and 
State air quality regulations. No significant air or water quality impacts are expected as a 
result of this proposed development. 

13. DESIGN EQUAL TO OR IN EXCESS OF THE TYPES OF IMPROVEMENTS 
REQUIRED BY THE STANDARDS IN CHAPTER4.10 -PEDESTRIAN ORIENTED 
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DESIGN STANDARDS1; AND 

As discussed in the section of this staff report regarding compliance with Pedestrian 
Oriented Design Standards, and as conditioned, the proposed development will provide 
a design equal to or in excess of the PODS standards. Findings from that discussion are 
incorporated by reference as findings under the above criterion. 

14. PRESERVATION AND/OR PROTECTION OF SIGNIFICANT NATURAL 
FEATURES, CONSISTENT WITH CHAPTER4.2 - LANDSCAPING, BUFFERING, 
SCREENING, AND LIGHTING, CHAPTER 4.5 - NATURAL HAZARD AND 
HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT PROVISIONS, CHAPTER4.11 -MINIMUM ASSURED 
DEVELOPMENT AREA (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - SIGNIFICANT VEGETATION 
PROTECTION PROVISIONS, AND CHAPTER4.13 - RIPARIAN CORRIDOR AND 
WETLAND PROVISIONS. STREETS SHALL ALSO BE DESIGNED ALONG 
CONTOURS, AND STRUCTURES SHALL BE DESIGNED TO FIT THE 
TOPOGRAPHY OF THE SITE TO ENSURE COMPLIANCE WITH THESE CODE 
STANDARDS. 

Compliance with these standards is addressed in detail in Section B of this staff report. - 
= + ~ i n d i n ~ s  from that discussion are incorporated by reference as findings under the above 
$ ;j; criterion. 
E I 

b. NATURAL RESOURCES AND NATURAL HAZARDS FACTORS - 
1. ANY PROPOSED VARIATION FROM A STANDARD WITHIN CHAPTER 4.5 - 

NATURAL HAZARD AND HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT PROVISIONS, CHAPTER 
4.11 - MINIMUM ASSURED DEVELOPMENT AREA (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - 
SIGNIFICANT VEGETATION PROTECTION PROVISIONS, OR CHAPTER 4.13 - 
RIPARIAN CORRIDOR AND WETLAND PROVISIONS SHALL PROVIDE 
PROTECTIONS EQUAL TO OR BETTER THAN THE SPECIFIC STANDARD 
REQUESTED FOR VARIATION; AND 

2. ANY PROPOSED VARIATION FROM A STANDARD WITHIN CHAPTER 4.5 - 
NATURAL HAZARD AND HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT PROVISIONS, CHAPTER 
4.11 - MINIMUM ASSURED DEVELOPMENT AREA (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - 
SIGNIFICANTVEGETATION PROTECTION PROVISIONS, OR CHAPTER 4.13 - 
RIPARIAN CORRIDOR AND WETLAND PROVISIONS SHALL INVOLVE AN 
ALTERNATIVE LOCATED ON THE SAME DEVELOPMENT SITE WHERE THE 
SPECIFIC STANDARD APPLIES. 

No variations to the standards within Chapters 4.5, 4.1 1, 4.12, or 4.13 of the Land 
Development Code have been requested. This criterion is not applicable. 

Compliance with Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies 

1 
Redevelopment and reconstruction of buildings in existence and permitted in zoning prior to 
December 31, 2006, are allowed pursuant to the requirements of Section 4.10.70.01 - Applicability, 
of Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards. 
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Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies: 

3.2.1 The desired land use pattern within the Corvallis Urban Growth Boundary will emphasize: 

A. Preservation of significant open space and natural features; 

B. Efficient use of land; 

C. Efficient use of energy and other resources; 

D. Compact urban form; 

E. Efficient provision of transportation and other public services; and 

F. Neighborhoods with a mix of uses, diversity of housing types, pedestrian 
scale, a defined center, and shared public areas. 

The proposed development is consistent with this policy because it preserves nearly all of 
the significant natural features on the development site. The development also makes 
efficient use of the remaining developable portion of the site area. 

3.2.3 The City shall address compatibility conflicts through design and other transitional elements, 
as well as landscaping, building separation, and buffering. 

- As proposed and conditioned, the proposed development will be compatible with adjacent = 
-+ development. Preservation of significant natural areas on the site will retain a significant $ 

buffer from adjacent areas. Additionally, required landscaping and fencing will create an E I 

adequate buffer from adjacent development to the east. r = 
0 - 
cU 

5.3.1 To increase the aesthetic qualities of the community and enjoy the engineering and ecological 2 
benefits of trees, the City shall require developers to plant appropriate numbers and varieties 
of trees with all new development. Such standards shall be maintained in the Land 
Development Code. 

As proposed or conditioned, a number of new trees would be planted on the development 
site, including street trees, trees adjacent to alleys, and revegetation trees within riparian 
corridors. 

9.2.1 City land use decisions shall protect and maintain neighborhood characteristics (as defined 
in 9.2.5) in existing residential areas. 

9.2.2 In new development, City land use actions shall promote neighborhood characteristics (as 
defined in 9.2.5) that are appropriate to the site and area. 

9.2.4 Neighborhoods shall be pedestrian-oriented. Neighborhood development patterns shall give 
priority consideration to pedestrian-based uses, scales and experiences in determining the 
orientation, layout, and interaction of private and public areas. 

9.2.5 Development shall reflect neighborhood characteristics appropriate to the site and area. New 
and existing residential, commercial, and employment areas may not have all of these 
neighborhood characteristics, but these characteristics shall be used to plan the 
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development, redevelopment, or infill that may occur in these areas. These neighborhood 
characteristics are as follows: 

A. Comprehensive neighborhoods have a neighborhood center to provide services 
within walking distance of homes. Locations of comprehensive neighborhood centers 
are determined by proximity to major streets, transit corridors, and higher density 
housing. Comprehensive neighborhoods use topography, open space, or major 
streets to form their edges. 

B. Comprehensive neighborhoods support effective transit and neighborhood services 
and have a wide range of densities. Higher densities generally are located close to the 
focus of essential services and transit. 

C. Comprehensive neighborhoods have a variety of types and sizes of public parks and 
open spaces to give structure and form to the neighborhood and compensate for 
smaller lot sizes and increased densities. 

D. Neighborhood development provides for compatible building transitions in terms of 
scale, mass, and orientation. 

E. Neighborhoods have a mix of densities, lot sizes, and housing types. 

F. Neighborhoods have an interconnecting street network with small blocks to help 
disperse traffic and provide convenient and direct routes for pedestrians and cyclists. = - 
In neighborhoods where full street connections cannot be made, access and 
connectivity are provided with pedestrian and bicycle ways. These pedestrian and a, rn 
bicycle ways have the same considerations as public streets, including building E 

-C = 
orientation, security-enhancing design, enclosure, and street trees. o - a 

C, 

G. Neighborhoods have a layout that makes it easy for people to understand where they 3 
are and how to get to where they want to go. Public, civic, and cultural buildings are 
prominently sited. The street pattern is roughly rectilinear. The use and enhancement 
of views and natural features reinforces the neighborhood connection to the 
immediate and larger landscape. 

H. Neighborhoods have buildings (residential, commercial, and institutional) that are 
close to the street, with their main entrances oriented to the public areas. 

1. Neighborhoods have public areas that are designed to encourage the attention and 
presence of people at all hours of the day and night. Security is enhanced with a mix 
of uses and building openings and windows that overlook public areas. 

J. Neighborhoods have automobile parking and storage that does not adversely affect 
the pedestrian environment. Domestic garages are behind houses or otherwise 
minimized (e.g., by setting them back from the front facade of the residential 
structure.) Parking lots and structures are located at the rear or side of buildings. On- 
street parking may be an appropriate location for a portion of commercial, 
institutional, and domestic capacity. Curb cuts for driveways are limited, and alleys 
are encouraged. 

K. Neighborhoods incorporate a narrow street standard for internal streets which slows 
and diffuses traffic. 
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L. Neighborhood building and street proportions relate to one another in a way that 
provides a sense of enclosure. 

M. Neighborhoods have street trees in planting strips in the public right-of-way. 

9.3.2 Where a variety of dwelling types are permitted by the development district, innovative site 
development techniques and a mix of dwelling types should be encouraged to meet the range 
of demand for housing. 

9.3.5 Residential developments shall conform to the density ranges specified by the 
Comprehensive Plan and be of housing types permitted by the applicable zoning district. 

12.2.5 The City shall encourage land use patterns and development that promote clustering and 
multiple stories, take advantage of energy efficient designs, and have ready access to transit 
and other energy efficient modes of transportation. A location where this is desirable is in the 
Central City. 

The proposed development is consistent with the neighborhood-related and pedestrian- 
oriented Comprehensive Plan Policies above. Building types, as well as the scale and 
mass of the proposed buildings, are consistent with adjacent development. The proposed 
development contains an internal pedestrian network and will augment the City's public 
pedestrian system by constructing a public sidewalk on the north side of Country Club 

- Drive. The proposed development clusters development to minimize development to the 
- - 
+ 

adjacent significant natural features on the site, consistent with Policy 12.2.5. 
c h 
0 in 
E I The proposed development is consistent with applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies. 
5 - 
([I 
w 

2 Conclusion resardina Compatibility 

The proposed development, as conditioned, will comply with all development standards of 
the Medium Density Residential zone, including the Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards, 
as allowed by the provisions of Chapter 4.1 1. Due to the natural feature constraints on the 
site and the proposed density of the development, the Solar Access provisions of Chapter 
4.6 are not applicable to the subject development. As conditioned, the proposed 
development will not create compatibility conflicts, as required by LDC Section 2.5.40.04. 
The proposed development is consistent with applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies. 

D. CIRCULATION 

The following discussion addresses criteria related to vehicles, bicycles, pedestrians and 
transit. 

Vehicular Circulation: 

Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies 

11.2.1 The transportation system shall be planned and developed in a manner which contributes to 
community livability, recognizes and respects the characteristics of natural features, and 
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minimizes the negative effects on abutting land uses. 

11.2.2 The transportation system shall be managed to reduce existing traffic congestion and 
facilitate the safe, efficient movement of people and commodities within the community. 

11.3.9 Adequate capacity should be provided and maintained on arterial and collector streets to 
accommodate intersection level-of-service (LOS) standards and to avoid traffic diversion to 
local streets. The level-of-service standards shall be: LOS "D" or better during morning and 
evening peak hours of operation for all streets intersecting with arterial or collector streets, 
and LOS "C" for all other times of day. Where level-of-service standards are not being met, 
the City shall develop a plan for meeting the LOS standards that evaluates transportation 
demand management and system management opportunities for delaying or reducing the 
need for street widening. The plan should attempt to avoid the degradation of travel modes 
other than the single-occupant vehicle. 

Applicable Land Development Code Criteria: 

Section 4.0.60 - PUBLIC AND PRIVATE STREET REQUIREMENTS 

a. Traffic evaluations shall be required of all development proposals in 
accordance with the following: 
1. Any proposal generating 30 or more trips per hour shall include Level of 

Service (LOS) analyses for the affected intersections. A Traffic Impact 
Analysis (TIA) is required, if required by the City Engineer. The TIA shall be 
prepared by a registered professional engineer. The City Engineer shall - 
define the scope of the traffic impact study based on established procedures. = 
The TIA shall be submitted for review to the City Engineer. The proposed c a3 

a) LO TIA shall reflect the magnitude of the project in accordance with accepted , 
traffic engineering practices. The applicant shall complete the evaluation and r = 
present the results with an overall site development proposal. 0 - 

(U 

e. Development sites shall be provided with access from a public street or a 
4 

private street that meets the criteria in "d," improved to City 
standards in accordance with the following: 
1. Where a development site abuts an existing public street not improved to City 

standards, the abutting street shall be improved to City standards along the 
full frontage of the property concurrently with development. Where a 
development site abuts an existing private street not improved to City 
standards, and the private street is allowed per the criteria in "d", above, the 
abutting street shall meet all the criteria in "d", above and be improved to City 
standards along the full frontage of the property concurrently with 
development. 

j. Alley standards shall be as follows - 
1. Standards for Allevs Serving both Residential and Nonresidential Use Tvpes 

a) Alleys serving Residential Use Types shall be privately owned, with the 
exception of existing publicly owned alleys. Alleysserving nonresidential Use 
Types may be private, but are strongly encouraged to be public; 

b) Alleys shall be concrete and designed consistent with City Engineering 
Standards; 
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c) Alleys shall be clearly marked to prohibit parking, unless designed to 
accommodate it; 

d) An alley serving six or more dwelling units shall be contained within a 
separate, privately owned tract of land, and required setbacks shall be 
measured from the tract property lines of the alley; 

e) Alleys shall be unobstructed at least to their minimum required width. Service 
areas provided adjacent to alleys shall not encroach into the alleys; 

f ) Site layouts of alleys may include, but are not limited to, straight alleys, T- 
shaped alleys, L-shaped alleys, etc.; 

g) Although emergency access to structures is provided via streets the majority 
of the time, in cases where an alley provides required emergency access to a 
structure(s), the alley shall be a minimum of 20 ft. wide and have adequate 
turning radii on curves, Ts, and Ls, where needed, to accommodate 
emergency vehicles; 

h) Developments that intend to have garbage pick-up services andlor loading 
facilities from alleys shall have adequate turning radii on curves, Ts, and Ls, 
where needed, to accommodate service vehicles and large trucks; 

i) Public access easements shall be provided for all private alleys; 

j) Private alleys shall be maintained by adjacent property owners, a property 
owners' association, or through a privately administered arrangement 
instituted by the developer. Maintenance responsibilities for private alleys 
shall be identified in deed restrictions filed with the Final Plat or prior to the 
issuance of final occupancy permits in cases where there is no plat to be filed; 
and 

k) Utilities within alleys shall be placed underground. 

Additional Standards for Allevs Servina Residential Use T v ~ e s  - 

a) One-way alleys shall have a minimum width of 12 ft., and two-way alleys a 
minimum width of 16 ft. One-way alleys shall be clearly designed as one-way 
alleys and shall be signed accordingly; 

b) Alley segments shall not exceed 350 ft.; 

c) Street trees shall be provided on either side of the alley tract, outside the tract, 
at the rate of one tree per lot, consistent with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. Such street trees are also required in 
cases where the Director approves an exception to the requirement for the 
alley to be in a separate tract, for infill developments less than two acres in 
size; 

d) Structures other than garages may be located along the outside boundaries 
of alleys with no setback required, provided they do not interfere with either 
the circulation of vehicles into garages or visual clearance; 

e) Garages accessed by one-way alleys shall be angled from the alley zero 
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degrees to 45 degrees to assist with vehicle access and assist drivers in 
determining that the alley is one-way. Garages installed consistent with this 
requirement may be located along the outside boundaries of one-way alleys 
with no setback required. See Figure 4.0-1 - Garages Oriented to Alley at 45 
Degrees, Thereby Allowing Either a One-way Alley or a Two-way Alley with No 
Setback Required Between the Alley and the Garage and Figure 4.0-2 - 
Garages Oriented to Alley at Zero Degrees, Thereby Allowing a One-way Alley 
or a Two-way Alley with No Setback Required Between the Alley and the 
Garage; and 

f) Garages adjacent to two-way alleys shall be located no closer than 14 ft. from 
the centerline of the alley unless they are angled from the alley zero degrees 
to 45 degrees, in which case they may be located along the outside 
boundaries of the alleys with no setback required. See Figure 4.0-1 - Garages 
Oriented to Alley at 45 Degrees, Thereby Allowing Either a One-way Alley or 
a Two-way Alley with No Setback Required Between the Alley and the Garage 
and Figure 4.0-2 -Garages Oriented to AlleyatZero Degrees, Thereby Allowing 
a One-way Alley or a Two-way Alley with No Setback Required Between the 
Alley and the Garage 

k. Location, grades, alignments, and widths for all public and private streets shall be 
considered in relation to existing and planned streets, topographical conditions, 
public convenience and safety, and proposed land use. Where topographical 
conditions present special circumstances, exceptions to these standards may be 

- - - granted by the City Engineer provided that the safety and capacity of the street 
+ network is not adversely effected. The following standards shall apply: 
s 0 

; Y 8. Right-of-way and improvement widths shall be as specified in the 
Transportation Plan and Table 4.0-1 - Street Functional Classification 

L = 
o - System. 
m - 
2 Section 4.0.100 - LAND FOR PUBLIC PURPOSES 

a. Easements for public sanitary sewer, water, storm drain, streetlight, transit, 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities shall be provided whenever these facilities are 
located outside a public right-of-way. The minimum easement width for a single 
utility is 15 ft. The minimum easement width for two adjacent utilities is 20 ft. The 
easement width shall be centered on the utility to the greatest extent practicable. 
Wider easements may be required for unusually deep facilities. 

f. Easements or dedications required in conjunction with Land Divisions shall be 
recorded on the Final Plat. For developments not involving a Land Division, 
easements andlor dedications shall be recorded on standard forms provided by the 
City Engineer. 

The proposed development is located on the north side of SW Country Club Drive and 
between SW Country Club Place to the west and SW Technology Loop to the east. 
Dunawi Creek and Starker Arts Park is located to the north of the site. 

SW County Club Drive is designated as a collector street. Per the LDC Table 4.0-I-Street 
Functional Class System, collector streets require a 68 ft ROW. The ROW accommodates 
11 ft travel lanes, 6 ft bike lanes, 12 ft planter strips, and 5 ft setback sidewalks. The 
existing conditions for SW Country Club Drive are a ROW of 60 ft and a roadway that has 
recently been improved to City standards by the City through a Capital Improvement 
Project, including 10.5 ft travel lanes, 6 ft bike lanes, concrete curbs and gutters and a 
setback sidewalk on the south side. Due to substandard ROW constraints, the travel lanes 
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were built narrower than standard. No landscape strips or setback sidewalks are present 
along the site's frontage. As discussed below in the BicycleIPedestrian Circulation section, 
the applicant will be required to complete the City standard improvements, including the 
installation of a 12 ft planting strip and 5 ft setback sidewalk along the entire frontage of 
SW Country Club Drive. At the time of plat, a dedication for additional right of way should 
be made along the ROW frontage in order to achieve a total of 34 ft from the original ROW 
centerline. Additionally, along the western portion of the Country Club Drive ROW, 
additional dedication is necessary to allow meandering the public sidewalk away from the 
curbside wetlands in that area. An environmental assessment for all land to be dedicated 
must be completed in accordance with LDC Section 4.0.100.g (Condition 18). 

Internal vehicular circulation of the site is proposed via 3 private alleys. The alleys are 
proposed to be constructed to City standards from pervious concrete and built 26 ft wide. 
Although the alley width exceeds the 20 ft. width called for in LDC 4.0.60, it is necessary 
to accommodate emergency fire apparatus for structures that are over 30 feet tall (as 
measured at the roof peak). Required trees are shown adjacent to the alleys, as required. 
As conditioned, garages will comply with alley access standards. As shown on the 
Tentative Plat, the alleys will be placed in separate tracts. Prior to the issuance of building 
permits, the developer should construct the private alley improvements. Additionally, 
public access easements shall be placed over the private alleys at the time of final plat 
approval. The alleys should be built to City standards as outlined in LDC 4.0.60.j 
(Condition 19). 

- 
The standards of LDC 4.1.40.a require access to be spaced at least 150 ft from any other = - 
access or street intersection. The proposed alleys are spaced more than 160 ft apart. The g 
eastern most alley is located approximately 73 ft from the southeast property corner. This E I 

c = will allow future development to the east the ability to maintain the minimum 150 ft spacing. o - 
m 
't: 

Trip Generation 6 

A trip generation was conducted for the proposed development. The trip generation rates 
for development are based on standards established by the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers and are published in the ITE Trir, Generation Manual. 7'h Edition. One "trip" is 
defined as a vehicle leaving from or arriving to the development. 

ITE land use code does not have a designation for single family attached housing types. 
The closest housing type to that proposed is Residential Condominiums~~ownhomes (230) 
and this was used in the study. In total, this proposed development would generate 15 PM 
peak hour trips. The City of Corvallis typically defines an impact as 30 or more peak hour 
trips to a single intersection. Because the calculated peak hour trip total is lower than the 
City's threshold, no further analysis is required. 

Conclusion on Vehicular Circulation 

Given the discussion above, the Ashwood Preserve subdivision, as proposed and 
conditioned, complies with Transportation Plan criteria, Comprehensive Plan criteria, and 
Land Development Code requirements. The existing public vehicular circulation network 
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can accommodate the proposed development consistent with applicable City criteria. 

BicvclelPedestrian Circulation: 

Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies 

11.5.2 Bikeways shall provide safe, efficient corridors which encourage bicycle use. Bicycle use of 
major streets shall be considered as improvements are made to major transportation 
corridors. 

Applicable Land Development Code Criteria 

Section 4.0.30 - PEDESTRIAN REQUIREMENTS 

b. Safe and Convenient Pedestrian Facilities - Safe and convenient pedestrian 
facilities that minimize travel distance to the greatest extent practicable shall be 
provided in conjunction with new development within and between new 
Subdivisions, Planned Developments, commercial developments, industrial areas, 
residential areas, transit stops, and neighborhood activity centers such as schools 
and parks, as follows: 
1. For the purposes of this Section, safe and convenient means pedestrian 

facilities that are free from hazards and that provide a direct route of travel 
- - - between destinations. 
+ d. To provide for orderly development of an effective pedestrian network, pedestrian 
s N 

;: facilities installed concurrently with development of a site shall be extended through 

L = the site to the edge of adjacent property(ies). 
o - f. Prior to development, applicants shall perform a site inspection and identify any 
m + Contractor Sidewalklstreet Stamps in existing sidewalks that will be impacted by the 
7 development. If such a Contractor Sidewalklstreet Stamp exists, it shall either be 

left in its current state as part of the existing sidewalk, or incorporated into the new 
sidewalk for the development site, as close as possible to the original location and 
orientation. 

Section 4.0.40 - BICYCLE REQUIREMENTS 

b. Safe and Convenient Bicycle Facilities - Safe and convenient bicycle facilities that 
minimize travel distance to the greatest extent practicable shall be provided in 
conjunction with new development within and between new Subdivisions, Planned 
Developments, commercial developments, industrial areas, residential areas, transit 
stops, and neighborhood activity centers such as schools and parks, as follows: 
1. For the purposes of this Section, safe and convenient means bicycle facilities 

that are free from hazards and provide a direct route of travel between 
destinations. 

SW County Club Drive is designated as a collector street according to the Transportation 
Plan. LDC table 4.0-1- Street Functional Classification System, specifies 6 ft bike lanes. 
A recent Capital Improvement Project has completed 6 ft bike lanes along the SW Country 
Club frontage. No additional bicycle facilities will be required with this development. 

As outlined in the Circulation section, there are currently no sidewalks along the north side 
of SW Country Club Drive. LDC table 4.0-1- Street Functional Classification System, 
specifies a 12 ft setback sidewalk adjacent to all local streets. 
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Setback sidewalks and planter strips are City standards and components of safe public 
sidewalks that are taken into consideration when determining serviceability. The applicant 
benefits from these neighborhood street improvements in the form of; 

An enhanced aesthetic experience for pedestrians as the separation from 
motor vehicle traffic decreases road noise, prevents water from the roadway 
being splashed on pedestrians and provides an enhanced sense of security. 
An enhanced environment for wheelchair users as the sidewalk can be kept 
at a constant slope with the steeper slopes for driveway approaches built into 
the planting strip. 
An area for street trees, sign posts, utility and signal poles, mailboxes, fire 
hydrants, etc. 
Mature street trees may reduce vehicle speed. 
When wide enough, a place for a motor vehicle to wait out of the stream of 
traffic while yielding to a pedestrian crossing a driveway. 
A break in hard surfacing with added pervious area. 

With a few exceptions, the applicant has proposed constructing 12 ft planting strips and 
5 ft setback sidewalks, concurrent with development, along the north side of SW Country 
Club Drive. The sidewalk is proposed to be located curbside as it crosses the highly 
protected riparian corridor, in accordance with LDC 4.0.30.a.2 that specifies eliminating the 
planting strip where roads are located within riparian corridors. The applicant is proposing - - 
to place the sidewalk further back than the required 12 ft from the road on the west side 2 

t m of the riparian corridor. This is to avoid development in, and damage to, the wetlands a, CD 
E I located in the ditch along SW Country Club Drive. The sidewalk west of the riparian , = 

corridor would be constructed in the existing uplands area, north of the existing ROW. 
- 

Concurrent with the final plat, the applicant should dedicate additional ROW, or grant a 2 
public pedestrian easement that fully encompasses the setback sidewalk (Condition 20). 

Conclusion on BicvcleIPedestrian Circulation 

Given the discussion above, the Ashwood Preserve Subdivision, as proposed and 
conditioned, complies with Transportation Plan criteria, Comprehensive Plan criteria, and 
Land Development Code requirements. The existing public bicyclelpedestrian network can 
accommodate the proposed development consistent with applicable City criteria. 

Transit 

Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies: 

11.7.1 An improved public transportation system within the Urban Growth Boundary should be 
established to improve the livability of the community, to reduce pollution and traffic, and to 
reduce energy consumption. 

Corvallis Transit System (CTS) Route 3 currently provides east bound service to SW 
Country Club Drive along the frontage of the proposed development. The site is located 
between two existing bus stops. They are located approximately 100 ft west of SW 45th 
Street and approximately 100 ft east of SW Pinehurst Place. No additional improvements 
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are required with this development. 

Conclusion on Transit 

Given the discussion above, the Ashwood Preserve Subdivision, as proposed, complies 
with Transportation Plan criteria, Comprehensive Plan criteria, and Land Development 
Code requirements. The existing public transit network can accommodate the proposed 
development consistent with applicable City criteria. 

Overall Conclusion on Circulation 

Given the discussion above, the Ashwood Preserve Subdivision, as proposed and 
conditioned, complies with Transportation Plan criteria, Comprehensive Plan criteria, and 
Land Development Code requirements. 

E. PUBLIC FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

The following discussion addresses criteria related to public water, sanitary sewer, storm 
drainage, street lights and franchise utilities. 

- - - 
C, 

c * Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies 

10.2.6 The type, location, and phasing of public facilities and utilities shall be based on actual needs, r = 
0 - 
m desired levels of service, cost-effectiveness, andlor property owner willingness to pay for 

4 infrastructure. 

10.2.12 Developers will be responsible for the construction of all facilities internal to and fronting their 
properties and for needed extensions of facilities to and through their site. 

Applicable Land Development Code Criteria 

Section 4.0.60 - PUBLIC AND PRIVATE STREET REQUIREMENTS 

q. Development shall include underground electric services, light standards, wiring and 
lamps for streetlights according to the specifications and standards of the City 
Engineer. The developer shall be responsible for installation of underground conduit 
for street lighting along all public streets improved in conjunction with such 
development in accordance with the following: 
1. The developer shall coordinate with the City Engineer to determine the 

location of future street light poles. 
2. The streetlight plan shall be designed to provide illumination meeting 

standards set by the City Engineer. 
3. The standard street light installation is a wood pole. 

The developer shall install such facilities and make the necessary arrangements 
with the serving electric utility for the City-owned and operated street lighting system 
to be served at the lowest applicable rate available to the City. Upon City's acceptance 
of such development improvements, the street lighting system, exclusive of utility- 
owned service lines, shall be and become the property of the City. 
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Section 4.0.70 - PUBLIC UTILITY REQUIREMENTS (OR INSTALLATIONS) 

a. All development sites shall be provided with public water, sanitary sewer, storm 
drainage, and street lights. 

b. Where necessary to serve property as specified in "a" above, required public utility 
installations shall be constructed concurrently with development. 

c. Off-site public utility extensions necessary to fully serve a development site and 
adjacent properties shall be constructed concurrently with development. 

d. To provide for orderly development of adjacent properties, public utilities installed 
concurrently with development of a site shall be extended through the site to the 
edge of adjacent property(ies). 

e. All required public utility installations shall conform to the City's adopted facilities 
master plans. 

f. Private on-site sanitary sewer and storm drainage facilities may be allowed, 
provided all the following conditions exist: 
1. Extension of a public facility through the site is not necessary for the future 

orderly development of adjacent properties; 
2. The development site remains in one ownership and Land Division does not 

occur, with the exception of Land Divisions that may occur under the 
provisions of Section 4.0.60.d, above; and 

3. The facilities are designed and constructed in accordance with the Uniform 
Plumbing Code and other applicable codes, and permits are obtained from 
the Development Assistance Center prior to commencement of work. 

Section 4.0.100 - LAND FOR PUBLIC PURPOSES - - - 
w 

a. Easements for public sanitary sewer, water, storm drain, streetlight, transit, c LO 

pedestrian and bicycle facilities shall be provided whenever these facilities are 
located outside a public right-of-way. The minimum easement width for a single r = 

0 - utility is 15 ft. The minimum easement width for two adjacent utilities is 20 ft. The co 
easement width shall be centered on the utility to the greatest extent practicable. 2 
Wider easements may be required for unusually deep facilities. 

b. Utility easements with a minimum width of seven ft. shall be granted to the public 
adjacent to all street rights-of-way for franchise utility installations. 

Section 4.2.30 - REQUIRED TREE PLANTINGS AND MAINTENANCE 

b. Areas Where Trees May Not be Planted - 
1. Trees may not be planted within five ft. of permanent hard surface paving or 

walkways, unless special planting techniques and specifications are used 
and particular species of trees are planted, as outlined in Section 4.2.40.c or 
approved by the Director. These limitations apply most frequently in areas 
such as landscape parkways, pedestrian walkways, and plaza areas, where 
there may be tree grates. 

2. Unless approved otherwise by the City Engineer, trees may not be planted: 
a) Within 10 ft. of fire hydrants and utility poles; 
b) Within 20 ft. of street light standards; 
c) Within five ft. from an existing curb face, except where required for 

street trees; 
d) Within 10 ft. of a public sanitary sewer, storm drainage, or water line; 

or 
e) Where the Director determines the trees may be a hazard to the 

public interest or general welfare. 
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Water 

The proposed development is located in the City's first level water service area (elevation 
210-290'). There is an existing 12 inch line in SW Country Club Drive. The applicant is 
proposing to install two new fire hydrants along the frontage of the development. Domestic 
water service will be provided by individual service taps with water meters ganged together 
along the northern ROW. 

The existing public water facility is adequately sized to serve the proposed development. 

Sanitary Sewer 

The proposed development is located within the Country Club Drainage Basin. An existing 
21 inch sanitary sewer line runs from west to east in the applicant's parcel, north of the 
proposed development site. The applicant is proposing to keep the new sanitary sewer 
system serving the individual lots a private system. The private system will connect to the 
public system with three laterals extending north from ends of the alleys. The sanitary 
sewer laterals will be private up to the point of connection to the public sanitary sewer main 
(Condition 21). In accordance with LDC 4.0.70.f, Private on-site sanitary sewer facilities 

- - may be allowed, provided all the following conditions exist: 
- 
.c-' * 1. Extension of a public facility through the site is not necessary for the future g ?  = = orderly development of adjacent properties; 
0 - 
m 
2 2. The development site remains in one ownership and Land Division does not 

occur, with the exception of Land Divisions that may occur under the 
provisions of Section 4.0.60.d, above; and 

3. The facilities are designed and constructed in accordance with the Uniform 
Plumbing Code and other applicable codes, and permits are obtained from 
the Development Assistance Center prior to commencement of work. 

This development does not require the extension of facilities through the site for future 
development. It meets the provisions of 4.0.60.d through the creation of a home owners 
association that will be in charge of collecting fees and performing any required 
maintenance. When permitted to construct the private sanitary sewer system, the 
developer will be required to submit for plumbing permits that will require the system be 
designed and constructed to current Uniform Plumbing Code Standards. 

The existing 21 inch public sanitary sewer does not appear to be located within a public 
sanitary sewer easement. The minimum easement width for a single utility is 15 ft. At the 
time of final plat, a 15 ft public sewer easement should be granted along the entire length 
of the existing sanitary sewer, centered on the sewer, as it crosses the applicant's parcel 
(Condition 22). 

The existing public sanitary sewer facility is adequately sized to serve the proposed 
development. 
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Storm Drainane 

The proposed development site is located within the Dunawi Creek Drainage Basin. The 
Capital Improvement Project for SW Country Club Drive along the frontage of the 
applicant's parcel has added concrete curbs and gutters as well as catch basins and a 
piping system. This is in addition to roadside ditches along the western portion of the 
parcel. Dunawi Creek is located along the northern edge of the applicant's parcel and 
general flows from west to east. The area proposed for development slopes down to the 
north. 

In accordance with LDC 4.13.70, a drainageway easement is required along all 
drainageways. Staff have identified 3 drainageways that will require easements. They are 
Dunawi Creek, a western channel running from south to north approximately 230 ft east 
of SW Country Club Place, and an eastern channel running from south to north 
approximately 520 ft east of SW Country Club Place. Dunawi Creek and the eastern 
drainageway are mapped by the City as highly protected proximate wetlands and highly 
protected stream buffer respectively. Easement widths for these two drainageways are 
found on table 4.13-2 Easement Width, under "All other Highly Protected Riparian 
Corridors". The western drainageway is not mapped by the City but is still a drainageway 
by definition and requires an easement be placed over it. The least restrictive easement 
"All Partially Protected Stream Corridors" should be used from table 4.13-2 Easement 
Width, to determine the total easement width (Condition 23). 

5 io 
The applicant is proposing to keep the new storm drainage system serving the individual $ 4 
lots, and the alley tracts, a private system. The private system will outlet the storm $ - 
drainage at the north ends of the three proposed alleys. In accordance with LDC 4.0.70.f. 3 
Private on-site storm drainage facilities may be allowed, provided all the following 
conditions exist: 

1. Extension of a public facility through the site is not necessary for the future 
orderly development of adjacent properties; 

2. The development site remains in one ownership and Land Division does not 
occur, with the exception of Land Divisions that may occur under the 
provisions of Section 4.0.60.d, above; and 

3. The facilities are designed and constructed in accordance with the Uniform 
Plumbing Code and other applicable codes, and permits are obtained from 
the Development Assistance Center prior to commencement of work. 

This development does not require the extension of facilities through the site for future 
development. It meets the provisions of 4.0.60.d through the creation of a home owners 
association that will be in charge of collecting fees and performing any required 
maintenance. When permitted to construct the private stormwater system, the developer 
will be required to submit for plumbing permits that will require the system be designed and 
constructed to current Uniform Plumbing Code Standards. 

The applicant is proposing to use pervious paving materials for the alleys, driveways, and 
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internal walkways. However, the proposed roof area will be creating more than 25,000 ft2 
of impervious surfaces. In accordance with the LDC section 4.0.130.b1 the applicant 
should implement storm water detention. Detention facilities should be designed to 
maximize storm water infiltration. Maintenance of these facilities is most efficiently 
provided with open systems because they facilitate visible evaluation of system conditions 
and accommodate routine, low-technology maintenance practices. Open systems also 
allow stormwater contact with vegetation and soil to enhance water quality, infiltration, and 
maintaining the properly functioning hydrological and biological condition of open 
drainageways. The storm water detention facilities should be designed consistent with 
both criteria outlined in Appendix F of the Storm Water Master Plan, and criteria outlined 
in the King County, Washington, Surface Water Design Manual, and should be designed 
to capture run-off so the run-off rates from the site after development do not exceed the 
pre-developed conditions, based on the 2-year, 5-year, and 10-year, 24-hour design 
storms (Condition 24). 

The applicant has proposed to install a private detention pipe system that will be located 
in the alleys. Run-off rates will be metered by a control structures located at the north ends 
of the alleys. 

Stormwater quality facilities will not be required with this project due to the extensive use 

- - of pervious paving materials. The City requires stormwater quality facilities when 
- -+o 

development creates 5000 ft2 or more of pollution generating impervious surface (streets, 
etc.), which this project does not. 

E I 

L = 
- Street Liahts rn .- + 

3 
There are currently no existing streetlights located along the parcel's frontage with SW 
Country Club Drive. In accordance with 4.0.60.q, development should include a street light 
system-built to City standards. The applicant has proposed installing streetlights along SW 
Country Club Drive (condition 25). 

Overall Conclusion on Public Utilities 

Given the discussion above, the Ashwood Preserve Subdivision, as proposed and 
conditioned, complies with Comprehensive Plan criteria and Land Development Code 
requirements. 

Franchise Utilities 

Applicable Land Development Code Criteria: 

Section 4.0.100 - LAND FOR PUBLIC PURPOSES 

b. Utility easements with a minimum width of seven ft. shall be granted to the public 
adjacent to all street rights-of-way for franchise utility installations. 

Existing franchise utilities are located in the vicinity of the subject site. Concurrent with the 
final plat and in accordance with LDC 4.0.100., 7 ft utility easements (UE) should be 
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dedicated along all street ROWS (Condition 26). 

Nexus and Rouah Proportionality 

Construction of public improvements, as cited above, implement legislatively prescribed 
standards. Nexus and Rough Proportionality findings may not be required. However, given 
the benefits to the development of dedicating ROW for the prescribed improvements of 
planting strips, setback sidewalks, and streetlights, Staff find that the requirements have 
nexus and are roughly proportional to the benefits received. 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION - CONCEPTUAL AND DETAILED 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

Based on the criteria, findings, and conclusions discussed above, staff recommend that 
the Planning Commission Approve the request for approval of a Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan as shown in Attachments A and J, and as conditioned in this staff 
report. 
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PART II 

TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION PLAT 

Following is an analysis of compliance of the proposed Subdivision Plat with Land Division 
Standards and other requirements from the Land Development Code. Following each 
applicable criterion is an analysis of compliance with the criterion. 

A~plicable Land Development Code Requirements: 

Chapter 4.2 - Subdivisions and Major Replats 

2.4.30.04 - Review Criteria 

b. Residential Subdivisions - Requests for the approval of a Residential Tentative 
Subdivision Plat shall be reviewed to ensure consistency with the clear and objective 
approval standards contained in the following: the City's development standards 
outlined in theapplicable underlying Zoning Designation standards in Article Ill of this 
Code; the development standards in Article IV of this Code; the standards of all 
acknowledged City Facility Master Plans; the adopted City Design Criteria Manual; the 
adopted Oregon Structural Specialty Code; the adopted International Fire Code; the 
adopted City Standard Construction Specifications; the adopted City Erosion 
Prevention and Sediment Control Ordinance; and the adopted City Off-street Parking 
Standards. Additionally, the following criteria shall be met for Residential 
Subdivisions and the application shall demonstrate adherence to them: 

1. Consistency with the applicable development standards, including the 
applicable Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards; 

As discussed earlier in this staff report, and as conditioned, the proposed development 
would comply with all applicable Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards. 

Preservation andlor protection of Significant Natural Features, consistent with 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - 
Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum 
Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions. Streets shall also be designed along contours, and structures 
shall be designed to fit the topography of the site to ensure compliance with 
these Code standards; 

As discussed in Section I-B of this staff report, the site contains a number of significant 
natural features and includes hazard areas within the 100-year floodplain. As conditioned 
in that section and elsewhere in the staff report, the proposed development will comply with 
all applicable requirements of Chapters 4.2, 4.5, 4.1 1, 4.12, and 4.1 3. This standard is 
met. 

3. Land uses shall be those that are outright permitted by the existing underlying 
zoning designation. 

As noted in the Land Use portion of the Planned Development review (Part I-A of this staff 
report), the proposed single attached - zero lot line, two-unit and attached townhouse, 
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three-unit dwellings are outright permitted residential building types in the Medium Density 
Zone (RS-9). This criterion is met. 

4. Excavation and grading shall not change hydrology in terms of water quantity 
and quality that supports existing Locally Significant Wetlands andlor Riparian 
Corridors that are subject to Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions. 

The applicant has requested to vary from this standard through the Planned Development 
process. A complete discussion of that request is contained in Section I of this staff report. 
Findings from that discussion are incorporated by reference as findings under the above 
criterion. Briefly, the discussion finds that the proposed development, as conditioned, will 
adequately mitigate impacts to on-site hydrology in terms of water quantity and quality that 
support the adjacent wetland. 

A Residential Subdivision that conforms to these criteria is considered to meet all of 
the compatibility standards in this Section and shall be approved. A Residential 
Subdivision that involves Uses subject to Plan Compatibility or Conditional 
Development review, or that involves a Zone Change, shall meet the applicable 
compatibility criteria forthose Plan Compatibility, Conditional Development, and Zone 
Change applications. 

As conditioned and as discussed above, the proposed subdivision complies with the - 
criteria in LDC Section 2.4.30.04.b.l - 4. - - 

Y 

Chapter 4.4 - Land Division Standards 

Section 4.4.20 - GENERAL PROVISIONS 

4.4.20.01 - Applicability 

All Land Divisions shall be in compliance with the requirements of the applicable zone and 
this Chapter, as well as with all other applicable provisions of this Code. Modifications to 
these requirements may be made through the procedures in Chapter 2.5 - Planned 
Development. 

As noted in Part I of this staff report, the applicant has chosen to develop the proposed 
development consistent with the development standards of the Medium Density Residential 
(RS-9) Zone, as allowed by the MADA provisions of Chapter 4.1 1. All proposed lots 
comply with the 25 foot minimum lot width requirement of the RS-9 zone. All but six of the 
lots also comply with the minimum lot size requirement of 2,500 square feet for single 
attached dwellings in the RS-9 zone. Through the Planned Development process, the 
applicant has requested to vary the minimum lot size requirement for the six lots that do 
not meet the standard. Staff support the requested variation to the standard and find that 
the reduced lot sizes will not compromise the livability of the proposed development, but 
will allow higher density within the development and reduced impacts to the adjacent 
wetland area. This criterion is met. 

a. General - Length, width, and shape of blocks shall be based on the provision of 
adequate lot size, street width, and circulation; and on the limitations of topography. 
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b. Size - Blocks shall be sized in accordance with the Block Perimeter provisions within 
Section 4.0.60.n of Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development. 

Due to the presence of significant natural features and flood hazard areas on the site, it 
is not desirable to extend a public street through the development site. A public street 
connection to the north would necessitate a crossing of Dunawi Creek, as well as 
significant impacts to the protected riparian corridor and wetland areas to the north. A 
public street connection to the west would necessitate significant impacts to wetland and 
riparian corridor areas as well. Additionally, street connections in these directions would 
be unnecessary because they would not access developable land or provide a necessary 
street connection. Extension of a public street to the east is also unnecessary because the 
area to the east is already developed with single family dwellings with individual alleys to 
Country Club Drive. The proposed development and surrounding areas would be 
adequately served by proposed and existing circulation systems. No additional street 
connections are desirable in this area. 

4.4.20.03 - Lot Requirements 

a. Size and Shape - Lot size, width, shape, and orientation shall be appropriate for the 
location of the Subdivision and for the Use Type contemplated. No lot shall be 
dimensioned to contain part of an existing or proposed street. All lots shall be 

- - - buildable, and depth shall generally not exceed 2.5 times the average width. Lot sizes 
.c, 

c I:CV 
shall not be less than required by this Code for the applicable zone. Depth and width 

f 7 of properties reserved or laid out for commercial and industrial purposes shall be 

C = adequate to provide for off-street parking and service facilities required by the type 
0 - 
m of use proposed, unless off-site parking is approved per Chapter 4.1 - Parking, 
.c, 

2 Loading, and Access Requirements. 

Six of the proposed lots would have a depth in excess of 2.5 times their width. The 
applicant has requested to vary from this standard through the Planned Development 
process. Discussion of that request is contained in Section I of this staff report. Staff 
recommend approval of the requested variation to allow a higher density on the 
developable portion of the development site and to minimize impacts to the adjacent 
wetland area. As demonstrated by the proposed Conceptual and Detailed Development 
Plan, all lots will be buildable. Compliance with lot size and width standards is addressed 
earlier in this section of the staff report. Staff recommend approval of a requested variation 
to the lot size requirements for six of the proposed lots. As demonstrated by the proposed 
Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan, the proposed lots will be able to 
accommodate on-site parking needs. As conditioned, this criterion is met. 

b. Access - Each lot shall abut a street other than an alley for a distance of at least 25 ft. 
unless: 

1. The lot is created through a Land Partition or Minor Replat, in which case 
Section 4.4.30.01, below, shall apply; andlor 

2. The lot meets the exemption in "a," or "b," below: 

a) Residential lots involving Single-family Detached; Single-family 
Attached, two units; or Duplex dwellings, provided: 

1) Front doors are less than 100 ft. from a street and are 
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accessed by a sidewalk or multi-use path; and 

2) Vehicular access is provided via an alley. 

b) Commercial, Industrial, and Residential lots other than those 
described in "a," above, provided: 

1) Front doors are less than 200 ft. from a street and are 
accessed by a sidewalk or multi-use path; and 

2) Vehicular access is provided via an alley. 

Lots 3,8, 13, 18, 23, and 28 would abut Country Club Drive for a distance of more than 25 
feet. All other lots will comply with the standards in Section 4.4.20.03.b.2. The lots 
proposed for single-family attached, two units are located such that front doors would be 
less than 100 feet from Country Club Drive. The lots proposed for single-family attached, 
three units are located such that front doors would be less than 200 feet from Country Club 
Drive. This standard is met. 

c. Through Lots - Through Lots shall be avoided except where essential to overcome 
specific disadvantages of topography and orientation. A planting screen easement 
at least 20 ft. wide shall be required between Through Lots and adjacent streets, in 
accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. No 
vehicular rights of access shall be permitted across this planting screen easement. 
All Through Lots with frontage on parallel or approximately parallel streets shall 
provide the required front yard on each street, except as specified in Chapter 4.2 - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. 

No through lots will be created by the proposed plat. 

d. Lot Side Lines - Side lines of lots, as much as practicable, shall be at right angles to 
the street the lots face. 

The proposed lot lines are at right angles to Country Club Drive. This criterion is met. 

e. Lot Grading - Lot grading shall conform to Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions; and the City's excavation and fill provisions. 

Proposed grading is consistent with applicable requirements. The grading requirements 
of Chapter 4.12 do not apply to the subject development. 

f. Building Lines - Building setback lines may be established in a final plat or included 
in covenants recorded as a part of a final plat. 

Building setback lines are not shown on the proposed plat, but they are not required to be 
shown, per the above language. 

g- Large Lots - In dividing land into large lots that have potential for future further 
Subdivision, a conversion plan shall be required. The conversion plan shall show 
street extensions, utility extensions, and lot patterns to indicate how the property may 
be developed to Comprehensive Plan densities and to demonstrate that the proposal 
will not inhibit development of adjacent lands. 
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The small lots to be created through this land division are not anticipated to be further 
divided. A conversion plan is not required. 

h. Minimum Assured Development Area - For property with Natural Resources or Natural 
Hazards subject to Chapter4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, 
Chapter 4.1 2 -Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, or Chapter 4.13 - Riparian 
Corridor and Wetland Provisions, lots created through a Subdivision, Partition, or Lot 
Line Adjustment process shall be consistent with the provisions of Chapter 4.11 - 
Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) are met. 

Section 4.1 1.30 - MADA PROCEDURES 

Properties with Natural Resources or Natural Hazards subject to the provisions of Chapter4.5 
- Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions have 
access to the provisions of this Chapter, provided the regulations within it are followed. 
Compliance with the provisions of this Chapter shall be determined through the development 
review processes identified in Section 1.2.1 10 of Chapter 1.2 - Legal Framework or through 
the Building Permit or construction permit review processes. 

c. Re-use of Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) Prohibited - 
1. Once a site has been developed based on the provisions of this Chapter, no 

increase in the MADA shall be permitted. Development may occur in phases 
w and portions of sites may be developed. However, the total MADA shall not 
b exceed that allowed for the site as a whole. Sites which have used the MADA 
I - - - provisions shall be graphically outlined on the Official Zoning Map and 

monitored in the City's Permit Plan tracking system. 

2 
The applicant proposes to utilize MADA provisions to develop the proposed development. 
Consistent with the requirements of LDC 4.1 1.30.c. 1 above, the applicant has proposed 
to place a conservation easement on Tract A. This will ensure that no further development 
within Tract A is allowed. To ensure that this requirement is met, a condition is 
recommended to require the applicant to record on the plat the stipulations of the 
conservation easement (Condition 27). If the proposed application is approved, the 
Official Zoning Map will be altered to reflect that MADA provisions have been exercised on 
the entire development site. This criterion is met, as conditioned. 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION - TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION PLAT 

As conditioned and modified by variations requested through the Planned Development 
process, the proposed subdivision complies with all applicable subdivision requirements. 
Based on the criteria, findings, and conclusions discussed above, staff recommend that 
the Planning Commission Approve the request for approval of a Tentative Subdivision 
Plat, as shown in Attachments A and J, and as conditioned in this staff report. 
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RECOMMENDED MOTIONS 

RECOMMENDED MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF A CONCEPTUAL AND DETAILED DEVELOPMENT 
PLAN 

Motion: I move to approve the proposed Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan (PLD07- 
00009). My motion is based upon the staff recommendation to the Planning 
Commission. 

RECOMMENDED MOTION FOR APPROVAL OF A TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION PLAT 

Motion: I move to approve the proposed Tentative Subdivision Plat (SUB07-00003). My motion 
is based upon the staff recommendation to the Planning Commission. 
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Recommended Conditions of Approval 
The following conditions of approval have page references on the left side which 
indicate where in the staff report discussion and analysis is made relative to that 

specific condition. 
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all 

15, 
16 

15 

15, 
40 

16 

30 

Cond 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

CONDITIONS 

Consistencv with Plans - Development shall comply with the plans 
identified in Attachments A and J of the staff report, unless a 
requested modification otherwise meets the criteria for a Minor 
Planned Development Modification. Such changes may be 
processed in accordance with Chapter 2.5 of the Land Development 
Code. 

Maintenance Obliqations - Prior to recordation of the final plat, the 
applicant shall submit draft CC&Rs for the development for review 
and approval by the Planning Division Manager. The CC&Rs shall 
address maintenance obligations for Tract A that include the 
provisions of LDC 4.1 3.50.f. Additionally, the CC&Rs shall note that, 
because of the proximity of the development to protected wetlands, 
the use of herbicides or other pesticides, as well as the application of 
fertilizer or other chemicals at any location within the development, 
should be strictly limited. The CC&Rs shall also clearly state that the 
obligation for maintenance of all tracts within the subdivision will be 
held by the Homeowners Association. 

Required Reveqetation - Prior to issuance of PlPC permits for the 
development, the developer shall submit detailed landscape plans 
showing how the riparian corridor flowing from the golf course ponds 
to Dunawi Creek will be revegetated consistent with the requirements 
of LDC 4.13.50.d.2.b.l. These trees shall be planted, consistent with 
the requirements of that section, concurrent with the planting of 
required street trees along Country Club Drive. 

Fill Permit Required - No site development permits, including PIPC, 
erosion control, and grading and excavation permits, may be issued 
for the development until the City has received verification that all 
necessary DSL, COE, and DEQ permits have been issued for the 
proposed development. 

Construction within the 100-Year Floodplain - Building permit 
submittals for construction within the 100-year floodplain, where 
allowed by this decision, shall demonstrate compliance with the 
requirements of LDC 4.5.50.08.c. 

Development within Building Envelopes - At the time of building 
permit application, the developer shall demonstrate that each building 
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31, 
32, 
34, 
37, 
46 

32, 
51 

7 

8 

in the development is fully within approved building envelopes for the 
development, as reflected in Attachment A. 

Com~liance with Heiqht Limit, Green Area, and PODS Standards - At 
the time of building permit application, the developer shall 
demonstrate that each residential unit complies with the Green Area 
requirements of LDC 3.4.40, the 30-foot building height limit of LDC 
3.4.30.h, and the appropriate PODS standards in LDC Chapter 4.10. 

Landscape Plans: 

a. Landscape Construction Documents - Prior to issuance of 
PlPC permits, the applicant shall submit for review and 
approval by the Planning Division Manager, landscape 
construction documents for this site which contain a specific 
planting plan (including correct plant names in the Latin 
format) for proposed landscaping, trees, shrubs, and 
groundcover. Plans for an automatic irrigation system to 
irrigate this landscaping shall also be submitted for review and 
approval. Irrigation is required in planter strips along Country 
Club Drive, within required green areas within the 
development, for "street trees" adjacent to alleys, and for 
riparian revegetation trees. The plans may be submitted to 
Planning Division staff for review. The detailed landscape 
plans shall be generally consistent with the landscape plans 
submitted for land use approval, and shall address the 
following requirements: 

1. Required green area landscaping, per LDC 3.4.40. 
2. Required riparian re-vegetation trees, per LDC 

4.13.50.d.2.b.l. 
3. Street trees along Country Club Drive, per LDC 4.2.30. 

Street tree species will need to be carefully considered 
so as not to conflict with overhead power lines along 
this side of the street. If large canopy trees cannot be 
accommodated because of the power line, medium 
canopy trees, at the proper spacing, will be acceptable. 
New street trees are not required within the extra-wide 
planting strip area at the west end of the site, unless 
existing trees are removed to the extent that there will 
not be a tree within each 30 feet of street frontage. 

4. Three mitigation trees within a common open space 
area on the site, per LDC 4.2.30.a.l .d, to compensate 
for absent street streets due to section of curbside 
sidewalk. 

5. "Street trees" adjacent to alleys, per LDC 4.0.60.j.2.c. 

b. Landscape Maintenance Bond - All required landscaping for 
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the development shall be planted or financially secured prior to 
the following thresholds: 

1. Street trees and planting strip landscaping, riparian re- 
vegetation trees, and mitigation trees shall be planted in 
conjunction with PlPC improvements. 

2. Green area landscaping and alley trees shall be 
installed prior to approval of final inspections for 
individual homes within the development. 

All required landscape areas shall be designed to achieve a minimum 
of 90% ground coverage within 3 years. A 3-year maintenance bond 
for street trees and planting strip landscaping, riparian re-vegetation 
trees, and mitigation trees shall be provided prior to the City's on-site 
approval of the plantings. The landscape bond shall be submitted to 
Planning Division staff for review. 

Pervious Pavement - At the time of building permit submittal, the 
applicant shall demonstrate that all paved, vehicular-oriented areas 
on the site, including individual driveways, as well internal walkways, 
will be constructed of porous paving material, as described in the 
application. 

Meandering Sidewalk - The portion of the sidewalk along Country 
Club Drive that is near curbside wetlands at the west end of the site 
shall be allowed to meander within the non-wetland portion of the site 
to preserve existing trees in the area, so long as the sidewalk is 
located at least 24 feet from the curb on the north side of Country 
Club Drive. 

Access Drives to be marked "No Parking" - To ensure compliance 
with Fire Department access requirements, the three proposed 26- 
foot-wide private alleys serving the development shall be marked 
"Fire Lane - No Parking" on both sides. 

Fire Department Requirements - The following requirements shall be 
met: 
a. Required fire hydrants must be in-service prior to combustible 

construction above the level of the foundation. 
b. As proposed by the applicant, the developer shall install 

automatic fire sprinkler systems in all homes built within the 
development to compensate for the lack of standard 
turnarounds for Fire apparatus. 

Required Fencina - Prior to approval of the final inspection of homes 
on Lot 27 or 28, a six-foot tall wooden fence shall be constructed 
along the eastern property line of the development, where it abuts 
4035 SW Country Club Drive. 
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Liahtina Plan - Prior to issuance of a building permit for any home on 
the site, the developer shall submit a site-wide lighting plan for review 
and approval by Development Services Staff. The lighting plan shall 
demonstrate compliance with all requirements of LDC 4.2.80 and 
shall include necessary details of all exterior lighting fixtures on 
individual homes within the development. 

Overflow ParkinqlBedroom Limitation - To preserve the on-site 
capacity for overflow parking in driveway areas, none of the proposed 
dwellings shall be allowed to contain more than three bedrooms, and 
all dwelling units shall be provided with two-car garages with two 
parking space in front of the garages that are at least 19 feet deep. 

Bicvcle Parkina - At the time of building permit application, the 
developer shall demonstrate that required bicycle parking will be 
accommodated by building designs, where required. 

Public Im~rovements - Any plans for public improvements referenced 
within the application or this staff report shall not be considered final 
engineered public improvement plans. Prior to issuance of any 
structural or site utility construction permits, the applicant shall obtain 
approval of, and permits for, engineered plans for public 
improvements from the City's Engineering Division. The applicant 
shall submit necessary engineered plans and studies for public utility 
and transportation systems to ensure that adequate street, water, 
sewer, storm drainage and street lighting improvements are provided. 
Final utility alignments that maximize separation from adjacent 
utilities and street trees shall be engineered with the plans for public 
improvements in accordance with all applicable LDC criteria and City, 
DEQ and Oregon Health Division requirements for utility separations 
Public improvement plan submittals will be reviewed and approved by 
the City Engineer under the procedures outlined in Land 
Development Code Section 4.0.80. 

ROW Dedication - Concurrent with final plat, a dedication for 
additional right of way shall be made along the SW Country Club 
Drive ROW in order to achieve a total of 34 ft from the original ROW 
centerline. Additionally, as proposed by the applicant, additional 
ROW shall be dedicated along the western portion of the Country 
Club Drive ROW as necessary to allow meandering the public 
sidewalk away from the curbside wetlands in that area. An 
environmental assessment for all land to be dedicated must be 
completed in accordance with LDC Section 4.0.1 OO.g . 

Private Allevs - Prior to the issuance of building permits, the 
developer shall construct the private alley improvements. The alleys 
shall be built 26 ft wide, of pervious concrete, and to City standards 
as outlined in LDC 4.0.60.j. At the time of final plat, the applicant 
shall create separate, privately owned, tracts for the alleys. As 



Ashwood Preserve (PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003) Page 80 of 82 

required by LDC 4.0.60.j, public access easements shall be placed 
on the private alleys. Installation of the private alleys will be subject 
to permitting through the City's Development Services Division. 

Public SidewalkILandsca~e Strip Improvements - Concurrent with 
development, the sidewalk and landscape strip on the north side of 
SW Country Club Drive shall be constructed. The sidewalk shall be 
located curbside as it crosses the highly protected riparian corridor, in 
accordance with LDC 4.0.30.a.2 that specifies eliminating the 
planting strip where roads are located within riparian corridors. On 
the west side of the riparian corridor, the sidewalk shall be placed in 
the uplands area, north of the wetlands located in the ditch along SW 
Country Club Drive. Concurrent with the final plat, the applicant shall 
dedicate additional ROW, as proposed, to fully encompass the 
setback sidewalk. 

Private Sanitarv Sewer - The new sanitary sewer system serving the 
individual lots shall remain a private system. The private system will 
connect to the public system with three laterals extending north from 
ends of the alleys. The sanitary sewer laterals will be private up to 
the point of connection to the public sanitary sewer main. Installation 
of the private sanitary sewer system will be subject to permitting 
through the City's Development Services Division. 

Public Sanitary Sewer Easement - Concurrent with final plat, a 15 ft 
public sewer easement should be granted along the entire length of 
the existing sanitary sewer, centered on the sewer, as it crosses the 
applicant's parcel. 

Drainaaewav Easements - Concurrent with final plat, drainageway 
easements shall be established over the three drainageways located 
on the property. Easement widths are prescribed in LDC table 4.1 3-2 
Easement Width. Dunawi Creek and the eastern drainageway are 
highly protected and will require easement widths of "Drainage 
Channel + 50 ft from the Top of Bank". The western drainageway is 
not mapped and will require an easement width of "Drainage Channel 
+ 25 ft from the Top of Bank". 

Stormwater Detention - Concurrent with development, stormwater 
detention shall be implemented. Infiltration and open storm water 
facilities shall be considered. The storm water detention facilities 
should be designed consistent with both criteria outlined in Appendix 
F of the Storm Water Master Plan, and criteria outlined in the King 
County, Washington, Surface Water Design Manual, and should be 
designed to capture and release run-off so the run-off rates from the 
site after development do not exceed the pre-developed conditions, 
based on the 2-year, 5-year, and 10-year, 24-hour design storms. 
Installation of the private storm drainage system will be subject to 
permitting through the City's Development Services Division. 
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Development Related Concerns: 

68 

68 

74 

A. Mailbox Locations - Mailbox locations shall be coordinated between the 
developer and the Post Office as part of the public improvements construction 
process. 

B. Excavation and Grading Plans - Prior to issuance of any construction permits, 
the applicant shall submit an excavation and grading plan, including erosion 
control methods, to the City's Development Services Department for review and - 
approval. - - 

u 

25 

26 

27 

5 & 
C. Other Permits - Prior to issuance of any construction permits, the applicant shall E I 

be required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System c o = - 
(NPDES) permit if construction activity will disturb, through clearing, grading, cU + 

and/or excavation, one acre of the site. Additionally, any permits required by 2 
other agencies such as the Division of State Lands; Army Corps of Engineers; 
Railroads; County; or Oregon Department of Transportation, shall be approved 

Street Liahts - Concurrent with development, a streetlight system 
shall be installed along the sites frontage with SW Country Club 
Drive, in accordance with 4.0.60.q1 and built to City standards. 

Utilitv Easements - Concurrent with application for building permits, 7 
fi utility easements (UE) shall be dedicated along all street ROWS. 

Conservation Easement - The final plat recorded for the proposed 
subdivision shall clearly state that a conservation easement has been 
placed over the entirety of Tract A, and that no future development 
will be allowed within Tract A, with the exception of improvements or 
maintenance of City and other utility infrastructure within the tract, as 
deemed necessary by the City Engineer. 

and submitted to the City prior to issuance of any City permits. 

lnfrastructure Cost Recovery - Where it is determined that there will be 
lnfrastructure Cost Recovery payments from past public improvements the 
developer shall pay their required share of the costs prior to receiving any 
building permits in accordance with Corvallis Municipal Code 2.18.040. Country 
Club Drive Improvements, Capital Improvement Project # 657324 has recently 
been completed along the frontage of the applicant's parcel. This project, as 
well as existing water line and sanitary sewer improvements will require 
lnfrastructure Cost Recovery payments. 

E. Streetscape Plan - As part of the public improvement plans, the applicant shall 
include a "streetscape" plan that incorporates the following features: composite 
utility plan; street lights; proposed driveway locations; vision clearance triangles 
for each intersection; street striping and signing (in conformance with the 
MUTCD); and proposed street tree locations. 
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F. Street Namin~ - Fire Department Staff suggest naming these three private drives 
so that the dwelling units may be easily identified and addressed referencing the 
private drive upon which they front. If the dwelling units reference Country Club 
for addressing, signage will need to be provided at each driveway entry, 
identifying the numerical address range of homes located down each drive. Ref: 
OFC Section 505, CFD Guideline 1 1.2.1. 

G. Veaetation Maintenance - Vegetation within 25' of structures shall be modified 
and 1 or maintained in a fire safe manner to prevent rapid fire spread into or out 
of this housing grouping. Ref: OFC 304.1.2. 

Ashwood Preserve (PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003) Page 82 of 82 



NOTE. 
BUILDINGS TO BE EQUIPPED WITH FlRE SPRINKLER SYSTEMS 
IN LIEU OF PROVIDING FlRE DEPARTMENT TURN-MOUNDS AT 
ENDS OF ALLEYS. 

ATTACHMENT "J" 
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Oregon Department 775 Summer Street of State .NE, Suitc Lands 100 

TL~eoctore R. Kulongoski, Covcmur 
Salem, OR 97301-127'4 

(503) 378-3805 

April 27, 2006 

Jim Boeder 
Applegate Development Group LLC 
2022 SW 45'h Street 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

FAX (503) 378-4844 
www.oregonstate1ands.u~. 

State Jand Board 

Theodore R. Kulongcwki 
C;ovcrnor 

Bill Bradbury 
Secretary of Sta tc 

Randall Edwards 
State Treasurer 

Re: Wetland Delineation for.parcel on Country Club Drive, 
Corvallis, T12S RSW Sec. 9A, TL 1800; DSL WD P05-0366 

- - - Dear Mr. Boeder: 
c. 
r o 
a a The Department of State Lands has reviewed the wetland delineation report E I 
r - prepared by Henderson Land Services for the site referenced above. Based upon 
0 = 
m 
+ our review and my site visits, we concur with their delineation and conclusions. 
3 Squaw Creek, the ditches discharging through the parcel to the creek, and the 

wetland area as mapped are subject to permit requirements of the state Removal- 
Fill Law. A stale permit is required far fill or excavation of 50 cubic yards or more 
of material in the wetland areas or below the ordinary high water line of a 
waterway (the 2 year recurrence interval flood elevation, if OHWL cannot be 
determined). 

This concurrence is for purposes of the state Removal-Fill Law only. Federal or 
local wetland permit requirements may apply as well. The Army Corps of 
Engineers will review the report and make a determination for purposes of Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act at the time that a permit application is submitted. We 
recommend that you attach a copy of this concurrence letter to both copies of any 
subsequent joint permit application to speed application review. 

This jurisdictional determination is valid for five years from the date of this letter, 
unless new information necessitates a revision. Circumstances under which the 
Department may change a determination and procedures for renewal of an 
expired determination are found in OAR 141-090-0045 (available on our web site 
or upon request). A request for reconsideration of this determination may be 
submitted in writing by the applicant, landowner, or agent within 60 calendar days 
of the date of this letter. 
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----. .--.- ------ -- - - -. - -- - - 

1-01-1995 O:OlAM FROM P. 2 

Thank you for having the site evaluated and for your patience with our review time. 
Because 2005 was such a dry year, 1 did a brief site check this spring to verify that 
wetland hydrology was indeed present in all areas mapped as wetland. Please 
phone me at extension 236 if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

't Jane C. Morlan, PWS 
Wetlands Program Manager 

cc: Jared Kinnear, HLS 
City of Corvalli~ Planning Department (map enclosures) 
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Preface 

HENDERSON LAND SERVICES' LLC (HLS) Wetland Determination Report has been prepared for 
the exclusive use of our client, Robust Decisions, HLS, and reviewing agency representatives. 
Findings reported herein are based on information gathered in the field at the time of 
investigation, HLS' understanding of the US.  Army Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation 
Manual (Environmental Laboratory, 1987), and HLS' understanding of federal, state, and local 
regulations governing wetlands in conjunction with additional reports referenced herein. 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Oregon Department of State Lands have final 
authority over jurisdictional wetlands and will review this report for acceptance andlor revision. , 
This report documents the investigation, best professional judgment and conclusions of the 
investigator. It is correct and complete to the best o f  my knowledge. It should be considered a 
Preliminary Jurisdictional Determination of wetlands and other waters and used at your own risk 
unless it has been reviewed and approved in writing by the Oregon Department of State Lands in 
accordance with OAR I41 -090-0005 through 141 -090-0055. 
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Executive Summary 

HENDERSON LAND SERVICES LLC (HLS) wetland field determination was conducted by wetland 
ecologists' Jared Kinnear, C. Tracey Dulin, and Danny Kapsch, on February 231d and 24" 2005 
using the routine on-site determination method described in the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory, 1983, which requires the observation 
of hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils, and positive wetland hydrology in wetland 
determinations. HLS' field effort was to determine the occurrence and location of wetlands 
which fall within the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) and/or the 
Oregon Department of State Lands (ODSL). Wetland areas and wetland/upland boundaries 
delineated in this document represent HLS' best professional opinion based upon prescribed 
methods and site conditions during the time of this study. 

HLS' area of study is a 9.52 acre site located north of Country Club Drive between Research Way 
and Country Club Place on tax lot number 1800 in the city of Cornallis, Benton County, Oregon 
(T12S R5W Section 4 and 9). The wetlands onsite encompass 5.99 acres and are associated with 
Squaw Creek and the adjacent floodplain areas. Squaw Creek flows into the Mary's River to the 
east, which is a tributary to the Willamette River. Therefore, the potential for migratory fish 
entering Squaw Creek within the study area is possible. Several years prior to the wetland 
delineation, a sewer system was installed on the south side of Squaw Creek disrupting the natural 
diversity of the Cowardin classification onsite Palustrine Emergent Wetlands (PEM) and 
Palustrine Forested Wetlands (PFO). This disturbance adversely affected the natural vegetation, 
onsite soil profiles, and the natural wetland hydrology parameters to the wetlands, thus 
introducing non-native invasive plant species such as reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea). 
Wetland hydrology derives from the proximity to Squaw Creek and the surrounding topography 
which delivers overland flow and subsurface flow to the wetlands. Additional water may be 
contributed by the proximity of the adjacent golf course which continuously waters the course 
during the summer months. A culvert leading from the golf course enters the site into an artificial 
ditch which transects the property in a south to north orientation. The ditch then enters the 
wetlands to the north and eventually becomes incorporated into the Squaw Creek drainage 
system. There are two artificial drainage ditches within the study area, both of which have 
associated upland berms. The berms were caused by the excavation of the artificial ditches and 
the immediate placement of the spoils adjacent to the excavation. Also, a roadside ditch which 
parallels Country Club Drive has associated wetland ditches and upland spoils. Hydric and non 
hydric soil characteristics were found within the study area. Historically, the site contained a 
healthy, continuous wetland in association with the Squaw Creek drainage, but through land use 
practices and housing developments the wetlands have become dissected and disturbed. Some 
wetlands are trending toward upland characteristics evident through vegetation changes and 
hydrology disturbances due to the artificial drainage ditches. The wetlands are bound to the east, 
west and south by roadways. The northern boundary of our study area is Squaw Creek, with 
wetlands continuing offsite to the north of Squaw Creek. Potential for development is possible in 
the southern upland portion of the study area with minor potential impacts to the wetlands. 
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Introduction 
HENDERSON LAND SERVICES LLC (HLS) conducted a wetland delineation on a 9.52 acre 
parcel for Robust Decisions in Corvallis, Oregon located approximately west of Research Way 
and north of Country Club Drive (Figure 1). Land use practices in recent years include the 
installation of the sewer line. Potential development opportunities may involve the southern 

404 of the Clean Water Act as administered by the US Army Corps of ~ n ~ i n e e r s  (ACOE), as well 
as state wetland/watenvay regulatory requirements overseen by the Oregon Department of State 
Lands (ODSL). 
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Site Specific Methods 
The wetlands were defined by topography, vegetation patterns, and soil dynamics. Therefore, 
HLS test pits were concentrated along the vegetation changes in the eastern portion of the site in 
association with the change topography. Paired pits were dug in effort to establish a wetland 
boundary, one within the potentially jurisdictional wetlands and one within the adjacent upland. 
Soil pits were placed in transects of several pits within the forested wetlands where upland berms 
intersected wetlands. HLS field staff made sure not to miss any upland inclusions within the 
wetlands that may have formed due to land use practices in the past. A small upland inclusion 
was delineated within the western portion of the open field PEM wetland which included 0.01 
acres. Through field investigation, HLS located wetland boundaries in accordance with 
prescribed methods (ACOE Wetland Delineation Manual, Environmental laboratory, 1987). 

Results 

HENDERSON LAND SERVICES, LLC is preparing this report at the request of Robust Decisions to 
assist in future site planning and land development goals for the undeveloped site located west of 
Research Way and north of Country Club Drive in Corvallis, Benton County, Oregon (Figure 1). 
Onsite field investigation located 5.99 acres of potentially jurisdictional wetlands within the 9.52 
acre site. Wetlands are characteristic of Cowardin classification Palustrine Forested Wetlands 
(PFO) and Palustrine Emergent Wetlands (PEM). Quality of onsite wetlands has diminished 
since the recent installation of the sewer system adjacent to Squaw Creek. This disturbance - - - 
increased the presence of non-native vegetation, limited wetland hydrology, and disturbed onsite .c.' 

soils. Diversity within the wetlands has diminished and the potential for wildlife habitat c b 
a 0, 

decreased due to associated land use practices. Development potential within the study area is E I 

r; = 
probable, with only minor impacts to the disturbed wetlands. o - 

m 
Disturbance 4 
Historically, the Squaw Creek 
drainage and its associated 
wetlands were a continuous 
corridor of healthy wetlands 
and undisturbed creek. 
Through human development 
and other land use practices the 
wetlands and creek have 
become disturbed and 
disassociated with its natural 
hydrology, vegetation, and 
hydric soil characteristics. In 
the past, the introduction of 
roadways such as Country Club 
Drive, Research Way, and 
Country Club Place have 
severed natural hydrology 
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functions, thus decreasing diversity and the overall health of the Squaw Creek drainage system. 
Recently, the introduction of artificial drainage ways and a sewer system have also added to the 
onsite disturbances. Disturbances within such systems decrease diversity and invite non-native 
invasive plant species to thrive in such areas. Altered soil profiles and severed site hydrology 
also decrease overall PEMIPFO wetland health. The artificial berms associated with the man- 
made drainage ditches are remnants of site disturbance and have associated non-native invasive 
plant species consuming them which include Himalayan blackberry (Rubus discolor), thistle 
(Cirsium spp.), and holly (Llex aquifolium). 

Historically, the undeveloped 
Corvallis site would have received 
deposits of fine silts and clays from 
major flood events from the 
Willamette and Mary's River. 
However, due to current climatic 
conditions, upstream flood control 
dams, and encroaching urban land 
development the site has receded 
from hydrologic influence. 
Currently, flooding events from the 
Squaw Creek drainage system, 
overland flow, direct precipitation, 
and subsurface flow influence the 
onsite wetland parameter. 
Hydrology within the wetlands does 
not seem to be affected by the 
below average rainfall this winter 

. . -  

because primary hydrology 
indicators are present. Though severed by human development, positive wetland hydrology is 
abundant within the areas adjacent to Squaw Creek, due to topography and the proximity to the 
creek. The artificial drainage ditches have altered site hydrology within the areas adjacent to the 
ditches. These areas lack substantial wetland hydrology and are becoming overwhelmed with 
upland herbs. Within these areas, trees and shrubs are characteristic of a mature wetland, but due 
to the introduction of such recent upland herbs wetland hydrology is receding. Several culverts 
offer a water source to the north side of Country Club Drive which flow into a roadside ditch. 
The roadside ditches connect to the artificial drainage ditches which transect the study area. 
Therefore offering a hydrology source to the drainage ditches which enter the wetlands adjacent 
to Squaw Creek. 

Soils - 
Soils within the study area are mapped hydric and non-hydric by the NRCS. The hydric soils are 
confined to Squaw Creek and the immediate floodplain areas adjacent to the creek. Non-hydric 
soils are contained within the upland slope to the south of the immediate floodplain areas and 
Squaw Creek. The only mapped hydric soil onsite is the Waldo silty clay loam, located within 
the Squaw Creek corridor and the immediate floodplain areas. This soil series is typically found 
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in bottom lands of streams and drainageways in the tributary valleys of the foothills. Slopes are 
typically 0-3% and available water capacity is 9 to 11 inches. The onsite mapped Waldo series 
soil showed redoximorphic soil distinctions readily, and displayed other hydric soil 
characteristics. 

Non-hydric soils mapped onsite included Amity silt loam, Willamette silt loam, and the 
Woodburn silt loam series. These soils were mapped on the upland terrace south of the 
immediate floodplain areas and Squaw Creek drainageway. The soils profiles display soil 
characteristics of non-hydric components. The soils form on slopes of 0-3% and have available 
water capacity of 9-12 inches. These soils were dominated by upland grass species, typical of the 
Corvallis area. 

Vegetation is dependent on moisture 
regimes and soil characteristics for 
support in the natural landscape. A 
distinct change in vegetation is 
located along the wetland boundary 
due to changes in soil characteristics 
and moisture regimes. This change is 
due mostly to topography and 
proximity to Squaw Creek. 
Vegetation within the eastern wetland 
area is dominated by reed canarygrass 
(Phalaris arundinacea) due to the 
disturbance of the sewer system 
installation. Native wetland 
vegetation does exist, including 
slough sedge (Carex obnupta), 
meadow foxtail (Alopecurus 
pratensis), and soft rush (Juncus 
effuses). Established Oregon ash (Fraxinus latifolia) trees and large shrubs of nootka rose 
(Nutkana rosa) also are present onsite, evident of pre-sewer vegetation. Within the western 
portion of the property the landscape changes from a field of herbs and grasses to a forested 
wetland environment. The forested area is dominated by mature Oregon ash trees with nootka 
rose and Hawthorne shrubs. Within the forested areas, upland berms formed from the spoils of 
the excavated artificial drainage ditches contained invasive vegetation such as Himalayan 
blackberry (Rubus discolor), holly (Llex aquilfolium), and thistles (Cirsium spp.). Disturbed 
vegetation within the forested area is concentrated to the spoil berms with surrounding landscape 
typical of forested wetland characteristics. 

Preci~itation 

Precipitation information was derived from the Oregon Climate Services website. Rainfall for the 
Corvallis area was below average during the time of the delineation, only raining 1.13" within a 
two week period prior to the delineation, though ponded water and saturated soils were observed 
during field investigation. Direct precipitation is the main component of wetland hydrology with 
supplemental hydrology from flooding events of Squaw Creek. Due to the surrounding 
topography, direct precipitation is introduced to the onsite wetlands through overland flow, 
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subsurface flow of groundwater and fluctuations within the water table. During the summer 
months the wetlands have an additional source of water distributed by the irrigation of the 
adjacent golf course through the culverts and associated roadside ditch. 

Table I :  Daily Precipitation Data for Robust Decisions' Corvallis site area (Oregon Climate 
Services). 

Discussion 

Monthmay (2005) 
February 9 
February 10 
February 1 1 
February 12 
February 13 
February 14 
February 15 
February 16 
February 17 
February 18 
February 19 
February 20 
February 21 
February 22 
February 23 
February 24 
February 25 

Total Precipitation for 17 Days 

HLS's wetland determination and delineation of Robust Decision's potential developable site off 
of Country Club Drive in Corvallis, Benton County Oregon, was based upon the predominance of 
hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soil indicators, and evidence of wetland hydrology. Areas 
delineated as wetland by HLS met the "triple parameter" requirements outlined in the ACOE 
Wetland Delineation Manual. 

Precipitation 
0 
0 
0 

0.61" 
0.1 1" 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0.4 1" 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

1.13" 

Wetlands were typical of Cowardin classification Palustrine Emergent Wetlands (PEM) and 
Palustrine Forested Wetlands (PFO) within the Willamette Valley. Devco engineering 
professionally surveyed the property after the delineation and found onsite wetlands totaled 5.99 
acres of the 9.52 acre parcel within tax lot number 1800. Development of the site may have 
potential impacts to the onsite wetlands. A removal/fill permit application will follow this 
wetland determination report while mitigation options are discussed with Robust Decisions. 
Onsite wetlands have been adversely affected through land use practices including the recent 
installation of the sewer system. The artificial drainage ditches that were excavated caused the 
wetland hydrology parameter to be altered, thus limiting water filtration through groundwater 
flow. Consequently the areas adjacent to the ditches are becoming less saturated, and upland 
grass species are becoming established. Though upland species due occur within the forested 
wetland areas, the mature trees and shrubs are hydrophytic and display a historic wetland 
association. 

HENDERSON LAND SERVICES LLC 
Boeder 05-1 

G-I I 



Before any work is initiated in a wetland, HLS recommends that the landowner refer to the 
Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 141, Division 85, Oregon Revised States 196.800 through 
196.990 and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act which regulates activity in wetlands. ODSL and 
the ACOE will reauire that a Joint Removal/Fill Permit application be filed and approved prior to 
receipt of local site development approvals and any occurrence of disturbance within the 
delineated wetland area. Also, a State of Oregon Water Quality Certification must be obtained 
from the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality before beginning any work that may 
negatively affect water quality in wetlands or waterways of the State. Potential wetlands and 
wetland/upland boundaries delineated by HLS are subject to verification and approval by these 
agencies and are to be consideredpreliminary until reviewed and approved in writing by the 
Oregon Department of State Lands in accordance with OAR 141-090-0005 through 141-090- 
0055. 
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Figure 1: Vicinity map of Robust Decisions' Country Club Drive site in Corvallis, Oregon. Study area 
in red 
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Figure 2: NRCS Soil Survey for Corvallis, Benton County, Oregon. Study area in red. 
Sheet # 21. 

155 - Waldo silty clay loam, Hydric 
170 - Willamette silt loam, Non-Hydric 
177 - Woodburn silt loam, Non-Hydric 
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Figure 3: Aerial photograph (5/07/1994) of Robust Decisions' Country Club Drive site in 
Contallis, Benton County, Oregon. Study area in red. 

HENDERSON LAND SERVICES LLC 
Boeder 05-1 



Figure 4: City of Cowallis Local Wetland Inventory, overview. 
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Figure 5: City of Corvallis Local Wetland Inventory, approximate location. Study area 
in yellow. 

1"=0.20 miles (approx.) 
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Figure 6: Tax Map T12S R5W S9 for Robust Decisions' Country Club Drive site in 
Cowallis, Benton County, Oregon. Study area and tax lot 1800 in red. 

NE1/4, SECTION 9, T12S1 R5W1 W.M. 
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Appendix A 

Precipitation Data 

Wetland Delineation Methods 



Appendix B 

Wetland Delineation Map 

HLS' Investigative Plot Data Sheets 



WETS Station : CORVALLIS STATE UNIV, OR1862 Creation Date: 
09/09/2002 
Latitude: 4438 Longitude: 12312 Elevation: 00230 
State FIPS/County(FIPS): 41003 County Name: Benton 
Start yr. - 1971 End yr. - 2000 
....................................................................... 
-- I 

1 Temperature 1 Precipitation 
I 

I (Degrees F.) I ( Inches) 
I 

I ____-----___-----------I------------------------------------ 
-- I 

I I I I 1 30% chance iavg I 
I 

I I I I I will have I# of1 avg 
I 

1 - - _ - _ _ _ ( _ _ - - _ _ _ 1 _ _ - - - - - I  ]-----------------Idays 1 
total 1 
Month I avg I avg I avg I avg I less I more lw/.l/ 

snow I 
I daily 1 daily I I I than I than 1 or1 - 

fall I - - 

-- I 
January I 46.2 1 33.6 1 39.9 1 6.46 1 3.95 1 7.82 1 12 1 
1.1 I 
February 1 50.4 1 35.4 1 42.9 1 5.71 1 3.91 1 6.80 I 12 1 
2.1 1 
March 1 55.6 1 37.6 1 46.6 1 4.59 1 3.46 1 5.35 1 12 1 
0.1 I 
April 1 60.2 1 39.9 1 50.0 1 2.98 1 2.09 I 3.53 1 8 1 
0.0 I 
May 1 66.6 I 44.0 1 55.3 1 2.30 1 1.52 1 2.81 1 6 1 
0.0 I 
June 1 72.9 1 48.5 1 60.7 1 1.46 1 0.93 1 1.76 1 4 1 
0.0 I 
July 1 80.6 1 51.8 1 66.2 1 0.57 1 0.17 1 0.68 1 1 I 
0.0 I 
August 1 81.7 1 51.5 1 66.6 1 0.73 1 0.08 1 0.86 1 2 1 
0.0 I 
September / 76.4 1 48.2 1 62.3 1 1.47 1 0.52 1 1.80 1 3 1 
0.0 I 
October 1 64.8 1 41.8 1 53.3 1 3.02 1 1.70 1 3.68 1 7 1 
0.0 I 
November 1 52.3 1 38.0 1 45.2 1 6.94 1 4.55 1 8.34 1 13 1 
0.2 1 
December 1 45.7 1 33.8 1 39.8 I 7.43 1 5.03 1 8.88 1 12 1 
1.3 1 
------_---l-------j-------I-------I--------~--------~--------~----\---- 

-- I 
- - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - _ _ - 1 - - - - - - - I - I - - - I I I I I I - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - ~ - - - -  
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-- I 
Average 1 62.8 1 42.0 1 52.4 1 ------ I ------ I ------ I -- I --- 

- I 
- - - - - - - - - - 1 - _ - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - ~ - - - -  

GROWING SEASON DATES 

....................................................................... 
---- 

I Temperature 
--_--------_---------I------------------------------------------------- 
---- 

Probability 1 24 F or higher / 28 F or higher 1 32 F or 
higher I 

I Beginning and Ending Dates - - I Growing Season Length 
I 

50 percent * 1 1/17 to ----- 1 2/27 to 11/20 1 4/20 to 
10/26 

I 349 days 1 267 days I 189 days 
I I I 

70 percent * I > 365 days 1 2/16 to 12/ 1 1 4/13 to 
11/ 2 

I > 365 days I 289 days I 203 days 
I I I 

* Percent chance of the growing season occurring between the Beginning 
and Ending dates. 
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Wetland Delineation Methods 
Preliminaw Resources Review 

ACOE's 1987 Manual requires preliminary research for available site resource data before field 
investigations are undertaken. Data referenced and reviewed by HLS ecologists include review 
of the United States Geographical Survey (USGS) quadrangle map, the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service's (USFWS) National Wetland Inventory (NWI), local Natural Resource 
Conservation Service (NRCS) Soil Surveys, and recent precipitation data for the study area. In 
conjunction with these references, HLS ecologists consulted additional ODSL field determination 
and report preparation guidance. 

Hvdroloev 

Water is the dominant force in creating and sustaining wetlands. For the purpose of delineating 
wetlands, an area is considered to possess wetland hydrology when the soil is saturated to the 
surface for more than 12.5 percent of the growing season. Areas saturated to the surface between 
5 and 12.5 percent of the growing season can be classified as wetlands or uplands. Areas 
saturated to the surface for less than 5 percent of the growing season are not wetlands. As 
outlined in the 1987 Manual, field indicators of hydrology are divided into two categories 
consisting of primary and secondary indicators. 

Primary indicators include visual observation of inundation or saturation in the upper 12 inches of 
soil, watermarks, drift lines, drainage patterns and sediment deposits. Secondary field indicators z 
include the presence of oxidized rhizospheres (rust coloration around living roots), thick organic E z layers (histic epipedons), gleying (gray soil colors), water-stained vegetation, morphological plant r: I 

0 = adaptations, local soil survey data and low soil chromas (intensity of the soil hue) with or without - 
redoximorphic features (mottles). Low soil chroma and mottles provide evidence of soil 
conditions that develop under wet, anaerobic conditions. 2 
At specific data points on the ground within the study area, pits were excavated and soil features 
were examined to determine the presence of hydric conditions. Soil test pits were dug to a depth 
of 16 inches at each sample locations. Presence or absence of these indicators within test pits 
were observed and recorded on HLS' data sheets in Appendix B. 

Soils - 
Hydric soils are defined as soils which are saturated, flooded, or ponded long enough during the 
growing season to develop anaerobic (lacking oxygen) conditions in the upper horizons. Soil 
series are mapped on local county soil surveys published by the Natural Resource Conservation 
Service (NRCS). The National Technical Committee for Hydric Soils (NTCHS) has published 
complete lists of soil series that are considered hydric soils. Local NRCS determinations take 
precedent over the NTCHS list. HLS ecologists reviewed available soils documentation prior to 
conducting our field determinationldelineation to determine if soils within the investigative area 
are considered hydric. 

A variety of characteristics can indicate saturated soil conditions and the 1987 Manual specifies 
which conditions are indicators of soil saturation. At specific data points within the study area, 
pits were excavated and soil features were examined to determine the presence or absence of 
hydric soils. Soil test pits were dug to a depth of 16 inches at each sample location. Soil was 
analyzed for color using the Munsell Soil Color Chart (Munsell Color, 1992). Soil color is based 
on hue, value, and chroma. A soil color denoted by ' IOYR 312' has a hue of 10 yellow-red, a 
value of 3, and a chroma of 2. Prescribed methods require a colormetric determination 
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immediately below the 'A' horizon, or ten inches, whichever is less. Soils within HLS' sample 
plots were also assessed for other hydric soil indicators and water content. Soil documentation is 
recorded on HLS' data sheets in Appendix B. 

ACOE's 1987 Manual requires that plant species dominance be determined at specific points in 
the field for each of four vegetation layers; woody vine, herbaceous, shrub and canopy. 
USFWS has classified vegetation according to its frequency of occurrence in wetlands (Reed, 
1988). Plant species have been given wetland indicator status of either obligate wetland 
(OBL), facultative wetland (FACW), facultative (FAC), facultative upland (FACU), or upland 
(UPL) based on their probabilities for occurring in wetlands. 

Table 2 provides definitions of plant indicators used to determine wetland status. Additionally, 
the National List of Plant Species That Occur in Wetlands: Northwest (Region 9), Reed 1993, 
uses a plus (+) sign or a minus (-) sign to specify a more hydrophytic or less hydrophytic 
indicator frequency for the three facultative types of  indicators. 

Table 2: Plant Indicators Used to Determine Wetland Status 

- - - 
2 * 
i!: c - 
g = 
4 

Itd determine an indicator status. 
Source: Reed, 1993. 

NI 

In accordance with prescribed methods (ACOE Wetland Delineation Manual, Environmental 
laboratory, 1987), vegetation plots were established in areas of characteristic vegetation, and 
plant species observed were identified (Hitchcock and Cronquist, 1973; Reed, 1988; Guard 1995; 
Reed, 1993). Herbaceous and shrub layers were evaluated in 1.5-meter radius circles around each 
data plot. Plant species percentage values reflect the amount of the survey area which contained 
that species. Dominant species are identified with a (*). Plant species dominance was 
determined using the 50120 Rule for Dominance as set forth by ODSL. Dominant species are 
those species in each stratum that, when ranked in descending order of estimated relative aerial 
coverage and cumulatively totaled, immediately exceed 50 percent of the total coverage. 
Additionally, any species comprising at least 20 percent of the total coverage for their respective 
stratum was also considered dominant. Dominant species in each stratum are combined as a list 
of dominant species typifying the vegetation community at that sample plot. Percent coverage of 
each species within each stratum was noted. Vegetation type and dominance were observed and 
recorded on the attached data sheets in Appendix B. 
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Definition 
Species that occur almost always (probability >99%) in 
wetlands under natural conditions. 
Species that usually occur in wetlands (probability 67 to 
99%), but occasionally are found in non-wetlands. 
Species that are equally likely to occur in wetlands or 
non-wetlands (probability 34-66%). 
Species that usually occur in non-wetlands (probability 
67-99%), but occasionally are found in wetlands. 
Species that occur almost always in non-wetlands under 

Indicator Symbol 
OBL 

FACW 

FAC 

FACU 

UPL 

No indicator. 

Indicator Status 
Obligate. 

Facultative wetland. 

Facultative. 

Facultative upland. 

Upland. 
nbrmal conditions (probability >99%). 
Species for which insufficient information was available 



HLS TEST PLOT 
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M E M O R A N D U M  

TO: Dan Carlson, Development Services 
Mike Fegles, Development Services 
Ken Gibb, Community Development 
Fred Towne, Planning 
Kevin Young, Planning 
Jim Mitchell, Public Works 
Gene Braun, Public Works 
Keith Turner, Public Works 
Som Sartnurak, Public Works 

FROM: Development Services 

DATE: June 20,2007 

SUBJECT: Update to Off-Street Parking and Access Standards; addition of Tandem Parking 
Standard 

- 
BACKGROUND E -; 

r: - 
0 = m + The Community Development Department has seen a substantial increase in the number of 
2 proposed and permitted developments that are incorporating tandem parking into their designs. 

Many of these developments are proposing the use of tandem parking within enclosed ground- 
level garages, and/or tandem parking more than 2-cars deep, which most City staff perceives as a 
nonfunctional design that will inevitably increase the demand of adjacent on-street parking. 
Staff is aware of past instances where tandem parking was permitted through outright and 
planned development. Thus, staff felt there was a need for a clear and consistent standard to 
address the specific circumstances and requirements that would permit tandem parking in the 
City's Off-Street Parking and Access Standards. 

DISCUSSION 

The following language has been added to the City's Off-Street Parking and Access Standards as 
paragraph I.B. This addition resulted in the re-numbering of the subsequent paragraphs in 
Section I. The language includes the proposed definition, permitted development type, and 
dimensions of a Tandem Parking Stall: 

I.B. Tandem Parking - Tandem parking is the parking of two vehicles, one in front of or 
behind the other, which requires one of the vehicles to be moved in order for the other 
vehicle to enter or exit. Two cars parked in such an arrangements shall be referred to as a 
tandem parking stall. Tandem parking is sometimes referred to as stacked parking. 
Tandem parking is not parallel parking. Tandem Parking is permitted only for the 
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following Residential Building Types, as defined in Chapter 1.6 of the Land 
Development Code: Single Detached, Single Detached (Zero Lot Line), Duplex, Single 
Attached (Zero Lot Line), Attached (no more than three dwelling units), and 
Manufactured Homes. There shall only be two cars parked in tandem per dwelling unit. 
A tandem parking stall must serve only a single dwelling unit. The minimum size of a 
tandem parking stall is 9 feet wide by 39 feet deep. 

Attachments 



Staff - ldentified Applicable Decision Criteria 
Ashwood Preserve Subdivision (PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003) 

Applicant Land Development Code Requirements: 

LDC Section 1.6.30 defines "Area, Net" as follows: 

Area, Net -Total area of a parcel or site, usually expressed in acres and excluding existing 
public street rights-of-way and, if a developer desires, excluding public parks, Significant 
Natural Feature areas dedicated to the public, andlor other areas permanently precluded 
from development due to development constraints or conservation easements. Planned 
streets shall not be excluded from the net area. 

Section 2.0.50.16 of the Land Development Code states the following: 

When more than one application has been filed at one time for a specific property or 
development, the review of those applications shall be coordinated as follows: 

a. If any of those applications would ordinarily be heard by the Planning Commission, 
all of the applications shall be heard by the Planning Commission at the same 
meeting, except as outlined in "b," below. For example, applications for Zone 
Changes are ordinarily heard by the Land Development Hearings Board. When a 
Zone Change is sought simultaneously with a Conditional Development; however, 
the two applications shall be considered together by the Planning Commission and 

- - - no action by the Land Development Hearings Board shall be required. 

B. Applications ordinarily heard by the Historic Resources Commission shall not be 
filed together (combined) with another application(s) requiring a public hearing 
that is ordinarily heard by some other hearing authority. Historic Preservation 
Permit applications and Historic Preservation Overlay-related Zone Change 
applications that are ordinarily decided by the Director, or the Director's designee, 
shall be filed together (combined) with applications ordinarily heard by the Historic 
Resources Commission. In these cases, the combination of historic applications 
shall be reviewed by the Historic Resources Commission and no prior action by the 
Director shall be required. 

Chapter 2.4 - Subdivisions and Major Replats 

2.4.30.04 - Review Criteria 

b. Residential Subdivisions - Requests for the approval of a Residential Tentative 
Subdivision Plat shall be reviewed to ensure consistency with the clear and 
objective approval standards contained in the following: the City's development 
standards outlined in the applicable underlying Zoning Designation standards in 
Article Ill of this Code; the development standards in Article IV of this Code; the 
standards of all acknowledged City Facility Master Plans; the adopted City Design 
Criteria Manual; the adopted Oregon Structural Specialty Code; the adopted 
International Fire Code; the adopted City Standard Construction Specifications; 
the adopted City Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control Ordinance; and the 
adopted City Off-street Parking Standards. Additionally, the following criteria shall 

Staff - Identified Applicable Decision Criteria Attachment I - 1 



be met for Residential Subdivisions and the application shall demonstrate 
adherence to them: 

1. Consistency with the applicable development standards, including the 
applicable Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards; 

Preservation andlor protection of Significant Natural Features, consistent 
with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 
4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - 
Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant 
Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and 
Wetland Provisions. Streets shall also be designed along contours, and 
structures shall be designed to fit the topography of the site to ensure 
compliance with these Code standards; 

3. Land uses shall be those that are outright permitted by the existing 
underlying zoning designation. 

4. Excavation and grading shall not change hydrology in terms of water 
quantity and quality that supports existing Locally Significant Wetlands 
andlor Riparian Corridors that are subject to Chapter 4.13 - Riparian 
Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 

A Residential Subdivision that conforms to these criteria is considered to meet all 
of the compatibility standards in this Section and shall be approved. A Residential 
Subdivision that involves Uses subject to Plan Compatibility or Conditional 
Development review, or that involves a Zone Change, shall meet the applicable 
compatibility criteria for those Plan Compatibility, Conditional Development, and 
Zone Change applications. 

Chapter 4.4 - Land Division Standards 

Section 4.4.20 - GENERAL PROVISIONS 

4.4.20.01 - Applicability 

All Land Divisions shall be in compliance with the requirements of the applicable zone and 
this Chapter, as well as with all other applicable provisions of this Code. Modifications to 
these requirements may be made through the procedures in Chapter 2.5 - Planned 
Development. 

a. General - Length, width, and shape of blocks shall be based on the provision of 
adequate lot size, street width, and circulation; and on the limitations of 
topography. 

b. Size - Blocks shall be sized in accordance with the Block Perimeter provisions 
within Section 4.0.60.n of Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development. 

4.4.20.03 - Lot Requirements 
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a. Size and Shape - Lot size, width, shape, and orientation shall be appropriate for the 
location of the Subdivision and for the Use Type contemplated. No lot shall be 
dimensioned to contain part of an existing or proposed street. All lots shall be 
buildable, and depth shall generally not exceed 2.5 times the average width. Lot 
sizes shall not be less than required by this Code for the applicable zone. Depth 
and width of properties reserved or laid out for commercial and industrial purposes 
shall be adequate to provide for off-street parking and service facilities required by 
the type of use proposed, unless off-site parking is approved per Chapter 4.1 - 
Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements. 

b. Access - Each lot shall abut a street other than an alley for a distance of at least 25 
ft. unless: 

1. The lot is created through a Land Partition or Minor Replat, in which case 
Section 4.4.30.01, below, shall apply; andlor 

2. The lot meets the exemption in "a," or "b," below: 

a) Residential lots involving Single-family Detached; Single-family 
Attached, two units; or Duplex dwellings, provided: 

1) Front doors are less than 100 ft. from a street and are 
accessed by a sidewalk or multi-use path; and 

2) Vehicular access is provided via an alley. 

b) Commercial, Industrial, and Residential lots other than those 
described in "a," above, provided: 

1) Front doors are less than 200 ft. from a street and are 
accessed by a sidewalk or multi-use path; and 

2) Vehicular access is provided via an alley. 

c. Through Lots - Through Lots shall be avoided except where essential to overcome 
specific disadvantages of topography and orientation. A planting screen easement 
at least 20 ft. wide shall be required between Through Lots and adjacent streets, in 
accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. 
No vehicular rights of access shall be permitted across this planting screen 
easement. All Through Lots with frontage on parallel or approximately parallel 
streets shall provide the required front yard on each street, except as specified in 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. 

d. Lot Side Lines - Side lines of lots, as much as practicable, shall be at right angles 
to the street the lots face. 

e. Lot Grading - Lot grading shall conform to Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions; and the City's excavation and fill provisions. 

f. Building Lines - Building setback lines may be established in a final plat or 
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included in covenants recorded as a part of a final plat. 

9- Large Lots - In dividing land into large lots that have potential for future further 
Subdivision, a conversion plan shall be required. The conversion plan shall show 
street extensions, utility extensions, and lot patterns to indicate how the property 
may be developed to Comprehensive Plan densities and to demonstrate that the 
proposal will not inhibit development of adjacent lands. 

h. Minimum Assured Development Area - For property with Natural Resources or 
Natural Hazards subject to Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development 
Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, or Chapter 
4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, lots created through a 
Subdivision, Partition, or Lot Line Adjustment process shall be consistent with the 
provisions of Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) are met. 

Section 4.1 1.30 - MADA PROCEDURES 

Properties with Natural Resources or Natural Hazards subject to the provisions of Chapter 
4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant 
Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions have access to the provisions of this Chapter, provided the regulations within it 
are followed. Compliance with the provisions of this Chapter shall be determined through 
the development review processes identified in Section 1.2.1 10 of Chapter 1.2 - Legal 
Framework or through the Building Permit or construction permit review processes. 

c. Re-use of Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) Prohibited - - - - 
+ 
c - 

1. Once a site has been developed based on the provisions of this Chapter, no a, a 
increase in the MADA shall be permitted. Development may occur in E '; 

-C 
phases and portions of sites may be developed. However, the total MADA o = 
shall not exceed that allowed for the site as a whole. Sites which have used m - 
the MADA provisions shall be graphically outlined on the Official Zoning 4 
Map and monitored in the City's Permit Plan tracking system. 

CHAPTER 2.5 - PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 

Section 2.5.10 - BACKGROUND 

It is the intent of this Chapter to establish procedures that permit flexibility in the land development 
process, allow for better preservation of Significant Natural Features, and allow for innovation in site 
planning and architectural design. 

The Planned Development process is established to allow the review and approval of Conceptual and 
Detailed Development Plans, to provide the mechanism for achieving greaterflexibility and improved 
design in cases where the scope of proposed modifications to pre-stated standards exceeds that 
permitted through a Lot Development Option. A Lot Development Option allows minor modifications 
to required specification standards on an individual lot of record. The procedures for a Lot 
Development Option are identified in Chapter 2.12 - Lot Development Option. 

b. Restrictions on Variations - 
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1. Development Standards - 

a) The Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan process permits modifications 
to the site development standards of the underlying zone; and 

Section 2.5.20 - PURPOSES 

Planned Development review procedures are established in this Chapter for the following 
purposes: 

a. Promote flexibility in design and permit diversification in location of structures; 

b. Promote efficient use of land and energy, and facilitate a more economical 
arrangement of buildings, circulation systems, land uses, and utilities; 

c. Preserve, to the greatest extent possible, existing Significant Natural Features and 
landscape features and amenities, and use such features in a harmonious fashion; 

d. Provide for more usable and suitably located pedestrian andlor recreational facilities 
and other public andlor common facilities than would otherwise be provided under 
conventional land development procedures; 

e. Combine and coordinate architectural styles, building forms, and building 
relationships within the Planned Development; 

- - f. Provide the applicant with reasonable assurance of ultimate approval before - 
+ expenditure of complete design monies, while providing the City with assurances that 
c G  the project will retain the character envisioned at the time of approval; 
f - 
JZ ' 
o = g. Provide greater compatibility with surrounding land uses than would otherwise be 
(ZI - + provided under conventional land development procedures; and 
2 

h. Provide benefits within the development site that compensate for the variations from 
development standards such that the intent of the development standards is still met. 

Section 2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria 

2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria 
Requests for the approval of a Conceptual Development Plan shall be reviewed to ensure 
consistency with the purposes of this Chapter, policies and density requirements of the 
Comprehensive Plan, and any other applicable policies and standards adopted by the City 
Council. The application shall demonstrate compatibility in the areas in "a", below, as 
applicable, and shall meet the Natural Resource and Natural Hazard criteria in "b", below. 

a. Compatibility Factors - 
1. Compensating benefits for the variations being requested 

2. Basic site design (the organization of Uses on a site and the Uses' 
relationships to neighboring properties); 
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3. Visual elements (scale, structural design and form, materials, etc.); 

4. Noise attenuation; 

5. Odors and emissions; 

6. Lighting; 

7. Signage; 

8. Landscaping for buffering and screening; 

9. Transportation facilities; 

10. Traffic and off-site parking impacts; 

11. Utility infrastructure; 

12. Effects on air and water quality (note: a DEQ permit is not sufficient to meet 
this criterion); 

13. Design equal to or in excess of the types of improvements required by the 
standards in Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards; and 

14. Preservation andlor protection of Significant Natural Features, consistent with 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - - 
Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum = 
Assured Development Area, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 5 Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. E '; Streets shall also be designed along contours, and structures shall be r 

0 = 
designed to fit the topography of the site to ensure compliance with these co - 
Code standards. 4 

b. Natural Resources and Natural Hazards Factors - 

1. Any proposed variation from a standard within Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard 
and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, or Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions shall 
provide protections equal to or better than the specific standard requested for 
variation, and 

2. Any proposed variation from a standard within Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard 
and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, or Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions shall 
involve an alternative located on the same development sitewhere the specific 
standard applies. 

Section 3.3.30 - RS-6 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 
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Table 3.3-1 
I Standard 

Section 3.4.30 - RS-9 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

a. Minimum Density 

Table 3.4-1 
Standard 1 

2 units per acre for existing platted lots as of 
December 31,2006; however, all new 
Residential Subdivisions and Planned 
Developments in this zone shall achieve a 
minimum density of 4 dwelling units per acre. 

la- Minimum Density 

Ib. Maximum Density 

c. Minimum Lot Area 
1. Single Detached 
2. Single Attached 
3. Duplex 
4. Triplex 
5. Fourplex 

d. Minimum Lot Width 
1. Single Detached with alley 

access to garage 
2. Single Detached with street 

access to garage 
3. Single Attached 
4. Duplex 
5. Triplex 
6. Fourplex 

6 units per acre. Applies to the creation of Land 
Divisions. 

12 units per acre. Applies to the creation of 
Land Divisions. 

3,500 sq. ft. 
2,500 sq. ft. 
5,000 sq. ft. 
7,500 sq. ft. 
10,000 sq. ft. 

40 ft. 

50 ft. 

25 ft. 
50 ft. 
75 ft. 
100 ft. 
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1 For Detached Zero Lot Line dwelling units, prior to Building Permit approval the applicant shall submit 
a recorded easement between the subject property and abutting lot next to the yard having the zero 
setback. This easement shall be sufficient to guarantee rights for maintenance purposes of structures 
and yard, but in no case shall it be less than five ft. in width. 

e. Setbacks 
1. Front yard 

2. Rear yard and Side yards 

Interior attached townhouses 
exempt side yard 
setbacks. 

a) Single Detached 
b, Single Attached and 

Lot Line Detached 
C) Duplex, Triplex and 

Fourplex 
d) Abutting a more 

restrictive zone 

3. Corner Lot 

See also "k," and "I," below. 

f. Minimum GaragelCarport Setbacks 
1. Garagelcarport entrance 

facinglparallel to the street 

2. Garagelcarport entrance 
sidewayslperpendicular to street 

See also "k," and "I," below. 
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Standard 

10 ft. minimum; 25 ft. maximum 
Also, unenclosed porches may encroach into 
front yards, provided that a minimum front yard 
of 5 ft. is maintained. 

5 ft. minimum and each lot must have a 
minimum 15 ft. usable yard either on the side or 
rear of each dwelling. Additionally, the setbacks 
listed below apply for side yards not being used 
as the usable yard described above. 

5 ft. minimum each side yard 
0 ft. one side; 8 ft. minimum on opposite side1 

10 ft. minimum each side 

10 ft. minimum 

10 ft. minimum on side abutting the street. 
Vision clearance areas in accordance with 
Section 4.1.40.c of Chapter 4.1 - Parking, 
Loading, and Access Requirements. 

19 ft. minimum 

10 ft. minimum 

Setbacks from alleys in accordance with 
Section 4.0.60.j of Chapter 4.0 - Improvements 
Required with Development. 

Garageslcarports are also subject to the 
provisions in Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented 
Design Standards. 
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g- Minimum Setbacks and Buffering from 
Actively Farmed Open Space- 
Agricultural (0s-AG) Land 

See also "k," and "I," below. 

h. Maximum Structure Height 

i. Maximum Lot Coverage 

j. Off-street Parking 

k. Outdoor Components Associated with 
Heat Pumps and Similar Equipment for 
Residential Structures 

I. Outdoor Components Associated with 
Heat Pumps and Similar Equipment for 
Nonresidential Structures 

m. Minimum Assured Development Area 
(M ADA) 

Attachment 1 - 9 

Standard 

When residential development is proposed 
abutting Actively Farmed 0s-AG Land, a 
minimum 50 ft.-wide continuous plant or 
plantlberm buffer is required. It is the 
applicant's responsibility to provide this buffer. 

The minimum setback for lands adjacent to 
Actively Farmed 0s-AG Land is 100 ft. Any 
intervening right-of-way may be included in the 
100-ft. setback measurement. 

Structures that existed on December 31,2006, 
and that would fall within the 100-ft setback 
from Actively Farmed 0s-AG Land shall not be 
considered as non-conforming structures and 
no additional buffering is required to maintain 
the existing development. 

30 ft., not to exceed a solar envelope approved 
under Chapter 2.18 - Solar Access Permits or 
Chapter 4.6 - Solar Access. 

70 percent of lot area maximum; interior 
attached townhouses exempt from this 
provision. 

Green Area is calculated per lot. 

See Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading , and Access 
Requirements. 

Shall not be placed within any required setback 
area. 

When located outside a setback area, but within 
five to 10 ft. of a property line, such equipment 
shall be screened on all sides with a solid fence 
or wall at least one ft. higher than the 
equipment. 

When located outside a setback area, but 
greater than 10 ft. from a property line, such 
equipment requires no screening. 

Shall be in accordance with Chapter 4.2 - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and 
Lighting. 

See Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA). 



Section 3.4.40 - GREEN AREA REQUIREMENTS 

n. Natural Hazards and Hillsides 

0. Significant Vegetation 

P . Riparian Corridors & Locally Protected 
Wetlands 

q- Landscaping 

r. Required Green Area and Private 
Outdoor Space 

a. A minimum of 30 percent of the gross lot area, and a minimum of 20 percent for center-unit 
townhouses on interior lots, shall be retained and improved or maintained as permanent 
Green Area to ensure that the 70 percent maximum lotlsite coverage standard of Section 
3.4.30 is met. A minimum of 15 percent of the gross lot area and a minimum of 10 percent 
for center-unit townhouses on interior lots shall consist of vegetation consisting of 
landscaping or naturally preserved vegetation. 

Standard 

See Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions. 

See Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lighting and Chapter 4.12 - 
Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions. 

See Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and 
Wetland Provisions. 

See Section 3.4.40, below, and Chapter 4.2 - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and 
Lighting. 

See Section 3.4.40, below. 

b. Landscaping within the required Green Area shall be permanently maintained in - 
accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. - - 
Landscaping shall primarily consist of ground cover, ferns, trees, shrubs, or other living 5 k plants with sufficient irrigation to properly maintain all vegetation. Drought-tolerant plant E r; 
materials are encouraged. Design elements such as internal sidewalks, pedestrian seating 5 = 
areas, fountains, pools, sculptures, planters, and similar amenities may also be placed (CI - 
within the permanent Green Areas. g 

c. Within the required Green Area for single-family dwellings (attached and detached) and 
duplexes, a Private Outdoor Space equal to at least 10 percent of the total lot area per 
dwelling unit shall be designed to be viewable and accessed by the interior space via 
doors and windows. Within the required Green Area for multi-dwellings, a Private Outdoor 
Space equal to at least 48 sq. ft. per dwelling unit shall be designed to be viewable and 
accessed by the interior space via doors and windows. These Private Outdoor Space 
requirements may be met by providing private side or rear yard areas, patios, andlor 
balconies for dwelling units. 

Section 3.4.90 - COMPLIANCE WITH CHAPTER 4.10 - PEDESTRIAN ORIENTED DESIGN 
STANDARDS 

The requirements in Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards shall apply to the 
following types of development in the RS-9 Zone: 

a. All new buildings or structures for which a valid permit application has been submitted 
after December 31,2006; 
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b. Developments subject to Conditional Development andlor Planned Development approval, 
as required by a Condition(s) of Approval(s); and 

c. Independent or cumulative expansion of a nonresidential structure in existence and in 
compliance with the Code on December 31,2006, or constructed after December 31,2006 
pursuant to a valid Conceptual or Detailed Development Plan approved on or before 
December 31,2006, shall comply with the pedestrian requirements of Chapter 4.10 - 
Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards as outlined in Section 4.10.70.01. 

Section 4.0.30 - PEDESTRIAN REQUIREMENTS 

a. Sidewalks shall be required along both sides of all streets, as follows: 

2. Sidewalks on Arterial, Collector, and Neighborhood Collector Streets --Sidewalks 
along Arterial, Collector, and Neighborhood Collector Streets shall be separated 
from curbs by a planted area. The planted area shall be a minimum of 12 ft. wide 
and landscaped with trees and plant materials approved by the City. The sidewalks 
shall be a minimum of five ft. wide. An exception to these provisions is that this 
separated tree planting area shall not be provided adjacent to sidewalks where 
they are allowed to be located within Natural Resource areas governed by Chapter 
4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian 
Corridor and Wetland Provisions. This separated tree planting area shall also not 
be provided adjacent to sidewalks where they are allowed to be located within 
drainageway areas governed by regulations in Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and 
Hillside Development Provisions. 

- - - 
+ b. Safe and Convenient Pedestrian Facilities - Safe and convenient pedestrian 
& % facilities that minimize travel distance to the greatest extent practicable shall be 
7 provided in conjunction with new development within and between new 

c - o - Subdivisions, Planned Developments, commercial developments, industrial areas, 
(U - + residential areas, transit stops, and neighborhood activity centers such as schools 
2 and parks, as follows: 

1. For the purposes of this Section, safe and convenient means pedestrian 
facilities that are free from hazards and that provide a direct route of travel 
between destinations. 

d. To provide for orderly development of an effective pedestrian network, pedestrian 
facilities installed concurrently with development of a site shall be extended 

through 
the site to the edge of adjacent property(ies). 

f. Prior to development, applicants shall perform a site inspection and identify any 
Contractor SidewalWstreet Stamps in existing sidewalks that will be impacted by 

the 
development. If such a Contractor SidewalWstreet Stamp exists, i t  shall either be 
left in its current state as part of the existing sidewalk, or incorporated into the new 
sidewalk for the development site, as close as possible to the original location and 
orientation. 

Section 4.0.40 - BICYCLE REQUIREMENTS 

b. Safe and Convenient Bicycle Facilities - Safe and convenient bicycle facilities that 
minimize travel distance to the greatest extent practicable shall be provided in 
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conjunction with new development within and between new Subdivisions, Planned 
. Developments, commercial developments, industrial areas, residential areas, 

transit 
stops, and neighborhood activity centers such as schools and parks, as follows: 
1. For the purposes of this Section, safe and convenient means bicycle 

facilities 
that are free from hazards and provide a direct route of travel between 
destinations. 

Section 4.0.60 - PUBLIC AND PRIVATE STREET REQUIREMENTS 

a. Traffic evaluations shall be required of all development proposals in 
accordance with the following: 
1. Any proposal generating 30 or more trips per hour shall include Level of 

Service (LOS) analyses for the affected intersections. A Traffic Impact 
Analysis (TIA) is required, if required by the City Engineer. The TIA shall be 
prepared by a registered professional engineer. The City Engineer shall 
define the scope of the traffic impact study based on established 

procedures. 
The TIA shall be submitted for review to the City Engineer. The proposed 
TIA shall reflect the magnitude of the project in accordance with accepted 
traffic engineering practices. The applicant shall complete the evaluation 

and 
present the results with an overall site development proposal. 

e. Development sites shall be provided with access from a public street or a - - - 
private street that meets the criteria in "d," improved to City 
standards in accordance with the following: 5 % 
1. Where a development site abuts an existing public street not improved to 5 7 

City o = 
rn - standards, the abutting street shall be improved to City standards along the 

full frontage of the property concurrently with development. Where a 4 
development site abuts an existing private street not improved to City 
standards, and the private street is allowed per the criteria in "d", above, 

the 
abutting street shall meet all the criteria in "d", above and be improved to 

City 
standards along the full frontage of the property concurrently with 
development. 

j. Alley standards shall be as follows - 
1. Standards for Alleys Serv in~ both Residential and Nonresidential Use Types 

a) Alleys serving Residential Use Types shall be privately owned, with the 
exception of existing publicly owned alleys. Alleys serving nonresidential 
Use Types may be private, but are strongly encouraged to be public; 

b) Alleys shall be concrete and designed consistent with City Engineering 
Standards; 
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c) Alleys shall be clearly marked to prohibit parking, unless designed to 
accommodate it; 

d) An alley serving six or more dwelling units shall be contained within a 
separate, privately owned tract of land, and required setbacks shall be 
measured from the tract property lines of the alley; 

e) Alleys shall be unobstructed at least to their minimum required width. 
Service areas provided adjacent to alleys shall not encroach into the alleys; 

0 Site layouts of alleys may include, but are not limited to, straight alleys, T- 
shaped alleys, L-shaped alleys, etc.; 

g) Although emergency access to structures is provided via streets the 
majority of the time, in cases where an alley provides required emergency 
access to a structure(s), the alley shall be a minimum of 20 ft. wide and 
have adequate turning radii on curves, Ts, and Ls, where needed, to 
accommodate emergency vehicles; 

h) Developments that intend to have garbage pick-up services andlor loading 
facilities from alleys shall have adequate turning radii on curves, Ts, and 
Ls, where needed, to accommodate service vehicles and large trucks; 

i) Public access easements shall be provided for all private alleys; 

j Private alleys shall be maintained by adjacent property owners, a property 
owners' association, or through a privately administered arrangement 
instituted by the developer. Maintenance responsibilities for private alleys 
shall be identified in deed restrictions filed with the Final Plat or prior to the 
issuance of final occupancy permits in cases where there is no plat to be 
filed; and 

k) Utilities within alleys shall be placed underground. 

Additional Standards for Allevs Servinn Residential Use T v ~ e s  - 

a) One-way alleys shall have a minimum width of 12 ft., and two-way alleys a 
minimum width of 16 ft. One-way alleys shall be clearly designed as one- 
way alleys and shall be signed accordingly; 

b) Alley segments shall not exceed 350 ft.; 

C) Street trees shall be provided on either side of the alley tract, outside the 
tract, at the rate of one tree per lot, consistent with Chapter 4.2 - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. Such street trees are also 
required in cases where the Director approves an exception to the 
requirement for the alley to be in a separate tract, for infill developments 
less than two acres in size; 

d) Structures other than garages may be located along the outside boundaries 
of alleys with no setback required, provided they do not interfere with either 
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the circulation of vehicles into garages or visual clearance; 

e) Garages accessed by one-way alleys shall be angled from the alley zero 
degrees to 45 degrees to assist with vehicle access and assist drivers in  
determining that the alley is one-way. Garages installed consistent with 
this requirement may be located along the outside boundaries of one-way 
alleys with no setback required. See Figure 4.0-1 - Garages Oriented to 
Alley at 45 Degrees, Thereby Allowing Either a One-way Alley or a Two-way 
Alley with No Setback Required Between the Alley and the Garage and 
Figure 4.0-2 - Garages Oriented to Alley at Zero Degrees, Thereby Allowing 
a One-way Alley or a Two-way Alley with No Setback Required Between the 
Alley and the Garage; and 

f ) Garages adjacent to two-way alleys shall be located no closer than 14 ft. 
from the centerline of the alley unless they are angled from the alley zero 
degrees to 45 degrees, in which case they may be located along the outside 
boundaries of the alleys with no setback required. See Figure 4.0-1 - 
Garages Oriented to Alley at 45 Degrees, Thereby Allowing Either a One- 
way Alley or a Two-way Alley with No Setback Required Between the Alley 
and the Garage and Figure 4.0-2 - Garages Oriented to Alley at Zero 
Degrees, Thereby Allowing a One-way Alley or a Two-way Alley with No 
Setback Required Between the Alley and the Garage 

k. Location, grades, alignments, and widths for all public and private streets shall be 
considered in relation to existing and planned streets, topographical conditions, 
public convenience and safety, and proposed land use. Where topographical - - - 
conditions present special circumstances, exceptions to these standards may be t- 

granted by the City Engineer provided that the safety and capacity of the street 
network is not adversely effected. The following standards shall apply: L E :  - 

g = 
<u 

8. Right-of-way and improvement widths shall be as specified in the 
Transportation Plan and Table 4.0-1 - Street Functional Classification 4 
System. 

Section 4.0.100 - LAND FOR PUBLIC PURPOSES 

a. Easements for public sanitary sewer, water, storm drain, streetlight, transit, 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities shall be provided whenever these facilities are 
located outside a public right-of-way. The minimum easement width for a single 
utility is 15 ft. The minimum easement width for two adjacent utilities is 20 ft. The 
easement width shall be centered on the utility to the greatest extent practicable. 
Wider easements may be required for unusually deep facilities. 

f. Easements or dedications required in conjunction with Land Divisions shall be 
recorded on the Final Plat. For developments not involving a Land Division, 
easements andlor dedications shall be recorded on standard forms provided by the 
City Engineer. 

CHAPTER 4.1 - PARKING, LOADING, AND ACCESS REQUIREMENTS 

Section 4.1.30 - OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENTS 
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Minimum parking requirements for Use Types in all areas of the City, with the exception of the 
Central Business (CB) Zone and the Riverfront (RF) Zone, are described in Sections 4.1.30.a 
through 4.1.30.f. Minimum parking requirements for the Central Business (CB) Zone are described 
in Section 4.1.30.9. 

a. Residential Uses Per Building Type - 
1. Sinnle Detached and Sinnle Attached -Zero Lot Line, and Manufactured Homes - 

a) Vehicles - Two spaces per dwelling unit. 

b) Bicycles - None required. 

2. Duplex, Attached, and Multi-dwelling - 

a) Vehicles - 
1) Studio or Efficiency Unit One space per unit. 
2) One-bedroom Unit One space per unit. 
3) Two-bedroom Unit 1.5 spaces per unit. 

4) Three-bedroom Unit 2.5 spaces per unit. 

b) Bicvcles - 
1) Studio or Efficiency Unit One space per unit. 
2) One-bedroom Unit One space per unit. 
3) Two-bedroom Unit 1.5 spaces per unit. 
4) Three-bedroom Unit Two spaces per unit. 

The required bicycle parking may be located within a structure, in accordance with 
the provisions of Section 4.1.70. 

Section 4.2.20 - GENERAL PROVISIONS - LANDSCAPING, BUFFERING, SCREENING, AND 
LIGHTING 

c. Protection of Shrub, Ground Cover and Tree Specimens in Inventoried Areas of the 
Adopted Natural Features lnventory Map dated December 20,2004 - 
1. For shrub, groundcover, and tree specimens within the areas inventoried 

as part of the Natural Features Inventory, preservation requirements shall 
be in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and 
Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 
See Adopted Natural Features lnventory Map dated December 20,2004, for 
information regarding areas inventoried as part of the Natural Features 
Inventory. 

2. Plants to be preserved and methods of protection shall be indicated on the 
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detailed planting plan submitted for approval. Existing trees and shrubs 
shall be considered p r e s e ~ e d  if the standards in Section 4.12.60.f are met. 

Section 4.2.30 - REQUIRED TREE PLANTINGS AND MAINTENANCE 

a. Tree Plantings - 
Tree plantings in accordance with this Section are required for all landscape areas, 
including but not limited to parking lots for four or more cars, public street 
frontages, private streets, multi-use paths, sidewalks that are not located along 
streets, alleys, and along private drives more than 150 ft. long. 

1. Street Trees - 

a) Along streets, trees shall be planted in designated landscape 
parkway areas or within areas specified in a City-adopted street tree 
plan. Where there is no designated landscape parkway area, street 
trees shall be planted in yard areas adjacent to the street, except as 
allowed elsewhere by "d," below; 

b) Along all streets with planting strips in excess of six ft. wide and 
where power lines are located underground, a minimum of 80 
percent of the street trees shall be large canopy trees; 

C) Planting strips on Local Connector and Local Streets shall be 
planted with medium canopy trees; and 

d) If planting strips are not provided on Arterial, Collector, and 
Neighborhood Collector Streets, an equivalent number of the 
required large and required medium canopy trees shall be provided 
in other locations within common open space tracts on the site, or 
within the front yard setback areas of the parcels and lots adjacent 
to the street. Such plantings in-lieu-of street trees shall be in 
addition to the mitigation trees required in Section 4.12.60; 

2. Along alleys, trees shall be planted on the sides of the alleys at a minimum 
of one tree per lot; and the trees shall be located within 10 ft. of the alley; 

3. Along sidewalks and multi-use paths not located along streets, a minimum 
five ft.-wide landscaping buffer is required on either side of the facility. 
Examples of sidewalks and multi-use paths not located along streets 
include pedestrian and bicycle connections between Cul-de-sacs or 
between residential areas and neighborhood centers, etc. Within these 
buffers, trees shall be planted at least every 30 ft., or as determined by the 
type of tree used. See Table 4.2-1 - Street Trees and Table 4.2-2 - Parking 
Lot Trees; 

4. Conditions of Approval for individual development projects may require 
additional tree plantings to mitigate removal of other trees, or as part of 
landscape buffering or screening efforts; 
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5. The distance between required trees shall be determined by the type of tree 
used. See Table 4.2-1 - Street Trees and Table 4.2-2 - Parking Lot Trees; 
and 

6. Trees in parking areas shall be dispersed throughout the lot to provide a 
canopy for shade and visual relief. 

Table 4.2-1 - Street Trees 

Medium-canopy trees: - Maximum 30 ft. on-center 
trees that normally reach spacing 
30-50 ft. in height within 
30 years 

Large-canopy trees: - Maximum 50 ft. on-center 
trees that normally reach 30-50 ft. spacing 
in height within 30 years, but 
exceed 50 ft. in height at maturity 

Table 4.2-2 - Parking Lot Trees 

Medium-canopy trees: - Minimum one tree per eight cars 
trees that normally reach 30-50 ft. 
in height within 30 years 

Large-canopy trees: - Minimum one tree per 12 cars 
- - - trees that normally reach 30-50 ft. 
+ in height within 30 years, but 
5 3 

7 
exceed 50 ft. in height at maturity 

E b - g = - Section 4.2.80 - SITE AND STREET LIGHTING 
2 

Pursuant to City Council Policy 91 -9.04, "The City o f  Corvallis is  interested in well 
shielded, energy efficient street lighting sources that direct the light source downward 
where it is  needed, not up or sideways where i t  is  wasted and causes glare, light trespass, 
and bright skies." 

All developers shall submit a proposed lighting plan for approval that meets the functional 
security needs of the proposed land use without adversely affecting adjacent properties or 
the community. This criteria is satisfied upon compliance with the provisions listed below 
and shall be substantiated by the applicant's submittal of the necessary information to 
demonstrate compliance, such as information including but not limited to manufacturers' 
specifications: 

a. For safety purposes, lighting shall be provided in all areas designed to include 
pedestrian activities, such as streets, sidewalks, multi-use paths, parking lots, 
buildings, and plazas. 

b. With the exception of lighting for public streets, which is maintained by the City 
through a contract with an electric company, all other lighting used to illuminate 
streets, buildings, sidewalks, multi-use paths, parking lots, plazas, or the 
landscape, shall be evaluated during the plan review process associated with 
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requests for permits. 

c. Site lighting that may be confused with warning, emergency, or traffic signals is 
prohibited. 

d. Light sources shall be concealed or shielded to the maximum extent feasible to 
minimize the potential for glare and unnecessary diffusion on adjacent property. 
Compliance with this provision shall be demonstrated by ensuring that, when 
evaluated from a point four ft. above the ground, bulbs of light fixtures are not 
visible from adjacent property. 

e. All new Subdivision street lights and future street-light luminaire replacements 
within the existing street-light system shall be flat-lens fully shielded luminaires. 

f. Standard placement of street lights shall be at intersections, in the middle of long 
blocks, and in dead end streets and long Cul-de-sacs. 

9. Background spaces such as parking lots shall be illuminated as unobtrusively as 
possible to meet the functional needs of safe circulation and of protecting people 
and property. Foreground spaces, such as building entrances and plaza seating 
areas, shall use local lighting that defines the space without glare. 

- 
4.5.50.07 - Standards in High Protection Floodway Fringe Areas - - - 

2 g 
The following standards shall apply to activities and development in High Protection 2 - 
Floodway Fringe areas, as identified on the Natural Hazards Map. Generally, these areas k ' 
contain the 100-year Floodplain of local Streams, but not the portions of the Millrace and 2 
Willamette and Mary's River 100year Floodplains within the City Limits boundary, as of 2 
December 31.2004. 

In addition to the requirements of the underlying zone, the following limitations and 
exceptions shall apply to activities within the High Protection Floodway Fringe. Where 
applicable state or federal regulations provide greater restrictions, such regulations shall 
apply. All necessary local, state, and federal approvals shall be secured prior to the 
commencement of earth movement or construction in these areas. 

b. Building, Paving, and Grading Activities - Within High Protection Floodway 
Fringe areas, the placement of structures or impervious surfaces, as well as 
grading, excavation, and the placement of fill, is prohibited except as stated 
below. Exceptions to the Floodway Fringe restrictions may be made for the 
purposes identified in items "I," through "7," of this Section, provided they 
are designed and constructed to minimize adverse impacts to Stormwater 
and Floodplain Functions within the Floodway Fringe, and comply with the 
mandatory construction standards in 4.5.50.08.b and 4.5.50.08.c. 

8. Development associated with a Minimum Assured Development 
Area that would be allowed in accordance with Chapter 4.11 - 
Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA). 

c. Subdivisions, Land Partitions, and Property Line Adjustments 
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d. Maintenance within Floodway Fringe Areas 

4.5.50.08 - Standards in Partial Protection Floodway Fringe Areas 

b. Parking Limitation -To Reduce Impervious Surface in the Floodplain 

c. Construction Standards within the 100-Year Floodplain 

CHAPTER 4.6 
SOLAR ACCESS 

Section 4.6.10 - PURPOSES 

Solar energy can make a significant long-term contribution to the City's energy supply. This 
Chapter is intended to encourage the use of solar energy by protecting Solar Access in new 
Residential Subdivisions and residential Planned Developments. 

Section 4.6.20 - EXEMPTIONS 

Residential buildings constructed or lots developed in locations noted below are exempt from the 
requirements of this Chapter: 

a. On north-facing slopes of 10 percent or more; 

- - - 
b. On portions of sites where Solar Access, as defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions, is 

5 % unavailable due to shading from Natural Resources or Natural Hazards subject to 

E '; the provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, 
r ,  Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - g = 
.c, 

Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor 

2 and Wetland Provisions. 

c. On sites where density is concentrated because density is being transferred from 
an area on the same development site that is simultaneously being rezoned to 
Conservation - Open Space; or 

d. On sites which contain Natural Resources or Natural Hazards subject to the 
provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, 
Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - 
Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor 
and Wetland Provisions and where: 

1. The developed portion of the site will exceed minimum required density by 
at least 50 percent for properties designated as Extra-low, Low, or Medium 
Density Residential; and 

2. The developed portion of the site will exceed minimum required density by 
by at least 25 percent for properties designated as Medium-high or High 
Density Residential. 
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Section 4.10.50 - STANDARDS FOR DETACHED SINGLE-FAMILY, TWO-UNIT ATTACHED 
SINGLE-FAMILY, AND DUPLEX RESIDENTIAL BUILDING TYPES 

4.10.50.01 - Building Orientation, Privacy, and Facades Adjacent to Pedestrian Areas 

a. Orientation of Dwellings -Al l  dwellings shall be oriented to existing or proposed 
public or private streets, as outlined in this provision and in Chapter 4.4 - Land 
Division Standards, with the exception that Accessory Dwelling Units constructed 
in accordance with Chapter 4.9 -Additional Provisions may be accessed from an 
alley. Private streets used to meet this standard must include the elements in 
Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development. See Chapter 4.0 for 
public and private street standards. 

The orientation standard of this Section is satisfied when the provisions in "1," 
and "2," below, are met. See Figure 4.10-1 - Allowed Access to Single-family 
Development When Lots Do Not Front Directly on a Street. 

1. Primary building entrances face the streets or are directly accessed by a 
sidewalk or multi-use path less than 100 ft. long; and 

2. Primary dwelling unit entrances open directly to the outside and do not 
require passage through a garage or carport to gain access to the dwelling. 

Section 4.10.60 - STANDARDS FOR ATTACHED SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLINGS THREE UNITS 
OR GREATER, TOWNHOME, TRIPLEX, FOURPLEX, AND APARTMENT 
RESIDENTIAL BUILDING TYPES 

4.10.60.01 - Building Orientation, Entrances, and Facades Adjacent to Pedestrian Areas 

All building orientations, facades, and entrances shall comply with the following 
standards. 

a. Orientation of Buildings - All dwellings shall be oriented to existing or proposed 
public or private streets, as outlined in this provision and in Chapter 4.4 - Land 
Division Standards, with the exception that Accessory Dwelling Units constructed 
in accordance with Chapter 4.9 -Additional Provisions may be accessed from an 
alley. Private streets used to meet this standard must include the elements in 
Chapter 4.0 - lmprovements Required with Development. See Chapter 4.0 for 
public and private street standards. 

1. Primary building entrances shall face the streets or be directly accessed by 
a sidewalk or multi-use path less than 200 ft. long, as shown in Figure 4.10- 
13 - Primary Building Entrances Within 200 Ft. of the Street, below. Primary 
entrances may provide access to individual units, clusters of units, 
courtyard dwellings, or common lobbies. Entrances shall open directly to 
the outside and shall not require passage through a garage or carport to 
gain access to the doorway 

2. Open courtyard space may increase up to 50 percent of the building front 
beyond the maximum setback, as shown in Figure 4.10-14 - Open 
Courtyards, below. Open courtyard space is usable space that shall 
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include pedestrian amenities such as benches, seating walls, or similar 
furnishings, and shall include landscaping. For example, an apartment 
building in a Mixed Use Residential Zone is required to have a front yard 
setback of no more than 15 ft. If a developer desires to construct a u- 
shaped building with a pedestrian courtyard in the center, then one half the 
width of the building, based upon the lineal footage of the building's street 
frontage, could be located farther back than the maximum setback of 15 ft. 

Off-street parking and vehicular circulation shall not be placed between 
buildings and the streets to which those buildings are primarily oriented, 
except for driveway parking associated with single-family development. 
See Figure 4.10-13- Primary Building Entrances Within 200 Ft. of the Street 
for compliant locations of parking and circulation. An exception may also 
be granted for up to two parking spaces per dwelling unit for Duplexes and 
Triplexes, provided these spaces are within driveway areas designed to 
serve individual units within the Duplexes or Triplexes, as shown in Figure 
4.10-15 - Driveway Exception for Duplexes and Triplexes, on the next page. 
Parking to the side of buildings is allowed in limited situations, as outlined 
in Section 4.10.60.02 below. 

b. Percentage of Frontage - On sites with 100 ft. or more of public or private street 
frontage, at least 50 percent of the site frontage width shall be occupied by 
buildings placed within the maximum setback established for the zone, except that 
variations from this provision shall be allowed as outlined in Section 4.10.60.01 .a.2, 
above. See Figure 4.10-16 - Portion of Building Required in Setback Area on Sites 
with At Least 100 ft. of Frontage. For sites with less than 100 ft. of public or private 
street frontage, at least 40 percent of the site frontage width shall be occupied by 
buildings placed within the maximum setback established for the zone, except that 
variations from this provision shall be allowed as outlined in Section 4.10.60.01.a.2, 
above. See Figure 4.10-17 - Portion of Building Required in Setback Area on Sites 
with Less Than 100 ft. of Frontage. 

4.10.60.06 - Pedestrian Circulation 

a. Applicability 

These additional pedestrian circulation standards apply to all residential 
developments with eight or more units. 

b. Standards 

1. Continuous Internal Sidewalks - Continuous internal sidewalks shall be 
provided throughout the site. Discontinuous internal sidewalks shall be 
permitted only where stubbed to a future internal sidewalk on abutting 
properties, future phases on the property, or abutting recreation areas and 
pedestrian connections. 

2. Separation from Buildings - Internal sidewalks shall be separated a 
minimum of five ft. from dwellings, measured from the sidewalk edge 
closest to any dwelling unit. This standard does not apply to the following: 
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a) Sidewalks along public or private streets used to meet building 
orientation standard; or 

b) Mixed use buildings and multi-family densities exceeding 30 units 
per acre. 

c. Connectivity -The internal sidewalk system shall connect all abutting streets to 
primary building entrances. The internal sidewalk system shall connect all 
buildings on the site and shall connect the dwelling units to parking areas, bicycle 
parking, storage areas, all recreational facility and common areas, and abutting 
public sidewalks and multi-use paths. 

d. Sidewalk and Multi-use Path Surface Treatment - Public internal sidewalks shall be 
concrete and shall be at least five ft. wide. Private internal sidewalks shall be 
concrete, or masonry; and shall be at least five ft. wide. Public multi-use paths, 
such as paths for bicycles, pedestrians, and emergency vehicles, shall be concrete 
and shall be at least 12 ft. wide. Private multi-use paths shall be of the same 
materials as private sidewalks, or asphalt, and shall be at least 12 ft. wide. All 
materials used for sidewalks and multi-use paths shall meet City Engineering 
standards. 

e. Crossings -Where internal sidewalks cross a vehicular circulation area or parking 
aisle, they shall be clearly marked with contrasting paving materials. Additional use 
of other measures to clearly mark a crossing, such as an elevation change, speed 
humps, or striping is encouraged. 

f. Safety Adjacent to Vehicular Areas -Where internal sidewalks parallel and abut a 
vehicular circulation area, sidewalks shall be raised a minimum of six in., or shall 
be separated from the vehicular circulation area by a minimum six-in. raised curb. 
In addition to this requirement, a landscaping strip at least five ft. wide, or wheel 
stops with landscaping strips at least four ft. wide, shall be provided to enhance 
the separation of vehicular from pedestrian facilities. 

g- Lighting - Lighting shall be provided consistent with the lighting provisions in 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. 

4.11.50.02 - Calculation of the Base Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) 

a. Residential Sites -The base Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) for a 
residential site shall be calculated by multiplying the acreage of the site by the 
Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) per acre as shown in Table 4.11-1 - 
Determining Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) for Residential Zones, 
below. Acreage calculations shall be rounded to two decimal points. If a site 
contains multiple zones, the base Minimum Assured Development Area for each 
zone shall be determined. The total base Minimum Assured Development Area 
shall be the sum of the base Minimum Assured Development Areas for all the 
zones. 
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c. Additional Allowances for Determining the Minimum Assured Development Area of 
Residential and Nonresidential Sites -The Minimum Assured Development Area 
calculated in Section 4.1 1.50.02.a and Section 4.1 1.50.02.b may be increased above 
the base MADA by adding the areas determined by the provisions below: 

Table 4.1 1-1 
Determining Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) for Residential 
Zones 

1. The area of public right-of-way dedications resulting from a required width 
in excess of the width needed for a local street, provided the required street 
is identified in the Corvallis Transportation Plan; 

2. The area of Wetland mitigation that is required by the Department of State 
Lands andlor the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers when infrastructure must 
be extended through a Wetland. The area credited shall be based upon the 
written requirements of the associated permit approval of the Department 
of State Lands andlor the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, whichever is 
greater; 

Total 
MADA 

3. Above-ground stormwater detention facilities designed and constructed 
consistent with the Corvallis Design Criteria Manual; and 

Area Credits 
(4.1 1.50.02.c) 

Zone 

R S - 6  

4. Trails required by the Corvallis Transportation Plan or the City of Corvallis 
Park and Recreation Facilities Plan, or necessary to provide public access 
to or through designated open space areas. 

Base MADAlAcre 

13,000 sq. ft. 

4.11.50.03 - Variations Allowed Outright to Minimize Development Encroachments - 
The following standards may be used to achieve the MADA and minimize development 
encroachments into protected Natural Resource and Natural Hazard areas: 

a. Residential Properties and Residential Uses -To avoid or minimize development on 
portions of sites containing Significant Natural Resources and Natural Hazards, the 
Building Types and development standards of the next most intensive residential 
zone may be used. 

4.11.50.04 - Priority of Encroachments into Protected Natural Resource and Natural 
Hazard Areas 

a. Encroachments shall be allowed only to the minimum extent necessary to achieve 
the MADA. 

b. All unconstrained lands shall be used before encroachments can occur, with the 
exception of areas described in Section 4.1 1.50.01 .b. 
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c. Order of Encroachments - Encroachments shall occur sequentially into the areas of 
protected Natural Resources and Protected Natural Hazards based upon the 
priorities presented below, with encroachments into areas identified in Section 
4.1 1.50.04.c.l first, and Section 4.1 I .50.04.c.2.1 last. Encroachments into areas 
described in each subsection shall also occur in the order presented, starting from 
the top of each list. 

2. Development Encroachments - 

a) Partially Protected Significant Vegetation, in addition to that already 
allowed in Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions; 

b) Highly Protected Significant Vegetation; 

C) Highly Protected 100-yr. Floodway Fringe areas; 

d) Proximate Wetlands - Jurisdictional Wetlands associated with 
Riparian Corridors, including Wetlands not determined to be Locally 
Significant; 

e) Protected Locally Significant Wetlands; 

fl Protected Locally Significant Wetlands of Special Concern; - - - 
CI 

g) Riparian Corridors of the Marys River and the Willamette River; G 
E '; c 

h) Riparian Corridors of local Streams with a corridor width of 100 ft. $ f 
from Top-of-bank on each side of the stream, as shown on the 
Riparian Corridors and Wetlands Map; 4 

i) Riparian Corridors of local Streams with a corridor width of 75 ft. 
from Top-of-bank on each side of the stream, as shown on the 
Riparian Corridors and Wetlands Map; 

j) Riparian Corridors of local Streams with a corridor width of 50 ft. 
from Top-of-bank on each side of the stream, as shown on the 
Riparian Corridors and Wetlands Map; 

k) The 25-ft. setbacklbuffer within Partially Protected Riparian 
Corridors shown on the Riparian Corridors and Wetlands Map, but 
not in a manner that conflicts with Section 4.1 1 S0.05.c; and then 

1) Areas with existing landslides, consistent with the development 
standards contained in Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions. 

3. Allowance under these provisions for development to encroach into 
otherwise protected Natural Resources and Natural Hazards does not 
remove the necessity that development shall comply with all other 
standards of this Code. 
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Section 4.13.50 - USE LIMITATIONS AND EXCEPTIONS WITHIN HIGHLY PROTECTED 
RIPARIAN CORRIDORS AND RIPARIAN-RELATED AREAS 

Highly Protected Riparian Corridors are those which have been identified as warranting a 
high level of protection due to their environmental importance and Natural Resource 
quality. Riparian-related Areas are defined as Proximate Wetlands, drainage easements 
and drainage dedications under the City's jurisdiction, and open space tracts that have 
been created for Riparian Corridor protection purposes. Additionally, 100-year Floodplain 
area serves an important Riparian Function. This area is mapped on the City's Natural 
Hazards Map, and is subject to the protections outlined in Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and 
Hillside Development Provisions. 

In addition to the requirements of the underlying zone, the following limitations and 
exceptions shall apply to activities within Highly Protected Riparian Corridors and 
Riparian-related Areas, as mapped on the City's Riparian Corridors and Wetlands Map. 

b. Building, Paving, and Grading Activities -The placement of structures or 
impervious surfaces, as well as grading, excavation, and the placement of fill, are 
prohibited. Exceptions to the drainageway restrictions may be made for the 
purposes identified in items 1-7 of this Section, provided they are designed and 
constructed to minimize adverse impacts to Riparian Corridors and Riparian- 
related Areas. 

2. The location and construction of streets, utilities, bridges, bicycle, and 
pedestrian facilities within Highly Protected Riparian Corridors and 
Riparian-related Areas must be deemed necessary to maintain a functional 
system by the City Engineer. This Code, City Transportation and Utility 
Master Plans, and other adopted City plans shall guide this determination. 
The design standards of Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with 
Development shall be applied to minimize the impact to the subject area; 

6. Development associated with the Minimum Assured Development Area that 
would be allowed in accordance with Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA); 

d. Re-vegetation of Streambanks - Commensurate with the extent of new 
development of structures or of impervious surface areas on development sites 
containing Stream or river frontage as shown on the City's Riparian Corridors and 
Wetlands Map, the re-vegetation of Stream banks is required. 

For each 500 sq. ft. of new structure area or impervious surface area, 100 lineal ft. 
of the development site's Stream frontage shall be re-vegetated according to the 
following standards, up to the total amount of the development site's Stream 
frontage: 

1. Stream bank vegetation, as outlined in "2," below, shall be provided within 
the first 30 ft. from Top-of-bank, with the exception of the Willamette River, 
which shall be addressed as indicated in "3," below; 

2. Re-vegetation Standards - 
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a) Streams that already have existing vegetation as outlined in this 
provision are considered to be compliant with these Stream 
shading standards. To be considered compliant, at minimum the 
vegetation within the first 30 ft. from the Top-of-bank, as described 
in "I" above, shall include: 

1) An existing vegetated tree canopy consisting of healthy 
trees at least four in. caliper, measured at four ft. above 
Natural Grade, and located at an average spacing of 20 ft. 
along the Stream bank; and 

2) An existing vegetated under story consisting of healthy 
riparian shrubs over at least 50 percent of the area; and 
healthy groundcover such that the combination of shrubs 
and groundcover results in a coverage over at least 90 
percent of the area. 

b) Streams that do not have the required existing vegetated tree 
canopy and existing vegetated under story in the area to be shaded 
are subject to re-vegetation. Such re-vegetation shall either be that 
required by an Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife-approved 
restoration plan for improving Riparian Function, or that required by 
the provisions outlined below: - - - 
1) In areas that do not meet the tree canopy requirement 

outlined in "a" above, large-canopy riparian trees, such as 5 2 
E '; Acer Macrophyllum, with a minimum caliper size of 314 -1 in. - 

shall be planted in a triple row with staggered spacing of 20 2 = 
ft. on-center along the length of the Stream bank. All new c.' 

trees are required to be mulched with four cubic ft. of bark 3 
chips and drip irrigated for a period of five years to ensure 
establishment. All new trees shall be staked and protected 
by rodent-proof fencing, as specified by the Public Works 
Department; 

2) In areas that do not meet the riparian shrub coverage portion of the 
under story requirement outlined in "a," above, riparian shrubs 
shall be planted and maintained to provide the required 50 percent 
coverage within five years. The minimum planting size for the 
riparian shrubs shall be one gallon or 18 in. live stakes. All new 
shrubs shall be mulched with three in. of bark chips, extending one 
ft. from the drip line of the shrub or around the live stake or live 
stake bundle. All new shrubs shall also be irrigated and maintained 
for a period of five years to ensure establishment. 

3) In areas that do not meet the groundcover coverage portion of the 
under story requirement outlined in "a," above, groundcover shall 
be maintained or planted to provide a minimum of 90 percent total 
coverage of shrubs and ground covers within five years. The 
minimum planting size shall be one gallon. Ground covers shall be 
mulched with three in. of bark chips and irrigated for a period of five 
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years to ensure establishment. 

e. Subdivisions, Land Partitions, and Property Line Adjustments - For properties with 
Natural Resources or Natural Hazards subject to Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and 
Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, or Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, no 
Subdivision, Partition, or Lot Line Adjustment shall create new lots or parcels 
unless: 

1. Each new and remaining lot or parcel contains an area unconstrained by 
Natural Resources or Natural Hazards; and 

2. The unconstrained area in "1," above, is equal to or greater than the 
Minimum Assured Development Area for the zone or zones in which the 
development site falls. 

Exceptions to this requirement are lots created for public park purposes and 
privately- or publicly-owned lots completely contained within land zoned 
Conservation-Open Space. New Subdivisions and Partitions may contain common 
open space tracts for the purpose of protecting Natural Resources andlor avoiding 
Natural Hazards. 

Section 4.13.80 - STANDARDS FOR PROPERTIES WITH WETLANDS 

a. The City's Riparian Corridors and Wetlands Map identifies two types of Wetlands - - - within the City - 
1. Locally Protected Wetlands; and - - $ = 2. Non-locally Protected Wetlands. 

* 
2 b. All Wetlands are identified in the City's adopted Local Wetlands Inventory Map. 

The lnventory includes all Wetlands within the Urban Growth Boundary that are at 
least 0.5 ac. in size, whether isolated, within Riparian Assessment Areas, or within 
wildlife habitat assessment areas. 

c. The methodology for identifying the Wetlands was taken from the Oregon 
Department of State Lands' (DSL) Administrative Rules. The Oregon Freshwater 
Assessment Methodology (OFWAM) was utilized to assess whether or not a 
Wetland met the state criteria for a Locally Significant Wetland (LSW). Once a list 
of Locally Significant Wetlands is identified, a local jurisdiction is able to apply 
additional local regulations to those LSWs, if it is deemed appropriate. 

d. The City Council determined that a number of the identified LSWs should be locally 
protected. The identified Locally Protected Wetlands (LPW), on the City's Riparian 
Corridors and Wetlands Map, represent the Wetlands which are to receive local 
protection. The Locally Protected Wetlands consist of: 

1. Locally Significant Wetlands of Special Concern; and 

2. Locally Protected Locally-significant Wetlands. 
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e. The Locally Significant Wetlands of Special Concern are Wetlands that are 
especially worthy of protection due to Oregon Freshwater Assessment 
Methodology (OFWAM) factors such as the presence of known habitat for rare, 
threatened, and endangered species. Non-locally Protected Wetlands are mapped 
on the City's Local Wetlands Inventory Map, but are not subject to local regulations 
beyond state and federal requirements. 

4.13.80.01 - Use Limitations and Exceptions Within Locally Protected Wetlands 

a. In addition to the requirements of the underlying zone, the limitations and 
exceptions in "b," through "e," below, shall apply to - 
1. Activities within Locally Protected Wetlands (LPWs) as shown on 

the City's Riparian Corridors and Wetlands Map; and 

2. The associated 25-ft. setbacklbuffer area described in Section 
4.13.40.b.l .b, unless a delineation results in a different boundary. 

c. Building, Paving, and Grading Activities -Within LPW areas, the placement 
of structures or impervious surfaces, as well as grading, excavation, and 
the placement of fill, is prohibited, except as outlined below. Exceptions to 
the LPW restrictions may be made for the purposes identified in "1 ," and 
"2," below, provided they are designed and constructed to minimize 
adverse impacts to Wetland Functions. 

5 $ 
1. Replacement of existing buildings with buildings located within the E 

original building footprint, provided replacement does not disturb 5 A 
additional surface area within the Wetland area. Vertical additions co - 
may be added to these structures if they do not disturb additional 
surface area within the Wetland area. 

2. Activities outlined in sections 4.13.50.b.2,4.13.50.b.5, and 
4.1 3.50.b.6. 

e. Department of State Lands and US Army Corps of Engineers Notification 
Required - In addition to the restrictions and requirements of this Section, 
all proposed development activities within any Wetland are also subject to 
Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL) and US Army Corps of Engineers 
standards and approval. Where there is a difference, the more restrictive 
regulation shall apply. In accordance with ORS 227.350, as amended, the 
applicant shall be responsible for notifying DSL and the Corps of Engineers 
whenever any portion of any Wetland is proposed for development. 

No application for development will be accepted as complete until 
documentation of such notification is provided. Additionally, no site 
development permits, such as Grading and Excavation Permits, Public 
Improvements by Private Contract Permits (PIPC), and Building Permits, 
shall be issued until the City has received verification of DSL and Corps of 
Engineers approval for development on the subject site. 
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Section 4.0.60 - PUBLIC AND PRIVATE STREET REQUIREMENTS 

q. Development shall include underground electric services, light standards, wiring 
and 
lamps for streetlights according to the specifications and standards of the City 
Engineer. The developer shall be responsible for installation of underground 

conduit 
for street lighting along all public streets improved in conjunction with such 
development in accordance with the following: 
1. The developer shall coordinate with the City Engineer to determine the 

location of future street light poles. 
2. The streetlight plan shall be designed to provide illumination meeting 

standards set by the City Engineer. 
3. The standard street light installation is a wood pole. 

The developer shall install such facilities and make the necessary arrangements 
with the serving electric utility for the City-owned and operated street lighting 
system to be served at the lowest applicable rate available to the City. Upon City's 
acceptance of such development improvements, the street lighting system, 
exclusive of utility-owned service lines, shall be and become the property of the 
City. 

Section 4.0.70 - PUBLIC UTILITY REQUIREMENTS (OR INSTALLATIONS) 

- - - a. All development sites shall be provided with public water, sanitary sewer, storm 

E a drainage, and street lights. 

E: b. Where necessary to serve property as specified in "a" above, required public utility 
installations shall be constructed concurrently with development. 

-t - 
8 = c. Off-site public utility extensions necessary to fully serve a development site and 
+ adjacent properties shall be constructed concurrently with development. 
2 d. To provide for orderly development of adjacent properties, public utilities installed 

concurrently with development of a site shall be extended through the site to the 
edge of adjacent property(ies). 

e. All required public utility installations shall conform to the City's adopted facilities 
master plans. 

f. Private on-site sanitary sewer and storm drainage facilities may be allowed, 
provided all the following conditions exist: 
1. Extension of a public facility through the site is not necessary for the future 

orderly development of adjacent properties; 
2. The development site remains in one ownership and Land Division does 

not 
occur, with the exception of Land Divisions that may occur under the 
provisions of Section 4.0.60.d, above; and 

3. The facilities are designed and constructed in accordance with the Uniform 
Plumbing Code and other applicable codes, and permits are obtained from 
the Development Assistance Center prior to commencement of work. 

Section 4.0.100 - LAND FOR PUBLIC PURPOSES 

a. Easements for public sanitary sewer, water, storm drain, streetlight, transit, 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities shall be provided whenever these facilities are 
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located outside a public right-of-way. The minimum easement width for a single 
utility is 15 ft. The minimum easement width for two adjacent utilities is 20 ft. The 
easement width shall be centered on the utility to the greatest extent practicable. 
Wider easements may be required for unusually deep facilities. 

b. Utility easements with a minimum width of seven ft. shall be granted to the public 
adjacent to all street rights-of-way for franchise utility installations. 

Section 4.2.30 - REQUIRED TREE PLANTINGS AND MAINTENANCE 

b. Areas Where Trees May Not be Planted - 
1. Trees may not be planted within five ft. of permanent hard surface paving 

or 
walkways, unless special planting techniques and specifications are used 
and particular species of trees are planted, as outlined in Section 4.2.40.c or 
approved by the Director. These limitations apply most frequently in areas 
such as landscape parkways, pedestrian walkways, and plaza areas, where 
there may be tree grates. 

2. Unless approved otherwise by the City Engineer, trees may not be planted: 
a) Within 10 ft. of fire hydrants and utility poles; 
b) Within 20 ft. of street light standards; 
c) Within five ft. from an existing curb face, except where required for 

street trees; 
d) Within 10 ft. of a public sanitary sewer, storm drainage, or water 

line; 
or 

e) Where the Director determines the trees may be a hazard to the 
public interest or general welfare. 

Applicable Comprehensive Plan Policies: 

4.2.1 Significant natural features within the Urban Growth Boundary shall be identified 
and inventoried by the City through the development process. These shall include: 

A. Seasonal and perennial streams and other natural drainageways, wetlands, 
and flood plains; 

B. Lands abutting the Willamette and Marys Rivers; 

C. Land with significant native vegetation as defined in the Oregon Natural 
Heritage Plan (1998), which may include certain woodlands, grasslands, 
wetlands, riparian vegetation, and plant species; 

D. Ecologically and scientifically significant natural areas; 

E. Significant hillsides; 

F. Outstanding scenic views and site; and 

G. Lands that provide community identity and act as gateways and buffers. 
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4.2.2 Natural features and areas determined to be significant shall be preserved, or have 
their losses mitigated, andlor reclaimed. The City may use conditions placed upon 
development of such lands, private nonprofit efforts, and City, State, and Federal 
government programs to achieve this objective. 

4.5.1 The City shall encourage the use of density transfers as a means of preventing the 
development of significant resource sites and potentially hazardous locations, to 
mitigate the potential negative effects of hillside development, andlor to maximize 
the availability of open space. 

4.7.1 Developments shall 'not be planned or located in known areas of natural hazards 
without appropriate safeguards. 

4.8.1 Development in the floodway fringe shall be controlled by local regulations in order 
to minimize potential damage (on-site, upstream, and downstream) to life and 
property; to allow for transport of flood waters; and to protect the economic, 
environmental, and open space qualities of the land and adjacent water bodies. 

4.8.2 Land designated as 100-year floodplain shall be treated as follows: 

A. Development of new buildings on undeveloped lands (where such 
development does not fall within the definition of infill contained in Article 
50) shall be prohibited in the 100-year floodplain of Corvallis streams, with 
the exception of the Willamette River, the Marys River, and the Millrace. If 
pre-existing parcels are entirely within the 100-year floodplain or if this 
policy renders an otherwise buildable parcel unbuildable, exceptions may 
be considered to allow limited development. (FP-2) 

B. Streets, alleys, driveways, and parking lots on undeveloped lands, with the 
exception of the Willamette River, the Marys River, and the Millrace, should 
be located outside the 100-year floodplain and wetlands unless it can be 
demonstrated that they are constructed in a manner that does not restrict 
or otherwise alter proper floodplain functions, will cause no harm to the 
properly functioning condition of the stream, and that no other reasonable 
option is available. (FP-3) 

lnfill and redevelopment in the 100-year floodplain of Corvallis streams, 
with the exception of the Willamette River, the Marys River, and the 
Millrace, shall maintain or improve stormwater functions and floodplain 
functions existing prior to the proposed infill or redevelopment, using 
techniques such as flow-through designs, more pervious surface area, and 
reduced building footprints. Development standards shall be created to 
allow additions to existing structures consistent with those structures' 
design, provided the additions fall below the threshold of "substantial 
improvement" contained in the Land Development Code and are 
constructed consistent with FEMA standards. (FP-4) 

D. Area-specific development standards for the 100-year floodplain of the 
Marys River, the Willamette Rivers, and the Millrace shall be instituted to 
maintain stormwater functions, be proportional to the impact of the 
development on the receiving water bodies, and minimize impacts to other 
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properties. 

E. New City infrastructure, including streets and sanitary sewers, should be 
located outside the 100-year floodplain and wetlands unless it can be 
demonstrated that they will cause no harm to the properly functioning 
condition of the stream and that no other reasonable option is available. 
(FP-8) 

4.8.12 The City shall work to develop strategies that accommodate housing and other 
development opportunities that are displaced by floodplain protection measures to 
ensure a compact development pattern. (FP-11) 

4.10.3 Significant drainageways shall be kept in a natural state to protect tree lines, 
maintain their natural functions, and enhance native plant species, to the maximum 
extent practicable. 

4.10.4 Within the Urban Growth Boundary, appropriate drainageway dedications and 
easements adequate for flood protection, conveyance of stormwater, channel 
access and maintenance protection of riparian environment, and channel migration 
shall be secured along all open drainageways needed for public conveyance of 
stormwater, prior to or at the time of development. 

4.10.5 The City shall develop stream corridor width and other standards and programs 
that preserve the properly functioning condition of streams. These standards can - - 
be varied by reach or basin and shall be determined based on functional objectives - 
such as: F 0-l E '  
A. Preservation of the hydrologic conveyance and storage capacity; 1 o = I 

m - 
6. Allowance for natural channel lateral migration and bank failure; 
C. Allowance for channel widening and other channel modification that result 

4 
from changes in hydrology from future urban development; 

D. Proper shading of the stream to maintain or improve water quality; 

E. Allowance for a vegetative management strategy that encourages native 
riparian species; 

F. Provision of a pollutant filtering zone for surface runoff; 

G. Allowance for natural stream processes to minimize stream channel, bank, 
and corridor maintenance needs; 

H. Buffering of urban uses from stream processes; 

1. Provision of a source and delivery of large wood; 

J. Preservation of the 0.2-foot floodway; and 

K. Preservation or enhancement of habitat. 

4.10.6 In order to reduce peak runoff from impervious areas and maintain pre- 
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development flow regimes, the City shall work to adopt standards such as the 
following: 

Minimize the proportion of each development site allocated to surface 
parking and circulation. 

Minimize the average dimensions of parking stalls. 

Use pervious materials and alternative designs where applicable, such as 
infiltration systems. 

Modify setback requirements to reduce the length of driveways. 

Promote the use of shared driveways to reduce impervious surface in 
residential development. 

Promote disconnection of roof down spouts to reduce runoff going into a 
piped collection system or the street and encourage storage for reuse. 

Retain a larger percentage of vegetated area within all types of 
development to increase rainfall interception. 

Pursue the use of retention and infiltration facilities where the soils are 
suitable to control runoff volume, peak flow and promote dry season base 
flows in streams. 

1. Develop sub-surface storage as well as surface detention facilities. 

E I 
0 = J. Evaluate additional restrictions on cuts in hillsides, especially in areas with 
(ZI - 
w 

near-surface groundwater. 

;Z 
4.10.17 To manage stormwater drainage and provide direction for developing standards, 

the City shall establish parameters andlor objectives for allowing new development 
to use vegetated swales or open channels. (QN-17) 

4.10.19 The Corvallis stormwater utility shall incorporate existing natural features such as 
streams and wetlands as a means of managing urban run-off. When using these 
natural features for urban stormwater needs, stormwater management shall follow 
the guiding principle of minimizing harm to these natural systems, maintaining the 
natural functions, and over time, repair any damage associated with past practices. 
(GP-I ) 

4.1 1.12 Development upslope of wetlands shall minimize interference with water patterns 
discharging to wetlands, and shall minimize detrimental changes in water quality 
for waters discharging to wetlands. 

7.2.5 The City shall encourage the use of the most appropriate technology in all new 
developments and existing businesses and industries to comply with or exceed 
State and Federal environmental standards. 

7.5.5 The City shall attempt to limit unnecessary increases in the percentage of 
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Corvallis' impervious surfaces. 

3.2.1 The desired land use pattern within the Corvallis Urban Growth Boundary will emphasize: 

A. Preservation of significant open space and natural features; 

B. Efficient use of land; 

C. Efficient use of energy and other resources; 

D. Compact urban form; 

E. Efficient provision of transportation and other public services; and 

F. Neighborhoods with a mix of uses, diversity of housing types, pedestrian 
scale, a defined center, and shared public areas. 

3.2.3 The City shall address compatibility conflicts through design and other transitional 
elements, as well as landscaping, building separation, and buffering. 

5.3.1 To increase the aesthetic qualities of the community and enjoy the engineering and 
ecological benefits of trees, the City shall require developers to plant appropriate numbers 
and varieties of trees with all new development. Such standards shall be maintained in the - 
Land Development Code. - - 

w 
c y  

9.2.1 City land use decisions shall protect and maintain neighborhood characteristics (as 
f ? defined in 9.2.5) in existing residential areas. c '  ; = 

9.2.2 In new development, City land use actions shall promote neighborhood characteristics (as 
defined in 9.2.5) that are appropriate to the site and area. 4 

9.2.4 Neighborhoods shall be pedestrian-oriented. Neighborhood development patterns shall 
give priority consideration to pedestrian-based uses, scales and experiences in 
determining the orientation, layout, and interaction of private and public areas. 

9.2.5 Development shall reflect neighborhood characteristics appropriate to the site and area. 
New and existing residential, commercial, and employment areas may not have all of these 
neighborhood characteristics, but these characteristics shall be used to plan the 
development, redevelopment, or infill that may occur in these areas. These neighborhood 
characteristics are as follows: 

A. Comprehensive neighborhoods have a neighborhood center to provide services 
within walking distance of homes. Locations of comprehensive neighborhood 
centers are determined by proximity to major streets, transit corridors, and higher 
density housing. Comprehensive neighborhoods use topography, open space, or 
major streets to form their edges. 

B. Comprehensive neighborhoods support effective transit and neighborhood 
services and have a wide range of densities. Higher densities generally are located 
close to the focus of essential services and transit. 
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C. Comprehensive neighborhoods have a variety of types and sizes of public parks 
and open spaces to give structure and form to the neighborhood and compensate 
for smaller lot sizes and increased densities. 

D. Neighborhood development provides for compatible building transitions in terms 
of scale, mass, and orientation. 

E. Neighborhoods have a mix of densities, lot sizes, and housing types. 

F. Neighborhoods have an interconnecting street network with small blocks to help 
disperse traffic and provide convenient and direct routes for pedestrians and 
cyclists. In neighborhoods where full street connections cannot be made, access 
and connectivity are provided with pedestrian and bicycle ways. These pedestrian 
and bicycle ways have the same considerations as public streets, including 
building orientation, security-enhancing design, enclosure, and street trees. 

G. Neighborhoods have a layout that makes it easy for people to understand where 
they are and how to get to where they want to go. Public, civic, and cultural 
buildings are prominently sited. The street pattern is roughly rectilinear. The use 
and enhancement of views and natural features reinforces the neighborhood 
connection to the immediate and larger landscape. 

H. Neighborhoods have buildings (residential, commercial, and institutional) that are - - - close to the street, with their main entrances oriented to the public areas. 

g 2 
7 1. Neighborhoods have public areas that are designed to encourage the attention and 

L= - presence of people at all hours of the day and night. Security is enhanced with a 

; = mix of uses and building openings and windows that overlook public areas. 

4 J. Neighborhoods have automobile parking and storage that does not adversely 
affect the pedestrian environment. Domestic garages are behind houses or 
otherwise minimized (e.g., by setting them back from the front facade of the 
residential structure.) Parking lots and structures are located at the rear or side of 
buildings. On-street parking may be an appropriate location for a portion of 
commercial, institutional, and domestic capacity. Curb cuts for driveways are 
limited, and alleys are encouraged. 

K. Neighborhoods incorporate a narrow street standard for internal streets which 
slows and diffuses traffic. 

L. Neighborhood building and street proportions relate to one another in a way that 
provides a sense of enclosure. 

M. Neighborhoods have street trees in planting strips in the public right-of-way. 

9.3.2 Where a variety of dwelling types are permitted by the development district, innovative site 
development techniques and a mix of dwelling types should be encouraged to meet the 
range of demand for housing. 

9.3.5 Residential developments shall conform to the density ranges specified by the 
Comprehensive Plan and be of housing types permitted by the applicable zoning district. 
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12.2.5 The City shall encourage land use patterns and development that promote clustering and 
multiple stories, take advantage of energy efficient designs, and have ready access to 
transit and other energy efficient modes of transportation. A location where this is 
desirable is in the Central City. 

11.2.1 The transportation system shall be planned and developed in a manner which contributes 
to community livability, recognizes and respects the characteristics of natural features, 
and minimizes the negative effects on abutting land uses. 

11.2.2 The transportation system shall be managed to reduce existing traffic congestion and 
facilitate the safe, efficient movement of people and commodities within the community. 

11.3.9 Adequate capacity should be provided and maintained on arterial and collector streets to 
accommodate intersection level-of-service (LOS) standards and to avoid traffic diversion 
to local streets. The level-of-service standards shall be: LOS "D" or better during morning 
and evening peak hours of operation for all streets intersecting with arterial or collector 
streets, and LOS "C" for all other times of day. Where level-of-service standards are not 
being met, the City shall develop a plan for meeting the LOS standards that evaluates 
transportation demand management and system management opportunities for delaying 
or reducing the need for street widening. The plan should attempt to avoid the 
degradation of travel modes other than the single-occupant vehicle. 

11.5.2 Bikeways shall provide safe, efficient corridors which encourage bicycle use. Bicycle use 
of major streets shall be considered as improvements are made to major transportation - 
corridors. - - 

E 
11.7.1 An improved public transportation system within the Urban Growth Boundary should be 2: established to improve the livability of the community, to reduce pollution and traffic, and 

to reduce energy consumption. o m = - 
= 

10.2.6 The type, location, and phasing of public facilities and utilities shall be based on actual a 
needs, desired levels of service, cost-effectiveness, andlor property owner willingness to 
pay for infrastructure. 

10.2.12 Developers will be responsible for the construction of all facilities internal to and fronting 
their properties and for needed extensions of facilities to and through their site. 
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GENERAL APPLICATION 

RECEI D Community Development Planning Division 
501 SW Madison, P. 0. Box 1083 

Corvallis, OR 97339-1 083 

CORVALLIS OCT I 2 2007 Phone:(541) 766-6908, Fax (541) 766-6936 
ENHANCING COMMUNW LIVABILITY email: p~anning@ci.co~allis.or.us 

Please tell us about yourself and your request: Check the following item(s) that apply to your 
application. 

I 
Annexation 
Conditional Development 
Conditional Development Modification 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment 
From To 
District Change 
From To - 

X Subdivision (Tentative Plat) 
Subdivision (Tentative Plat) Modification 
Willamette River Greenway 

Planned Development major-minor 
Planned Development (Conceptual) 

T ~ l a n n e d  Development (Detailed) 
Planned Development (Nullification) 
Plan Compatibility Review 
Hillside Density Transfer 
Street Vacation 

Extension of Service 

I I I 

Please give us a brief summary of the action requested: 
A p p r o v a l  f o r  2 8 - u n i t  s u b d i v i s i o n  

Name of Project: Ashwood P r e s e r v e  S u b d i v i s i o n  

Applicant'sName: A p p l e g a t e  Dev. Group ,  LLC Phone (541 )754 -9826  
Address 2022 SW 4 5 t h  S t .  C o r v a l l i s  

Signature Date 

PropertyOwner(s) ~ a m e : A p p l e g a t e  Dev, Group ,  LLC Phone (541)754-9826  

)I Address 2022 SW 4 5 t h  S t .  C o r v a l l i s .  OR 

Signature Date 

Project Staff (name & address): 

11 Developer Phone 
I I~n~ inee r  L y l e  E .  Hu t chens  Phone (541 )757 -8991  

Planner Phone 

Architect Phone 

Other Phone 
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Please tell us about your site: 

Location address (or general vicinity, side of street, distance to intersection) 
SW C o u n t r y  C l u b  D r i v e ,  E a s t  of  C o W r v  C l u b  P1ar.e  

*Assessor's Map Number(s) Related Tax Lot(s) 
1. 12-5-09A 1 8 C ) O 7  7 7 

2. Y 7 Y 

*The Assessor's Map Number (Township, SectionfRange) and the Tax Lot Number (parcel) can be 
found on your tax statement or at the Benton County Assessor's Office) 

Lot Area 9 . 5 2  
Development District (i.e. zone) R S - 6 
Comprehensive Plan Designation R e  s i d  e n  t i a 1 -Low Dens i t y 

El Attachments: @  xis st in^ Site Map Site Plan ~arrat ive vicinity Map 
(Topography, Vegetation, etc.) (The Proposal) 

Floor Plans 

Solar Easements and/or shadow studies 

m o t h e r  AS r e q u i r e d  by LDC 2 . 5 . 3 0 . 0 1  

Please tell us about the surrounding area: 

(If drawings are larger than 8 % x 14", submit 7 copies.) 

NOTE: The attachments submitted should include sufficient information 
about adjacent lands to indicate the site's relationship with these lands (i.e. 
maps should indicatenearly structures, densities, road, bike, and pedestrian 
systems, etc.) 
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Please Tell Us More About The Proposed Development And Its Site: 

1. On your plans, include the following: Site boundaries, points of access, topography (show 
contours), flood plains, water courses, significant vegetation, existing roads, utilities, 
pedestrian or bikeways, and any existing easements. Please note there are additional specific 
graphic and narrative requirements for each type of application. 

2. Are there existing structures on site: G Yes G No If Yes, illustrate them on your plans 
and describe their current use, the type of structure, and the square footage. 

3. For your project, please indicate the uses proposed and describe the intended activities: 
Residential open space 2 & 3 unit attached zero hotline 

4. Will the project be completed in phases: G Yes G No If Yes, please explain. 

- - - - 
5 .  Proposed Uses 6. Site Cover 

E '; 
J= - 
0 - 
(U 
- 

4 

Description of other types (e.g. recreational facilities): 
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Mostly non-impervious 

Green areas or yards, 



For Residential Development: 
Density (living units per acre) 

9 .5  

Type 

Attached 

7. How will open space, common areas and recreational facilities be maintained? 
Home Owners Association 

8. For proposed residential developments, are there any existing structures or trees on 
adjacent land which will reduce solar access to your site between 9 a.m. and 3 p.m. on 
November 21? G Yes G No If Yes, please illustrate these locations and their 
shadow impacts on your site map. 

Please identify any citizen outreach efforts that you have undertaken prior to submitting this 
application: 

0 Mailed information regarding the proposed development to adjacent property - - - 
ownerslresidents. + s 

0 Held one or more neighborhood meeting(s) or open houses. 
Held a project design workshop. i! 

I 
C 

0 Met individually andlor conferred over the phone with citizens. 
Made site plans available for review. 

: a 
0 Canvassed the neighborhood. 
0 Posted the project site with information about the proposal, and where to go for more 

information. 
0 Other (please describe): 

Were changes made to the proposal as a result of citizen input? If so, what were they? 
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28 

# Bedrooms 

3 



l~uthorization for Staff and Decision Maker to Enter Land 1 
City staff, Planning Commissioners and City Councilors are encouraged to visit the sites of proposed 
developments as part of their review of specific land use applications. Decision maker site visits are 
disclosed through the public hearing process. Please indicate below whether you authorize City staff 
and decision makers to enter onto the property(-ies) associated with this application as part of their 
site visits. 

a I authorize City staff and decision makers to enter onto the property(-ies) associated with this 
application. 

0 I do not authorize City decision makers to enter onto the property(-ies) associated with this 
application. 

1 public Notice Signs 
The applicant is responsible for posting public notice signs in at least one conspicuous place along 
each street frontage of a site 20 days prior to the public hearing date. Staff will prepare the signs and 
will let you know when the signs are ready to be picked up from City Hall. 

II 
Please indicate who will be responsible for posting any required signs: II - - - Name: L y l e  E .  Hutchens 

4-0 

Phone: ( 5 4 1 ) 7 5 7 - 8 9 9 1  
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Ashwood Preserve Subdivision 

An Application for: 
A Detailed Development Plan and Tentative Subdivision Plat Plan 

Submitted to: 

CORVALLIS 
ENHANCING COMMUNITY LNABILlrY 

The City of Corvallis 
501 SW Madison Avenue 
Corvallis, Oregon 97333 

Submitted by: 

Applegate Development Croup, LLC 
2022 SW 4sth Street 

Corvallis, Oregon 97330 

RECEIVED 
November 9,2007 

NOV - 9 2~117 

Community Development 
Planning Division 
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Application Narrative 

Name of Project: Ashwood Preserve Subdivision 

Request: Approval of a Detailed Development Plan and Tentative Subdivision 
Plat Plan 

Applicant: Applegate Development Group, LLC 
2022 SW 45th Street 
Corvallis, Oregon 97330 

Owners: Applegate Development Group, LLC 
2022 SW 45th Street + 
Cowallis, Oregon 97330 t y  

i!: 
r 

Location: Bounded by Dunawi Creek on the North, Sunset Park on the West, o m = - 
Country Club Drive on the South 9 

Assessor's Map 1 2-5-09A, Tax Lot 1800 

Acres: 9.52 acres 

Comprehensive 
Plan Designation: Residential - Low Density 

District 
Designation: RS-6 

As hwood Preserve Subdivision Narrative 
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PART 1 

DETAILED DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

A. Applicant's Request 

The applicant is seeking approval of a Detailed Development Plan Plan. 

B. Description of the Proied 

The applicant is proposing a 28-unit subdivision on a 9.52 acre site that is zoned Low Density Residential RS- 
6. The site is located adjacent to Country Club Drive, between Country Club Place and Research Way. It is 
bounded by Dunawi Creek on the north. Starker Arts Park is located to the north of the site, on the opposite 
side of Dunawi Creek. 

The site contains riparian corridors and wetlands inventoried on the natural features maps; therefore 
development is constrained on the site per the provisions in Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured Development 
Area (MADA). The portion of the site that is unconstrained and all allowed encroachments is proposed to be 
developed according to RS-9 development standards, as allowed under Chapter 4.1 1. 

The development on the site is concentrated at the southeast corner of the site, with all areas classified as 
riparian corridor andlor wetlands set aside in a separate tract, except for that portion allowed to be 
encroached upon per Chapter 4.7 1. 

The developer is proposing to build 28 single attached zero lot line townhome dwelling units. The dwelling 
units are all clustered in groups of 2 or 3, to provide compact form and architectural scale compatible with the 
existing neighboring properties. The dwelling units are accessed via an internal pedestrian circulation system, 
with garages facing alleys which are accessed directly from Country Club Drive. 

Additional common open space is set aside in Tract "B", which will be equipped with pedestrian amenities 
such as a walkway, benches, and tot lot. 

Variances are being requested from several standards, including: 

2.4.30.04-b4 - Excavation and grading shall not change hydrology in terms of water quantity and 
quality that supports existing Locally Significant Wetlands andlor Riparian Corridors that are 
subject to Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 

3.4.30 Table 3.4-1 RS-9 Development Standards - Minimum Density, Minimum Lot Size, and 
Usable Yard Requirements. 

4.4.20-03a. - Size and Shape - Lot size, width, shape and orientation shall be appropriate for the 
location of the subdivision and for the Use Type contemplated. No lot shall be dimensioned to 

A S ~ W O O ~  P ~ P S P ~ V P  CI thdi~/icion Detailed Development Plan 
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contain part of an existing or proposed street. All lots shall be buildable, and depth shall 
generally not exceed 2.5 times the average width. Lot sizes shall not be less than required by this 
Code for the applicable zone. Depth and width of properties reserved or laid out for cornrnercjal 
and industrial purposed shall be adequate to provide for off-street parking and service facilities 
required by the type of use proposed, unless off-site parking is approved per Chapter 4.1 - 
Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements. 

These variance requests, as well as proposed mitigation, are discussed in detail in Part 111 of this narrative. 

C. Detailed Development Plan Review Procedures 

An application for approval of a Detailed Development Plan must contain the information and follow the 
procedures described in 1DC 2.5.40.01 and 2.5.50.01. Compliance with those procedures, and the 
information required to be submitted by those procedures, is discussed as follows: 

7. Submission Requirements 

Section 2.5.40 - CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN REVIEW PROCEDURES 

- - An application filed for a Conceptual Development Plan shall be reviewed in accordance with 
- the following procedures. 
E 8 
a ' r  E , 2.5.40.01 - Application Requirements 
L, $ = 
* 
2 When the Director deems any requirement below unnecessary for proper evaluation of a 

proposed application, it may be waived. 

Prior to formal submittal of an application, the applicant i s  encouraged to participate in an 
informal pre-application conference with Community Development Department staff to discuss 
the proposal, the applicant's requirements, and the applicant's materials developed in response 
to this Code's applicable requirements. 

Applications shall be made on forms provided by the Director and shall be accompanied by: 

a. Location and description of the subject property(ies), including all of the following, as 
relevant: address; tax assessor map and tax lot number; parcel number; written description 
of the boundaries of the proposal; and one set of assessor's maps of the subject site and 
surrounding area, with the subject site outlined in red; 

b. Signed consent by the subject property's owner(s) andlor the owner's legal representative(s). 
I f  a legal representative is  used as a signatory, written proof of ability to be a signatory shall 
be furnished to the City. The owner's name(s) and address(es), and the applicant's name, 
address, and signature shall also be provided; 

Ashwood Preserve Subdivision Detailed Development Plan 
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c. Fifteen copies of the narrative, on 8.5 by 11 in. sheets, and 15 copies of graphics at an 8.5 by 
11 in. size. The Director may request additional copies of the narrative and/or graphics for 
routing purposes, if needed. Related nameslnumbers must be legible on the graphics. The 
Director may also require some or all graphics at an 11 by 17 in. size if, for legibility 
purposes, such a size would be helpful; 

d. Six sets of full-scaled black line or blueprint drawings of the graphic(s), with sheet size not to 
exceed 24 by 36 in. Where necessary, an overall plan with additional detail sheets may be 
submitted; 

e. An electronic version of these documents (both text and graphics, as applicable) if an 
applicant has produced part or all of an application in an electronic format. The applicant 
shall coordinate with the City regarding compatible electronic formats, to the greatest extent 
practicable. 

Response: The application form (signed by the owners of the property) and appropriate copies of the 
graphics are being submitted with this Narrative. 

2. Submission Graphic Requirements 

f. Graphic Requirements Graphics shall include the following information where applicable: 
€ - - 
r ' 

1. Public Notice Map - Typically a street map at one in. = 800 ft. as per the City's public E 
.c.' 

notice format; 3 

Response: Attachment "A, " Public Notice Map / Vicinity Map. 

2. Zoning Map - Typically one in. = 400 ft., but up to one in. = 800 ft., depending on the 
size of the site, with a key that identifies each zone on the site and within 1,000 ft. of the 
site as per City format; 

Response: Attachment "Bf " Existing Zoning Designations. 

3. Comprehensive Plan Map - Typically one in. = 800 ft. with a key that identifies each and 
use designation on the site and within 1,000 ft. of the site as per City format; 

Response: Attachment "C," Existing Comprehensive Plan Designations 

4. Existing Land Use Map - Typically a topographic map that extends at least 1,000 ft. 
beyond the site. The map shall include building footprints and distinguish between 
single-family, multi-family, Commercial, and Industrial Uses, as well as other significant 
features such as roads, parks, schools, and Significant Natural Features identified by 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural 
Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions; 
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Response: Attachment "D, " Surrounding Uses. 

5. Significant Natural Features Map(s) - Maps shall identify Significant Natural Features of 
the site, including but not limited to: 

a) All information and preservation plans required by Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured Development Area 
(MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 
4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, as applicable; 

Response: Attachments "E" through "I". There are no inventoried significant 
vegetation, steep slopes, or landslide hazards on the applicant's property. The property 
contains a highly protected riparian corridors and locally protected wetlands of special 
significance, as indicated on Attachment "F". The property also contains highly protected 
100-year floodplain as well as 0.2ft floodway for Dunawi Creek, as indicated on 
Attachment "G". All wetlands impacts will be mitigated per DSL requirements. 

b) All Jurisdictional Wetlands not already shown as part of "a," above. While not all 
Jurisdictional Wetlands are locally regulated by Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and 
Wetland Provisions, they need to be shown so that the City can route the application 
to the appropriate state and federal agencies for comment; and 

Response: Additional jurisdictional wetlands not locally regulated by Chapter 4.73 are 
indicated on Attachment "F- 7 ". 

c) Archaeological sites recorded by the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). 

Response: There are no recorded archeological sites on the applicant's property. 

6. Site Plan(s) and Other Graphics - 

a) Site plan(s) and other graphics shall be drawn to scale and shall contain a sheet title, 
date, north arrow, and legend placed in the same location on each sheet and contain 
the information listed in this Section and "b," below. 

Graphics shall include features within a minimum 150-ft. radius of the site, such as 
existing streets and parcel boundaries; existing structures; driveways; utilities; 
Significant Natural Features regulated by Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development 
Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 
4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions; Minimum Assured Development 
Area information from Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), 
i f  applicable; and any other information that, in the Director's opinion, would assist 
in providing a context for the proposed development. The Director may require that 
an applicant's graphics include information on lands in excess of 150 ft. from a 
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development site (e.g., such as in cases where an adjacent property is  large and a 
view of the whole parcel would be helpful, or when existing infrastructure is far away 
from the site). 

b) The site plan and related graphics shall also include: 

1) Boundary of the proposed development site and any interior boundaries 
related to proposed development phases or Land Divisions; 

Response: Attachment "S", Tentative Plat. 

2) Number of lots and their dimensions, including frontage, depth, and area in 
sq. ft., as applicable; 

Response: Attachment "S", Tentative Plat. 

3) General location and floor area of existing and proposed structures and other 
improvements, including maximum building heights, Building Types, and 
gross density per acre for residential developments; and location of fire 
hydrants, overhead lines in the abutting right-of-way, easements, fences, walls, 
parking calculations, and walkways; and any proposed Use restrictions. Where = - 
required by the applicable zone, lot coverage and Green Area calculations I, 

shall be provided. An indication of approximate building envelopes may be * 
required to evaluate building relationships; r: E '; z 

-r 
Response: Attachment "J", Subdivision Site Plan, Attachment "N", Utility Plan. 3 

4) General location and dimensions of areas to be conveyed, dedicated, or 
reserved as common open spaces, common Green Area, public parks, 
recreational areas, school sites, and similar public and semi-public uses; 

Response: Not Applicable. 

5) Existing and proposed circulation system plan and dimensions including 
streets, driveways, bikeways, sidewalks, multi-use paths, off-street parking 
areas, service areas (including refuse), loading areas, direction of traffic flow, 
and major points of access to public rights-of-way. Illustrative cross-sections 
of streets shall be provided. Notations of proposed ownership (public or 
private) should be included where appropriate; 

Response: Attachments "/" and "L", Subdivision Site Plan with Existing and Proposed Circulation 
Patterns. 

6) Existing and proposed general pedestrian circulation system, including its 
interrelationship and connectivity with the existing and proposed vehicular, 
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bicycle, and pedestrian circulation systems, and indicating proposed 
treatments for points of conflict; 

Response: Attachment "L", Existing and Proposed Circulation Patterns. 

7) Utilities plan indicating existing and proposed utility systems and their 
function, including sanitary sewer, storm sewer, and drainage and water 
systems; 

Response: Attachments "M" and "N", Utility and Surface Water Management Plans. 

8) Identification of Significant Natural Features that were included on the 
Significant Natural Features map(s) required in Section 2.4.30.01 .f.5, above, to 
indicate the relationship of the proposal to the site's Significant Natural 
Features; 

Response: Attachments "E" through "I", Natural Features Maps 

9) Existing and proposed topographic contours at two-ft. intervals. Where the 
grade of any part of the development site exceeds 10 percent and where the 
development site abuts existing developed lots, a conceptual grading plan 
shall be required. The grading plan shall contain adequate information to 
evaluate impacts to the site and adjacent areas, consistent with Chapter 4.5 - 
Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions. If a grading plan i s  
required, it shall indicate how these objectives are met, how runoff or surface 
water from the development will be managed, and how the development's 
surface waters will be disposed; 

Response: Attachment "K", Existing Site Topography & Conditions, Attachment "0,: Conceptual 
Grading Plan. 

10) Conceptual landscape plan drawn to scale and showing the location of existing 
trees and vegetation proposed to be removed from or to be retained on the 
site, the location and conceptual design for landscaped areas (types of plant 
materials as basic as trees, shrubs, and groundcover/lawn areas), and other 
conceptual landscape features including walls and fences; 

Response: Attachment "Q", Conceptual Landscape Plan. 

11) For residential development, existing structures and trees located on land 
adjacent to the development that, between 10 a.m. and 3 p.m. on November 
21, will reduce Solar Access to the subject Property; 

Response: Not applicable. There are no existing structures or trees located on land adjacent to the 
development that will reduce Solar Access to the property. 
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12) For residential development, indication of which buildings will have Solar 
Access protection, and appropriate documentation to verify how Solar Access 
will be protected; 

Response: Not applicable. The proposal is exempt per LDC Section 4.6.20-d. 

g. Narrative Requirements 

A written statement shall include the following information: 

1. Statement of planning objectives to be achieved by the Detailed Development Plan. This 
statement shall include a description of the proposed development, the rationale behind 
the assumptions and choices made, and a discussion of how the application meets the 
review criteria in 2.5.40.04 below, including the development standards required by this 
Code; 

Response: As described above, the development on the site is concentrated at the southeast corner of the 
site, with all areas classified as riparian corridor andlor wetlands set aside in a separate tract, 
except for that portion allowed to be encroached upon per Chapter 4.77. 

The developer is proposing to build 28 single attached zero lot line townhome dwelling = - 
units. The dwelling units are all clustered in groups of 2 or 3, to provide compact form o, 
and architectural scale compatible with the existing neighboring properties. The dwelling a 

E '; units are accessed via an internal pedestrian circulation system, with garages facing alleys r 
0 = 

which are accessed directly from Country Club Drive. 
-bo m -  
ti 

Planning objective achieved by the Detailed Development plan include efficient use of 
land, protection of natural resources, the creation of affordable housing opportunities, and 
a pedestrian-friendly environment. 

Efficient use of land and protection of natural resources is accomplished by concentrating 
the development in the portion of the property unconstrained by natural resources. The 
creation of affordable housing opportunities is accomplished by providing the site with 
smaller lots and attached housing. The pedestrian friendly environment is accomplished 
by orienting the primary entrances of the dwelling units out onto an internal walkway 
system which links directly to Country Club Drive, while keeping the vehicular access and 
parking behind the dwellings. 

The proposed development is in compliance with all applicable development standards, 
except as noted above and discussed in detail in Part 111 of this narrative. 

2. Quantitative data for the following where appropriate: 

a) Total number and type of dwelling units; 

Response: Attachment  subdivision Site Plan. 
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b) Square footages of all structures; 

Response: Attachments "/", Subdivision Site Plan. 

C) Parcel sizes; 

Response: Attachment "/", Subdivision Site Plan. 

d) Proposed lot coverage of buildings and structures, where known; 

Response: Attachment "/", Subdivision Site Plan. 

e) Gross densities per acre; 

Response: Attachment "/", Subdivision Site Plan. 

f) Total square footage of Green Area; and 

- - Response: Attachment "jf', Subdivision Site Plan. - 
C, e 
E '; 

g) Total number of parking spaces (compact, standard, handicapped, bicycle) and 
r - breakdown of how parking i s  consistent with this Code's requirements; and g = 

Response: Attachment "1, " Existing and Proposed Circulation Patterns. 

h) Total square footage of nonresidential construction; 

Response: Notapplicable. 

3. General statement outlining timing, responsibilities, and financial assurances for all 
public and non-public improvements such as irrigation, private roads and drives, 
landscape, and maintenance. 

Response: AII public and private improvements will be constructed in a single phase, at the 
applicant's expense. 

4. Statement describing phases of project, if proposed. Phases shall be: 

d) Substantially and functionally self-contained and self-sustaining with regard to 
access, parking, utilities, Green Areas, and similar physical features; and capable of 
substantial occupancy, operation, and maintenance upon completion of construction 
and development; 

Response: The project will be constructed in a single phase. 
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b) Arranged to avoid conflicts between higher and lower density development; 

Response: Not applicable. 

c) Properly related to other services of the community as a whole and to those facilities 
and services yet to be provided; and 

Response: Not applicable. 

d) Provided with such temporary or permanent transitional features, buffers, or 
protective areas as may be required to prevent damage or detriment to any 
completed phases and to adjoining properties not in the Planned Development; 

Response: Not applicable. 
5. Traffic impact study, if required by the City Engineer. The City Engineer shall define the 

scope of the traffic impact study based on established procedures. See Section 4.0.60.a; 
and 

Response: The TIA accompanies this Narrative and is labeled Figure "2". As the development will not 
generate 30 or more trips per hour, no LOS analysis is required. 

- - 
6. For residential development, a statement or map describing existing and proposed 3 

buildings with protected Solar Access consistent with Chapter 4.6 - Solar Access. 6 z 
E '; r 

Response: Not applicable. $ = 
.c.' .c.' 

7. Information required by Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development 
a 

Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 
- Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian Corridor and 
Wetland Provisions, as applicable. 

Response: Attachments "E" through "I", Natural Features Maps 

1. Approval Criterion 

2.5.40.04 - Review Criteria 

Requests for the approval of a Conceptual Development Plan shall be reviewed to ensure 
consistency with the purposes of this Chapter, policies and density requirements of the 
Comprehensive Plan, and any other applicable policies and standards adopted by the City 
Council. The application shall demonstrate compatibility in the areas in "a," below, as 
applicable, and shall meet the Natural Resource and Natural Hazard criteria in "b," below: 

Response: With the exceptions noted in Part 111 of this narrative, the applicant's proposal is intended to 
be in compliance with the standards referenced above. 
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a. Compatibility Factors - 

2. Approval Criterion 

1. Compensating benefits for the variations being requested; 

Response: See Part 111 of this narrative, page 7. 

3. Approval Criterion 

2. Basic site design (the organization of Uses on a site and the Uses' relationships 
to neigh boring properties); 

Response: The development on the site is Residential in use and is oriented towards Country Club Drive. 
Neighboring properties are either residential in use, or City park, all of which are compatible 
with the use proposed for the site. 

4. Approval Criterion 

- - - 3. Visual elements (scale, structural design and form, materials, etc.); 

E N  
a Response: The residential dwelling units will all be grouped in attached sets of either 2 or 3, and will all 
E I 

J= - be less than the allowed maximum 30' in height. This scale and design is in proportion to the 

; = residential uses on neighboring properties. The building materials will all be those typically 

4 used for residential construction, and will not create any visual conflicts with the existing 
structures on nearby properties. 

5. Approval Criterion 

4. Noise attenuation; 

Response: No special measures have been considered for noise attenuation, nor will this project create 
any noises greater than or not typical of the surrounding residential and street uses. 

6. Approval Criterion 

5. Odors and emissions; 

Response: Odors on the site are anticipated to be similar to those permitted on adjacent residential 
lands. Individual trash and recycling pickup service will be provided at each unit. 
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Corvallis is currently in compliance with State and Federal air and water quality standards. It is 
anticipated that any emissions resulting from this development will be minimal. This project is 
not expected to affect the City's compliance with these State and Federal standards. 

7. Approval Criterion 

6. Lighting; 

Response: All new exterior lighting for the project will be shielded so as not to produce glare onto 
adjacent properties. 

8. Approval Criterion 

7. Signage; 

Response: All signage associated with the development will be in compliance with the City's sign 
regulations and vision clearance requirements. 

9. Approval Criterion 

- 
8. Landscaping for buffering and screening; - - 

4- 

5 C 
Response: Attachment "Q " Conceptual Landscape Plan, indicated the proposed screening and buffering, E - 

all of which is proposed to be in compliance with LDC 4.20.40 and 4.2.50. J=' g = 
10. Approval Criterion 

9. Transportation facilities; 

Response: The development site is adjacent to Country Club Drive, which is designated a local connector 
street. Its capacity is adequate to handle the minor quantity of additional traffic to be 
generated by the development. Existing bicycle lanes and multi-modal paths are readily 
accessible to the site, at Country Club Drive to the west and through Starker Arts Park to the 
north. Corvallis Transit System has an existing bus route along Country Club Drive; the new 
development is not anticipated to increase the population significantly, so no adverse effects 
on the public transit system are expected. 

11. Approval Criterion 

10. Traffic and off-site parking impacts; 

Response: As noted above, the traffic generated by the development is too small to have a significant 
impact on the adjacent street network. The proposal includes 118 on-site parking spots, 
which exceeds the City's requirement of 70 for a development containing 28 dwelling units. 
Therefore, no adverse off-site parking affects are anticipated. 
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12. Approval Criterion 

11. Utility infrastructure; 

Response: New utility infrastructure to be provided will include new water service taps off of the existing 
main located in Country Club Drive, a new public sidewalk which will extend the length of the 
frontage of the property, and new street lights along Country Club Drive. The storm drainage 
and sanitary sewer systems are to be private. The existing water main is sized adequately to 
support the development and no compatibility conflicts are anticipated. The new sidewalk 
and streetlights are to be installed per City requirements and are not anticipated to generate 
any conflicts. 

13. Approval Criterion 

12. Effects on air and water quality (note: a DEQ permit i s  not sufficient to meet this 
criterion); 

Response: This project does not create any air or water quality impacts which would be inconsistent with 
or in excess of the residential zoning or the surrounding residential uses. 

- - - Stormwater quantity and quality measures will be made consistent with the City's adopted 
+ Master Plan and Design Standards. 

i2 
7 14. Approval Criterion - $ = 

+ 
3 13. Design equal to or in excess of the types of improvements required by the 

standards in Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards; and 

Response: (follows below) 

Section 4.1 0.50 - STANDARDS FOR DETACHED SINGLE-FAMILY, TWO-UNIT ATTACHED 
SINGLE FAMILY, AND DUPLEX RESIDENTIAL BUILDING TYPES 

4.10.50.01 - Building Orientation, Entrances, and Facades Adjacent to Pedestrian Areas 

All building orientations, facades, and entrances shall comply with the following standards. 

a. Orientation of Buildings - All dwellings shall be oriented to existing or proposed public 
or private streets, as outlined in this provision and in Chapter 4.4 - Land Division 
Standards, with the exception that Accessory Dwelling Units constructed in accordance 
with Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions may be accessed from an alley. Private streets 
used to meet this standard must include the elements in Chapter 4.0 - Improvements 
Required with Development. See Chapter 4.0 for public and private street standards. 
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The orientation standard of this Section is  satisfied with the provisions in "1" and "2" 
below are met. See Figure 4.10-1 - Allowed Access to Single-family Development When 
Lots Do Not Font Directly on a Street. 

1. Primary building entrances shall face the streets or be 
directly accessed by a sidewalk or multi-use path less than 
100 ft, long. 

Response: Complies. All primary building entrances are directly accessed by a sidewalk less than 100 ft. 
long. 

2. Primary dwelling unit entrances open directly to the 
outside and do not require passage through a garage or 
carport to gain access to the dwelling. 

Response: All primary dwelling unit entrances will open directly to  the outside. 

- - - 
b. Privacy - If the side wall of a dwelling or accessory dwelling i s  

on or within three ft. of the property line, ground floor s ?  
windows or other openings that allow for visibility into the side 11, E '; 
yard of the adjacent lot shall not be allowed. Windows that do 2 = 

c. 
not allow visibility into the side yard of the adjacent lot, such 2 
as a clerestory window or a translucent window, are allowed. 

Response: Not applicable. No dwelling or accessory dwelling has a side wall on or within 3 ft of the 
property line. 

c. Windows and Doors - Any facade facing streets, sidewalks, and 
multi-use paths shall contain a minimum area of 15 percent 
windows and/or doors. Facades referenced in this provision 
include garage facades. Gabled areas need not be included in the 
base wall calculation when determining this minimum 15 percent 
requirement. 

Response: The facades facing the streets and sidewalks will contain at least 15% windows 
and doors. Though the building elevations submitted do not indicate the 
requisite quantity of windows andlor doors, the six dwelling units facing Country 
Club Drive will be altered to meet the standard. The approval of this proposal is 
expected to be conditioned to require compliance with this standard at the time 
of development. 

d. Grading (Cuts and Fills) - Structures and on-site improvements 
shall be designed to fit the natural contours of the site and be 
consistent with the Natural Hazards and Natural Resource 
Provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, 
and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
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Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.1 2 - Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian Corridor and 
Wetland Provisions. 

Response: There exists on the site a portion of the Riparian Corridor for Dunawi Creek. No 
structures, impervious surfaces, grading, excavating, or placement of fill will be 
installed in this area, except as allowed by the MADA provisions per LDC Article 
4.13.50b6. There exists also on the site wetlands that are not locally protected 
per City Standards. Mitigation of those wetlands will be handled per DSL 
requirements. Otherwise, all grading will meet the requirements of LDC 4.5. See 
Attachment "0" for proposed finish grades and typical cuts and fills. 

4.10.50.02 - Maximum Widths of Street-facing CarageICarport, Placement, and 
Materials 

Response: Not applicable. No garage facades are proposed to be oriented towards the 
street. 

4.10.50.03 - Menus for Pedestrian Features and Design Variety 

a. Pedestrian Features Menu - Each home shall incorporate a minimum of one 
of the following three pedestrian features. The applicant shall indicate 
proposed options on plans submitted for Building Permits. While not all of 
the of the pedestrian features are required, the inclusion of as many as 
possible i s  strongly encouraged. 

1. Elevated Finished Floor - An elevated finished floor a 
minimum of two ft. above the grade of the nearest street 
sidewalk or streetside multi-use path. 

Response: The first floor of the residences facing Country Club Drive are all elevated approximately 2' 
feet or more above grade. 

2. Front PorchesIPatios - A front porch or front patio for each 
ground floor dwelling unit, with a minimum size of six ft. 
deep by 10 ft. wide (60 sq. ft.), and with a minimum of 60 
percent of the porch or patio covered to provide weather 
protection. 

Response: Each residence will be provided with a covered porch that is at least 60 sq. ft. 

3. SidewalklWalkway to Front Door: A minimum three&- 
wide walkway constructed of a permanent hard surface 
that i s  not gravel and that i s  located directly between the 
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street sidewalk and the front door. This walkway shall not 
be part of the driveway area. 

Response: A minimum 5' wide concrete sidewalk connects the street to the front door of each residence 
that faces Country Club Drive. 

b. Design Variety Menu - Roof forms shall be at least a 4:12 pitch. 
Additionally, each home shall incorporate a minimum of three of the 
following seven building design features. The applicant shall indicate 
proposed options on plans submitted for building permits. While not all of 
the design features are required, the inclusion of as many as possible is  
strongly encouraged. 

1. lncreased Roof Pitch - A minimum 6:12 roof pitch. 

2. Eaves - Eaves with a minimum 18411. overhang. 

3. Building Materials - At least two different types of building 
materials, including but not limited to stucco and wood, 
brick and stone, etc. Alternatively, they shall have a 
minimum of two different patterns of the same building 
material, such as scalloped wood and lap siding, etc. on 
facades facing streets. These requirements are exclusive of 
foundations and roofs, and pertain only to the walls of a 
structure. 

4. Trim - A minimum of 2.25-in. trim or recess around 
windows and doors that face the street. Although not 
required, wider trim is strongly encouraged. 

5. lncreased Windows - A minimum area of 20 percent 
windows and/or dwelling doors on facades facing streets, 
sidewalks, and multi-use paths. This provision includes 
garage facades. Cabled areas need not be included in the 
base wall calculation when determining this minimum 20 
percent calculation. 

6. Architectural Features - At least one architectural feature 
included on dwelling facades that face the street. 
Architectural features are defined as bay windows, oriels, 
covered porches greater than 60 sq. ft. in size, balconies 
above the first floor, dormers related to living space, or 
habitable cupolas. If  a dwelling is oriented such that its 
front facade, which includes the front door, i s  oriented to 
a sidewalk and no facades of the dwelling face a street, 
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then the architectural feature may be counted if i t  i s  
located on the front facade. 

7. Architectural Details - Architectural details used 
consistently on dwelling facades that face streets. 
Architectural details are defined as exposed rafter or 
beam ends, eave brackets, windows with grids or true 
divided lights, or pergolas integrated into building 
facades. If a dwelling i s  oriented such that its front facade, 
which includes the front door, i s  oriented to a sidewalk 
and no facades of the dwelling face a street, then the 
architectural feature may be counted if it i s  located on the 
front facade. 

Response: The project is intended to be in compliance with the above standard. Details of how 
compliance is accomplished will be included in submittals for building permits for each home. 
See Attachments "U" & "V" for sample plans and elevations which demonstrate how these 
standards could be met. 

- - - 
5 2 Section 4.1 0.60 - STANDARDS FOR ATTACHED SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLINGS THREE 

E '; UNITS OR GREATER, TOWNHOME, TRIPLEX, FOURPLEX, AND 
r $ APARTMENT BUILDING TYPES 
+ 
ti 4.1 0.60.01 - Building Orientation, Entrances, and Facades Adjacent to Pedestrian Areas 

All building orientations, facades, and entrances shall comply with the following standards. 

a. Orientation of Buildings - All dwellings shall be oriented to existing or proposed public 
or private streets, as outlined in this provision and in Chapter 4.4 - Land Division 
Standards, with the exception that Accessory Dwelling Units constructed in accordance 
with Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions may be accessed from an alley. Private streets 
used to meet this standard must include the elements in Chapter 4.0 - Improvements 
Required with Development. See Chapter 4.0 for public and private street standards. 

Response: All buildings can be directly accessed from Country Club Drive via a sidewalk less than 200' 
long, and have vehicular access provided by an alley per LDC Section 4.4.20.03. b.2(b). 

3. Primary building entrances shall face the streets or be 
directly accessed by a sidewalk or multi-use path less than 
200 ft, long, as shown in Figure 4.10-13 - Primary Building 
Entrances Within 200 Ft. of the Street, below. Primary 
entrances may provide access to individual units, clusters 
of units, courtyard dwellings, or common lobbies. 
Entrances shall open directly to the outside and shall not 
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require passage through a garage or carport to gain access 
to the doorway. 

Response: All primary building entrances can be directly accessed from Country Club Drive via a sidewalk 
less than 200' long. 

4. Open courtyard space may increase up to 50 percent of the 
building front beyond the maximum setback, as shown in 
Figure 4.1 0-1 4 - Open Courtyards, below. Open courtyard 
space i s  usable space that shall include pedestrian 
amenities such as benches, seating walls, or similar 
furnishings, and shall include landscaping. For example, an 
apartment building in a Mixed Use Residential Zone is  
required to have a front yard setback of no more than 15 ft. 
I f  a developer desires to construct a u-shaped building with 
a pedestrian courtyard in the center, then one-half the 
width of the building, based upon the lineal footage of the 
building's street frontage, could be located farther back 
than the maximum setback of 15 ft. 

- - - 
Response: No open courtyard space is proposed. The proposal does not include a "U" F 

shaped building. (1) , E I 
L - 
0 - 

5. Off-street parking and vehicular circulation shall not be I[J - 
5 

placed between buildings and the streets to which those 4 

buildings are primarily oriented, except for driveway 
parking associated with single family development. See 
Figure 4.10-13- Primary Building Entrances Within 200 Ft. 
of the Street for compliant locations of parking and 
circulation. An exception may also be granted for up to two 
parking spaces per dwelling unit for Duplexes and 
Triplexes, provided these spaces are within driveway areas 
designed to serve individual units within the Duplexes or 
Triplexes, as shown in Figure 4.10-15 - Driveway Exception 
for Duplexes and Triplexes, on the next page. Parking to 
the side of buildings is allowed in limited situations, as 
outlined in Section 4.10.60.02 below. 

Response: There is no off-street parking proposed between the building and the street. 

b. Percentage of Frontage - On sites with 100 ft. or more of public 
or private street frontage, at least 50 percent of the site 
frontage width shall be occupied by buildings placed within the 
maximum setback established for the zone, except that 
variations from this provision shall be allowed as outlined in 
Section 4.10.60.01 .a.2, above. See Figure 4.10-16 - Portion of 
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Response: 

- Response: - - 
5 z 
E l;- 
c ,  8 = 
c.' 

2 

Response: 

Building Required in Setback Area on Sites with At Least 100 ft. 
of Frontage. For sites with less than 100 ft. of public or private 
street frontage, at least 40 percent of the site frontage width 
shall be occupied by buildings placed within the maximum 
setback established for the zone, except that variations from 
this provision shall be allowed as outlined in  Section 
4.1 0.60.01 .a.2, above. See Figure 4.1 0-1 7 - Portion of Building 
Required in Setback Area on Sites with Less Than 100 ft. of 
Frontage. 

The site has approximately 550' of frontage on Country Club Drive. Of this, 276' is occupied 
by buildings located at a maximum distance of a', which is the maximum setback for the 
underlying RS-6 zone. This results in 50.2% of the frontage containing buildings. Therefore, 
the proposal is in compliance with the above standard. 

e. Windows and Doors - Any facade facing streets, sidewalks, and 
multi-use paths shall contain a minimum area of 15 percent 
windows andlor doors. This provision includes garage facades. 
Gabled areas need not be included in the base wall calculation 
when determining this minimum 15 percent requirement. 

Complies. All facades facing sidewalks will contain a minimum area of 15 percent 
windows andlor doors. No facades face streets or multi-use paths. 

f. Grading (Cuts and Fills) - Structures and on-site improvements 
shall be designed to fit the natural contours of the site and be 
consistent with the Natural Hazards and Natural Resource 
Provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, 
and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.1 2 - Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and 
Wetland Provisions. 

There exists on the site a portion of the Riparian Corridor for Dunawi Creek. No 
structures, impervious surfaces, grading, excavating, or placement of fill will be 
installed in this area, except as allowed by the MADA provisions per LDC Article 
4.13.50b6. There exists also on the site wetlands that are not locally protected 
per City Standards. Mitigation of those wetlands will be handled per DSL 
requirements. Otherwise, all grading will meet the requirements of LDC 4.5. See 
Attachment "0" for proposed finish grades and typical cuts and fills. 

4.1 0.60.02 - Parking Location 

a. Standards 
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1. Parking lots shall be placed to the rear of buildings. 
Ministerial exceptions to this standard allow parking to the 
side of a building i f  required parking cannot be 
accommodated to the rear. These ministerial exceptions 
may be granted in the following cases: 

a) Where lot depth is less than 75 ft.; 

b) Where parking on the side would preserve Natural 
Hazards or Natural Resources that exist to the rear of 
a site, and that would be disturbed by the creation of 
parking to the rear of structures on a site; 

C) Where a common outdoor space at least 200 sq. ft. i s  
proposed to the rear of a site, and parking in the rear 
would prohibit the provision of this common outdoor 
space area for residents of a development site; and/or 

d) Where parking on the side would solve proximity 
issues between dwelling unit entrances and parking 
spaces. A proximity issue in this case involves a 
situation where a parking lot to the rear is in excess of 
100 ft. from the entrances to the dwelling units being 
served by the parking lot. 

Response: Complies. All parking lots are proposed to be placed to the rear of buildings. 

2. On corner lots, parking areas shall not be located within 
30 ft. of a roadway intersection, as measured from the 
center of the curb radius to the edge of the parking area's 
curb or wheel stop. 

Response: Not applicable. 

4.10.60.03 - Ratio of GarageICarport Facade to Street, Placement, and 
Materials 

Response: Not applicable. No garage facades are proposed to be oriented towards the 
street. 

4.10.60.04 - Menus for Pedestrian Features and Design Variety 

c. Pedestrian Features Menu for Triplexes, Fourplexes, and 
Townhomes - Each Triplex, Fourplex, or Townhome shall 
incorporate a minimum of one of the following three pedestrian 
features. The applicant shall indicate proposed options on plans 
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Response: 

submitted for Building Permits. While not all of the pedestrian 
features are required, the inclusion of as many as possible is 
encouraged. 

1. Elevated Finished Floor - An elevated finished 
floor a minimum of two ft. above the grade of the 
nearest street sidewalk or streetside multi-use 
path. 

The first floor of the residences facing Country Club Drive are all elevated approximately 2' 
feet or more above grade. 

2. Front PorchesIPatios - A front porch or front patio 
for each ground floor dwelling unit, with a 
minimum size of six ft. deep by 10 ft. wide (60 sq. 
ft.), and with a minimum of 60 percent of the 
porch or patio covered to provide weather 
protection. 

Response: Each residence will be provided with a covered porch that is at least 60 sq. ft. 

3. SidewalWalkway to Front Door: A minimum 
three-ft.-wide walkway constructed of a 
permanent hard surface that i s  not gravel and 
that is located directly between the street 
sidewalk and the front door. This walkway shall 
not be part of the driveway area. 

Response: A minimum 5' wide concrete sidewalk connects the street to the front door of each residence 
that faces Country Club Drive. 

d. Design Variety Menu - Roof forms shall be at least a 4:12 pitch 
with at least a six-in. overhang. Mixed use buildings may provide 
flat roofs with a decorative cap, such as a parapet or cornice, that 
is a distinctive element from the main wall of the building. 
Additionally, each structure shall incorporate a minimum of four of 
the following eight building design features. The applicant shall 
indicate proposed options on plans submitted for building permits. 
While not all of the design features are required, the inclusion of 
as many as possible is  strongly encouraged. 

Trim - A minimum of 2.25-in. trim or recess 1 -  - 
around windows and doors that face the street. 
Although not required, wider trim i s  strongly 
encouraged. 
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8. Building and Roof Articulation - Exterior building 
elevations that incorporate design features such 
as off-sets, balconies, projections, window 
reveals, or similar elements to preclude large 
expanses of uninterrupted building surfaces, 
Along the vertical face of a structure, such 
features shall be designed to occur on each floor 
and at a minimum of every 45 ft. To satisfy this 
requirement, at least two of the following three 
choices shall be incorporated into the 
development: 

a) Off-sets or breaks in roof elevation of three ft. or more 
in height, cornices two ft, or more in height, or at least 
two-ft. eaves; 

b) Recesses, such as decks, patios, courtyards, entrances, 
etc., with a minimum depth of two ft. and minimum 
length of four ft.; and/or 

C) Extensions/projedions, such as floor area, porches, bay 
windows, decks, entrances, etc., that have a minimum 
depth of two ft. and minimum length of four ft. 

- 
9. Building Materials - Buildings shall have a minimum of - - 

two different types of building materials on facades facing 5 s 
streets, including but not limited to stucco and wood, E -7 
brick and stone, etc. Alternatively, they shall have a r - g = 
minimum of two different patterns of the same building .)-. 

material, such as scalloped wood and lap siding, etc. on 2 
facades facing streets. These requirements are exclusive of 
foundations and roofs, and pertain only to the walls of a 
structure. 

10.lncreased Eaves Width - Eaves with a minimum 18-in. 
overhang. 

11. Increased Windows - A minimum area of 20 percent 
windows and/or dwelling doors on facades facing streets, 
sidewalks, and multi-use paths. This provision includes 
garage facades. Gabled areas need not be included in the 
base wall calculation when determining this minimum 20 
percent calculation. 

12.lncreased Roof Pitch - A minimum 6:12 roof pitch with at 
least a six-in. overhang. 

Ash wood Preserve Subdivision Detailed Development Plan 

J-30 Page 21 



13.Architectural Features - At least one architectural feature 
included on dwelling facades that face the street. 
Architectural features are defined as bay windows, oriels, 
covered porches greater than 60 sq. ft. in size, balconies 
above the first floor, dormers related to living space, or 
habitable cupolas. If a dwelling is  oriented such that its 
front facade, which includes the front door, i s  oriented to 
a sidewalk and no facades of the dwelling face a street, 
then the architectural feature may be counted i f  i t  i s  
located on the front facade. 

14. Architectural Details - Architectural details used 
consistently on dwelling facades that face streets. 
Architectural details are defined as exposed rafter or 
beam-ends, eave brackets, windows with grids or true 
divided lights, or pergolas integrated into building 
facades. If a dwelling is oriented such that its front facade, 

- - - which includes the front door, i s  oriented to a sidewalk 

-E 2 and no facades of the dwelling face a street, then the 

E .; architectural feature may be counted if i t  is located on the 

r front facade. 
0 z 
m 
.c.' 2 Response: The approval of this proposal is expected to be conditioned to require compliance with this 

standard at the time of development. 

4.1 0.60.05 - Service Areas and Roof-Mounted Equipment 

a. Service Areas - When provided, service areas such as trash 
receptacles shall be located to provide truck access and shall not be 
placed within any required setback area. When located outside a 
setback area, but within five1 0 ft. of a property line, such service areas 
shall be screened on all sides with a solid fence or wall at least one ft. 
higher than the equipment within the service area and also screened 
with landscaping in accordance with landscape screening provisions of 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. When 
located outside a setback area, but greater than 10 ft. from a property 
line, such service area shall still be screened, but may be screened 
with landscaping only, provided it is in accordance with landscape 
screening provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lighting. 

Service areas for residential building types other than single-family, 
duplex, and triplex units shall be located a minimum of 20 ft. from 
both on-site and off-site residential buildings. Transformers shall also 
be screened with landscaping. When service areas are provided within 
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alleys, the alleys shall be constructed in accordance with the 
provisions in Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with 
Development. 

Response: Not applicable. No service areas are proposed. Individual trash and recycling pick up to be 
provided for each unit. Electrical power transformers will be screened with landscaping as 
required above and as allowed by serving utility. 

e. Roof-Mounted Equipment - Roof-mounted equipment, such as 
heating, ventilation, air conditioning equipment, etc., shall be 
screened by providing screening features at least equal in height to 
the equipment and constructed of materials used in the building's 
exterior construction. Screening features include features such as a 
parapet, wall, or other sight-blocking feature. The roof-mounted 
equipment shall be painted to match the roof. 

Response: Not applicable. No roof-mounted equipment is proposed. 

4.1 0.60.06 - Pedestrian Circulation 

a. Applicability - These additional pedestrian circulation standards 
apply to all residential developments with eight or more units. 

b. Standards 

1. Continuous lnternal Sidewalks - Continuous 
internal sidewalks shall be provided throughout 
the site. Discontinuous internal sidewalks shall be 
permitted only where stubbed to a future internal 
sidewalk on abutting properties, future phases on 
the property, or abutting recreation areas and 
pedestrian connections. 

Response: Continuous internal sidewalks are provided throughout the site. 

2. Separation from Buildings - Internal sidewalks 
shall be separated a minimum of five ft. from 
dwellings, measured from the sidewalk edge 
closest to any dwelling unit. This standard does 
not apply to the following: 

a) Sidewalks along public or private streets 
used to meet building orientation standard; 
or 
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b) Mixed-use buildings and multi-family 
densities exceeding 30 units per acre. 

Response: All internal sidewalks are located at least 5' away from any dwelling unit. 

c. Connectivity- The internal sidewalk system shall 
connect all abutting streets to  primary building 
entrances. The internal sidewalk system shall conned 
all buildings on the site and shall connect the dwelling 
units to parking areas, bicycle parking, storage areas, 
all recreational facility and common areas, and 
abutting public sidewalks and multi-use paths. 

Response: The internal sidewalk system as proposed is in compliance with the above 
standard. 

f. Sidewalk and Multi-use Path Surface Treatment - 
Public internal sidewalks shall be concrete and shall be 
at least five ft. wide. Private internal sidewalks shall be 
concrete, or masonry; and shall be at least five ft. 
wide. Public multi-use paths, such as paths for 
bicycles, pedestrians, and emergency vehicles, shall be 
concrete and shall be at least 1 2 ft. wide. Private multi- 
use paths shall be of the same materials as private 
sidewalks, or asphalt, and shall be at least 12 ft. wide. 
All materials used for sidewalks and multi-use paths 
shall meet City Engineering standards. 

Response: The internal sidewalk system is proposed to be a minimum of 5' wide and 
constructed of permeable concrete. 

g. Crossings - Where internal sidewalks cross a vehicular 
circulation area or parking aisle, they shall be clearly 
marked with contrasting paving materials. Additional 
use of other measures to clearly mark a crossing, such 
as an elevation change, speed humps, or striping is 
encouraged. 

Response: Not applicable. No internal sidewalk crosses any vehicle circulation area or 
parking aisle. 

h. Safety Adjacent to Vehicular Areas - Where internal 
sidewalks parallel and abut a vehicular circulation 
area, sidewalks shall be raised a minimum of six in., or 
shall be separated from the vehicular circulation area 
by a minimum six-in. raised curb. In addition to this 
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requirement, a landscaping strip at least five ft. wide, 
or wheel stops with landscaping strips at least four ft. 
wide, shall be provided to enhance the separation of 
vehicular from pedestrian facilities. 

Response: Not applicable. No internal sidewalk parallels and abuts any vehicle circulation 
area. 

i. Lighting - Lighting shall be provided consistent with 
the lighting provisions in Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. 

Response: All lighting will be installed in compliance with the requirements put forth in LDC 
Section 4.2.80. The approval of this proposal is expected to be conditioned to 
require compliance with this standard at the time of development. 

15. Approval Criterion 

5. Preservation and/or protection of Significant Natural Features, consistent with Chapter 4.2 - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), 
Chapter 4.1 2 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian 
Corridor and Wetland Provisions. Streets shall also be designed along contours, and - - - 
structures shall be designed to fit the topography of the site to ensure compliance with 
these Code Standards; 

E 

Response: See below: 

CHAPTER 4.2 - lANDSCAPlNG/LIGHTING 

4.2.20.d - Protection of Significant Tree and Significant Shrub Specimens 

Outside of Inventoried Areas of the Adopted Natural Features 

Inventory Map dated December 20,2004 - 

Significant Tree and Significant Shrub specimens outside the 

areas inventoried as part of the Natural Features lnventory 

should be preserved to the greatest extent practicable and 

integrated into the design of a development. See Adopted 

Natural Features Inventory Map dated December 20, 2004, for 

information regarding areas inventoried as part of the Natural 

Features inventory. See also the definitions for Significant 

Shrub and Significant Tree in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions. 
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Response: Not Applicable. There are no Significant Shrubs or Significant Trees located within the area 
proposed for development on the site. 

CHAPTER 4.5 - HAZARD/HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT 

4.5.50 STANDARDS FOR AREAS OF SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD - 100-YEAR FLOOD 
PLAIN 

4.5.50.06 - Standards in the 0.2-ft Floodway - 

Response: Not Applicable. No encroachment into the 0 . 2 4  Floodway or Watercourse alterations is 
proposed. 

4.5.50.07 -Standards in High Protection Floodway Fringe Areas - 

b. Building, Paving, and Grading Activities - Within High Protection Floodway 
Fringe Areas, the placement of structures or impervious surfaces, as well as 
grading, excavation, and the placement of fill is prohibited except as stated 
below. Exceptions to the Floodway Fringe restrictions may be made for the 
purposes identified in items 1-7 of this Section, provided they are designed and 
constructed to minimize adverse impacts to Stormwater and Floodplain 
Functions within the Floodway Fringe, and comply with the mandatory 
construction standards in 4.5.50.08.b and 4.5.50.08.c. 

8. Development associated with the Minimum Assured Development Area 
that would be allowed in accordance with Chapter 4.11 - Minimum 
Assured Development Area (MADA.) 

Response: No placement of structures or impervious surfaces, grading, excavation, or placement of fill are 
to be performed except as allowed per Chapter 4.7 7 .  See Attachment "/", Subdivision Site 
Plan and Figure " 7  ", MADA Calculation Table. 

4.5.50.08 -Standards in Partial Protection Floodway Fringe Areas - 

b. Parking Limitation - to Reduce Impervious Surface Area in the Floodplain 

Response: Not Applicable. No parking lot is proposed in the Floodway Fringe. 

c. Construction Standards within the 100-year Floodplain 

Response: Not Applicable. No structures or utilities or proposed to be placed in the 700-year 
Floodplain. 

CHAPTER 4.1 1 - MINIMUM ASSURED DEVELOPMENT AREA - MADA 

4.1 1.40 Submittal Requirements for Determining Minimum Assured Development Area 
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Proposals for development of properties containing Natural Resources and 
Natural Hazards identified in Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Provisions, 
and/or Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions shall contain 
the following information: 

a. Description of the land on which the proposed development is  to take place, 
including address, lot, block, tract, Assessor's Map and Tax Lot number, or 
similar description. 

Response: Figure " I  ", MADA Calculation table. 

b. Narrative - A narrative that includes: 

1. A description or table identifying the allowed Minimum Assured 
a Development Area (MADA) for the site, calculated in accordance with the a 

provisions of this Chapter; and 7 

I - - - 
2. The extent of any proposed encroachments into the protected Natural 

Resource and Natural Hazard areas. 

Response: Figure " I  ", MADA Calculation table. 

c. Map information and supporting data to support any Map Refinement requests E 
being submitted in conjunction with a request to determine the MADA on a site. F 

Q) 

Response: Not Applicable. 
- 
m 
t: 

d. Site Plans - Site plans drawn to scale and showing existing conditions. The 4 
plans shall be no larger than 24 by 36 in. and shall include a copy reduced to 
either 8.5 by 11 in. or to 11 by 17 in. The site plan shall show: 

1. Date, scale, scale bar, and north arrow; 

2. Relationship of the site to adjoining properties, streets, alleys, structures, 
public utilities, and drainageways; 

3. Property lines and dimensions; 

4. Location and extend of each of the Natural Hazards identified as Highly 
Protected on the Natural Hazard Map, both on and within 150 ft. of the 
site; 
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5. Location and extend of each of the Natural Hazards identified as Partially 
Protected on the Natural Hazard Map, both on and within 150 ft. of the 
site; 

6. Location and extend of each of the Natural Resources identified as Highly 
Protected on the Significant Vegetation Map, both on and within 150 ft. of 
the site; 

7. Location and extend of each of the Natural Resources identified as 
Partially Protected on the Significant Vegetation Map, both on and within 
150 ft. of the site; 

8. Public and private roadways and driveways; 

9. Location and extent of required Department of State Lands and/or U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers Wetland mitigation areas located on the site 
and/or a permit indicating any off-site mitigation acreage requirements. 

10. Vehicle and pedestrian access points and accessways. 

11. Public and private easements and labels as to the purpose of the 
easements; 

12. Existing structures, including fences and walls; 

13. Existing off-street parking facilities; and 

14. Any dedications that exist on the site. 

Response: Attachment "J", Subdivision Site Plan. 

e. Site Plans with Preservation Information - Site plans indicating the proposed 
development and the areas of preservation. The plans shall be no larger than 24 
by 36 in. and shall include a copy reduced to either 8.5 by 1 1  in. or to 1 1  by 17 
in. The site plan shall include the information required in Section 4.1 1.40.d and 
the following: 

1. Proposed development and disturbance areas; 

2. If grading is  to occur, a grading plan showing existing and finished 
contours on the site, at two-ft. contour intervals; 

3. Location and extent of the proposed encroachment into the protected 
Natural Resources and Natural Hazards and area calculations of the 
encroachment into each specific protected Natural Resource and Natural 
Hazard, as listed in Section 4.1 1.50.04. 
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Response: Attachment "J", Subdivision Site Plan and Attachment "0'; Conceptual Grading Plan. 

f. Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) Calculations - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA) calculations to include: 

1. Acreage of the lot, parcel, or development site; 

Response: Figure " 7  ", MADA Calculation table. 

2. Current Zoning Map designations of the site. 

Response: Figure " 7  ", MADA Calculation table. 

3. Acreage and Percentage Coverage - of the Site for - 

a) The aggregate of the Highly Protected Natural Resources and Natural 
Hazards; and 

Response: Figure " 7  ", MADA Calculation table. 

b) The Net Aggregate Natural Feature Area of the Partially Protected 
Natural Resources and Natural Hazards. This net aggregate excludes 
Partially Protected Natural Resources and Natural Hazards that are 
located in the same physical location as Highly Protected Natural 
Resources and Natural Hazards. See Chapter 1.6 - Definitions for the 
definition of Net Aggregate Natural Feature Area; 

Response: Not Applicable. 

4. Acreage and percent coverage of the site for areas that are inaccessible 
due to the location of the protected Natural Resources and Natural 
Hazards; 

Response: Not Applicable. 

5. Acreage of the portion(s) of public right-of-way dedication that is: 

a) For roadways that are identified in the Corvallis Transportation Plan 
and are located outside of the protected Natural Resources and 
Natural Hazards areas; and 

b) Limited to the acreage associated with the extra-capacity aspect of 
roadways identified in  "a," above. This extra-capacity aspect includes 
acreage in  excess of that required for a Local Street; 
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Response: Figure " 7  /', MADA Calculation table. 

6. Acreage of Wetland mitigation areas required to allow construction of the 
publicly dedicated road improvements in "5," above, to, and through the 
site. The Wetland mitigation area acreage i s  limited to that specifically 
needed for the extra-capacity portion of the road improvements, as 
described in "5," above. 

Response: Not Applicable. 

7. Acreage of on-site and off-site Wetland mitigation areas not already 
covered in "6", above, and identification of where any off-site mitigation 
acres will be located; 

Response: See Attached DSL Permit Application. 

8. Acreage and percentage of site that i s  not constrained by "3," through 
"7,N above; 

- - - Response: Figure "7 ", MADA Calculation table. 

9. Minimum and maximum residential density calculations for the site; 
-K, g = 
+ Response: Figure " 7  ", MADA Calculation table. 
2 

1 0. Allowed Minimum Assured Development Areas (MADA) in accordance 
with Section 4.11.50, and proposed number of dwelling units for 
Residential Uses; 

Response: Figure " 7  /', MADA Calculation table. 

11. Allowed Minimum Assured Development Areas (MADA) in accordance 
with Section 4.11.50, and gross square footage of the development for 
nonresidential Uses; 

Response: Not Applicable. 

12. Acreage of the encroachment into each Natural Resource and Natural 
Hazard protected in Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 2 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, and Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions; 
and the net cumulative area of the encroachments; and 

Response: Figure " 7  ", MADA Calculation table. 
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13. Acreage remaining of each of the protected Natural Resources and 
Natural Hazards on the site. 

Response: Figure " 7  /', MADA Calculation table. 

Section 4.1 1.50 - STANDARDS FOR MINIMUM ASSURED DEVELOPMENT AREA 

4.1 1.50.01 - Natural Resources and Natural Hazards Coverage and Unconstrained Area - 

a. Determining Natural Resource and Natural Hazard Coverage - The Natural 
Resources and Natural Hazards Coverage for a site is  composed of: 

1. The areas identified as Highly Protected Natural Resources and Natural 
Hazards in Chapter 4.5- Natural Hazard and Hillside Development 
Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, 
and Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions; 

2. The 25-ft. setbacvbuffer area of Partially Protected Riparian Corridors; 
m 
(3, 

3. Areas of Partially Protected Significant Vegetation, consistent with Chapter 7 
4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions; and - - - 

4. Areas that are not covered by Natural Resources and Natural Hazards, but 
that cannot be accessed or served with public utilities without 
encroaching into, or crossing over, protected Natural Resources and 
Natural Hazards. - - - 

+ 
C 

Response: Figure " 7  /', MADA Calculation table. E 
r: 

b. Determining Unconstrained Area - The Unconstrained Area of a site is that 3 
portion which i s  not included in the Natural Resources and Natural Hazards 3 
coverage, as determined by the provisions of "a" above. 

Response: Figure "7 ", MADA Calculation table. 

4.1 1.50.02 - Calculation of the Base Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) 

a. Residential Sites - The base Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) for a 
residential site shall be calculated by multiplying the acreage of the site by the 
Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) per acre as shown in  Table 4.1 1 -  
1 Determining Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) for Residential 
Zones, below. Acreage calculations shall be rounded to two decimal points. If 
a site contains multiple zones, the base Minimum Assured Development Area 
for each zone shall be determined. The total base Minimum Assured 
Development Area shall be the sum of the base Minimum Assured 
Development Areas for all the zones. 
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Response: Figure "I", MADA Calculation table. Credit available through Section 4.17.50.02(c) amounts 
to 9,426 sq. ft., all of it qualifjing under Category 7 ,  the area of public right-of-way 
dedications resulting from a required width in excess of the width needed for a local street, 
provided the required street is identified in the Corvallis Transportation Plan. 

b. Nonresidential Sites - The base Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) 
for a nonresidential site shall be calculated by multiplying the acreage of the 
site by the Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) per acre as shown in 
Table 4.1 1-2 Determining Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) for 
Nonresidential Zones, below. Acreage calculations shall be rounded to two 
decimal points. If a site contains multiple zones, the base Minimum Assured 
Development Area for each zone shall be determined. The total base Minimum 
Assured Development Area shall be the sum of the base Minimum Assured 
Development Areas for all the zones. 

Response: Not Applicable. 

- - 
+-+ 4.1 1.50.04 - Priority of Encroachments into Protected Natural Resource and Natural Hazard 
$ g Areas 
E '; 
L 
0 = 
m -  a. Encroachments shall be allowed only to the minimum extent necessary to 
+ 
7 achieve the MADA. 

Response: Complies. Encroachment does not exceed that which is necessary to achieve MADA. 

b. All unconstrained lands shall be used before encroachments can occur, with the 
exception of areas described in Section 4.1 1.50.01 .b. 

Response: Complies. All unconstrained land is used. 

c. Order of Encroachments - Encroachments shall occur sequentially into the areas 
of protected Natural Resources and Protected Natural Hazards based upon the 
priorities presented below, with encroachments into areas identified in Section 
4.1 1.50.04c.1 first, and Section 4.1 1 .50.roachments into areas identified in 
Section 4.1 1.50.04c.l first, and Section 4.1 1.50.04 c.2.l last. Encroachments into 
areas described in each subsection shall also occur in the order presented 
starting from the top of the list. 

1. Access Encroachments - Encroachments are allowed to provide access to 
areas that do not contain Natural Resources and Protected Natural Hazards 
as defined in Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development 
Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and 
Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, where such areas 
cannot be accessed andlor served with public utilities without encroaching 

Ashwood Preserve Subdivision Detailed Development Plan 

J-41 Page 32 



into or crossing over the protected Natural Resources and Natural Hazards. 
Such access encroachments shall meet the following standards: 

a) The access encroachment area shall be less than 25 percent of the non- 
constrained area being accessed via the access encroachment, unless "b" 
below applies; 

b) The access encroachment area for an access drivewaylroadway may be 
increased to 35 percent of the non-constrained area being accessed, if 
necessary to meet the maximum slope standards listed in Chapter 4.5 - 
Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions; 

C) Access roadways/driveways shall provide shared access to the lots/parcels 
being developed; and 

d) The access roadway serving four or more residential lotslparcels, six or 
more dwelling units, andlor any nonresidential sites shall use the a y 

minimum allowed street width with sidewalks on both sides, no I - 
landscape strips, and no on-street parking. - - 

Response: Not Applicable. The site contains no unconstrained areas that can be accessed via a 
constrained portion of the site. 

2. Development Encroachments - 
G 

a) Partially Protected Significant Vegetation, in addition to that already E - 
L 

allowed in Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions; o 
(U 

b) Highly Protected Significant Vegetation; 4 

C) Highly Protected 100-yr. Floodway Fringe areas; 

d) Proximate Wetlands - Jurisdictional Wetlands associated with Riparian 
Corridors, including Wetlands not determined to be Locally Significant; 

e) Protected Locally Significant Wetlands; 

f) Protected Locally Significant Wetlands of Special Concern; 

g) Riparian Corridors of the Marys River and the Willamette River; 

h) Riparian Corridors of local Streams with a corridor width of 100 ft. from 
Top-of-bank on each side of the stream, as shown on the Riparian 
Corridors and Wetlands Map; 
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i) Riparian Corridors of local Streams with a corridor width of 75 ft. from 
Top-of-bank on each side of the stream, as shown on the Riparian 
Corridors and Wetlands Map; 

j) Riparian Corridors of local Streams with a corridor width of 50 ft. from 
Top-of-bank on each side of the stream, as shown on the Riparian 
Corridors and Wetlands Map; 

k) The 25-ft. setbacklbuffer within Partially Protected Riparian Corridors 
shown on the Riparian Corridors and Wetlands Map, but not in a manner 
that conflicts with Section 4.1 1.50.05.c; and then 

I) Areas with existing landslides, consistent with the development standards 
contained in Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development 
Provisions. 

Response: Complies. The site does not contain any Significant Vegetation, Highly Protected 700-yr. 
Floodway Fringe, Proximate Wetland or Locally Protected Wetland areas. All encroachment is 

- - into Locally Protected Wetland of Specific Concern areas. 
- 

3. Allowance under these provisions for development to encroach into 
otherwise protected Natural Resources and Natural Hazards does not 
remove the necessity that development shall comply with all other standards 
of this Code. 

Response: Complies. Development complies with all other standards, except as discussed in Part 111 of 
this narrative. 

CHAPTER 4.12 - SIGNIFICANT VEGETATION 

4.1 2.50.b Within Significant Vegetation Areas, the activities in "1" through "5", below, are 
prohibited unless they are specifically exempted in Section 4.12.30, or are 
allowed as a result of the approval of a Significant Vegetation Management Plan, 
a land use development permit, or a construction permit. See Section 4.12.90 - 
Standards for Significant Vegetation Management Plans. 

1. Removing, damaging, destroying, or cutting any tree greater than four in. 
caliper as measured four ft. above Natural Grade; 

2. Removing, damaging, destroying any shrub over four ft. in height; 

3. Removing any ground covers or soil; 

4. Preparing a site for development, such as excavating, grading, clearing, 
etc,; and 
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5. Constructing fences over four ft. in height or of a material that will 
prevent small animal passage. 

Response: Not Applicable. There are no Significant Vegetation Areas located on the site. 

CHAPTER 4.13 - MINIMUM RIPARIAN CORRIDOR AND WETLAND PROVISIONS 

4.13.50 USE LIMITATIONS AND EXCEPTIONS WITHIN HIGHLY PROTECTED RIPARIAN 
CORRl DORS AND RIPARIAN-RELATED AREAS 

4.13.50b Building, Paving, and Grading Activities - The placement of structures or 
impervious surfaces, as well as grading, excavation, and the placement of fill are 
prohibited. Exceptions to the drainageway restrictions may be made for the 
purposes identified in items 1-7 of this Section, provided they are designed and 
constructed to minimize adverse impacts to Riparian Corridors and Riparian- 
related Areas. 

6. Development associated with the Minimum Assured Development Area 
b that would be allowed in accordance with Chapter 4.11 - Minimum o, 
7 

Assured Development Area (MADA); and I - - - 
Response: No placement of structures or impervious surfaces, grading, excavation, or placement of fill are 

to be performed except as allowed per Chapter 4.11. See Attachment "I/', Subdivision Site 
Plan and Figure " I  /', MADA Calculation Table. 

4. Detailed Development Plan Review Procedures - - - 
+ 

An application for approval of a Detailed Development Plan must contain the information and follow != 

the procedures described in LDC 2.5.40.01 and 2.5.50.01. Compliance with those procedures, and the f 
information required to be submitted by those procedures, i s  discussed as follows: c 

0 
m 

7. Application Requirements 9 
An application filed for a Detailed Development Plan shall follow the requirements specified for 
a Conceptual Development Plan in Section 2.5.40 and shall also include the following: 

a. Graphic Requirements 

In addition to the graphic requirements specified for a Conceptual Development Plan in Section 
2.5.40.01, a Detailed Development Plan shall include: 

1. Location and floor area of existing and proposed structures and other improvements, 
including maximum heights, Building Types, and gross density per acre for 
residential developments; and location of fire hydrants, overhead lines in the 
abutting right of way, easements, fences, walls, parking calculations, and walkways. 
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Where required by the applicable zone, Lot Coverage and Green Area calculations 
shall be provided. Parking calculations shall also be provided; 

Response: Attachment '7, " Subdivision Site Plan. 

2. Typical elevations and floor plans of buildings and structures (which may be 
submitted on additional sheets) sufficient to indicate the architectural intent and 
character of the proposed development, indicate the entrance and exit points, and 
permit computations of parking, design, and yard requirements. The elevations shall 
specify building materials to be used, specifications as to type, color, and texture of 
proposed exterior surfaces, and information demonstrating compliance with Chapter 
4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards; 

Response: Attachments "U" & V". 

3. For residential development, the Housing Types within the development that satisfy 

- - the Housing Type variation provisions within the underlying zone. When a 
- Subdivision is  processed concurrently with a Detailed Development Plan, the z a  g ?  developer shall note, on individual lots on the Subdivision Plat, the Housing Types 

c I 
within the development that satisfy the Housing Type variation provisions within the 

0 = 
m - underlying zone. Single-family Detached housing need not be identified; 

4 
Response: Not applicable. 

4. Conceptual landscape plan drawn to scale and showing the location of existing trees 
and vegetation proposed to be removed from or to be retained on the site, the 
location and conceptual design for landscaped areas (types of plant materials as 
basic as trees, shrubs, and groundcover/lawn areas), other conceptual landscape 
features including walls and fences, and irrigation systems required to maintain plant 
materials; 

Response: Attachment "Q, " Conceptual Landscape Plan. 

5. Detailed utilities plan indicating existing and proposed utility systems and their 
function, including sanitary sewer, storm sewer, and drainage and water systems; 

Response: Attachment "M," Surface Water Management Plan and Attachment "N", Utility Plan. 

6. Existing and proposed circulation system plan and dimensions including streets, 
driveways, bikeways, sidewalks, multi-use paths, off-street parking areas, service 
areas (including refuse), loading areas, direction of traffic flow, and major points of 
access to public rights-of-way. Illustrative cross-sections of streets shall be provided. 
Notations of proposed ownership (public or private) should be included where 
appropriate; 
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Response: Attachment "/," Subdivision Site Plan and Attachment "O", Conceptual Grading Plan and 
Typical Sections. 

7. Location and dimensions of all areas to be conveyed, dedicated, or reserved as 
common open spaces, Green Area, public parks, recreational areas, school sites, and 
similar public and semi-public uses; 

Response: Attachment "/," Subdivision Site Plan. 

8. Exterior lighting plan indicating the location, size, height, typical design, material, 
color, method, and direction of illumination; 

Response: Attachment "7, Site Lighting Plan. Exterior lighting will be shielded and directed to avoid 
glare onto adjacent properties. Street lighting will be provided per establishing City 
standards. 

9. For residential development, location of existing and proposed structures and trees 
on the site that could reduce solar access to any buildable area within the 
development. The application shall indicate the type and location of trees to be - 
preserved or planted, and the shadow patterns of the trees at their mature height = 
between 9 a.m. and 3 p.m. on November 21; and $ e 

Response: Not applicable. 
E '; c 
0 = 
m -  
.c-' 

10. For residential development, the location of solar collectors on land adjacent to the z 
development for which Solar Access permits have been granted. 

Response: Not applicable. 

b. Narrative Requirements 

In addition to the narrative requirements specified for a Conceptual Development Plan in 
Section 2.5.40.01 above, the Detailed Development Plan shall include: 

1. Proposals for setbacks or building envelopes, lot areas where Land Division is  
anticipated, and number of parking spaces to be provided (per gross floor area or 
per number of units); 

Response: Attachment '7, " Subdivision Site Plan 

LDC 4.1.30 Off-Street Parking Requirements 

a. Residential Uses Per Building Type: 

1. Single Detached and Single Attached (Zero Lot Line), and Manufactured Homes: 
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Vehicles: 
Bicycles: 

2 spaces per dwelling unit 
None required 

2. Duplex, Attached, and Multi-Dwelling: - 

Vehicles: 
Studio or Efficiency Unit - 1 space per unit 
1 Bedroom Unit - Ispaceperunit 
2 Bedroom Unit - 1.5 spaces per unit 
3 Bedroom Unit - 2.5 spaces per unit 

Bicycles: 
Studio or Efficiency Unit - 1 space per unit 
1 Bedroom Unit - 1 space per unit 
2 Bedroom Unit - 1.5 spaces per unit 
3 Bedroom Unit - 2 spaces per unit 

The required bicycle parking may be located within a structure, in accordance with the 
provisions of LDC 4.1.70. 

Response: The proposal provides 4 on-site vehicle parking spaces and 2 on-site bicycle parking spaces 
- - - for each dwelling unit. 

2. Detailed statement outlining timing, responsibilities, and assurances for all public 
= I 
c - and non-public improvements such as irrigation, private roads and drives, $ = 
+ landscape, and maintenance; 
3 

Response: All public and private improvements will be constructed in a single phase at the applicant's 
expense. 

3. Proposed methods of energy conservation; and 

Response: All new building construction will meet or exceed the applicable energy conservation 
requirements in the Building Code. 

4. Statement addressing compatibility of proposed development to adjacent land uses 
relating to such items as architectural character, building type, and height of 
proposed structures. 

Response: The proposed residential development is compatible to adjacent land uses, as the architectural 
character of the townhomes mimic that typically found in single-family detached dwellings. 
The small clusters of attached housing is comparable to the types of development found in the 
area, and the height of the structures is well within the maximum allowed for the underlying 
residential zone. 

c. Tentative Plat 
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If a Planned Development i s  to be subdivided, a Tentative Subdivision Plat may also be 
submitted in accordance with Chapter 2.4 - Subdivisions and Major Replats to permit 
simultaneous review. 

Response: See Narrative Part 111 

16. Approval Criterion 

2.5.50.04 - Review Criteria for Determining Compliance with Conceptual 
Development Plan 

Request for approval of a Detailed Development Plan shall be reviewed to determine 
whether i t  is in compliance with the Conceptual Development Plan. The Detailed 
Development Plan shall be deemed to be in conformance with the Conceptual 
Development Plan and may be approved provided it is consistent with the review criteria 
in Section 2.5.40.04 above, provides a clear and objective set of development standards 
for residential Detailed Development Plans (considering the Detailed Development Plan 
proposal, required adherence to this Code, and Conditions of Approval), and does not 
involve any of the factors that constitute a major change in the Planned Development. 
See Section 2.5.60.02 - Thresholds that Separate a Minor Planned Development 
Modification from a Major Planned Development Modification. 

Response: The review criteria per Section 2.5.40.04 are annotated above. - - - 
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PART I1 

TEN TA TlVE SUED1 VISION PLA T 

A. Applicant's Request 

The applicant is seeking approval of a Subdivision Plan. 

B. Description of the Proied 

The applicant is proposing a 28-unit subdivision on a 9.52 acre site that is zoned Low Density Residential RS- 
6. The site is located adjacent to Country Club Drive, between Country Club Place and Research Way. It is 
bounded by Dunawi Creek on the north. Starker Arts Park is located to the north of the site, on the opposite 
side of Dunawi Creek. 

The site contains riparian corridors and wetlands inventoried on the natural features maps; therefore 
development is constrained on the site per the provisions in Chapter 4.7 1 - Minimum Assured Development 

- Area (MADA). The portion of the site that is unconstrained and all allowed encroachments is proposed to be - - 
-!= N developed according to RS-9 development standards, as allowed under Chapter 4.1 1. 

E "  
I The development on the site is concentrated at the southeast corner of the site, with all areas classified as - = riparian corridor andlor wetlands set aside in a separate tract, except for that portion allowed to be 

+ 
encroached upon per Chapter 4.7 7. 

The developer is proposing to build 28 single attached zero lot line townhome dwelling units. The dwelling 
units are all clustered in groups of 2 or 3, to provide compact form and architectural scale compatible with the 
existing neighboring properties. The dwelling units are accessed via an internal pedestrian circulation system, 
with garages facing alleys which are accessed directly from Country Club Drive. 

Additional common open space is set aside in Tract " B", which will be equipped with pedestrian amenities 
such as a walkway, benches, and tot lot. 

Variances are being requested from several standards, including: 

2.4.30.04-b4 - Excavation and grading shall not change hydrology in terms of water quantity and 
quality that supports existing Locally Significant Wetlands andlor Riparian Corridors that are 
subject to Chapter 4.73 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 

3.4.30 Table 3.4-1 RS-9 Development Standards - Minimum Lot Size and Usable Yard 
Requirements. 

4.4.20-03a. - Size and Shape - Lot size, width, shape and orientation shall be appropriate for the 
location of the subdivision and for the Use Type contemplated. No lot shall be dimensioned to 
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contain part of an existing or proposed street. All lots shall be buildable, and depth shall 
generally not exceed 2.5 times the average width. Lot sizes shall not be less than required by this 
Code for the applicable zone. Depth and width of properties reserved or laid out for commercial 
and industrial purposed shall be adequate to provide for off-street parking and service facilities 
required by the type of use proposed, unless off-site parking is approved per Chapter 4.7 - 
Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements. 

These variance requests, as well as proposed mitigation, are discussed in detail in Part 111 of this narrative. 

C. Subdivision Review Procedures 

An application for approval of a Subdivision must contain the information and follow the procedures described 
in LDC 2.4.30.07 and 2.4.40.07. Compliance with those procedures, and the information required to be 
submitted by those procedures, is discussed as follows: 

7. Submission Requirements 

Section 2.4.30 - TENTATIVE REPLAT REVIEW PROCEDURES 
- - - 

When an application i s  filed for a Subdivision, i t  shall be reviewed in accordance with the , 
following procedures. E: 

c 
2.4.30.01 - Application Requirements 0 = 

m -  + 
3 

When the Director deems any requirement below unnecessary for proper evaluation of a 
proposed application, it may be waived. 

Prior to formal submittal of an application, the applicant is encouraged to participate in an 
informal pre-application conference with Community Development Department staff to discuss 
the proposal, the applicant's requirements, and the applicant's materials developed in response 
to this Code's applicable requirements. 

Applications shall be made on forms provided by the Director and shall be accompanied by: 

a. Location and description of the subject property(ies), including all of the following, as 
relevant: address; tax assessor map and tax lot number; parcel number; written description 
of the boundaries of the proposal; and one set of assessor's maps of the subject site and 
surrounding area, with the subject site outlined in red; 

b. Signed consent by the subject property's owner(s) and/or the owner's legal representative(s). 
If a legal representative i s  used as a signatory, written proof of ability to be a signatory shall 
be furnished to the City. The owner's name(s) and address(es), and the applicant's name, 
address, and signature shall also be provided; 

c. Fifteen copies of the narrative, on 8.5 by 1 1  in. sheets, and 15 copies of graphics at an 8.5 by 
1 1  in. size. The Director may request additional copies of the narrative and/or graphics for 
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routing purposes, if needed. Related names/numbers must be legible on the graphics. The 
Director may also require some or all graphics at an 11 by 17 in. size if, for legibility 
purposes, such a size would be helpful; 

d. Six sets of full-scaled black line or blueprint drawings of the graphic(s), with sheet size not to 
exceed 24 by 36 in. Where necessary, an overall plan with additional detail sheets may be 
submitted; 

e. An electronic version of these documents (both text and graphics, as applicable) if an 
applicant has produced part or all of an application in an electronic format. The applicant 
shall coordinate with the City regarding compatible electronic formats, to the greatest extent 
practicable. 

Response: The application form (signed by the owners of the property) and appropriate copies of the 
graphics are being submitted with this Narrative. 

f. Graphic Requirements 

Graphics shall include the following information where applicable: 
- - - 
-E * 1. Public Notice Map - Typically a street map at one in. = 800 ft. as per the City's public 

f ?  notice format; 
L 
0 = - Response: Attachment "A, " Public Notice Map / Vicinity Map. 
.c. 

3 
2. Zoning Map - Typically one in. = 400 ft., but up to one in. = 800 ft., depending on the 

size of the site, with a key that identifies each zone on the site and within 1,000 ft. of the 
site as per City format; 

Response: Attachment "B, " Existing Zoning Designations. 

3. Comprehensive Plan Map - Typically one in. = 800 ft. with a key that identifies each and 
use designation on the site and within 1,000 ft. of the site as per City format; 

Response: Attachment "C, " Existing Comprehensive Plan Designations 

4. Existing Land Use Map - Typically a topographic map that extends at least 1,000 ft. 
beyond the site. The map shall include building footprints and distinguish between 
single-family, multi-family, Commercial, and Industrial Uses, as well as other significant 
features such as roads, parks, schools, and Significant Natural Features identified by 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural 
Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions; 

Response: Attachment "D, " Surrounding Uses. 
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5. Significant Natural Features Map(s) - Maps shall identify Significant Natural Features of 
the site, including but not limited to: 

a) All information and preservation plans required by Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured Development Area 
(MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 
4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, as applicable; 

Response: Attachments "E" through "I". There are no inventoried significant 
vegetation, steep slopes, or landslide hazards on the applicant's property. The property 
contains a highly protected riparian corridors and locally protected wetlands of special 
significance, as indicated on Attachment "F". The property also contains highly protected 
100-year floodplain as well as 0.2ft floodway for Dunawi Creek, as indicated on 
Attachment "C". All wetlands impacts will be mitigated per DSL requirements. 

b) All Jurisdictional Wetlands not already shown as part of "a," above. While not all 
Jurisdictional Wetlands are locally regulated by Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian Corridor and 
Wetland Provisions, they need to be shown so that the City can route the application 
to the appropriate state and federal agencies for comment; and 

Response: Additional jurisdictional wetlands not locally regulated by Chapter 4.13 are = - 
indicated on Attachment "F-1 ". -E u=l 

c) Archaeological sites recorded by the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). E !  
f g 

Response: There are no recorded archeological sites on the applicant's property. 4" 
6. Tentative Subdivision Plat and Other Graphics - 

a) Tentative Subdivision Plat and other graphics for both Nonresidential and Residential 
Subdivisions shall be drawn to scale and shall contain a sheet title, date, north arrow, 
and legend placed in the same location on each sheet and contain the information 
listed in this Section and "b," below. 

1. Nonresidential Subdivision Graphics shall include features within a minimum 
150-ft. radius of the site, such as existing streets and parcel boundaries; existing 
structures; driveways; utilities; Significant Natural Features regulated by Chapter 
4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural 
Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant 
Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and 
Wetland Provisions; Minimum Assured Development Area information from 
Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), if applicable; and 
any other information that, in the Director's opinion, would assist in providing a 
context for the proposed development. The Director may require that an 
applicant's graphics include information on lands in excess of 150 ft. from a 
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development site, such as in cases where an adjacent property is  large and a view 
of the whole parcel would be helpful, or when existing infrastructure is  far away 
from the site. 

Response: Not applicable. 

2. Residential Subdivision Graphics shall include features within a minimum of 300 
feet from all exterior boundaries of the site, showing existing streets and parcel 
boundaries; existing structures in excess of 100 sq. ft.; driveways; utilities; 
Significant Natural Features regulated by Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development 
Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and 
Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions; Minimum Assured 
Development Area information from Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), if applicable. Additionally, if existing infrastructure 
is  more than 300 ft. from an exterior boundary of the Residential Subdivision site, 
the Residential Subdivision graphics shall extend beyond the required 300 ft. to 
include said features and all lands between the Residential Subdivision site and 

- the existing infrastructure. 
- - 

$ b) The site plan and related graphics shall also include: 
I= 

1 )  Boundary of the proposed development site and any interior boundaries 
related to proposed development phases or Land Divisions; 

Response: Attachment "S", Tentative Plat. 

2) Number of lots and their dimensions, including frontage, depth, and area in 
sq. ft., as applicable; 

Response: Attachment "S", Tentative Plat. 

3) Location of existing and proposed structures and other improvements, 
including maximum building heights, Building Types, and gross density per 
acre for residential developments; and location of fire hydrants, overhead 
lines in the abutting right-of-way, easements, fences, walls, parking 
calculations, and walkways; and any proposed Use restrictions. Where 
required by the applicable zone, lot coverage and Green Area calculations 
shall be provided. An indication of approximate building envelopes may be 
required to evaluate building relationships; 

Response: Attachment "/", Subdivision Site Plan, Attachment "N", Utility Plan. 

4) Location and dimensions of areas to be conveyed, dedicated, or reserved as 
common open spaces, common Green Area, public parks, recreational areas, 
school sites, and similar public and semi-public uses; 
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Response: Not Applicable. 

5 )  Existing and proposed circulation system plan and dimensions including 
streets, driveways, bikeways, sidewalks, multi-use paths, off-street parking 
areas, service areas (including refuse), loading areas, direction of traffic flow, 
and major points of access to public rights-of-way. Illustrative cross-sections 
of streets shall be provided. Notations of proposed ownership (public or 
private) should be included where appropriate; 

Response: Attachments '7" and "L", Subdivision Site Plan with Existing and Proposed Circulation 
Patterns. 

6) Existing and proposed general pedestrian circulation system, including its 
interrelationship and connectivity with the existing and proposed vehicular, 
bicycle, and pedestrian circulation systems, and indicating proposed 
treatments for points of conflict; 

Response: Attachment "L", Existing and Proposed Circulation Patterns. 

- 
7) Detailed utilities plan indicating existing and proposed utility systems and = 

their function, including sanitary sewer, storm sewer, and drainage and water 2 
systems; 

a O 
E "  

Response: Attachments "M" and "N", Utility and Surface Water Management Plans. 

8) Identification of Significant Natural Features that were included on the 
Significant Natural Features map(s) required in Section 2.4.30.01 .f.5, above, to 
indicate the relationship of the proposal to the site's Significant Natural 
Features; 

Response: Attachments " E n  through "I", Natural Features Maps 

9) Existing and proposed topographic contours at two-ft. intervals. Where the 
grade of any part of the development site exceeds 10 percent and where the 
development site abuts existing developed lots, a conceptual grading plan 
shall be required as follows: 

Response: Attachment "K", Existing Site Topography & Conditions, Attachment "O", Conceptual 
Grading Plan. 

a. Conceptual Grading Plans for Residential Subdivisions - Conceptual 
grading plans for Residential Subdivision applications shall identify all 
proposed cuts and f i l ls  and the associated grade changes in  ft. to 
demonstrate adherence to the provisions in Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard 
and Hillside Development Provisions. The conceptual grading plan shall 
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Response: 

Response: 

L 
0 = 
m - 

4-a 

q' Response: 

Response: 

indicate how runoff and surface water from individual lots will be 
managed, and how the Subdivision's surface waters will be managed. 
Additionally, the conceptual grading plan for Residential Subdivisions 
shall meet the requirements in 2.4.30.01f-6b)-10) and 2.4.30.01f-6b)-1 I), 
below; 

Not applicable. 

b. Conceptual Grading Plans for Nonresidential Subdivisions Conceptual 
grading plans for Nonresidential Subdivision applications shall contain 
adequate information to evaluate impacts to the site and adjacent areas, 
consistent with Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development 
Provisions. If a grading plan is required, it shall indicate how these 
objectives are met, how runoff or surface water from the development will 
be managed, and how the development's surface waters will be managed. 
Additionally, Nonresidential Subdivision applications shall include two 
design alternatives demonstrating that the applicant has achieved the 
optimal balance of applicable criteria; 

Not applicable. 

10) For residential development, excavation and grading shall maintain hydrology 
that supports existing wetland and riparian areas and the application shall 
demonstrate adherence; 

A variance is being requested for this requirement. Please see Part 111 of this narrative, 
page I .  

11) For residential development, the graphics, including the conceptual grading 
plan, must demonstrate that each lot can be served by streets and 
infrastructure in a manner that i s  consistent with the clear and objective 
approval standards contained in the following: the City's development 
standards outlined in the underlying zoning designation standards in Article Ill 
of this Code; the development standards in Article IV of this Code; the 
standards of all acknowledged City Facility Master Plans; the adopted City 
Design Criteria Manual; the adopted Oregon Structural Specialty Code; the 
adopted International Fire Code; the adopted City Erosion Prevention and 
Sediment Control Ordinance,; and the adopted City Off-street Parking 
Standards; 

Attachments "M ", "N" and "O", Conceptual Grading Plan, Utility and Surface Water 
Management Plans. 

12) Approximate location of proposed easements and or dedications for drainage, 
sewage, or other public utilities; 
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Response: Attachment "S", Tentative Plat. 

13) For residential development, a copy of the Tentative Subdivision Plat showing 
intended Housing Types per lot, when required to satisfy Housing Type 
variation provisions within the relevant zone. Single-family detached housing 
need not be identified. A deed declaration will be required to enforce the 
variations in Housing Types and ensure that this Code's densities and 
Comprehensive Plan Densities are maintained. Single-family detached 
housing need not be enforced through the deed declaration. 

Response: Not applicable. 

14) For residential development, existing structures and trees located on land 
adjacent to the development that, between 10 a.m. and 3 p.m. on November 
21, will reduce Solar Access to the subject Property; 

Response: Not applicable. There are no existing structures or trees located on land adjacent to the 
development that will reduce Solar Access to the property. 

15) For residential development, existing structures and trees on the site that 
could reduce Solar Access to any buildable area within the development. The , 
application shall indicate the type and location of trees to be preserved, and E g 
the shadow patterns of trees at their mature height for the reference period N 

from 9 a.m. to 3 p.m. on November 21; 11: o = I 

0 3 -  e 
Response: Not applicable. There are no existing structures or trees located on the site that will 4 

reduce Solar Access to buildable area within the property. 

16) For residential development, the location of solar collectors on land adjacent 
to the development for which Solar Access permits have been granted; 

Response: Not applicable. 

17) For residential development, a copy of the Tentative Subdivision Plat showing 
which lots are intended to have Solar Access protection, and showing an area 
on each lot available for construction of a Solar Access-protected dwelling; 

Response: Not applicable. The proposal is exempt per LDC Section 4.6.20-d. 

18) For residential development, a proposed solar envelope for each lot as 
necessary for Solar Access protection consistent with Chapter 4.6 - Solar 
Access; and 

Response: Not applicable. The proposal is exempt per 1DC Section 4.6.20-d. 
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19) Name and address of owner(s) of record, applicant, and registered land 
surveyor who prepared the plat. 

Response: Attachment "j", Subdivision Site Plan. 

g. Narrative Requirements 

A written statement shall include the following information: 

1. Statement of planning objectives to be achieved by the Tentative Subdivision Plat. This 
statement shall include a description of the proposed development, the rationale behind 
the assumptions and choices made, and a discussion of how the application meets the 
review criteria in 2.4.30.04 below, including the development standards required by this 
Code; 

Response: As described above, the development on the site is concentrated at the southeast corner of the 
site, with all areas classified as riparian corridor and/or wetlands set aside in a separate tract, 
except for that portion allowed to be encroached upon per Chapter 4.7 7.  

The developer is proposing to build 28 single attached zero lot line townhorne dwelling 
units. The dwelling units are all clustered in groups of 2 or 3, to provide compact form 
and architectural scale compatible with the existing neighboring properties. The dwelling 
units are accessed via an internal pedestrian circulation system, with garages facing alleys 
which are accessed directly from Country Club Drive. 

Planning objective achieved by the Detailed Development plan include efficient use of 
land, protection of natural resources, the creation of affordable housing opportunities, and 
a pedestrian-friendly environment. 

Efficient use of land and protection of natural resources is accomplished by concentrating 
the development in the portion of the property unconstrained by natural resources. The 
creation of affordable housing opportunities is accomplished by providing the site with 
smaller lots and attached housing. The pedestrian friendly environment is accomplished 
by orienting the primary entrances of the dwelling units out onto an internal walkway 
system which links directly to Country Club Drive, while keeping the vehicular access and 
parking behind the dwellings. 

The proposed development is in compliance with all applicable development standards, 
except as noted above and discussed in detail in Part 111 of this narrative. 

2. Quantitative data for the following where appropriate: 

a) Total number and type of dwelling units; 

Response: Attachment "/", Subdivision Site Plan. 
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b) Parcel and lot sizes; 

Response: Attachment " j",  Subdivision Site Plan. 

c) Proposed lot coverage of buildings and structures, where known; 

Response: Attachment " j",  Subdivision Site Plan. 

d) Gross densities per acre; 

Response: Attachment "j", Subdivision Site Plan. 

e) Total square footage of Green Area; and 

Response: Attachment " j",  Subdivision Site Plan. 

f) Total square footage of nonresidential construction; 

Response: Not applicable. 

- 
3. Detailed statement outlining timing, responsibilities, maintenance, and financial assurances 2 

for all public and non-public improvements to be constructed or installed including: + 

2 
a) Provisions for domestic water supply including source, quality, and approximate 

quantity. 

b) Provisions for sewage disposal, storm drainage, and flood control. 

c) Provisions for improvements and maintenance of common areas and private roads 
and drives, if proposed; and 

d) Proposed landscaping and irrigation. 

Response: All public and private improvements will be constructed in a single phase, at the 
applicant's expense. 

4. Statement describing phases of proiect, if proposed. Phases shall be: 

a) For Nonresidential Subdivisions - Substantially and functionally self-contained and 
self-sustaining with regard to access, parking, utilities, Green Areas, and similar 
physical features capable of substantial occupancy, operation, and maintenance 
upon completion of construction and development and be designed such that the 
phases support the infrastructure requirements of the project. 

Response: Not applicable. 
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b) Designed to Address Compatibility 

1) For Nonresidential Subdivisions - Addressing compatibility means arranging the 
phases to avoid conflicts between higher and lower density developments. 

Response: Not applicable. 

2) For Residential Subdivisions - Uses permitted outright within a zone are 
considered to be compatible and not to conflict. Between zones, compatibility 
i s  addressed at the time the zone is  established. A Residential Use permitted 
outright within an existing zone is  considered to be compatible with Uses 
permitted outright within existing neighboring zones. 

Response: The use proposed is permitted outright in the underlying zone. 

c) For Nonresidential Subdivisions - Properly related to other services of the community 
as a whole and to those facilities and services yet to be provided; 

Response: Not applicable. 

d) For Nonresidential Subdivisions - Provided with such temporary or permanent 
transitional features, buffers, or protective areas as may be required to prevent - - - damage or detriment to any completed phases and to adjoining properties not in the 

* 
6 2 Planned Development; 
t 

1 Response: Not applicable. g = 
3z 

e) For Residential Subdivisions - Each proposed phase must meet all required clear and 
objective standards for access, parking, transportation facilities, utilities, Green 
Areas, and drainage without reliance on any uncompleted phase. Each proposed 
phase, and the Subdivision as a whole, must be designed so that in addition to each 
proposed phase meeting all required infrastructure standards for that phase, at the 
completion of each phase all completed phases together will cumulatively meet all 
infrastructure standards that would be required for a project consisting of the 
completed phases. The Subdivision and each phase must also be designed so that 
by completion of all proposed phases all the phases together will meet all 
infrastructure requirements for the project. 

Response: The project will be constructed in a single phase. 

5. Traffic impact study - 

a) Nonresidential Subdivisions - Any proposal generating 30 or more trips per hour 
shall include a Level of Service (10s) analysis for the affected intersections. Traffic 
Impact Analysis (TIA) is required, if required by the City Engineer. The TIA shall be 

Ashwood Preserve Subdivision Tentative Subdivision Plat 

J -59 Page 11 



prepared by a registered professional engineer. The City Engineer shall define the 
scope of the traffic impact study based on established procedures. 

Response: Not applicable. 

b) Residential Subdivisions - a Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) is required. A TIA shall be 
prepared by a licensed professional engineer, in accordance with the most current 
ITE standards, and shall address both current conditions and those within a 20-year 
horizon. The TIA shall quantify the trip generation effects of the proposal. The TIA 
shall estimate trip distribution patterns. Any proposal generating 30 or more trips 
per hour shall include Level of Service (LOS) analysis for the affected intersections. If 
any affected intersection LOS is  or will fall below LOS D during any hour, mitigation 
shall be proposed. The mitigation shall demonstrate that at least LOS D will be 
maintained for 20 years. 

Response: The TIA accompanies this Narrative and is labeled Figure "2". As the development will not 
generate 30 or more trips per hour, no LOS analysis is required. 

6. Information required by Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, - 
Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant 

Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland & $! 
Provisions, as Applicable. E ?  

c 
0 = 

Response: Attachments " E M  through "I", Natural Features Maps 

1. Approval Criterion 

CHAPTER 2.4 SUBDIVISION/MAJOR REPLAT 

2.5.30.041, - Review Criteria 

Residential Subdivisions - Requests for the approval of a Residential Tentative Subdivision Plat 
shall be reviewed to ensure consistency with clear and objective approval standards contained 
in the following: the City's development standards outlined in the applicable Zoning 
Designation standards in Article Ill of this Code; the development standards in Article IV of this 
Code; the standards of all acknowledged City Facility Master Plans; the adopted City Design 
Criteria Manual; the adopted Oregon Structural Specialty Code; the adopted International Fire 
Code; the adopted City Standard Construction Specifications; the adopted City Erosion 
Prevention and Sediment Control Ordinance; and the adopted City Off-street Parking 
Standards. Additionally, the following criteria shall be met for Residential Subdivisions and the 
application shall demonstrate adherence to them: 

Response: The applicant's proposal is intended to be in compliance with the standards referenced above. 

2. Approval Criterion 
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1. Consistency with the applicable development standards, including the applicable 
Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards. 

Response: (follows below) 

CHAPTER 3.3 -RS-6 

Section 3.3.30 - RS-6 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

Response: Under LDC Section 4.7 1.50.03.a the Development Standards of the RS-9 zone may be used 
for this project. Except for the requested variances noted, the Proposal is compliant with 
those Standards as tabulated below. Please see Part 111 of this Narrative, pages 1-6 for a 
discussion of the variances requested. 

Ashwood Preserve Subdivision Tentative Subdivision Plat 

J-61 'age 13 



Ashwood Preserve Subdivision 

J -62 

Section 3.4.30 - RS-9 Development Standards 
Table 3.4-1 

Tentative Subdivision Plat 
Page 14 

Proposed 
A variance is being requested from 
this standard. 

Complies 

a. Minimum Density 

b. Maximum Density 

Standard 
6 units per acre. Applies to the 
creation of Land Divisions. 
12 units per acre. Applies to the 
creation of Land Divisions. 

c. Minimum Lot Area 
N/A 
Complies, Except Lots 2, 5, 10, 
15,20,25 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Complies 
N/A 

- - - 
N/A e 

N/A E: 

1. Single Detached 

2. Single Attached 

3. Duplex 
4. Triplex 
5. Fourplex 

d. Minimum Lot Width 
Single Detached with alley 

1. 
access to garage 
Single Detached with 

2. 
street access to garage 

3. Single Attached 
4. Duplex 
5. Triplex 
6. Fourplex 

3,500 square feet 

2,500 square feet 

5,000 square feet 
7,500 square feet 

-- 10,000 square feet 

40 feet 

50 feet 

25 feet 
50 feet 
75 feet 
100 feet 

c I 

0 = 
cu - 

Complies 
4 

Rear Setback - Complies 
Yard -Variance Requested 

N/A 

Complies 

N/A 

N/A 

e. Setbacks 

1. Front yard 

2. Rear yard and Side Yards 

Interior attached 
townhouses exempt from 
interior side yard setbacks. 
a. Single Detached 

Single Detached with 
b. Zero Lot line 

Detached 

C. 
Duplex, Triplex and 
Fourplex 

d. 
Abutting a more 
restrictive zone 

10 feet minimum; 25 feet maximum. 
Also, unenclosed porches may 
encroach into front yards, provided 
that a minimum front yard of 5 feet is 
maintained. 
5-foot minimum and each lot must 
have a minimum 15 feet usable yard 
either on the side or rear of each 
dwelling. Additionally, the setbacks 
listed below apply for side yards not 
being used as the usable yard 
described above. 

5 foot minimum each side yard 

0 foot one side; 8 foot minimum on 
opposite side' 

10 foot minimum each side 

10 foot minimum 



See also "k" and "I" below 
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Standard Proposed 

NIA 

Complies 

NIA 

Complies 

Complies 

NIA 

Complies 

Complies, see attachment "1" 

Complies, 4 SpacesIUnit 

The approval of this proposal is 
expected to be conditioned to 
require compliance with this 
standard at the time of 
development. 

3. Corner Lot 

f. Minimum CaragelCarport Setbacks 
Garagelcarport entrance 

1. 
facing/parallel to the street 
Garagelcarport entrance 

2. sideways/perpendicular to 
street 

I 

I 

g. Setbacks from Properties Zoned 
Agricultural-Open Space (AC-0s) 

See also "k" and "I" below. 

h. Maximum Structure Height 

i. Maximum Lot Coverage 

j. Off-street Parking 

k. Outdoor Components Associated 
with Heat Pumps and Similar 
Equipment for Residential 
Structures 

10-foot minimum on side abutting 
the street. Vision clearance areas in 
accordance with Section 4.1.40.c of 
Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and 
Access Requirements. 

19 foot minimum 

10 foot minimum 

Setbacks from alleys in accordance 
with Section 4.0.60.j of Chapter 4.0 
- Improvements Required with 
Development. 

Garageslcarports are also subject to 
the provisions in Chapter 4.10 - 
Pedestrian Oriented Design 
Standards 
When residential development is  
proposed next to land zoned AG-OS, 
a minimum 50 foot-wide continuous 
plant or plantiberm buffer is 
required. Additionally, the minimum 
setback adjacent to land zoned AG- 
OS is I 0 0  feet. It is the applicant's 
responsibility to provide the buffer. 
30 feet not to exceed a solar 
envelope approved under Chapter 
2.1 8 - Solar Access Permits or 
Chapter 4.6 - Solar Access. 
70 percent of lot area maximum; 
interior attached townhouses exempt 
from this provision. 

Green Areas is calculated per lot. 
See Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, 
and Access Requirements. 
Shall not be placed within any 
required setback area. 

When located outside a setback area, 
but within five to ten feet of a 



Section 3.4.40 - GREEN AREA REQUIREMENTS 

Section 3.4.30 - RS-9 Development Standards 

a. A minimum of 30 percent of the gross lot area, and a minimum of 20 percent for center- 
unit townhouses on interior lots, shall be retained and improved or maintained as 
permanent Green Area, as defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions. A minimum of 15 
percent of the gross lot area and a minimum of 10 percent for center-unit townhouses 
on interior lots, shall consist of vegetation consisting of landscaping or naturally 
preserved vegetation. 

Response: The proposal is in compliance with the above standard. See calculations on Attachment ")". 

Proposed 

N/A 

Complies, See Figure 1. 
- - 

N/A 
- 
z 
CD - 
E: 

N/A 
r: o = 
m - 
4 

Complies 

Complies, see Attachment "Q" 

Complies, see Attachment "J" 

I. Outdoor Components Associated 
with Heat Pumps or Similar 
Equipment for Non-Residential 
Structures 
m. Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA) 

n. Natural Hazards and Hillsides 

o. Significant Vegetation 

P. Corridors and 
Protected Wetlands 

q. landscaping 

r. Required Green Area and Private 
Outdoor Space 

b. Landscaping within the required Green Area shall be permanently maintained in 
accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting and shall 
primarily consist of ground cover, ferns, trees, shrubs, or other living plants with 

Table 3.4-1 
Standard 

property line, such equipment shall 
be screen on all sides with a solid 
fence or wall at least one foot higher 
than the equipment. 

When located outside a setback area, 
but greater than 10 feet from a 
property line, such equipment 
requires no screening. 

Shall be in accordance with chapter 
4.2- Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening and Lighting. 

See Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum 
Assured Development Area (MADA) 
See Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard 
and Develo merit Provisions 
See Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Lighting 
and Chapter 4.12 - Significant 
Vegetation Protection Provisions 
See Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian 
corridors and ~ ~ ~ ~ l l ~  protected 
Wetlands 
See Section 3.4.40, below and 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lightening 

See Section 3.4.40, below 



sufficient irrigation to properly maintain all vegetation. Drought-tolerant plant 
materials are encouraged. Design elements such as internal sidewalks, pedestrian 
seating areas, fountains, pools, sculptures, planters, and similar amenities may also be 
placed within the permanent Green Areas. 

Response: All landscaping will be maintained in accordance with the requirements put forth in LDC 
Section 4.2.20. See Attachment "Q", Conceptual Landscaping Plan, for description of plant 
types and locations. 

Section 3.3.50 - MIX OF HOUSING TYPES 

A mix of permitted Housing Types i s  encouraged in the RS-6 zone and shall be required for 
larger development projects in the zone. To promote such a mix, developments greater than 
five acres in size shall comply with the variety of Housing Types requirements outlined in 
Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions. 

Response: Not applicable. The development is not greater than five acres in size. 

CHAPTER 4.0 -IMPROVEMENTS REQUIRED WITH DEVELOPMENT 

- - - 
2 * Section 4.0.20 - TIMING OF IMPROVEMENTS 
o r  
E ?  r: a. All improvements required by the standards in this Chapter shall be installed 
0 = 
m - concurrently with development, as follows: 
e, a 

1 .  Where a Land Division is  proposed, each proposed lot shall have required public and 
franchise utility improvements installed or secured prior to approval of the Final Plat, in 
accordance with the provisions of Section 4.2.40.08 of Chapter 2.4 - Subdivisions and 
Major Replats. 

Response: The project is intended to comply with all requirements of this section. 

2. Where a Land Division is not proposed, the site shall have required public and franchise 
utility improvements installed or secured prior to occupancy of structures, in 
accordance with the provisions of Section 2.4.40.12 of Chapter 2.4 - Subdivisions and 
Major Replats. 

Response: Not applicable. 

b. Where specific approval for a phasing plan has been granted for a Planned 
Development and/or Subdivision, improvements shall be phased in accordance with 
that plan. 

Response: Not applicable. 

Section 4.0.30 - PEDESTRIAN REQUIREMENTS 
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a. Sidewalks shall be required along both sides of all streets, as follows: 

1. Sidewalks on Local, Local Connector, and Cul-de-sac Streets - Sidewalks shall be a 
minimum of five ft. wide on Local, Local Connector, and Cul-de-sac Streets. The 
sidewalks shall be separated from curbs by a tree planting area that provides at least six 
ft. of separation between the sidewalk and curb, except that this separated tree planting 
area shall not be provided adjacent to sidewalks where they are allowed to be located 
within Natural Resource areas governed by Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 
This separated tree planting area shall also not be provided adjacent to sidewalks where 
theya re allowed to be located within drainageway areas governed by regulations in 
Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions. 

a 
Response: Not applicable. The site does not abut any local, local connector, or cul-de-sac streets. - 

CV 

2. Sidewalks on Arterial, Collector, and Neighborhood - Collector Streets - Sidewalks along i 
Arterial, Collector, and Neighborhood Collector Streets shall be separated from curbs by 
a planted area. The planted area shall be a minimum of 12 ft. wide and landscaped 
with trees and plant materials approved by the City. The sidewalks shall be a minimum 
of five ft. wide. An exception to this provisions is that this separated tree planting area 
shall not be provided adjacent to sidewalks where they are allowed to be located within 
Natural Resource areas governed by Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection - 
Provisions and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. This = 
separated tree planting area shall also not be provided adjacent to sidewalks where they F 
are allowed to be located within drainageway areas governed by regulations in Chapter f 
4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions. c o 

rn 
.G 

Response: A variance is being requested from this standard. Please see Part 111 of this Narrative, page 6, 
for a discussion of the variance requested. 

3. Sidewalk Installation Timing- The timing of the installation of sidewalks shall be as 
follows: 

a) Sidewalks and planted areas along Arterial, Collector, and Neighborhood Collector 
Streets shall be installed with street improvements. 

Response: The project is intended to comply with the requirements of this section. 

b) Except as noted in "c" below, construction of sidewalks along Local, Local 
Connector, and Cul-de-sac Streets may be deferred until development of the site 
and reviewed as component of the Building Permit. However, in no case shall 
construction of the sidewalks be completed later than three years from the 
recording of the Final Plat. The obligation to complete sidewalk construction within 
three years will be outlined in a deed restriction on affected parcels and recorded 
concurrently with the Final Plat. 

Ashwood Preserve Subdivision 

J -66 
Tentative Subdivision Plat 

Page 18 



Response: Not applicable. The site does not abut any local, local connector, or cul-de-sac streets. 

C) Where sidewalks on Local, Local Connector, and Cul-de-sac Streets abut common 
areas, drainageways, or other publicly owned areas, or where off-site Local, Local 
Connector, and Cul-de-sac Street extensions are required and sufficient right-of-way 
exists, the sidewalks and planted areas shall be installed with street improvements. 

Response: Not applicable. The site does not abut any local, local connector, or cul-de-sac streets. 

b. Safe and Convenient Pedestrian Facilities - Safe and convenient pedestrian facilities that 
minimize travel distance to the greatest extent practicable shall be provided in 
conjunction with new development within and between new Subdivisions, Planned 
Developments, commercial developments, industrial areas, residential areas, transit 
stops, and neighborhood activity centers such as schools and parks, as follows: 

1. For the purposes of this Section, safe and convenient means pedestrian facilities that 
are free from hazards and that provide a direct route of travel between destinations. 

- - Response: Complies. Pedestrian facilities are free from hazards and provide a direct route of travel - 
+ between destinations. 
5 2 g 6j 
JZ L 2. Pedestrian rights-of-way connecting Cul-de-sacs or passing through unusually long or 
g = 
+-, 

oddly shaped blocks shall be a minimum of 15 ft. wide. When these connections are 

3 less than 220 ft. long, measuring both the on-site and the off-site portions of the path, 
or when they directly serve 10 or fewer on-site dwellings, the paved improvement shall 
be no less than five ft. wide. Connections that are either longer than 220 ft. or serve 
more than 10 on-site dwellings shall have wider paving widths as specified in Section 
4.0.40.c. Maintenance of the paved improvement shall be the responsibility of adjacent 
property owners. Additionally, a minimum of five ft. of landscaping shall be provided 
on either side of these pedestrian facilities, in accordance with Chapter 4.2. - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. Maintenance of the landscaping shall 
also be the responsibility of the adjacent property owners. 

Response: Not applicable. 

3. Internal pedestrian circulation shall be encouraged in new developments by clustering 
buildings, constructing convenient pedestrian ways, and/or constructing skywalks where 
appropriate. Pedestrian walkways shall be provided in accordance with the following 
standards. 

a) To maximize direct pedestrian travel, the on-site pedestrian circulation system shall 
conned the sidewalk on each abutting street to the main entrance of the primary 
structure on the site. 
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Response: Complies. The pedestrian circulation system connects the sidewalk abutting Country Club 
Drive to the main entrance of each dwelling unit. 

b) Walkways shall be provided to conned the on-site pedestrian circulation system 
with existing or planned pedestrian facilities that abut the site but are not adjacent 
to the streets abutting the site. When sidewalks or multi-use paths are provided, 
such as occurs through Cul-de-sacs or to provide pedestrian connections through 
areas where vehicles cannot travel, these facilities shall be bordered on both sides 
by a minimum of five ft. of landscaping. Additionally, solid fencing shall be limited 
to a maximum height of four ft. along these areas to increase visibility and public 
safety. Portions of fences above four ft. in height are allowed, provided the are 
designed and constructed of materials that are open a minimum of 50 percent. 

- - 
Resoonse: Not Aoolicable. 

!= I c) Walkways shall be as direct as possible and avoid unnecessary meandering. r 
0 = 

Response: Complies. All walkways are direct and do not meander. 

d) Walkwayldriveway crossings shall be minimized, and internal parking lot circulation 
design shall maintain ease of access for pedestrians from abutting streets, 
pedestrian facilities, and transit stops. 

Response: Complies. The internal pedestrian circulation system does not cross any driveways. 

e) With the exception of walkwayldriveway crossings, walkways shall be separated 
from vehicle parking or maneuvering areas by grade, different paving material, or 
landscaping. They shall be constructed in accordance with the sidewalk standards 
adopted by the City Engineer. This provision does not require a separated walkway 
system to collect drivers and passengers from cars that have parked on-site unless 
an unusual parking lot hazard exists. 

Response: Complies. Pedestrian facilities are separated from vehicle parking or maneuvering areas by 
landscaping. 

c. Where a development site is  traversed by or adjacent to a future trail linkage identified 
within either the Corvallis Transportation Plan or the Trails Master Plan, improvement 
of the trail linkage shall occur concurrently with development. Dedication of the trail to 
the City shall be provided in accordance with Sedion 4.0.100.d. 

Response: Not applicable. 

d. To provide for orderly development of an effective pedestrian network, pedestrian 
facilities installed concurrently with development of a site shall be extended through the 
site to the edge of adjacent properties. 
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Response: Not Applicable. City Staff have indicated that, due to the presence of wetlands on the 
southwest portion of the site property, the extension of the sidewalk west to 4Sh Street will 
not be required. 

e. To ensure improved access between a development site and an existing developed 
facility such as a commercial center, school, park, or trail system, the Planning 
Commission or Director may require off-site pedestrian facility improvements 
concurrently with development. 

Response: Not applicable. No additional off-site pedestrian facilities are required. 

f. Prior to development, applicants shall perform a site inspection and identify any 
Contractor SidewalWstreet Stamps in existing sidewalks that will be impacted by the 
development. If such a Contractor SidewalWstreet Stamp exists, it shall be either be left 
in its current state as part of the existing sidewalk, or incorporated into the new 
sidewalk for the development site, as close as possible to the original location and 
orientation. 

Response: Not applicable. No existing sidewalks are included in the proposed development. 

- - - g. Natural Hazards, Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), and Natural Resources 

F a shall be addressed in accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, 

i!! y and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, 
J= - Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - $ = - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and 
3 Wetland Provisions. 

Response: The requirements of these chapters are addressed later in this Narrative. 

Section 4.0.40 - BICYCLE REQUIREMENTS 

a. On-street Bike Lanes - On-street bike lanes shall be required on all Arterial, Collector, 
and Neighborhood Collector Streets and constructed at the time of street 
improvements. 

Response: Complies. A bike lane is proposed to be installed on Country Club Drive for the length of the 
project site. 

b. Safe and Convenient Bicycle Facilities - Safe and convenient bicycle facilities that 
minimize travel distance to the greatest extent practicable shall be provided in 
conjunction with new development within and between new Subdivisions, Planned 
Developments, commercial developments, industrial areas, residential areas, transit 
stops, and neighborhood activity centers such as schools and parks, as follows: 
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1. For the purposes of this Section, safe and convenient means bicycle facilities that are 
free from hazards and that provide a direct route of travel between destinations. 

Response: 

2. 

Response: 

C. 

Response: 

d. 

Response: 

e. 

Response: 

Complies. Bicycle facilities are free from hazards and provide a direct route of travel between 
destinations. 

Bicyclelpedestrian rights-of-way connecting Cul-de-sacs or passing through unusually 
long or oddly shaped blocks shall be a minimum of 15 ft. wide. Maintenance of the 
paved improvement shall be the responsibility of adjacent property owners. 
Additionally, a minimum of five ft. of landscaping shall be provided on either side of 
these pedestrian facilities, in accordance with Chapter 4.2. - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lighting. Maintenance of the landscaping shall also be the responsibility 
of the adjacent property owners. 

Not applicable. 

Widths for PedestrianIBicycle Facilities - Adequate widths for pedestrianlbicycle 
facilities shall be provided in accordance with the following standards: cv 

I - - - 
1. Where long term bicycle and pedestrian usage is expected to be relatively low, 

such as in a neighborhood rather than a community-wide facility, multi-use 
paths shall be eight ft. wide and aligned to ensure adequate sight distance. 

2. The standard width for a two-way multi-use paths shall be 10 ft. 
- - - 

3. In areas with projected high bicycle volumes or multiple use by bicyclists, 
pedestrians, and joggers, multi-use paths shall be 12 ft. wide. E 

r 
0 

Not applicable. No PedestrianlBicycle Facilities or proposed. + rn 
2 

To provide for orderly development of an effective bicycle network, bicycle facilities 
installed concurrently with development of a site shall be extended through the site to 
the edge of adjacent properties. 

Complies. A bike lane is proposed to be installed on Country Club Drive for the length of the 
project site. 

Natural Hazards, Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), and Natural Resources 
shall be addressed in accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, 
and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, 
Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - 
Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and 
Wetland Provisions. 

The requirements of these chapters are addressed later in this Narrative. 
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Section 4.0.50 - TRANSIT REQUIREMENTS 

a. Development sites located along existing or planned transit routes shall, where 
appropriate, incorporate transit stops and shelters into the site design. These 
improvements shall be installed in accordance with the guidelines and standards of the 
Corvallis Transit System. 

Response: Not applicable. No  additional transit stop is required for this site. 

b. Development sites at or near existing or planned transit stops shall provide safe, 
convenient access to the transit system, as follows: 

1. All Commercial and Civic Use developments shall provide a prominent entrance 
oriented toward Arterial, Collector, and Neighborhood Collector Streets, with 
front setbacks reduced as much as possible to provide access for pedestrians, 
bicycles, and transit. 

Response: Not applicable. Not a Commercial or Civic Use. 

2. All developments shall provide safe, convenient pedestrian walkways between 
- - - the buildings and the transit stop, in accordance with the provisions of Section 

4.0.30.b. 5 2 
E ?  r - Response: Complies. With the installation of the sidewalk along Country Club Drive, the site will be 
0 = 
([I connected to the nearest existing transit stop. 

4 
c. Natural Hazards, Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), and Natural Resources 

shall be addressed in  accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, 
and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, 
Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - 
Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and 
Wetland Provisions. 

Response: The requirements of these chapters are addressed later in this Narrative. 

Section 4.0.60 - PUBLIC AND PRIVATE STREET REQUIREMENTS 

a. Traffic evaluations shall be required of all development proposals in accordance with 
the following: 

1. Any proposal generating 30 or more trips per hour shall include Level of Service 
(LOS) analyses for the affected intersections. A Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) is 
required, i f  required by the City Engineer. The TIA shall be prepared by a registered 
professional engineer. The City Engineer shall define the scope of the traffic impact 
study based on established procedures. The TIA shall be submitted for review to 
the City Engineer. The proposed TIA shall reflect the magnitude of the project in 

Ashwood Preserve Subdivision Tentative Subdivision Plat 

J-71 Page 23 



accordance with accepted traffic engineering practices. The applicant shall 
complete the evaluation and present the results with an overall site development 
proposal. 

Response: Not applicable. The proposal does not generate 30 or more trips per hour. 

2. If the traffic evaluation identifies Level of Service (10s) conditions less than the 
minimum standard established in the Corvallis Transportation Plan, improvements 
and funding strategies mitigating the problem shall be considered concurrently with 
a development proposal. 

Response: Not applicable. No traffic evaluation is required. 

b. Location of new Arterial, Collector, and Neighborhood Collector Streets shall conform to 
the Corvallis Transportation Plan. 

Response: Not applicable. No new streets are proposed. LO 
CV 
CV 

c. Although through-traffic movement on new Local Connector and Local Streets usually is 
discouraged, this may not be practicable for particular neighborhoods. Local Connector 
or Local Street designations shall be applied in newly developing areas based on review 
of a street network plan and, in some cases, a traffic study provided with the 
development application. The decision regarding which of these designations will be 
applied is based on a number of factors, including density of development, anticipated = - 
traffic volumes, and the potential for through traffic. + 

c 
a, 
E Street network plans must provide for connectivity within the transportation system to r 
0 

the extent that, generally, both Local Connector and Local Streets will be created within 
a development. Identified traffic calming techniques, such as bulbed intersections, etc., 2 
can reduce traffic speeds and, where included, are to be constructed at the time of 
development. To further address traffic speeds and volumes on Local Connector and 
Local Streets, the following street designs, along with other designs intended to reduce 
traffic speeds and volumes, shall be considered: 

1. Straight segments of Local Connector and Local Streets should be less than .25 mile 
in length, and include design features such as curves and T intersections. 

2. Cul-de-sacs should not exceed 600 ft. nor serve more than 18 dwelling units. 

3. Street designs that include traffic calming, where appropriate, are encouraged. 

Response: Not applicable. No new streets are proposed. 

d. Private streets, though discouraged in conjunction with Land Divisions, may be 
considered within a development site provided all the following conditions are met: 
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1. Extension of a public street through the development site i s  not needed for 
continuation of the existing street network or for future service to adjacent 
properties; 

2. The development site remains in one ownership, or adequate mechanisms are 
established, such as a homeowner's association with the authority to enforce 
payment, to ensure that a private street installed with a Land Division will be 
adequately maintained; 

3. Where a private street i s  installed in conjunction with a Land Division, development 
standards, including paving standards, consistent with City standards for public 
streets shall be used to protect the interests of future homeowners; and 

4. The private street i s  located within a separate tract. 

Response: Not applicable. No private streets are proposed. 

e. Development sites shall be provided with access from a public street or a private street 
that meets the criteria in "d" above, both improved to City standards in accordance with 
the following: 

1. Where a development site abuts an existing public street not improved to City 
standards, the abutting street shall be improved to City standards along the frontage 
of the property concurrent with development. Where a development site abuts an 
existing private street not improved to City standards, and the private street i s  
allowed in criteria "d", above, the abutting street shall meet all the criteria in "d", 
above and be improved to City standards along the full frontage of the property 
concurrently with development. 

Response: Complies. Country Club Drive is to be improved to City standards along the frontage of the 
property, except where variances to the sidewalk planter strip requirement are being 
requested. See Part 111 of this Narrative, page 6, for a discussion of the variance requested. 

Half-width street improvements, as opposed to full-width improvements, are 
generally not acceptable. However, these may be approved by the Planning 
Commission or Director where essential to the reasonable development of the 
property. Approval for half-width street improvements may be allowed when other 
standards required for street improvements are met and when the Planning 
Commission or the Director finds that it will be possible to obtain the dedication 
and/or improvement of the remainder of the street when property on the other side 
of the half-width street i s  developed. 

Response: Not applicable. No half-width street improvements are proposed. 
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3. To ensure improved access to a development site consistent with policies on orderly 
urbanization and extension of public facilities, the Planning Commission or Director 
may require off-site street improvements concurrently with development. 

Response: Not applicable. No additional off-site street improvements are required. 

f. To provide for orderly development of adjacent properties, public streets and private 
streets that meet all the criteria in "d" above, shall be installed concurrently with 
development of a site and shall be extended through the site to the edge of the adjacent 
properties in accordance with the following: 

1. Temporary dead-ends created by this requirement may be installed without turn- 
arounds, subject to the approval of the Fire Marshal. 

2. Drainage facilities shall be provided to properly manage storm water run-off from 
temporary dead-ends. 

Response: Not applicable. No temporary dead-ends are proposed. 

I 

g. The Planning Commission or Director may require the extension of public and private 
street improvements through a development site to provide for the logical extension of 
an existing street network or to connect a site with a nearby neighborhood activity 
center, such as a school or park. Where this creates a Land Division incidental to the 
development, a land partition shall be completed concurrently with the development, in 
accordance with Chapter 2.1 4- Partitions, Minor Replats, and Lot Line Adjustments. - - - 

-+J 
Response: Not applicable. No new public or private street improvements are proposed within the 

development site. i! 
r 
0 
m 

h. Names for new streets shall not duplicate or create confusion with names of existing 
streets. Street names and numbers shall conform to the established pattern in the 2 
surrounding area and are subject to approval of the Director. 

Response: Not applicable. No new streets are proposed. 

I. To provide off-street loading andlor access to parking areas, alleys shall be provided in 
Commercial and Industrial zones to serve abutting properties unless other permanent 
provisions are approved by the planning commission or Director. 

Response: Not applicable. Development site is not located in Commercial or lndustrial zone.. 

j. Alley standards shall be as follows - 

1. Standards for Alleys Serving both Residential and Nonresidential Use Types 
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a) Alleys serving Residential Use Types shall be privately owned, with the exception 
of existing publicly owned alleys. Alleys serving nonresidential Use Types may 
be private, but are strongly encouraged to be public. 

Response: Complies. Proposed alleys are to be privately owned. 

b) Alleys shall be concrete and designed consistent with City Engineering 
Standards. 

Response: The Proposal is intended to comply with this requirement. 

c) Alleys shall be clearly marked to prohibit parking, unless designed to 
accommodate it: 

Response: The Proposal is intended to comply with this requirement. 

d) An alley serving six or more dwellings shall be contained within a separate, 
privately owned tract of land, and required setbacks shall be measured from the 
tract property lines of the alley. 

- - - 
Response: Complies. Proposed alleys are to be located in separate tracts. 

5 E 
E ?  
i= - e) Alleys shall be unobstructed at least to their minimum required width. Service 

8 = areas provided adjacent to alleys shall not encroach into the alleys. 
Y 

3 
Response: Complies. Proposed alleys are to be unobstructed. 

f) Site layouts of alleys may include, but are not limited to, straight alleys, T- 
shaped alleys, L-shaped alleys, etc. 

Response: Complies. Proposed alleys are to be straight. 

g) Although emergency access to structures is provided via streets the majority of 
the time, in cases where alley provides required emergency access to a 
structure, the alley shall be a minimum of 20 ft. wide and have adequate turning 
radii on curves, Ts, and Ls, where needed, to accommodate emergency vehicles. 

Response: Complies. Emergency access to structures will be provided via the adjacent alley(s), which are 
to be 26' wide. 

h) Developments that intend to have garbage pick-up services and/or loading 
facilities from alleys shall have adequate turning radii on curves, Ts, and Ls, 
where needed to accommodate service vehicles and large trucks; 

Response: Not applicable. All alleys are straight. 
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i) Public access easements shall be provided for all private alleys; 

Response: Complies. Proposed alleys are to have public access easements placed upon them. 

j) Private alleys shall be maintained by adjacent property owners, a property 
owners' association, or through a privately administered arrangement instituted 
by the developer. Maintenance responsibilities for private alleys shall be 
identified in deed restrictions filed with the Final Plat or prior to the issuance of 
final occupancy permits in cases where there is no plat to be filed; and 

Response: The Proposal is intended to comply with this requirement. 

k) Utilities within alleys shall be placed underground. 

Response: Complies. All utilities within alleys are to be underground. 
a 
CV 

2. Additional Standards for Alleys Serving Residential Use Types - N 
I - - - 

a) One-way alleys shall have a minimum width of 12 ft., and two-way alleys a 
minimum width of 16 ft. One way alleys shall be clearly designed as one-way 
alleys and shall be signed accordingly; 

Response: Complies. All alleys are to be 1 6 f t .  wide. 

b) Alley segments shall not exceed 350 ft.; 

Response: Complies. No alley segment exceeds 350 f t .  in length. 
E 
L 
0 - 
a 
c1 

c) Street trees shall be provided on either side of the alley tract, outside the tract, ? 
at the rate of one tree per lot, consistent with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. Such street trees are also required in cases 
where the Director approves an exception to the requirement for the alley to be 
in a separate tract, for infill development less than two acres in size. 

Response: Complies. The required street trees are proposed to be provided. 

d) Structures other than garages may be located along the outside boundaries of 
alleys with no setback required, provided they do not interfere with either the 
circulation of vehicles into garages or visual clearance; 

Response: Not Applicable. No structures other than garages are proposed to be located along any alley. 

e) Garages accessed by one-way alleys shall be angled from the alley zero degrees 
to 45 degrees to assist with vehicle access and assist drivers in  determining that 
the alley is one-way. Garages installed consistent with this requirement may be 
located along the outside boundaries of one-way alleys with no setback 
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required. See Figure 4.0-1 - Garages Oriented to Alley at 45 Degrees, Thereby 
Allowing Either a One-way Alley or a Two-way Alley with No Setback Required 
Between the Alley and the Garage and Figure 4.0-2 - Garages Oriented to Alley 
at Zero Degrees, Thereby Allowing a One-way Alley or a Two-way Alley with No 
Setback Required Between the Alley and the Garage; and 

Response: Not Applicable. No one-way alleys are proposed. 

f) Garages adjacent to two-way alleys shall be located no closer than 14 ft. from 
the centerline of the alley unless they are angled from the alley zero degrees to 
45 degrees, in which case they may be located along the outside boundaries of 
one-way alleys with no setback required. See Figure 4.0-1 - Garages Oriented 
to Alley at 45 Degrees, Thereby Allowing Either a One-way Alley or a Two-way 
Alley with No Setback Required Between the Alley and the Garage and Figure 
4.0-2 - Garages Oriented to Alley at Zero Degrees, Thereby Allowing a One-way 
Alley or a Two-way Alley with No Setback Required Between the Alley and the 
Garage. 

- - - Response: Complies. All garages are to be located no closer than 74' from the centerline of the alley. 

3. Additional Standards for Alleys Serving Nonresidential Use Types - Unless Specified 
Differently By the Underlving - zone - 

Response: Not Applicable. No Nonresidential Use Types are proposed. 

k. Location, grades, alignments, and widths for all public and private streets shall be 
considered in  relation to existing and planned streets, topographical conditions, public 
convenience and safety, and proposed land use. Where topographical conditions 
present special circumstances, exceptions to  these standards may be granted by the City 
Engineer provided that the safety and capacity of the street network is not adversely 
effected <sic>. The following standards shall apply: 

1. Grading plans are required and shall demonstrate that the proposal does not 
contain any grade changes (cuts or fills) that are inconsistent with the provisions of 
Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions. Cut and fill is 
measured vertically from natural grade. The grading plan shall identify all proposed 
cuts and fills and the associated grade changes in  ft. to demonstrate adherence to 
this provision. Streets shall be designed along natural contours. 

2. Location of streets in a development shall not preclude development of adjacent 
properties. Streets shall conform to planned street extensions identified in the 
Corvallis Transportation Plan and/or provide for continuation of the existing street 
network in the surrounding areas. 
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3. Grades shall not exceed 6 percent on Arterial Streets, 10 percent on Collector and 
Neighborhood Collector Streets, and 15 percent on Local, Local Connector, and Cul- 
de-sac Streets. 

4. As far as practicable, Arterial, Collector, and Neighborhood Collector Streets shall be 
extended in alignment with existing streets by continuation of the street centerline. 
When staggered street alignments resulting in 1 intersections are unavoidable, they 
shall leave a minimum of 200 ft. between the nearest edges of the two rights-of-way. 

5. Local street intersections shall be located a minimum of 125 ft. from any other street 
intersection. 

6. Centerline radii of curves shall not be less than 500 ft. on Arterial Streets; 300 ft. on 
Collector and Neighborhood Collector Streets; and 100 ft. on Local, Local 
Connector, and Cul-de-sac Streets. 

7. Streets shall be designed to intersect at angles as near as practicable to right angles 
and shall comply with the following: 

a) The intersection of an Arterial, Collector, or Neighborhood Collector Street with 
another Arterial, Collector, or Neighborhood Collector Street shall have a 
minimum of 100 ft. of straight (tangent) alignment perpendicular to the - - - 
intersection; 

I 

b) The intersection of a Local, Local Connector, or Cul-de-sac Street with another 5 = 
street shall have a minimum of 50 ft. of straight (tangent) alignment rn - 
perpendicular to the intersection; 4 

c) Where right-angle intersections are not possible, exceptions may be granted by 
the City Engineer provided that intersections have a minimum corner radius of 20 
ft. along the right-of-way lines of the acute angle; and 

d) All intersections have a minimum curb corner radius of 20 ft. 

8. Right-of-way and improvement widths shall be as specified in the Transportation 
Plan and Table 4.0-1 - Street Functional Classification System. 

9. Where streets must cross protected Natural Resources or Natural Hazards, street 
widths shall be minimized by providing no on-street parking and no planting strips 
between the curb and the sidewalk on either side of the street. Parking bays may be 
allowed, provided they do not exceed one space per dwelling unit and provided they 
do not cause the development to exceed the amount of development allowed by the 
provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 
4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - 
Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation 
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Response: 

1. 

Response: 

m. 

Response: 

n. 

Response: 

Response: 

Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland 
Provisions. 

Not Applicable. No new public or private streets are proposed. 

Where standards do not exist to address unusual situations, the Planning Commission 
or Director may require special design standards recommended by the City Engineer as 
Conditions of Development Approval. 

Not Applicable. No unusual conditions are present to warrant special design standards. 

Designated Shopping Streets associated with Minor and Major Neighborhood Centers 
shall adhere to the following standards - 

Not Applicable. Development does not contain Minor or Major Neighborhood Center. 

Block Perimeter Standards - The following Block Perimeter requirements apply to all 
development projects. Exceptions to these requirements may be approved for 
development that i s  smaller than one acre and situated in areas where the street 
patterns are established and do not require connections to the development. 

1. Residential Standards - 

a) Complete Blocks - Developments shall create a series of complete blocks bound 
by a connecting network of public or private streets with sidewalks. When 
necessary to minimize impacts to a designated wetland, to slopes greater than 
15 percent, to parks dedicated to the public, and/or to Significant Natural 
Features, blocks may be bound by walkways without streets. 

Complies. Development is part of an existing complete block bound by public streets. 
Sidewalks will be provided along the length of Country Club Drive. 

b) Maximum Block Perimeter - The maximum Block Perimeter shall be 1,200 ft. 
Block faces greater than 300 ft. shall have a through-block pedestrian connection. 

Not applicable. Compliance with maximum block perimeter precluded by existing street 
development and presence of Dunawi Creek to the north of the development site. 
installation of through-block pedestrian connection is precluded by presence of Dunawi 
Creek. 

c) Variations Allowed Outright - Variations of up to 30 percent to these block 
distances may be allowed to minimize impacts to a designated wetland, to 
slopes greater than 15 percent, to parks dedicated to the public, to Significant 
Natural Features, to existing street patterns, and/or to existing development. 
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Response: Not applicable. Compliance with maximum block perimeter precluded by existing street 
development and presence of Dunawi Creek to the north of the development site. 
Installation of through-block pedestrian connection is precluded by presence of Dunawi 
Creek. 

2. Commercial, Industrial and Civic Standards - 

Response: Not Applicable. Development does not contain Commercial, Industrial, or Civil Uses. 

o. Direct access to Highway 20134 shall be restricted to maintain the Highway's carrying 
capacity and enhance its safety levels. This shall be achieved through the following 
requirements: 

Response: Not Applicable. Site does not directly access Highway 20134. 

p. Multiple accesses to properties along Highway 20134 and to related major streets shall 
be consolidated when: 

m 
m Response: Not Applicable. Site does not directly access Highway 2013 4. C\I 

I - - 
q. Development shall include underground electrical services, light standards, wiring and - 

lamps for streetlights according to the specifications and standards of the City Engineer. 
The developer shall be responsible for installation of underground conduit for street 
lighting along public streets improved in conjunction with such development in 
accordance with the following: 

- - 
1. The developer shall coordinate with the City Engineer to determine the location of 

future street light poles. c E 
r 

2. The streetlight plan shall be designed to provide illumination meeting standards set 
by the City Engineer. z 

3. The standard street light installation is a wood pole. 

The developer shall install such facilities and make the necessary arrangements with the 
serving electric utility for the City-owned and operated street lighting system to be 
served at the lowest applicable rate available to the City. Upon City's acceptance of 
such development improvements, the street lighting system, exclusively of utility-owned 
service lines, shall be and become the property of the City. 

Response: The Proposal is intended to comply with this requirement. 

Section 4.0.1 00 - IAND FOR PUBLIC PURPOSES 

a. Easements for public sanitary sewer, water, storm drain, streetlight, transit, pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities shall be provided whenever these facilities are located outside a 
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Response: 

b. 

Response: 

C. 

Response: 

Response: 

e. 

Response: 

f. 

Response: 

g. 

public right-of-way. The minimum easement for a single utility is 15 ft. The minimum 
easement width for two adjacent utilities is  20 ft. The easement width shall be centered 
on the utility to the greatest extent practicable. Wider easements may be required for 
unusually deep facilities. 

Complies. All easements are to be provided as required. 

Utility easements with a minimum width of seven ft. shall be granted to the public 
adjacent to all street rights-of-way for franchise utility installations. 

Complies. All easements are to be provided as required. 

Where a development site i s  traversed by a drainageway or water course, improvements 
shall be in accordance with the Corvallis Storm Water Master Plan and the Natural 
Hazards, Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), and Natural Resources 
provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 
- Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, Chapter 4.11 - Minimum 
Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, and Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 

Complies. Development is in compliance with the provisions of the referenced chapters. 

Where a development site is traversed by, or adjacent to, a future trail linkage identified 
in the Corvallis Transportation Plan or the Trails Master Plan, dedications of suitable 
width to accommodate the trail linkage shall be provided. This width shall be 
determined by the City Engineer, based on the appropriate standard for the type of trail 
facility involved. 

Not Applicable. No future trail linkage is included in the development site. 

Where street, trail, utility, or other rights-of-way and/or easements in or adjacent to 
development sites are nonexistent or of insufficient width, dedications may be required. 
The need for and widths of those dedications shall be determined by the City Engineer. 

Not Applicable. All rights-of-way and easements are of sufficient width. 

Easements or dedications required in conjunction with Land Divisions shall be recorded 
on the Final Plat. For developments not involving a Land Division, easements and/or 
dedications shall be recorded on standard forms provided by the City Engineer. 

The proposal is intended to be in compliance with these requirements. 

Environmental assessments shall be provided by the developer (grantor) for all lands to 
be dedicated to the public or City. An environmental assessment shall include 
information necessary to the City to evaluate potential liability for environmental 
hazards, contamination, or required waste cleanups related to the dedicated land. An 

Ash wood Preserve Subdivision Tentative Subdivision Plat 

J-81 'age 33 



environmental assessment shall be completed prior to the acceptance of dedicated 
lands, in accordance with the following: 

1. The initial environmental assessment shall detail the history of ownership and 
general use of the land by past owners. Upon review of this information, as well as 
any site investigation by the City, the Director will determine if the risks of potential 
contamination warrant further investigation. If  further site investigation is 
warranted, a Level I Environmental Assessment shall be provided by the grantor, as 
described in "2" below. 

2. Level I Environmental Assessments shall include data collection, site 
reconnaissance, and report preparation. Data collection shall include review of 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality records, City and County fire 
department records, interviews with agency personnel regarding citations or 
enforcement actions issued for the site or surrounding sites that may impact the 
site, review of available historic aerial photographs and maps, interviews with 
current and available past owners of the site, and other data as appropriate. 

3. If a Level I Environmental Assessment concludes that additional environmental 
studies or site remedies are needed, no construction permits shall be issued until ,, 
those studies or site remediation are needed, no construction permits shall be 
issued until those studies are submitted and any required remediation i s  complete 1 - 
by the developer and/or owner. Additional environmental studies andlor required = 
remediation shall be at the sole expense of the developer and/or owner. The City 
reserves the right to refuse acceptance of land identified for dedication to public 
purpose if risk of liability from previous contamination i s  found. 

Response: The proposal is intended to be in compliance with these requirements. - - - 
c. 
t 

h. Natural Hazards, Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), and Natural Resources E 
shall be addressed in accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, r 

0 
and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions, m 
Chapter 4.11 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - 3 
Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and 
Wetland Provisions. 

Response: Complies. Development is in compliance with the provisions of the referenced chapters. 

CHAPTER 4.1 -PARKING 

Section 4.1.20-j LOCATION OF REQUIRED PARKING 

1. Vehicles 

a) Vehicle parking shall be located consistent with Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented 
Design Standards, such that it does not separate buildings from streets except for 

Ash wood Preserve Subdivision Tentative Subdivision Plat 

J -82 Page 34 



driveway parking associated with single-family development. An exception may also 
be granted for up to two parking spaces per dwelling unit for Duplexes and 
Triplexes, provided that these spaces are within driveway areas designed to serve 
individual units in the Duplexes and Triplexes, consistent with Figure 4.10-15 - 
Driveway Exception for Duplexes and Triplexes. Parking to the side of buildings is 
allowed in limited situations, as outlined in Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented 
Design Standards. 

Response: Complies. Vehicle parking separates buildings from streets only where driveway parking is 
used for single family dwellings. 

b) Vehicle parking required for Residential Uses in accordance with RS-1, RS-3.5, RS-5, 
RS-6, RS-9, RS-9U, RS-12, and RS-12U Zone provisions shall be provided on the 
development site of the primary structure. Except where permitted by sections 
4.1.30.g.4 and 4.1.50.02 below, required parking for all other Use Types in other 
zones, as well as Residential Uses developed in accordance with RS-20 and MUR 
provisions, shall be provide on the same site as the Use or upon abutting property. 
Street right-of-way shall be excepted when determining contiguity, except on 
arterial, Collector, and Neighborhood Collector Streets, where a controlled 
intersection i s  not within 100 ft. of the subject property. 

- - - Response: Complies. All vehicle parking required for the Residential Uses is to  be provided on the 

5 % development site of the primary structure. 

E CI' c 
g G 2. Bicvcles - Bicycle parking required for all Use Types in all zones shall be provided on 
CI 

3 the development site in accordance with Section 4.1.70, below. 

Response: Complies. All bicycle parking required for the Residential Uses is to be provided on the 
development site. 

Section 4.1.30-a2 Duplex, Attached, and Multi-Dwelling - 

a) Vehicles 

1) Studio or Efficiency Unit - One space per unit. 
2) One-bedroom Unit - One space per unit. 
3) Two-bedroom Unit 1.5 spaces per unit. 
4) Three-bedroom Unit 2.5 spaces per unit. 

Response: Complies. Each dwelling unit is provided with 4 vehicle parking spaces. 

b) Bicycles - 

1) Studio or Efficiency Unit - One space per unit. 
2) One-bedroom Unit One space per unit. 
3) Two-bedroom Unit - 1.5 spaces per unit. 
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4) Three-bedroom Unit Two spaces per unit. 

The required bicycle parking may be located within a structure, in accordance with the 
provisions of Section 4.1.70. 

Response: Complies. Each dwelling unit is provided with 2 bicycle parking spaces within the structure. 

CHAPTER 4.2 - LANDSCAPINC/LIGHTING 

Section 4.2.30 TREE PlANTlNGS 

Tree plantings in accordance with this Section are required for all landscape areas, including 
but not limited to parking lots for four or more cars, public street frontages, private streets, 
multi-use paths, sidewalks that are not located along streets, alleys, and along private drives 
more than 150 ft. long. 

Response: The project is intended to comply with all requirements of this section. 

Section 4.2.50 SCREENING (HEDGES, FENCES, WALLS, AND BERMS) 
Screening i s  required where unsightly views or visual conflicts must be obscured or blocked 
and/or where privacy and security are desired. Fences and walls used for screening may be 
constructed of wood, concrete, stone, brick, wrought iron, or other commonly used fencinglwall 7 
materials. Acoustically designed fences and walls shall also be used where noise pollution = - 
requires mitigation. 

Where landscaping is used for required screening, i t  shall be at least six ft. in height and be at 
least 80 percent opaque, as seen from a perpendicular line of sight, within 18 months following 
establishment of the primary use of the site. - - - 

u r 
A chainlink fence with slats shall qualify for screening only if a landscape buffer i s  provided in 
compliance with Section 4.2.40 above. -t 

0 

Response: The project is intended to comply with all requirements of this section. 

CHAPTER 4.4 -LAND DIVISION STANDARDS 

Section 4.4.20 - GENERAL PROVISIONS 

4.4.20.01 - Applicability 

All Land Divisions shall be in compliance with the requirements of the applicable zone and this 
Chapter, as well as with all other applicable provisions of this Code. Modifications to these 
requirements may be made through the procedures in Chapter 2.5 - Planned Development. 
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Response: The proposal complies with the requirements of this Chapter, except as noted. 

4.4.02.02 - Blocks 

a. General - Length, width, and shape of blocks shall be based on the provision of 
adequate lot size, street width, and circulation; and on the limitations of topography. 

b. Size - Blocks shall be sized in accordance with the Block Perimeter provisions within 
Section 4.0.60.n of Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with Development. 

Response: Not applicable. Compliance with block sizing requirements precluded by existing street 
development and presence of Dunawi Creek to the north of the development site. 

4.4.20-03 - Lot Requirements 

a. Size and Shape - Lot size, width, shape and orientation shall be appropriate for the 
location of the subdivision and for the Use Type contemplated. No lot shall be 
dimensioned to contain part of an existing or proposed street. All lots shall be 
buildable, and depth shall generally not exceed 2.5 times the average width. Lot sizes 

- - - shall not be less than required by this Code for the applicable zone. Depth and width of 

E 'tcr, 
properties resewed or laid out for commercial and industrial purposed shall be 

E adequate to provide for off-street parking and service facilities required by the type of 

r - use proposed, unless off-site parking is  approved per Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, 
g = - and Access Requirements. 

2 
Response: A variance is being requested from these requirements. Please see Part 111 of this narrative, 

pages 4-5. 

b. Access - Each lot shall abut a street other than an alley for a distance of at least 25 ft. 
unless: 

1. The lot i s  created through a Land Partition or Minor Replat, in  which chase Section 
4.4.30.01, below, shall apply; and/or 

2. The lots meet the exemption in "a" or "b," below: 

a) Residential lots involving Single-family Detached, Single-family Attached, two 
units; or Duplex dwellings, provided: 

1) Front doors are less than 100 ft. from a street and are accessed by a sidewalk 
or multi-use path; and 

2) Vehicular access is provided via an alley. 
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Response: 

C. 

Response: 

d. 

Response: 

e. 

Response: 

f. 

Response: 

g. 

Response: 

b) Commercial, Industrial, and Residential lots other than those described in "a" 
above, provided: 

1 )  Front doors are less than 200 ft. from a street and are accessed by a sidewalk 
or multi-use path; and 

2) Vehicular access is  provided via an alley. 

Complies. All lots that do not have 25' frontage on Country Club Drive meet the exemptions 
provided in 4.4.20-03b.2(a) and 4.4.20-03b.2(b). 

Through Lots - Through Lots shall be avoided except where essential to overcome 
specific disadvantages of topography and orientation. A planting screen easement at 
least 20 ft. wide shall be required between Through Lots and adjacent streets, in 
accordance with Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. No 
vehicular rights of access shall be permitted across this planting screen easement. All 
Through Lots with frontage parallel or approximately parallel streets shall provide the a 
required front yard on each street, except as specified in Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. - I - - 
Complies. No through lots are included in proposal. 

Lot Side Lines - Side lines of lots, as much as practicable, shall be at right angles to the 
street the lots face. 

Complies. All side lines of lots are to be at right angles to Country Club Drive. - - - 
C, 

II 

Lot Grading - Lot grading shall conform to Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions; and the City's excavation and fill provisions. 5 

8 
C, 

The project is intended to comply with all requirements of this section. ? 

Building Lines - Building setback lines may be established in a final plat of included in 
the covenants recorded as a part of a final plat. 

The project is intended to comply with all requirements of this section. 

Large Lots - In dividing land into large lots that have potential for future further 
Subdivision, a conversion plan shall be required. The conversion plan shall show street 
extensions, utility extensions, and lot patterns to indicate how the property may be 
developed to Comprehensive Plan densities and to demonstrate that the proposal will 
not inhibit development of adjacent lands. 

Not applicable. No lot is large enough to have potential for future Subdivision. 
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h. Minimum Assured Develoment Area - For property with Natural Hazards, and Natural 
Resources subject to Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development 
Provisions, Chapter 4.1 2 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, or Chapter 4.1 3 
- Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, lots created through a Subdivision, 
Partition, or Lot Line Adjustment process shall be consistent with the provisions of 
Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) are met <sic>. 

Response: Complies. Development is in compliance with the provisions of the referenced chapter 

CHAPTER 4.6 -SOLAR ACCESS 

Section 4.6.30 - PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

Residential Subdivisions and Planned Developments on parcels of more than one acre shall be 
designed so that Solar Access Protection, as defined in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions, i s  available 
consistent with the following: 

a. No reduction in Solar Access at ground level of the south face of existing residential 
- - - buildings adjacent to the development. 

E 0 
cu Response: Not applicable. The proposal is exempt per LDC Section 4.6.20-d. 
E I 
-t - g = b. Within Residential Subdivisions, a minimum of 80 percent of contain sufficient 

4 east/west dimension to allow orientation of the following minimum ground floor lengths 
of a building to use solar energy: 

4. 30 lineal ft. per unit for Single-family Detached dwelling units; and 

5. 15 lineal ft. per ground floor unit for dwelling units other than Single-family 
Detached dwelling units. 

Response: Not applicable. The proposal is exempt per 1 DC Section 4.6.20-d. 

CHAPTER 4.10 - PODS 

Section 4.1 0.50 - STANDARDS FOR DETACHED SINGLE-FAMILY, TWO-UNIT ATTACHED 
SINGLE FAMILY, AND DUPLEX RESIDENTIAL BUILDING TYPES 

4.1 0.50.01 - Building Orientation, Entrances, and Facades Adjacent to Pedestrian Areas 

All building orientations, facades, and entrances shall comply with the following standards. 

a. Orientation of Buildings - All dwellings shall be oriented to existing or proposed public 
or private streets, as outlined in this provision and in Chapter 4.4 - Land Division 
Standards, with the exception that Accessory Dwelling Units constructed in accordance 
with Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions may be accessed from an alley. Private streets 
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used to meet this standard must include the elements in Chapter 4.0 - Improvements 
Required with Development. See Chapter 4.0 for public and private street standards. 

The orientation standard of this Section is  satisfied with the provisions in "1" and "2" 
below are met. See Figure 4.1 0-1 - Allowed Access to Single-family Development When 
Lots Do Not Font Directly on a Street. 

1. Primary building entrances shall face the streets or be 
directly accessed by a sidewalk or multi-use path less than 
100 ft, long. 

Response: Complies. All primary building entrances are directly accessed by a sidewalk less than 100 ft. 
long. 

2. Primary dwelling unit entrances open directly to the 
outside and do not require passage through a garage or 
carport to gain access to the dwelling. 

Response: All primary dwelling unit entrances will open directly to the outside. 

b. Privacy - If the side wall of a dwelling or accessory dwelling is  
on or within three ft. of the property line, ground floor 
windows or other openings that allow for visibility into the side 
yard of the adjacent lot shall not be allowed. Windows that do 
not allow visibility into the side yard of the adjacent lot, such 
as a clerestory window or a translucent window, are allowed. 

Response: Not applicable. No dwelling or accessory dwelling has a side wall on or within 3 ft of the 
property line. 

c. Windows and Doors - Any facade facing streets, sidewalks, and 
multi-use paths shall contain a minimum area of 15 percent 
windows and/or doors. Facades referenced in this provision 
include garage facades. Cabled areas need not be included in the 
base wall calculation when determining this minimum 15 percent 
requirement. 

Response: The facades facing the streets and sidewalks will contain at least 15% windows 
and doors. Though the building elevations submitted do not indicate the 
requisite quantity of windows andlor doors, the six dwelling units facing Country 
Club Drive will be altered to meet the standard. The approval of this proposal is 
expected to be conditioned to require compliance with this standard at the time 
of development. 

d. Grading (Cuts and Fills) - Structures and on-site improvements 
shall be designed to fit the natural contours of the site and be 
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consistent with the Natural Hazards and Natural Resource 
Provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, 
and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and 
Wetland Provisions. 

Response: There exists on the site a portion of the Riparian Corridor for Dunawi Creek. No 
structures, impervious surfaces, grading, excavating, or placement of fill will be 
installed in this area, except as allowed by the MADA provisions per LDC Article 
4.13.50b6. There exists also on the site wetlands that are not locally protected 
per City Standards. Mitigation of those wetlands will be handled per DSL 
requirements. Otherwise, all grading will meet the requirements of LDC 4.5. See 
Attachment "0" for proposed finish grades and typical cuts and fills. 

4.10.50.02 - Maximum Widths of Street-facing CarageICarport, Placement, and 

- - Materials - 
$ Response: Not applicable. No garage facades are proposed to be oriented towards the 

Y 
L 

street. 
0 = 
C(I 
- 

+ 
2 4.1 0.50.03 - Menus for Pedestrian Features and Design Variety 

a. Pedestrian Features Menu - Each home shall incorporate a minimum of one 
of the following three pedestrian features. The applicant shall indicate 
proposed options on plans submitted for Building Permits. While not all of 
the of the pedestrian features are required, the inclusion of as many as 
possible is strongly encouraged. 

1 .  Elevated Finished Floor - An elevated finished floor a 
minimum of two ft. above the grade of the nearest street 
sidewalk or streetside multi-use path. 

Response: The first floor of the residences facing Country Club Drive are all elevated approximately 2' 
feet or more above grade. 

2. Front PorchesIPatios - A front porch or front patio for each 
ground floor dwelling unit, with a minimum size of six ft. 
deep by 10 ft. wide (60 sq. ft.), and with a minimum of 60 
percent of the porch or patio covered to provide weather 
protection. 

Response: Each residence will be provided with a covered porch that is at least 60 sq. ft. 
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Response: 

3. Sidewalk/Walkwav to Front Door: A minimum three%- 
wide walkway constructed of a permanent hard surface 
that i s  not gravel and that is located directly between the 
street sidewalk and the front door. This walkway shall not 
be part of the driveway area. 

A minimum 5' wide concrete sidewalk connects the street to the front door of each residence 
that faces Country Club Drive. 

b. Design Variety Menu - Roof forms shall be at least a 4:12 pitch. 
Additionally, each home shall incorporate a minimum of three of the 
following seven building design features. The applicant shall indicate 
proposed options on plans submitted for building permits. While not all of 
the design features are required, the inclusion of as many as possible is  
strongly encouraged. 

1. Increased Roof Pitch - A minimum 6:12 roof pitch. 

2. Eaves - Eaves with a minimum 18-in. overhang. - - - 
3. Buildinn Materials - At least two different types of building 

materials, including but not limited to stucco and wood, E: 
brick and stone, etc. Alternatively, they shall have a o = 
minimum of two different patterns of the same building m -  

material, such as scalloped wood and lap siding, e t ~ .  on 4 
facades facing streets. These requirements are exclusive of 
foundations and roofs, and pertain only to the walls of a 
structure. 

4. Trim - A minimum of 2.25411. trim or recess around 
windows and doors that face the street. Although not 
required, wider trim is strongly encouraged. 

5. Increased Windows - A minimum area of 20 percent 
windows and/or dwelling doors on facades facing streets, 
sidewalks, and multi-use paths. This provision includes 
garage facades. Cabled areas need not be included in the 
base wall calculation when determining this minimum 20 
percent calculation. 

6. Architectural Features - At least one architectural feature 
included on dwelling facades that face the street. 
Architectural features are defined as bay windows, oriels, 
covered porches greater than 60 sq. ft. in size, balconies 
above the first floor, dormers related to living space, or 
habitable cupolas. If a dwelling i s  oriented such that its 
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front facade, which includes the front door, is oriented to 
a sidewalk and no facades of the dwelling face a street, 
then the architectural feature may be counted if i t  i s  
located on the front facade. 

7. Architectural Details - Architectural details used 
consistently on dwelling facades that face streets. 
Architectural details are defined as exposed rafter or 
beam ends, eave brackets, windows with grids or true 
divided lights, or pergolas integrated into building 
facades. If a dwelling i s  oriented such that its front facade, 
which includes the front door, is oriented to a sidewalk 
and no facades of the dwelling face a street, then the 
architectural feature may be counted if it i s  located on the 
front facade. 

Response: The approval of this proposal is expected to be conditioned to require compliance with this 
standard at the time of development. 

Section 4.1 0.60 - STANDARDS FOR ATTACHED SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLINGS THREE 
UNITS OR GREATER, TOWNHOME, TRIPLEX, FOURPLEX, AND 
APARTMENT BUILDING TYPES 

4.1 0.60.01 - Building Orientation, Entrances, and Facades Adjacent to Pedestrian Areas 
g = 
+ 
3 All building orientations, facades, and entrances shall comply with the following standards. 

a. Orientation of Buildings - All dwellings shall be oriented to existing or proposed public 
or private streets, as outlined in this provision and in Chapter 4.4 - Land Division 
Standards, with the exception that Accessory Dwelling Units constructed in  accordance 
with Chapter 4.9 - Additional Provisions may be accessed from an alley. Private streets 
used to meet this standard must include the elements in Chapter 4.0 - Improvements 
Required with Development. See Chapter 4.0 for public and private street standards. 

Response: All buildings can be directly accessed from Country Club Drive via a sidewalk less than 200' 
long, and have vehicular access provided by an alley per LDC Section 4.4.20.03. b.2(b). 

3. Primary building entrances shall face the streets or be 
directly accessed by a sidewalk or multi-use path less than 
200 ft, long, as shown in Figure 4.10-13 - Primary Building 
Entrances Within 200 Ft. of the Street, below. Primary 
entrances may provide access to individual units, clusters 
of units, courtyard dwellings, or common lobbies. 
Entrances shall open directly to the outside and shall not 
require passage through a garage or carport to gain access 
to the doorway. 
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Response: All primary building entrances can be directly accessed from Country Club Drive via a sidewalk 
less than 200' long. 

4. Open courtyard space may increase up to 50 percent of the 
building front beyond the maximum setback, as shown in 
Figure 4.1 0-1 4 - Open Courtyards, below. Open courtyard 
space i s  usable space that shall include pedestrian 
amenities such as benches, seating walls, or similar 
furnishings, and shall include landscaping. For example, an 
apartment building in a Mixed Use Residential Zone is 
required to have a front yard setback of no more than 15 ft. 
I f  a developer desires to construct a u-shaped building with 
a pedestrian courtyard in the center, then one-half the 
width of the building, based upon the lineal footage of the 
building's street frontage, could be located farther back 
than the maximum setback of 15 ft. 

Response: No open courtyard space is proposed. The proposal does not include a "U" 
shaped building. 

5. Off-street parking and vehicular circulation shall not be 
placed between buildings and the streets to which those 
buildings are primarily oriented, except for driveway 
parking associated with single family development. See 
Figure 4.10-13- Primary Building Entrances Within 200 Ft. 
of the Street for compliant locations of parking and 
circulation. An exception may also be granted for up to two 
parking spaces per dwelling unit for Duplexes and 
Triplexes, provided these spaces are within driveway areas 
designed to serve individual units within the Duplexes or 
Triplexes, as shown in  Figure 4.1 0-1 5 - Driveway Exception 
for Duplexes and Triplexes, on the next page. Parking to 
the side of buildings is allowed in limited situations, as 
outlined in Section 4.1 0.60.02 below. 

Response: There is no off-street parking proposed between the building and the street. 

b. Percentage of Frontage - On sites with 100 ft. or more of public 
or private street frontage, at least 50 percent of the site 
frontage width shall be occupied by buildings placed within the 
maximum setback established for the zone, except that 
variations from this provision shall be allowed as outlined in 
Section 4.10.60.01 .a.2, above. See Figure 4.10-16 - Portion of 
Building Required in Setback Area on Sites with At Least 100 ft. 
of Frontage. For sites with less than 100 ft. of public or private 
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street frontage, at least 40 percent of the site frontage width 
shall be occupied by buildings placed within the maximum 
setback established for the zone, except that variations from 
this provision shall be allowed as outlined in Section 
4.10.60.01.a.2, above. See Figure 4.10-1 7 - Portion of Building 
Required in Setback Area on Sites with Less Than 100 ft. of 
Frontage. 

Response: The site has approximately 550' of frontage on Country Club Drive. Of this, 2 76' is occupied 
by buildings located at a maximum distance of 8', which is the maximum setback for the 
underlying RS-6 zone. This results in 50.2% of the frontage containing buildings. Therefore, 
the proposal is in compliance with the above standard. 

e. Windows and Doors - Any facade facing streets, sidewalks, and 
multi-use paths shall contain a minimum area of 15 percent 
windows and/or doors. This provision includes garage facades. 
Gabled areas need not be included in the base wall calculation 
when determining this minimum 15 percent requirement. 

- - Response: The facades facing the streets and sidewalks will contain at least 75% windows - 
ti a 

and doors. Though the building elevations submitted do not indicate the 

g 3 requisite quantity of windows and/or doors, the six dwelling units facing Country 

r: I 
Club Drive will be altered to meet the standard. The approval of this proposal is 

0 = 
m -  expected to be conditioned to require compliance with this standard at the time 

4 of development. 

f. Grading (Cuts and Fills) - Structures and on-site improvements 
shall be designed to fit the natural contours of the site and be 
consistent with the Natural Hazards and Natural Resource 
Provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, 
and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA), Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation 
Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian Corridor and 
Wetland Provisions. 

Response: There exists on the site a portion of the Riparian Corridor for Dunawi Creek. No 
structures, impervious surfaces, grading, excavating, or placement of fill will be 
installed in this area, except as allowed by the MADA provisions per LDC Article 
4.73.50b6. There exists also on the site wetlands that are not locally protected 
per City Standards. Mitigation of those wetlands will be handled per DSL 
requirements. Otherwise, all grading will meet the requirements of LDC 4.5. See 
Attachment "0" for proposed finish grades and typical cuts and fills. 

4.10.60.02 - Parking Location 
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a. Standards 

1. Parking lots shall be placed to the rear of buildings. 
Ministerial exceptions to this standard allow parking to the 
side of a building if required parking cannot be 
accommodated to the rear. These ministerial exceptions 
may be granted in the following cases: 

a) Where lot depth i s  less than 75 ft.; 

b) Where parking on the side would preserve Natural 
Hazards or Natural Resources that exist to the rear of 
a site, and that would be disturbed by the creation of 
parking to the rear of structures on a site; 

C) Where a common outdoor space at least 200 sq. ft. i s  
proposed to the rear of a site, and parking in  the rear 
would prohibit the provision of this common outdoor - - 
space area for residents of a development site; and/or - 

-z b 
L 
a "N 

d) Where parking on the side would solve proximity E , 
r, 
0 - issues between dwelling unit entrances and parking a - 

spaces. A proximity issue in this case involves a 
situation where a parking lot to the rear is in excess of 

4 
100 ft. from the entrances to the dwelling units being 
served by the parking lot. 

Response: Complies. All parking lots are proposed to be placed to the rear of buildings. 

2. On corner lots, parking areas shall not be located within 
30 ft. of a roadway intersection, as measured from the 
center of the curb radius to the edge of the parking area's 
curb or wheel stop. 

Response: Not applicable. 

4.10.60.03 - Ratio of CarageICarport Facade to Street, Placement, and 
Materials 

Response: Not applicable. No garage facades are proposed to be oriented towards the 
street. 

4.1 0.60.04 - Menus for Pedestrian Features and Design Variety 

c. Pedestrian Features Menu for Triplexes, Fourplexes, and 
Townhomes - Each Triplex, Fourplex, or Townhome shall 
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incorporate a minimum of one of the following three pedestrian 
features. The applicant shall indicate proposed options on plans 
submitted for Building Permits. While not all of the pedestrian 
features are required, the inclusion of as many as possible is 
encouraged. 

1. Elevated Finished Floor - An elevated finished 
floor a minimum of two ft. above the grade of the 
nearest street sidewalk or streetside multi-use 
path. 

Response: The first floor of the residences facing Country Club Drive are all elevated approximately 2' 
feet or more above grade. 

2. Front PorchesIPatios - A front porch or front patio 
for each ground floor dwelling unit, with a 
minimum size of six ft. deep by 10 ft. wide (60 sq. 
ft.), and with a minimum of 60 percent of the 
porch or patio covered to provide weather 

- - - protection. 

-E !g 
a Response: Each residence will be provided with a covered porch that is at least 60 sq.  ft. 
E I r: 
0 = 
m - 3. SidewalWalkway to Front Door: A minimum 
4 three-ft.-wide walkway constructed of a 

permanent hard surface that is not gravel and 
that i s  located directly between the street 
sidewalk and the front door. This walkway shall 
not be part of the driveway area. 

Response: A minimum 5' wide concrete sidewalk connects the street to the front door of each residence 
that faces Country Club Drive. 

d. Design Variety Menu - Roof forms shall be at least a 4:12 pitch 
with at least a six-in. overhang. Mixed use buildings may provide 
flat roofs with a decorative cap, such as a parapet or cornice, that 
i s  a distinctive element from the main wall of the building. 
Additionally, each structure shall incorporate a minimum of four of 
the following eight building design features. The applicant shall 
indicate proposed options on plans submitted for building permits. 
While not all of the design features are required, the inclusion of 
as many as possible is strongly encouraged. 

Trim - A minimum of 2.25-in. trim or recess 1 -  - 
around windows and doors that face the street. 
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Although not required, wider trim is strongly 
encouraged. 

8. Building and Roof Articulation - Exterior building 
elevations that incorporate design features such 
as off-sets, balconies, projections, window 
reveals, or similar elements to preclude large 
expanses of uninterrupted building surfaces, 
Along the vertical face of a structure, such 
features shall be designed to occur on each floor 
and at a minimum of every 45 ft. To satisfy this 
requirement, at least two of the following three 
choices shall be incorporated into the 
development: 

a) Off-sets or breaks in roof elevation of three ft. or more 
in height, cornices two ft, or more in height, or at least 
two-ft. eaves; 

b) Recesses, such as decks, patios, courtyards, entrances, 
etc., with a minimum depth of two ft. and minimum 
length of four ft.; and/or 

C) Extensions/projections, such as floor area, porches, bay 
windows, decks, entrances, etc., that have a minimum 
depth of two ft. and minimum length of four ft. 

- 
9. Building Materials - Buildings shall have a minimum of - - 

two different types of building materials on facades facing E a 
streets, including but not limited to stucco and wood, f 2 
brick and stone, etc. Alternatively, they shall have a I 

0 = 
m - 

minimum of two different patterns of the same building 
material, such as scalloped wood and lap siding, etc. on 4 
facades facing streets. These requirements are exclusive of 
foundations and roofs, and pertain only to the walls of a 
structure. 

10.lncreased Eaves Width - Eaves with a minimum 18-in. 
overhang. 

11. Increased Windows - A minimum area of 20 percent 
windows and/or dwelling doors on facades facing streets, 
sidewalks, and multi-use paths. This provision includes 
garage facades. Cabled areas need not be included in the 
base wall calculation when determining this minimum 20 
percent calculation. 
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12.lncreased Roof Pitch - A minimum 6:12 roof pitch with at 
least a six-in. overhang. 

,Architectural Features - At least one architectural feature 
included on dwelling facades that face the street. 
Architectural features are defined as bay windows, oriels, 
covered porches greater than 60 sq. ft. in size, balconies 
above the first floor, dormers related to living space, or 
habitable cupolas. If a dwelling is oriented such that its 
front facade, which includes the front door, is oriented to 
a sidewalk and no facades of the dwelling face a street, 
then the architectural feature may be counted i f  it i s  
located on the front facade. 

14.Architectural Details - Architectural details used 
consistently on dwelling facades that face streets. 
Architectural details are defined as exposed rafter or 
beam-ends, eave brackets, windows with grids or true 
divided lights, or pergolas integrated into building 
facades. If a dwelling is  oriented such that its front facade, 
which includes the front door, i s  oriented to a sidewalk 
and no facades of the dwelling face a street, then the 
architectural feature may be counted if it is located on the 
front facade. 

Response: The approval of this proposal is expected to be conditioned to require compliance with this 
standard at the time of development. 

4.1 0.60.05 - Service Areas and Roof-Mounted Equipment 

a. Service Areas - When provided, service areas such as trash 
receptacles shall be located to provide truck access and shall not be 
placed within any required setback area. When located outside a 
setback area, but within five1 0 ft. of a property line, such service areas 
shall be screened on all sides with a solid fence or wall at least one ft. 
higher than the equipment within the service area and also screened 
with landscaping in accordance with landscape screening provisions of 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. When 
located outside a setback area, but greater than 10 ft. from a property 
line, such service area shall still be screened, but may be screened 
with landscaping only, provided it is in accordance with landscape 
screening provisions of Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lighting. 

Ash wood Preserve Subdivision ~ ~ ~ t ~ t i , , ~  CB mhrliVi~ion Plat 

J -97 Page 49 



Service areas for residential building types other than single-family, 
duplex, and triplex units shall be located a minimum of 20 ft. from 
both on-site and off-site residential buildings. Transformers shall also 
be screened with landscaping. When service areas are provided within 
alleys, the alleys shall be constructed in accordance with the 
provisions in Chapter 4.0 - Improvements Required with 
Development. 

Response: No service areas are proposed. Individual trash and recycling pick up to be provided for each 
unit. Electrical power transformers will be screened with landscaping as required above and 
as allowed by serving utility. 

e. Roof-Mounted Equipment - Roof-mounted equipment, such as 
heating, ventilation, air conditioning equipment, etc., shall be 
screened by providing screening features at least equal in height to 
the equipment and constructed of materials used in  the building's 
exterior construction. Screening features include features such as a 
parapet, wall, or other sight-blocking feature. The roof-mounted 
equipment shall be painted to match the roof. - - - 

Response: Not applicable. No roof-mounted equipment is proposed. 

4.1 0.60.06 - Pedestrian Circulation 

a. Applicability - These additional pedestrian circulation standards 
apply to all residential developments with eight or more units. 

b. Standards 

1 .  Continuous Internal Sidewalks - Continuous 
internal sidewalks shall be provided throughout 
the site. Discontinuous internal sidewalks shall be 
permitted only where stubbed to a future internal 
sidewalk on abutting properties, future phases on 
the property, or abutting recreation areas and 
pedestrian connections. 

Response: Continuous internal sidewalks are provided throughout the site. 

2. Separation from Buildings - Internal sidewalks 
shall be separated a minimum of five ft. from 
dwellings, measured from the sidewalk edge 
closest to any dwelling unit. This standard does 
not apply to the following: 
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a) Sidewalks along public or private streets 
used to meet building orientation standard; 
or 

b) Mixed-use buildings and multi-family 
densities exceeding 30 units per acre. 

Response: All internal sidewalks are located at least 5' away from any dwelling unit. 

c. Connectivity- The internal sidewalk system shall 
connect all abutting streets to primary building 
entrances. The internal sidewalk system shall conned 
all buildings on the site and shall conned the dwelling 
units to parking areas, bicycle parking, storage areas, 
all recreational facility and common areas, and 
abutting public sidewalks and multi-use paths. 

Response: The internal sidewalk system as proposed is in compliance with the above 
standard. 

f. Sidewalk and Multi-use Path Surface Treatment - 
Public internal sidewalks shall be concrete and shall be 
at least five ft. wide. Private internal sidewalks shall be 
concrete, or masonry; and shall be at least five ft. 
wide. Public multi-use paths, such as paths for 
bicycles, pedestrians, and emergency vehicles, shall be 
concrete and shall be at least 12 ft. wide. Private multi- 
use paths shall be of the same materials as private 
sidewalks, or asphalt, and shall be at least 12 ft. wide. 
All materials used for sidewalks and multi-use paths 
shall meet City Engineering standards. 

Response: The internal sidewalk system is proposed to be a minimum of 5' wide and 
constructed of permeable concrete. 

-- 

g. Crossings - Where internal sidewalks cross a vehicular 
circulation area or parking aisle, they shall be clearly 
marked with contrasting paving materials. Additional 
use of other measures to clearly mark a crossing, such 
as an elevation change, speed humps, or striping i s  
encouraged. 

Response: Not applicable. No internal sidewalk crosses any vehicle circulation area or 
parking aisle. 
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h. Safety Adjacent to Vehicular Areas - Where internal 
sidewalks parallel and abut a vehicular circulation 
area, sidewalks shall be raised a minimum of six in., or 
shall be separated from the vehicular circulation area 
by a minimum six-in. raised curb. In addition to this 
requirement, a landscaping strip at least five ft. wide, 
or wheel stops with landscaping strips at least four ft. 
wide, shall be provided to enhance the separation of 
vehicular from pedestrian facilities. 

Response: Not applicable. No internal sidewalk parallels and abuts any vehicle circulation 
area. 

i. Lighting - Lighting shall be provided consistent with 
the lighting provisions in Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Lighting. - - - 

Response: All lighting will be installed in compliance with the requirements put forth in LDC F "rc.> 

Section 4.2.80. The approval of this proposal is expected to be conditioned to 
f % 
-t I 

require compliance with this standard at the time of development. o m = - 

3. Approval Criterion 
4 

2. Preservation and/or protection of Significant Natural Features, consistent with Chapter 4.2 - 
Landscaping, Buffering, Screening, and Lighting, Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA), 
Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian 
Corridor and Wetland Provisions. Streets shall also be designed along contours, and 
structures shall be designed to fit the topography of the site to ensure compliance with 
these Code Standards; 

Response: See below: 

CHAPTER 4.2 - LANDSCAPINC/LICHTINC 

4.2.20.d - Protection of Significant Tree and Significant Shrub Specimens 

Outside of Inventoried Areas of the Adopted Natural Features 

lnventory Map dated December 20,2004 - 

1. Significant Tree and Significant Shrub specimens outside the 

areas inventoried as part of the Natural Features Inventory 

should be preserved to the greatest extent practicable and 

integrated into the design of a development. See Adopted 

Natural Features Inventory Map dated December 20, 2004, for 
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information regarding areas inventoried as part of the Natural 

Features Inventory. See also the definitions for Significant 

Shrub and Significant Tree in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions. 

Response: Not Applicable. There are no Significant Shrubs or Significant Trees located within the area 
proposed for development on the site. 

CHAPTER 4.5 - HAZARD/HILLSIDE DEVELOPMENT 

4.5.50 STANDARDS FOR AREAS OF SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD - 100-YEAR FLOOD 
PLGlN 

4.5.50.06 - Standards in the 0.2-ft Floodway - 

Response: Not Applicable. No encroachment into the 0.24 Floodway or Watercourse alterations are 
proposed. 

4.5.50.07 -Standards in  High Protection Floodway Fringe Areas - 

b. Building, Paving, and Grading Activities - Within High Protection Floodway 
Fringe Areas, the placement of structures or impervious surfaces, as well as 
grading, excavation, and the placement of fill i s  prohibited except as stated 
below. Exceptions to the Floodway Fringe restrictions may be made for the 
purposes identified in items 1-7 of this Section, provided they are designed and 
constructed to minimize adverse impacts to Stormwater and Floodplain 
Functions within the Floodway Fringe, and comply with the mandatory 
construction standards in 4.5.50.08.b and 4.5.50.08.c. 

8. Development associated with the Minimum Assured Development Area 
that would be allowed in accordance with Chapter 4.11 - Minimum 
Assured Development Area (MADA.) 

Response: No placement of structures or impervious surfaces, grading, excavation, or placement of fill are 
to be performed except as allowed per Chapter 4.11. See Attachment 'y", Subdivision Site 
Plan and Figure " 7  ", MADA Calculation Table. 

4.5.50.08 -Standards in Partial Protection Floodway Fringe Areas - 

b. Parking Limitation - to Reduce Impervious Surface Area in the Floodplain 
- 

Response: Not Applicable. No parking lot is proposed in the Floodway Fringe. 

c. Construction Standards within the 100-year Floodplain 
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Response: Not Applicable. No structures or utilities or proposed to be placed in the 100-year 
Floodplain. 

CHAPTER 4.1 1 - MINIMUM ASSURED DEVELOPMENT AREA - MADA 

4.1 1.40 Submittal Requirements for Determining Minimum Assured Development Area 

Proposals for development of properties containing Natural Resources and 
Natural Hazards identified in Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Provisions, 
and/or Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions shall contain 
the following information: 

a. Description of the land on which the proposed development i s  to take place, 
including address, lot, block, tract, Assessor's Map and Tax Lot number, or 
similar description. 

Response: Figure " I  /', MADA Calculation table. 

b. Narrative - A narrative that includes: 

1. A description or table identifying the allowed Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA) for the site, calculated in accordance with the 
provisions of this Chapter; and 

- 
2. The extent of any proposed encroachments into the protected Natural = 

+ 
Resource and Natural Hazard areas. s 

a, 

!i 
Response: Figure "1 ", MADA Calculation table. 

c. Map information and supporting data to support any Map Refinement requests a 
being submitted in conjunction with a request to determine the MADA on a site. 

Response: Not Applicable. 

d. Site Plans - Site plans drawn to scale and showing existing conditions. The 
plans shall be no larger than 24 by 36 in. and shall include a copy reduced to 
either 8.5 by 11 in. or to 11 by 17 in. The site plan shall show: 

1. Date, scale, scale bar, and north arrow; 

2. Relationship of the site to adjoining properties, streets, alleys, structures, 
public utilities, and drainageways; 

3. Property lines and dimensions; 
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4. Location and extend of each of the Natural Hazards identified as Highly 
Protected on the Natural Hazard Map, both on and within 150 ft. of the 
site; 

5.  Location and extend of each of the Natural Hazards identified as Partially 
Protected on the Natural Hazard Map, both on and within 150 ft. of the 
site; 

6. Location and extend of each of the Natural Resources identified as Highly 
Protected on the Significant Vegetation Map, both on and within 150 ft. of 
the site; 

7. Location and extend of each of the Natural Resources identified as 
Partially Protected on the Significant Vegetation Map, both on and within 
150 ft. of the site; 

8. Public and private roadways and driveways; 

9. Location and extent of required Department of State Lands and/or U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers Wetland mitigation areas located on the site 
and/or a permit indicating any off-site mitigation acreage requirements. 

10. Vehicle and pedestrian access points and accessways. 

11. Public and private easements and labels as to the purpose of the 
easements; 

12. Existing structures, including fences and walls; 

13. Existing off-street parking facilities; and 

14. Any dedications that exist on the site. 

Response: Attachment ")", Subdivision Site Plan. 

e. Site Plans with Preservation Information - Site plans indicating the proposed 
development and the areas of preservation. The plans shall be no larger than 24 
by 36 in. and shall include a copy reduced to either 8.5 by 11 in. or to 1 1  by 17 
in. The site plan shall include the information required in Section 4.1 1.40.d and 
the following: 

I .  Proposed development and disturbance areas; 

2. If grading is  to occur, a grading plan showing existing and finished 
contours on the site, at two-ft. contour intervals; 
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3. Location and extent of the proposed encroachment into the protected 
Natural Resources and Natural Hazards and area calculations of the 
encroachment into each specific protected Natural Resource and Natural 
Hazard, as listed in Section 4.1 1.50.04. 

Response: Attachment "J", Subdivision Site Plan and Attachment "O", Conceptual Grading Plan. 

f. Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) Calculations - Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA) calculations to include: 

1 .  Acreage of the lot, parcel, or development site; 

Response: Figure " 7  ", MADA Calculation table. 

2. Current Zoning Map designations of the site. 

Response: Figure " 7  /', MADA Calculation table. 

3. Acreage and Percentage Coverage of the Site for - 

a) The aggregate of the Highly Proteded Natural Resources and Natural 
Hazards; and 

Response: Figure " 7  /', MADA Calculation table. 

b) The Net Aggregate Natural Feature Area of the Partially Protected 
Natural Resources and Natural Hazards. This net aggregate excludes 
Partially Protected Natural Resources and Natural Hazards that are 
located in the same physical location as Highly Proteded Natural 
Resources and Natural Hazards. See Chapter 1.6 - Definitions for the 
definition of Net Aggregate Natural Feature Area; 

Response: Not Applicable. 

4. Acreage and percent coverage of the site for areas that are inaccessible 
due to the location of the protected Natural Resources and Natural 
Hazards; 

Response: Not Applicable. 

5.  Acreage of the portion(s) of public right-of-way dedication that is: 

a) For roadways that are identified in the Corvallis Transportation Plan 
and are located outside of the protected Natural Resources and 
Natural Hazards areas; and 
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b) Limited to the acreage associated with the extra-capacity aspect of 
roadways identified in "a," above. This extra-capacity aspect includes 
acreage in excess of that required for a Local Street; 

Response: Figure "I ", MADA Calculation table. 

6. Acreage of Wetland mitigation areas required to allow construction of the 
publicly dedicated road improvements in "5," above, to, and through the 
site. The Wetland mitigation area acreage is  limited to that specifically 
needed for the extra-capacity portion of the road improvements, as 
described in "5," above. 

Response: 

- Response: 
- - 

Response: 

Response: 

Not Applicable. 

7. Acreage of on-site and off-site Wetland mitigation areas not already 
covered in "6", above, and identification of where any off-site mitigation 
acres will be located; 

See Attached DSL Permit Application. 

8. Acreage and percentage of site that i s  not constrained by "3," through 
7," above; 

Figure " 7  ", MADA Calculation table. 

9. Minimum and maximum residential density calculations for the site; 

Figure " I  ", MADA Calculation table. 

10. Allowed Minimum Assured Development Areas (MADA) in accordance 
with Section 4.11.50, and proposed number of dwelling units for 
Residential Uses; 

Figure " I  ", MADA Calculation table. 

11. Allowed Minimum Assured Development Areas (MADA) in accordance 
with Section 4.11.50, and gross square footage of the development for 
nonresidential Uses; 

Response: Not Applicable. 

12. Acreage of the encroachment into each Natural Resource and Natural 
Hazard protected in Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions, Chapter 4.1 2 - Significant Vegetation Protection 
Provisions, and Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions; 
and the net cumulative area of the encroachments; and 
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Response: Figure "7 ", MADA Calculation table. 

13. Acreage remaining of each of the protected Natural Resources and 
Natural Hazards on the site. 

Response: Figure "I ", MADA Calculation table. 

Section 4.1 1.50 - STANDARDS FOR MINIMUM ASSURED DEVELOPMENT AREA 

4.1 1.50.01 - Natural Resources and Natural Hazards Coverage and Unconstrained Area - 

a. Determining Natural Resource and Natural Hazard Coverage - The Natural 
Resources and Natural Hazards Coverage for a site is  composed of: 

1. The areas identified as Highly Protected Natural Resources and Natural 
Hazards in Chapter 4.5- Natural Hazard and Hillside Development 
Provisions, Chapter 4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, 
and Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions; cn 

0 
h] 

2. The 25-ft. setbacwbuffer area of Partially Protected Riparian Corridors; 1 - - - 

3. Areas of Partially Protected Significant Vegetation, consistent with Chapter 
4.1 2 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions; and 

4. Areas that are not covered by Natural Resources and Natural Hazards, but - 
that cannot be accessed or served with public utilities without = 

C, 

encroaching into, or crossing over, protected Natural Resources and r 
Natural Hazards. i! 

r 
0 

Response: Figure " I  ", MADA Calculation table. m 
CI z 

b. Determining Unconstrained Area - The Unconstrained Area of a site is that 
portion which is not included in the Natural Resources and Natural Hazards 
coverage, as determined by the provisions of "a" above. 

Response: Figure " 7  ", MADA Calculation table. 

4.1 1.50.02 - Calculation of the Base Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) 

a. Residential Sites -The base Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) for a 
residential site shall be calculated by multiplying the acreage of the site by the 
Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) per acre as shown in Table 4.1 1 -  
1 Determining Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) for Residential 
Zones, below. Acreage calculations shall be rounded to two decimal points. If 
a site contains multiple zones, the base Minimum Assured Development Area 

Ashwood Preserve Subdivision 

J-106 
Tentative Subdivision Plat 

Page 58 



for each zone shall be determined. The total base Minimum Assured 
Development Area shall be the sum of the base Minimum Assured 
Development Areas for all the zones. 

Response: Figure "I ", MADA Calculation table. Credit available through Section 4.1 7.50.02(c) amounts 
to 9,426 sq. ft., all of it qualitjing under Category I, the area of public right-of-way 
dedications resulting from a required width in excess of the width needed for a local street, 
provided the required street is identified in the Corvallis Transportation Plan. 

b. Nonresidential Sites - The base Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) 
for a nonresidential site shall be calculated by multiplying the acreage of the 
site by the Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) per acre as shown in 
Table 4.1 1 -2 Determining Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) for 
Nonresidential Zones, below. Acreage calculations shall be rounded to two 
decimal points. If a site contains multiple zones, the base Minimum Assured 
Development Area for each zone shall be determined. The total base Minimum 
Assured Development Area shall be the sum of the base Minimum Assured 
Development Areas for all the zones. 

- - Response: Not Applicable. - 
* : z 
E ?  
JZ - 4.1 1.50.04 - Priority of Encroachments into Protected Natural Resource and Natural Hazard 
g = Areas 

a. Encroachments shall be allowed only to the minimum extent necessary to 
achieve the MADA. 

Response: Complies. Encroachment does not exceed that which is necessary to achieve MADA. 

b. All unconstrained lands shall be used before encroachments can occur, with the 
exception of areas described in Section 4.1 1.50.01 .b. 

Response: Complies. All unconstrained land is used. 

c. Order of Encroachments - Encroachments shall occur sequentially into the areas 
of protected Natural Resources and Protected Natural Hazards based upon the 
priorities presented below, with encroachments into areas identified in Section 
4.1 1.50.04c.1 first, and Section 4.1 1.50.roachments into areas identified in 
Section 4.1 1.50.04c.l first, and Section 4.1 1.50.04 c.2.1 last. Encroachments into 
areas described in each subsection shall also occur in the order presented 
starting from the top of the list. 

1. Access Encroachments - Encroachments are allowed to provide access to 
areas that do not contain Natural Resources and Protected Natural Hazards 
as defined in Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development 
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Provisions, Chapter 4.1 2 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, and 
Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, where such areas 
cannot be accessed and/or served with public utilities without encroaching 
into or crossing over the protected Natural Resources and Natural Hazards. 
Such access encroachments shall meet the following standards: 

a) The access encroachment area shall be less than 25 percent of the non- 
constrained area being accessed via the access encroachment, unless " b" 
below applies; 

b) The access encroachment area for an access drivewaylroadway may be 
increased to 35 percent of the non-constrained area being accessed, if 
necessary to meet the maximum slope standards listed in Chapter 4.5 - 
Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions; 

c) Access roadways/driveways shall provide shared access to the lotslparcels 
being developed; and 

-C 

CD 
C\I d) The access roadway serving four or more residential lotslparcels, six or , 

more dwelling units, andlor any nonresidential sites shall use the : 
minimum allowed street width with sidewalks on both sides, no 
landscape strips, and no on-street parking. 

Response: Not Applicable. The site contains no unconstrained areas that can be accessed via a - 
constrained portion of the site. - - 

* 
c 

2. Development Encroachments - E 
I: 
0 

a) Partially Protected Significant Vegetation, in addition to that already 
allowed in Chapter 4.1 2 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions; a 

b) Highly Protected Significant Vegetation; 

C) Highly Protected 100-yr. Floodway Fringe areas; 

d) Proximate Wetlands - Jurisdictional Wetlands associated with Riparian 
Corridors, including Wetlands not determined to be Locally Significant; 

e) Protected Locally Significant Wetlands; 

f) Protected Locally Significant Wetlands of Special Concern; 

g) Riparian Corridors of the Marys River and the Willamette River; 
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h) Riparian Corridors of local Streams with a corridor width of 100 ft. from 
Top-of-bank on each side of the stream, as shown on the Riparian 
Corridors and Wetlands Map; 

i) Riparian Corridors of local Streams with a corridor width of 75 ft. from 
Top-of-bank on each side of the stream, as shown on the Riparian 
Corridors and Wetlands Map; 

j) Riparian Corridors of local Streams with a corridor width of 50 ft. from 
Top-of-bank on each side of the stream, as shown on the Riparian 
Corridors and Wetlands Map; 

k) The 25-ft. setbacklbuffer within Partially Protected Riparian Corridors 
shown on the Riparian Corridors and Wetlands Map, but not in a manner 
that conflicts with Section 4.1 1.50.05.c; and then 

I) Areas with existing landslides, consistent with the development standards 
contained in Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development 
Provisions. 

Response: Complies. The site does not contain any Significant Vegetation, Highly Protected 100-yr. 
Floodway Fringe, Proximate Wetland or Locally Protected Wetland areas. All encroachment is 

- - - into Locally Protected Wetland of Specific Concern areas. 

3. Allowance under these provisions for development to encroach into 
otherwise protected Natural Resources and Natural Hazards does not 
remove the necessity that development shall comply with all other standards 
of this Code. 

Response: Complies. Development complies with all other standards, except as discussed in Part 111 of 
this narrative. 

CHAPTER 4.12 - SIGNIFICANT VEGETATION 

4.12.50.b Within Significant Vegetation Areas, the activities in "1" through "5", below, are 
prohibited unless they are specifically exempted in Section 4.12.30, or are 
allowed as a result of the approval of a Significant Vegetation Management Plan, 
a land use development permit, or a construction permit. See Section 4.12.90 - 
Standards for Significant Vegetation Management Plans. 

1. Removing, damaging, destroying, or cutting any tree greater than four in. 
caliper as measured four ft. above Natural Grade; 

2. Removing, damaging, destroying any shrub over four ft. in height; 

3. Removing any ground covers or soil; 
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4. Preparing a site for development, such as excavating, grading, clearing, 
etc,; and 

5.  Constructing fences over four ft. in height or of a material that will 
prevent small animal passage. 

Response: Not Applicable. There are no Significant Vegetation Areas located on the site. 

CHAPTER 4.13 - MINIMUM RIPARIAN CORRIDOR AND WETLAND PROVISIONS 

4.13.50 USE LIMITATIONS AND EXCEPTIONS WITHIN HIGHLY PROTECTED RIPARIAN 
CORRIDORS AND RI PARIAN-RELATED AREAS 

4.13.50b Building, Paving, and Grading Activities - The placement of structures or 
impervious surfaces, as well as grading, excavation, and the placement of fill are 
prohibited. Exceptions to the drainageway restrictions may be made for the 
purposes identified in items 1-7 of this Section, provided they are designed and 
constructed to minimize adverse impacts to Riparian Corridors and Riparian- 
related Areas. 

6. Development associated with the Minimum Assured Development Area 
that would be allowed in accordance with Chapter 4.11 - Minimum 
Assured Development Area (MADA); and 

Response: No placement of structures or impervious surfaces, grading, excavation, or placement of fill are 
to be performed except as allowed per Chapter 4.7 7. See Attachment '7: Subdivision Site 
Plan and Figure " 7  ", MADA Calculation Table. 

4. Approval Criterion - - - 
3. Land uses shall be those that are outright permitted by the existing underlying zoning 

designation. E ?  
L 
0 = 

Response: The use proposed is permitted outright in the underlying zoning designation. m - * 
3 

5. Approval Criterion 

4. Excavation and grading shall not change hydrology in terms of water quantity and quality 
that supports existing Locally Significant Wetlands and/or Riparian Corridors that are subject 
to Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 

Response: A variance is being requested for this requirement. Please see Part 111 of this narrative, page 7 .  

Ashwood Preserve Subdivision Tentative Subdivision Plat 
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PART Ill 

DEVIA TIONS FROM STANDARDS 

DEVIATION: Change to Hydrology 

2.4.30.04-b4 - Excavation and grading shall not change hydrology in terms of water quantity 
and quality that supports existing Locally Significant Wetlands and/or Riparian Corridors that 
are subject to Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions. 

Response: This proposal includes the filling of a jurisdictional wetland. The applicant acknowledges 
that a condition of approval for this development will be the issuance of a fill permit by the 
Corps of Engineers and the Division of State Lands. These agencies, as part of that 
permitting process, require storm water management plans and consideration of 
maintaining historic flows to wetland areas. The stormwater master plans submitted for 
review will include, per DEQ requirements, a plan indicating drainage flow directions, 
discharge locations, elevations showing direction of stream and surface flows, location and 
size of nearest facilities, nearest downstream waterbody, and the location and type of 
construction of Best Management Plans (BMP's), as well as a description of the BMP's to 
insure adequate capacity, proper function, and appropriate design for the site such that 
quality, quantity, and seasonality of pre-construction hydrologic conditions are mimicked. 
Therefore, the fulfillment of the State and Federal permitting process will satis+ the intent 
of assuring hydrology to the existing wetlands and riparian areas is not significantly altered. 

The applicant proposes to use pervious pavement for the alley, driveways, and walkways 
associated with the internal pedestrian circulation system. Pervious pavement itself is 
considered by King's County and the City of Portland to serve as a stormwater quality 
mechanism, due to the fact that its design allows the percolation of stormwater through 
the pavement. The installation of pervious pavement serves to achieve the following 
stormwater management goals: impervious area reduction, pollution reduction, flow 
control, and destinationldisposal. All of these will help replicate existing stormwater flows 
and functions in the area. 

The only stormwater that will need to  be discharged into the wetlands will therefore be the 
roof drains of the dwelling units, which are considered a non-polluting source. The roof 
drainage will be collected in pipes under the alleys, and held in detention facilities before 
being released into the wetlands. As per the above discussion of the stormwater master 
plan, the detention system will be designed so that quality, quantity, and seasonality of 
pre-construction conditions will be mimicked. 

DEVIATION: Minimum Density 

Ash wood Preserve Subdivision Deviations from Standards 
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Response: Although the developed portion of the site is allowed to be developed to RS-9 Standards 
per provisions in Chapter 10, the overall density of the site is required to comply with the 
underlying zoning, which is RS-6. The density range for RS-6 zoning is 4-6 unitslacre. The 
overall density for this site is 2.8 unitslacre. In order to meet the minumum density of 4 
unitslacre, the development would need to include 38 lots; given the constraints of the 
extensive quantity of protected natural features on the site, is it not physically possible to 
accomplish this at RS-9 development standards. The applicant is requesting that the 
density range for the underlying comprehensive plan designation, Low-density Residential, 
be applied in lieu of the density range of the underlying zone. The allowed minimum 
density for Low-density Residential is 2 unitslacre, which this development meets. 

DEVIATION: Minimum Lot Size, Usable Yard Requirements, and Lot Depthwidth Ratio. 

Ash wood Preserve Subdivision 

J-112 

Section 3.4.30 - RS-9 Development Standards 

Deviations from Standards 
Page 2 

a. Minimum Density 

b. Maximum Density 

c. Minimum Lot Area 
1 . Single Detached 

2. Single Attached 

3. Duplex 
4. Triplex 
5. Fourplex 

d. Minimum Lot Width 
Single Detached with alley 

1. 
access to garage 

2. 
Single Detached with 
street access to garage 

3. Single Attached 
4. Duplex 
5. Triplex 
6. Fourplex 

e. Setbacks 

Table 3.4-1 
Standard 

6 units per acre. Applies to the 
creation of Land Divisions. 
12 units per acre. Applies to the 
creation of Land Divisions. 

Proposed 
9.5 units/acre as modified by the 
MADA provisions. 

Complies 

Complies 1. Front yard 

10 feet minimum; 25 feet maximum. 
Also, unenclosed porches may 
encroach into front yards, provided 
that a minimum front yard of 5 feet is 
maintained. 

3,500 square feet 

2,500 square feet 

5,000 square feet 
7,500 square feet 
10,000 square feet 

40 feet 

50 feet 

25 feet 
50 feet 
75 feet 
100 feet 

N/A 
- - - 

Complies, Except Lots 2, 5, 10, E 
15,20,25 f % 
N/A c ' 
N/A m - 0 = 

-c. 

N/A 3 

N/A 

N/A 

Complies 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
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2. Rear yard and Side Yards 

Interior attached 
townhouses exempt from 
interior side yard setbacks. 
a. Single Detached 

Single Detached with 
b. Zero Lot line 

Detached 

C. 
Duplex, Triplex and 
Fourplex 

d. 
Abutting a more 
restrictive zone 

Table 3.4-1 
Standard 

5-foot minimum and each lot must 
have a minimum 1 5 feet usable yard 
either on the side or rear of each 
dwelling. Additionally, the setbacks 
listed below apply for side yards not 
being used as the usable yard 
described above. 

5 foot minimum each side yard 

0 foot one side; 8 foot minimum on 
opposite side' 

10 foot minimum each side 

10 foot minimum 

0 
0 
V 

Proposed 

Rear Setback - Complies. 
Usable Yard - Variance Requested. 

NIA 

Complies 

NIA 

NIA 

I - - - 

3. Corner Lot 

10-foot minimum on side abutting 
the street. Vision clearance areas in 
accordance with Section 4.1.40.c of 
Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and 
Access Requirements. 

N/A 

f. Minimum GarageICarport Setbacks 
Garagelcarport entrance 

1. 
facinglparallel to the street 
Garagelcarport entrance 

2. sidewayslperpendicular to 
street 

See also "k" and "I" below 

g. Setbacks from Properties Zoned 
Agricultural-Open Space (AG-0s) 

See also "k" and "I" below. 

19 foot minimum 

10 foot minimum 

Setbacks from alleys in accordance 
with Section 4.0.60.j of Chapter 4.0 
- Improvements Required with 
Development. 

Garageslcarports are also subject to 
the provisions in Chapter 4.1 0 - 
Pedestrian Oriented Design 
Standards 
When residential development is 
proposed next to land zoned AG-OS, 
a minimum 50 foot-wide continuous 
plant or plantlberm buffer is 
required. Additionally, the minimum 
setback adjacent to land zoned AG- 

Complies 

NIA 

Complies 

Complies 

NIA 
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Proposed 

Complies 

Complies, see attachment "1" 

Complies, Spaces,Unit 

- - - 
The approval of this proposal is + 

expected to be conditioned to 
E ?' require compliance with this ,= 

standard at the time of o = m - 
development. 9 

N/A 

Complies, See Figure 1.  

N/A 

N/A 

Complies 

Complies, see Attachment "Q" 

Complies, see Attachment "1" 

Section 3.4.30 - RS-9 Development 

h. Maximum Structure Height 

i. Maximum Lot Coverage 

j. Off-street Parking 

k. Outdoor Components Associated 
with Heat Pumps and Similar 
Equipment for Residential 
Structures 

I. Outdoor Associated 
with Heat Pumps or Similar 
Equipment for Non-Residential 
Structures 
m. Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA) 

n. Natural Hazards and Hillsides 

o. Significant Vegetation 

P- Corridors and 
Protected Wetlands 

q. landscaping 

r. Required Creen Area and Private 
Outdoor Space 

Standards 
Table 3.4-1 

Standard 
OS is I00  feet. It is the applicant's 
responsibility to provide the buffer. 
30 feet not to exceed a solar 
envelope approved under Chapter 
2.1 8 - Solar Access Permits or 
Chapter 4.6 - Solar Access. 
70 percent of lot area maximum; 
interior attached townhouses exempt 
from this provision. 

Creen Areas is calculated per lot. 
See Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, 
and Access Requirements. 
Shall not be placed within any 
required setback area. 

When located outside a setback area, 
but within five to ten feet of a 
property line, such equipment shall 
be screen on all sides with a solid 
fence or wall at least one foot higher 
than the equipment. 

When located outside a setback area, 
but greater than 10 feet from a 
property line, such equipment 
requires no screening. 

Shall be in accordance with chapter 
4.2- Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening and Lighting. 

See Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum 
Assured Development Area (MADA) 
See Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard 
and Hillside Development Provisions 
See Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, 
Buffering, Screening, and Lighting 
and Chapter 4.1 2 - Significant 
Vegetation Protection Provisions 
See Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian 
corridors and ~ ~ ~ ~ l l ~  protected 
Wetlands 
See Section 3.4.40, below and 
Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, 
Screening, and Lightening 

See Section 3.4.40, below 



4.4.20-03a. - Size and Shape - Lot size, width, shape and orientation shall be appropriate 
for the location of the subdivision and for the Use Type contemplated. No lot shall be 
dimensioned to contain part of an existing or proposed street. All lots shall be buildable, 
and depth shall generally not exceed 2.5 times the average width. Lot sizes shall not be less 
than required by this Code for the applicable zone. Depth and width of properties reserved 
or laid out for commercial and industrial purposed shall be adequate to provide for off- 
street parking and service facilities required by the type of use proposed, unless off-site 
parking is approved per Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and Access Requirements. 

Response: Variances are requested for all interior townhome dwelling units from the minimum lot size, 
usable yard, and lot depth-to-width ratio requirements. 

The land development standards for RS-9 properties are internally inconsistent, in that it is 
impossible to develop a lot for an attached dwelling at the minimum allowed width (253 and 
also comply with both the minimum lot area and the lot depth-to-width maximum. If the 
minimum lot area of 2500 sq. ft. is met, then the depth-to-width ratio would equal 4.0, 
which exceeds the maximum allowed ratio of 2.5. If the maximum allowed ratio is met, then 
the lot area would equal 1562.5 sq. ft., which would then not meet the minimum 
requirement of 2500 sq. ft. 

Furthermore, the maximum depth-to-width ratio is not practicable to apply to interior 
townhome lots, as their lot widths are limited by the width of the building facade. 
Maintaining a lot depth that is small enough to meet the ratio would result in an 
impracticably small dwelling unit, by the time area was allowed for a driveway and parking in 
the rear of the dwelling. Furthermore, requiring that t'he width of the building facade be wide 
enough to accomplish the maximum ratio for a given lot depth would result in an 
impracticably large townhome facade. The required depth-to-width maximum ratio is an 
important and effective tool for livability when applied to lots for single family detached 
dwellings, but interior townhome lots are, by the very nature of the design of townhomes, 
relatively long and thin. For the purposes of townhome dwellings, this does not impinge 
unduly upon the livability of the units. 

The proposal requests a variance from both the minimum lot area and maximum lot depth-to- 
width ratios for Lots 2, 5, 10, 15, 20, and 25. These variances are mitigated by the fact that 
the total area of all three lots associated with these interior townhomes is 8379 sq. ft., which 
is in excess of the 7500 sq. ft. minimum that would be required if these three attached 
dwelling units were developed as a triplex on a single lot. Furthermore, the maximum lot 
depth-to-width ratio of the associated exterior townhome lots is approximately 2.1, which 
meets the standard. 

A variance is being requested for all exterior townhome units to reduce the required usable 
yard space from 325 square feet to 300 square feet. Decreasing the width of lots 1-14 results 
in less encroachment into the wetlands, with more protection of existing natural resources. 

Ashwood Preserve Subdivision Deviations from Standards 
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Decreasing the width of lots 14-28 allows for the creation of Tract "B", which provides a 
common usable outdoor space with opportunities for pedestrian enjoyment of the existing 
Dunawi creek bank area, without compromising protected natural features. The mitigation 
for the loss of 25 square feet of usable yard space in each lot is increased common usable 
outdoor space in Tract "B" and an increase in the quantity of significant natural features that 
are protected. 

A variance is also being requested for all interior townhome units from the requirement for a 
usable yard. As with the lot depthlwidth ratio and minimum lot area, it is impossible to  
provide a usable yard per City standards without resulting in townhome lots that average at 
least 15% more land than when interior lots are exempted from the standard. It is important 
to  note that the 15% decrease in land use efficiency applies to all lots associated with the 
interior lot, not just the interior lot itself. 

Furthermore, the usable yard that is provided at the cost of efficient use of land is not 
something that is likely to greatly enhance the livability of the dwelling unit, as it would be, as 
dictated by the requirements of Chapter 4.10, located between two driveways. It is important 
to  bear in mind that, while the intent in requiring all lots to provide usable yards in the interest 
of livability is laudable, not everyone desires a yard, with the subsequent maintenance it 
necessitates. Interior townhome units are, by the nature of the design of townhomes, like 
apartments in that they are traditionally built without their own yards. Market information 
available for Con/allis indicates a demand for townhome units, regardless of whether the 
townhomes are provided with yards. 

This application proposes to mitigate for the lack of usable yards in lots 2, 5, 10, 15, 20, and 
25 by providing 11,329 sq. ft. of common usable outdoor space in the form of Tract "B". 
Tract "B" will be provided with pedestrian amenities that include a landscaped bark walking 
path, benches, and a tot lot playground. It should also be noted that over 75% of the lots on 
the site are provided with usable yards that are 90% of the minimum area requirement. 
Therefore, potential buyers will be presented with plenty of options to purchase lots with 
yards, should they so desire. 

Furthermore, eliminating the usable yards allows for the inclusion of more lots, which allows 
the development to meet the minimum density for the underlying comprehensive plan 
designation, if not the underlying zone. The increase in density that results is a mitigating 
factor for the application. 

Given the inherent contradictions within the land development code requirements concerning 
lot area, lot width, and lot depth-to-width ratio, and the impracticability of the usable yard 
requirement for interior townhome units, the proposal adequately mitigates for the variances 
requested. 

DEVIATION: Planter Strip Along Sidewalk 

Ashwood Preserve Subdivision 
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LDC Section 4.0.30a-2 - Sidewalks on Arterial, Collector, and Neighborhood Collector 
Streets - Sidewalks along Arterial, Collector, and Neighborhood Collector Streets shall be 
separated from curbs by a planted area. The planted area shall be a minimum of 12 ft. 
wide and landscaped with trees and plant materials approved by the City. The sidewalks 
shall be a minimum of five ft. wide. An exception to this provisions is that this separated 
tree planting area shall not be provided adjacent to sidewalks where they are allowed to 
be located within Natural Resource areas governed by Chapter 4.12 - Significant 
Vegetation Protection Provisions and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland - 
Provisions. This separated tree planting area shall also. not be provided adjacent to 
sidewalks where they are allowed to be located within drainageway areas governed by 
regulations in Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside Development Provisions. 

Response: A 5' paved sidewalk is to be provided along Country Club Drive for the length of the site. A 
12' wide planter strip is to be placed between the sidewalk and Country Club Drive for the 
length of the development area. At the location where the sidewalk crosses wetlands area, the 
planter strip is to be eliminated and the sidewalk installed directly adjacent to the curb. 
However, the applicant requests that, at the western most area of thk site where upland area 
is  available in near to the street, the sidewalk be routed through the upland area and 
the planter strip eliminated, so as to avoid further damage to the wetlands. The compensating 
benefit for this variance is  a decrease in the amount of wetlands encroached upon by paving 
and improvements. 

2 a SUMMARY OF COMPENSATING BENEFITS 

Ashwood Presewe Subdivision 

Deviation 

Change to 
hydrology 

Minimum density 

Minimum lot size, 
usable yard, lot 

depthlwidth ratio 

Planter strip along 
sidewalk 
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LDC Section # 

2.4.30.04-b4 

Table 3.3-1 

Table 3.4-1 
4.4.20.03a 

4.0.30a-2 

Compensating Benefit 

Pervious pavement serves to reduce impervious area and 
pollution, control flow and disposal. Stormwater management 
plan submitted to DEQ to demonstrate mimicking of pre- 
construction flows, quality, and quantity. 

Minimizes encroachment into protected natural features while 
providing excellent livability per RS-9 development standards. 

Greater density, more efficient use of land, minimizes 
encroachment into protected natural features, allow for creation of 
common usable outdoor space. 

Minimizes encroachment into protected natural features. 



Figure 1 

Initial MADA Calculation Table 

For Staff Use Only 
MADA # Date MADA Certified 

Name of Project Ashwood Preserve Subdivision 

Property Ownermain Contact JimBoeder 
Address 2022 SW 45th Street 

E-mail Phone 541-754-9826 

Property Address /Location of the Site 
SW Country Club Drive 

Map and Tax Numbers of Each Parcel Within the Site Map 12-5-09A 

Total Acres of Site 9.52 Acres 414,691 sq. ft. 

Natural Features Coverage 

Have you received DSL approval of a wetland delineation that you are using to calculate the resource 
coverage on your site? Y e s X -  No - Delineation # 0 5 - 0 3 6 6  

Or are you using the Corvallis Wetlands Inventory to establish the size and location of your wetland? - 
Yes No X 

Highly Protected Natural Features 

Net Area of Partially Protected Natural 
Features 

Total Protected Natural Features 

Net Areas that are Inaccessible Due to the - 
Location of the Protected Resources 

Net Total Constrained Areas Due to Natural 
Features 

Sq. Feet 

245,078 

54,4 12 

N/ A 

299,490 

N/A 

299,490 

Convert Net Total Constrained Areas Acres to sq. ft. 299,490 sq. ft. 

Remaining Areas Available for Development Calculation 

Acres 

6.88 

6.88 

6.88 

Total Acres on the Site 

Net Constrained Areas Due to Natural 
Features J-118 

% of site 

72.22 

414,691 

299,490 

9.52 

6.88 

100 

72.22 
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Remaining Areas Available for Development 1 1 15,201 I 2.64 27.78 

Convert Remaining Areas Acres Available for Development to sq. ft. 115,201 sq.ft. 

MADA 

Zone 

RS- 1 

RS-3.5 

RS - 5 

RS - 6 

R S - 9  

RS - 9U 

RS - 12 

RS - 12U 

RS - 20 

P- A 0  

S A 

SA(U) 

CS 

LC 

CBD 

CBF 

SSD 

MUC 

LI 

MUE 

GI 

I1 

RTC 

OSU 

A - O S  

C - OS' 

Calculation (fill in 

Acres 

9.52 

Total MADA 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

133,186 sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 
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only those zones that 

Base MADA 
per Zone 

9,500 sq. ft. 

17,500 sq. ft. 

15,250 sq. ft. 

13,000 sq. ft. 

21,800 sq. ft. 

2 1,800 sq. ft. 

21,800 sq. ft. 

21,800 sq. ft. 

24,000 sq. ft. 

19,600 sq. ft. 

19,600 sq. ft. 

19,600 sq. ft. 

23,950 sq. ft. 

19,600 sq. ft. 

34,850 sq. ft. 

23,950 sq. ft. 

19,600 sq. ft. 

26,150 sq. ft. 

26,150 sq. ft. 

23,950 sq. ft. 

28,300 sq. ft. 

28,300 sq. ft. 

26, 150 sq. ft. 

NA (see LDC 
Chapter 3.36) 

4,350 sq. ft. 

2,200 sq. ft.' 

apply to your site) 

Total Base 

123,760 

Area Credits 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

9,426 sq. ft. 

sq. fi. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. A. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 
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Total MADA sq. ft. 

Total MADA as Percentage of the Site 

133,186 sq. ft. 

32.12 % 

133,186 sq. ft. 

Area Credits are allowed as per Section 4.1 1.40.03 c. The area credit is based upon the total of the 
applicable allowances listed below: 

1. The area of public right-of-way dedications resulting from a required width in excess of the 
width needed for a local street, provided the required street is identified in the Corvallis 
Transportation Plan; 

2. The area of wetland mitigation that is required by the Department of State Lands andlor the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers when infrastructure must be extended through a wetland. The 
area credited shall be based upon the written requirements of the associated permit approval of 
the Department of State Lands and/or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, whichever is greater; 

3. Above-ground storm water detention facilities designed and constructed consistent with the 
Corvallis Design Criteria Manual; and 

4. Trails required by the Corvallis Transportation Plan or the City of Corvallis Park and Recreation 
Facilities Plan, or necessary to provide public access to or through designated open space. 

* - 
MADA determined for Conservation-Open Space (C-0s) areas may only be applied to - - 
improvements consistent with the actual C-OS property. C, 

s 

E 
r 
0 
m 

Determining if MADA Encroachments Are Available for Your Site 4 
If the Remaining Areas Available for Development are more than the MADA, no MADA 
encroachments are available. Encroachments are only available if the Remaining Areas Available for 
Development are less than the MADA. 

Total MADA 

Total Developed Areas and Remaining Areas Available for Development 

Total MADA Encroachments Available 

MADA Encroachments limited to the C-OS areas 

MADA Encroachments available to the non C-OS areas 

133,186 sq. ft. 

1 15,201 sq. ft. 

17,985 sq. ft. 

0 sq. ft. 

17,985 sq. ft. 

Notes: 

1. Allowance to develop within otherwise protected natural resource or hazardous areas does not 
remove the necessity that development comply with other standards of the Land Development 
Code. 

2. Variations from development and design standards may be allowed through the Planned 
Development and Lot Development Option processes outlined in Chapters 2.5 and 2.12 of the 
Land Development Code, respectively, except that in no case, shall an increase in the Minimum 
Assured Development Area (MADA) be permitted. 

J-120 
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Proposed Encroachments** I E n c r o x  Remaining 1 
Resource Area 

Encroachments for Access ( must Meet Standards in Section 
4.1 1.40.05a) sq. ft. sq. ft. 

Partially Protected Significant Vegetation (In Addition to That 
Already Allowed via Chapter 4.12) 

Highly Protected 100-yr. Floodway Fringe Areas I 0 sq. ft. ( All sq. ft. 

Highly Protected Significant Vegetation 

I Proximate Wetlands I 0 sq. ft. I 0 sq. A. I 

0 sq. ft. 

I Protected Locally Significant Wetland I 0 sq. A. I 0 sq. A. I 

0 sq. ft. 

I I 

0 sq. ft. 0 sq. ft. 

-- + I Riparian Corridors of Local Streams with a Corridor Width of 75 1 0 s q . e .  I 109,811sq.ft. I 

! 

Protected Locally Sig. Wetlands of Special Concern 
- - - 

Riparian Corridors of the Marys & Willamette Rivers 

I Areas with Existing Landslides I 0 sq. A. I 0 sq. ft. I 

16,620 sq. ft. 

0 sq. ft. 

0 sq. ft. 

E * 
k 

J= _I g = 

Riparian Corridors of Local Streams with a Corridor Width of 50 
Feet 

The 25-ft. Buffer Within Partially Protected Riparian Corridors 

187,344 sq. ft. 

0 sq. ft. 

All sq. ft. 
Riparian Corridors of Local Streams with a Corridor Width of 
100 Feet 

0 sq. ft. 

0 sq. ft. 

Total MADA Encroachments Available 

Total Net Cumulative Area of the Proposed Encroachments 

sq. ft. 

0 sq. ft. 

0 sq. ft. 

Total Remaining MADA Encroachments Available (Must be 

** Prohibited Encroachments - Encroachments in excess of the available MADA and encroachments 
proposed in High/Risk/ Impact Natural Resources are prohibited. These latter are: 

1) Slopes of 35 percent or greater; 
2) Landslide Debris Runout Areas (unless allowed by Section 4.5.70); 
3) 0.243. 100-yr. floodway; and 
4) Less than fifteen (1 5) feet from the top-of-bank in Riparian Corridors. 

17,985 sq. ft. 

16,729 sq. ft. 

17,365 sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

sq. ft. 

Min. Density for Site 
units 

Maximum Gross Square Footage of Non-Residential Uses 
I 

Proposed Number of Residential Units 
I 

3 8 

2 8 
I 

57 Max. Density for Site 
units 
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Proposed Gross Square Footage of Non-Residential Uses 0 sq. ft. 

Remaining Potential 0 Residential Units O S q .  Ft. Non-Res. Uses 



DeVCO 
e n g i n e e r i n g i n c. k 245 NE Conifer P.O. Box 1211 Co~allis, OR 97339 (541) 757-8991 Fax: (541) 757-9885 

RECEIVED 
November 20, 2007 NOV 2 1 2007 

Community Development 
Pfanniag Division 

Mr. Kevin Young 
Associate Planner 
Planning Division 
City of Corvallis 
POB 1083 
Corvallis, OR 97339 

SUBJECT: Ashwood Preserve Subdivision Trip Generation Summary 

Dear Kevin: 

= Following is the trip generation summary for the above project, per the ITE trip generation manual, - 
7th edition. As you can see, the trip generation for the project is less than the 30 vehicleslday 
threshold required for further analysis. 

E Y 
L 
0 = 
m - 
c. 

3 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call. 

Trip Generation Summary 

Sin el 7 Yf 

Entering Trips 

~ teveb  C. P. Hattori, PE 
Devco Engineering, Inc. 

I EXPIRES: 6/30/09 I 
J-123 

Exiting Trips Total Trips 

28 Townhouses (ITE Land Use Code - Residential Condominium/Townhouse) 

AM Peak Hour 

PM Peak Hour 

Total 

2.22 . 

9.32 

11.85 

11.10 

5.24 

15.03 

12.32 

14.56 

26.88 
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I LIGHT FIXTURE SCHEDULE 

a A  WALL-MOUNTED FULL CUT-OFF AREA LIGHTING FlXRlRE Wlm 
250W MH LAMP. MULTI-TAP BALLAST, ASY?dM!3FIlC 
DISTRIBUTION, HOUSE-SIDE SHIELD AND DARK BRONZE FINISH 
ARCHITECTURAL AREA LIGHTING LSP10250MH.OBZ-ASY-HSS 
OR APPROVED EOUAL 

i - 0  BOLlARD LIGHTING FIXTURE WITH IOW MH LAMP, MULTI-TAP 
BALLAST, DARK BRONZE FINISH, ARCHITECTURAL AREA 
UGHTINQ iY SPB70MH-DBZ OR APPROVE EOUAL. MOUNT ON 
CONCRETE BASE PER MANUFACTURERS RECOMMENDATION 

I 
ATTACHMENT "T" 
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/ Middle Unit 
Attachment I II 

I End Unit 1 1 1  - 296 

Garage Level Main Floor Top Floor 1 Garage Level Main Floor Top Floor 

Rear Elevation W q i d i n g  

Front Elevation Wood Siding 

INTERIOR TOWNHOME UNIT FLOOR PLAN 
SCALE: 118" = 1'-0" 

SAMPLE PLANS & ELEVATIONS USED TO INDICATE HOW COMPLIANCE 
WITH CHAPTER 4.10 COULD BE ACHIEVED. ACTUAL BUILDING DETAILS 
TO BE SUBMITTED WITH APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT. 

ATTACHMENT "U" 1 +OF SHEETS IN SET 



End Elevation Stucco Siding End Elevation Wood Siding 

INTERIOR TOWNHOME UNIT FLOOR PLAN 
SCALE: 118" = 1'-0" 

SAMPLE PLANS & ELEVATIONS USED TO INDICATE HOW COMPLIANCE )bl d 
WITH CHAPTER 4 10 COULD BE ACHIEVED. ACTUAL WILDING DETAILS dl 
TO BE SUBMITTED WITH APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT. 
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Planning Division 

CORVALLIS 
ENHANCING COMMUNlTYLlVABlLlTY 

501 SW- adi is on Avenue 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

DRAFT 

Present 
David Graetz, Chair 
Karyn Bird, Vice Chair 
Jennifer Gervais 
Frank Hann 
Tony Howell 
Steve Reese 
Denise Saunders 
Brandon Trelstad 

CITY OF CORVALLIS 

Absent 
Patricia Weber 
Dan Brown, Council Liaison 

PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES 
December 19,2007 D R ~ ~ ~  

SUMMARY OF DISCUSSION 

Staff 
David Coulombe, Deputy City Attorney 
Fred Towne, Planning Division Manager 
Keith Turner, Development Engineering Supervisor 
Kevin Young, Senior Planner 
Mark Lindgren, Recorder 

CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

The Corvallis Planning Commission was called to order by the Chair, David Graetz, at 7:02 p.m. in 
the Downtown Fire Station Meeting Room, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard. Staff distributed the green 
handout "Staff- Proposed Condition of Approval #28" (Attachment A) and "Attachments M and J". 
(Attachment B) 
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I. VISITORS' PROPOSITIONS: 

There were no propositions brought forward. 

II. PUBLIC HEARING - Ashwood Preserve Subdivision (PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003): 

A. Openinq and Procedures: 

The Chair welcomed citizens and reviewed the public hearing procedures. Staff will 
present an overview followed by the applicant's presentation. There will be a staff 
report and public testimony, followed by rebuttal by the applicant, limited in scope to 
issues raised in opposition and sur-rebuttal by opponents, limited in scope to issues 
raised on rebuttal. The Commission may ask questions of staff, engage in 
deliberations, and make a final decision. Any person interested in the agenda may offer 
relevant oral or written testimony. Please try not to repeat testimony offered by earlier 
speakers. It is sufficient to say you concur with earlier speakers without repeating their 
testimony. For those testifying this evening, please keep your comments brief and 
directed to the criteria upon which the decision is based. 

Land use decisions are evaluated against applicable criteria from the Land 
Development Code and Comprehensive Plan. A list of the applicable criteria for this 
case is available as a handout at the back of the room. 

Persons testifying either orally or in writing may request a continuance to address 
additional documents or evidence submitted in favor of the application. If this request is 
made, please identify the new document or evidence during your testimony. Persons 
testifying may also request that the record remain open seven additional days to submit 
additional written evidence. Requests for allowing the record to remain open should be 
included within a person's testimony. 

The Chair opened the public hearing. 

B. Declarations bv the Commission: Conflicts of Interest, Ex Parte Contacts, Site visits, or 
Obiections on Jurisdictional Grounds 

1. Conflicts of Interest: None declared nor rebutted. 
2. Ex Parte Contacts: None declared nor rebutted. 
3. Additional Site Visits: Declared by Trelstad, Reese, Howell and Saunders. 
4. Objections on Jurisdictional Grounds: None. 

C. Staff Overview: 

Senior Planner Kevin Young stated that the request is for approval of a Conceptual and 
Detailed Development Plan and Tentative Subdivision Plat to construct a 28-unit 
subdivision of two- and three-unit, attached, single family homes at Ashwood Preserve 
Subdivision. The overall development site is 9.25 acres in size. Planned Development 
approval is requested to allow variation to Land Development Code requirements 
regarding minimum lot size, usable yard area, minimum density, hydrological impacts, 
planting strips and lot depth: width ratio requirements. 
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Planner Young highlighted the additional Proposed Condition of Approval #28, which 
makes overt the understanding that the subdivision is contingent upon approval of the 
Detailed Development Plan. He outlined conditions of the site and Comprehensive Plan 
designations for the site, which is zoned Low Density Residential. He displayed 
overheads showing the 100 Year Flood Plain and natural resource areas, including the 
riparian corridor along Dunawi Creek and a drainageway from the golf course ponds. 
There is also an adjacent locally-protected wetland of special significance. A significant 
part of the 9.25 acre site is encumbered with natural resource and hazard areas. Mr. 
Young highlighted Comprehensive Plan designations of adjoining areas. The subject 
site is zoned RS6. 

D. Legal Declaration: 

Deputy City Attorney Coulombe said the Commission will consider the applicable criteria 
as outlined in the staff report, and he asked that citizens direct their testimony to the 
criteria in the staff report or other criteria that they believe are applicable. It is 
necessary at this time to raise all issues that are germane to this request. Failure to 
raise an issue, or failure to provide sufficient specificity to afford the decision-makers an 
opportunity to respond, precludes an appeal to the State Land Use Board of Appeals on 
that issue. 

The failure of the applicant to raise constitutional or other issues relating to proposed f 
conditions of approval with sufficient specificity to allow the local government to respond 5 
to the issue precludes an action for damages in Circuit Court. E , 

r: 
0 2 

E. Applicant's Presentation: m 
4 

Lyle Hutchens, Devco Engineering, stated that his company is providing consulting 
assistance to the applicant, and he introduced Jim Boeder, representing the applicant. 
Mr. Hutchens noted that about 72% of the subject site is a combination of wetlands, 
floodplains, and riparian corridors. Development is predominantly limited to the 
southeast corner of the site, which is the largest contiguous upland area of the site. 
Dunawi Creek forms the northern border of the property and defines the natural features 
of the site. 

Mr. Hutchens observed that most of the application design reflects Land Development 
Code provisions regarding balancing and meeting minimum Comprehensive Plan 
density requirements; protecting natural features; and promoting a pedestrian-friendly 
environment. Part of the balance is achieved by the partial encroachment into the 
Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) in order to achieve a minimum level of 
Comprehensive Plan density. The proposed MADA encroachment is 16,729 square 
feet, which is less than the 18,795 square feet allowable under the MADA provisions. 

Mr. Hutchens stated that the Land Development Code does not require a variation in 
housing types for development areas of this size. The use of attached housing allows 
the proposal to come as close as possible in meeting the minimum density 
requirements. Architecturally, the structures will be required to meet the Land 
Development Code Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards (PODS); no architectural 
variations are being requested. 
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Mr. Hutchens said that Tract A (the area completely outside the development area) is 
about 6.5 acres in size; this will be set aside with a conservation easement. Tract B, at 
the northeast corner of the site, is set aside for pedestrian amenities, open space, and a 
tot lot, and will be maintained by the homeowner's association. Pedestrian connectivity 
is provided to Tract B via a pedestrian link along the outside perimeter of the property in 
conjunction with pedestrian links to all the units. Vehicular access will be provided via 
three planned alleyways, which will separate pedestrians and cars. 

The development uses design standards of the RS-9 district, as allowed by the MADA 
chapter, to the maximum extent possible. These standards are almost identical to RS6 
district standards, as they apply to this district. 

The requested variance to the hydrology-related provision for subdivisions is due to the 
filling of a portion of the protected wetlands as part of the balancing of standards in the 
application. As a compensating benefit, the applicant is proposing pervious pavements 
and perforated detention piping for groundwater recharge, combined with multiple 
discharge points for stormwater outlets from roof drainage into the wetlands. As a 
condition from the Department of State Lands (DSL) and from the Corps of Engineers fill 
permit, the Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) will be reviewing the 
Stormwater Management Plan included in this application. The Plan has already been 
sent off to the wetlands consultant for inclusion in the fill permit application. Mr. 
Hutchens stated that it is the applicant's position that DEQ approval of the Stormwater 
Management Plan should validate the proposed compensating benefit. 

Mr. Hutchens stated the application results in a density of 2.8 units per acre for the 
overall site. It is impossible to meet the Land Development Code's minimum 4 units per 
acre density of 38 units for the entire site without constructing an apartment or 
condominium building, which is not allowed in the RS-6 district and would not be 
compatible with surrounding neighborhoods. The requested variation would meet the 
mandated Comprehensive Plan level density for Low Density Residential development, 
between two and six units per acre, while allowing for the preservation of the natural 
resources. The developable portion of the site will be at a level of density that is 
consistent with most of the RS-6 and RS-9 development standards and will be 
reasonably compatible with the neighborhood. 

The deviation requested for minimum lot size and lot depth: width ratio is necessary 
because it is impossible to meet these when using the allowed minimum lot width. Mr. 
Hutchens noted he understood that this issue will be addressed as the Land 
Development Code is refined in the future. He clarified that the request to reduce the 
minimum lot size and increase the depth: width ratio is only for the interior townhome 
lots, where it would not be practical. The lot width is actually the townhome fa~ade 
width. By definition and design, interior townhomes are relatively long and thin. The total 
lot area of the three lots allocated to each of the three-unit townhomes exceeds the 
minimum area requirement for a triplex. 

Reducing the exterior yard requirement for the exterior townhome lots allows for slightly 
narrower lots, which helps reduce the MADA encroachment and increase density. 
Eliminating the usable yard requirement for the interior townhome lots allows for 
narrower lots, which are typical of interior townhomes. Meeting the yard requirement for 
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the interior townhomes would place a small backyard area between driveways, which 
could be dangerous to children. Also, some people prefer smaller yards, which have 
less maintenance. 

Over 75% of the lots in this application include a usable yard of 300 square feet or 
more. This is 80% of the district minimum for yard size, so there is some choice 
available to buyers. The variance is mitigated by inclusion of Tract B, which provides 
opportunities for outdoor activity in a shared, pedestrian-friendly, outdoor environment. 

Mr. Hutchens stated that there is a request for a variation so that the portion of the 
planter strip along Country Club Drive in the riparian area would be eliminated, and the 
sidewalk would be moved to curbside to eliminate encroachment into the riparian area. 

Mr. Hutchens related that developers held a neighborhood meeting on December 4, 
2007; however, no one attended. 

Commissioner Howell noted that the applicant was asking the Commission to accept 
elevations and floor plans showing how they might be in compliance with both RS-9 and 
POD standards. Mr. Howell stated that he assumed this would be conditioned, and he 
wanted to ensure that it would be in strict compliance with both chapters of the Land 
Development Code. Mr. Hutchens replied that the applicant anticipated such a 
condition. The intention is to offer the lots for sale with a little flexibility to end users 
regarding how their units will look and be laid out. The proposal is for a footprint within 
which the units will have to fit. He clarified that the units would come forward as two- or 2 
three-lot groups, so that each structure has appropriate continuity. Mr. Howell asked if 

0 
there would be a fair amount of variation in appearance of the buildings, since there E , 
would be a number of ways to comply with the RS-9 standard. Mr. Hutchens answered 5 3 
affirmatively. rn 

4 
Commissioner Howell noted the application makes it difficult to evaluate how all would 
work together. Mr. Hutchens replied that the POD standards and the small lots' confined 
footprint will provide their own continuity in terms of the units' appearance. The POD 
standards are fairly specific in terms of what is allowed for design, so there shouldn't be 
too much variation from structure to structure, while meeting applicable requirements. 

Commissioner Saunders asked if the building materials could be widely different in 
different units. Mr. Hutchens replied that that there could be some variation. Ms. 
Saunders asked if there was any documentation on what the facades facing Country 
Club Drive would look like. Mr. Hutchens replied that the appearance of the facades is 
not addressed specifically. 

F. Staff Report: 

Senior Planner Young explained that the use type of the site is single-family residential; 
the building type is attached townhome. Both types are permitted outright in the RS-6 
low-density zone; they are also permitted outright in the RS-9 zone. The applicant has 
opted to develop at RS-9 standards, which is allowable under MADA provisions. Staff 
found that the proposed development is consistent with purposes for planned 
development per Land Development Code section 2.5.20. 
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The site contains highly protected riparian corridors, locally protected wetlands of 
special significance, and areas within the 100 Year Floodplain. It does not contain 
significant vegetation. Because of the extent of significant natural resources on the site, 
the MADA provisions apply. 

Planner Young related that the MADA allowance in the RS-6 zone is 13,000 square feet 
per acre. The site contains 6.88 acres encumbered with significant natural features and 
2.64 unconstrained acres. The MADA calculation for the site, including the area credits 
allowed for additional right-of-way dedication, is 3.06 acres. Since the MADA area is 
larger than the unconstrained area, limited encroachment into the locally significant 
wetland is allowed under MADA standards. 

Planner Young stated that, with the exception of requested variations from standards, 
the proposed development complies with all applicable RS-9 standards, as conditioned. 
Because the proposed development will meet the minimum required density by at least 
50%, it is exempt from Land Development Code solar access requirements. 

Planner Young summarized compensating benefits for requested variations. In regard to 
the variation to the standard of no change to hydrology, because the MADA allows 
encroachment into the wetland, it is impossible to say that no impact to the hydrology 
has occurred. However, the applicant's proposed use of pervious pavement minimizes 
impact. Also, the fill permit and Stormwater Management Plan requirements will ensure 
that various hydrology requirements are met. 

Planner Young related the request to vary from the recent Land Development Code 
provision of RS-6 minimum density of four units per acre. He noted that the MADA 
results in a density range that is too low or too high, and the calculation can vary, based 
on minimum or maximum density and whether the developable acreage or the entire 
site acreage is used. He stated that the Comprehensive Plan sets the density range for 
Low Density Residential at between two and six units per acre. The density range 
calculation for the whole site is 2.9 units per acre, consistent with the Comprehensive 
Plan density range; therefore, staff supports a variation from the specific RS-6 standard. 

The benefit of granting a reduction in minimum lot size for a few of the lots on the site is 
to allow greater density, more efficient use of the land, and a larger protection area on 
the protected portion of the site. 

In regard to allowing variance on the usable yard area, Planner Young noted that there 
would be common usable area provided. Front yard areas in the development serve as 
the best usable yard area. However, because of the way the Land Development Code 
language is written, those areas do not qualify; the Code states that usable yard area 
must be at the side or rear yard. Because of the layout of the development of protected 
courtyards that are solely pedestrian oriented, staff believes the courtyards are more 
appropriately usable yard areas. Based on this, staff concluded that the variation from 
the standard should be allowed. 

In regard to the request to vary the lot depth: width ratio, staff concurred with the 
applicant's contention that the ratio doesn't work well for townhome style development. 
Also, varying from the standard allows higher density and more efficient use of the 
developable portion of the site. 
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In regard to the variance on a portion of the planting strip width, a variance would allow 
a reduced impact to riparian areas. The reduction to a curbside sidewalk along Country 
Club Drive, where there is a protected riparian corridor (a resource area), is permitted 
outright by the Land Development Code. Mr. Young noted that the applicant has 
proposed to move the planter strip further away from the street in the site's curbside 
wetlands in the southwest corner, minimizing impacts by creating a very wide planter 
strip. 

The proposal to vary from the 5-foot-wide sidewalk standard on the back of the site, by 
using a 3-foot-wide standard instead, allows a more compact development footprint for 
a low-volume onsite pedestrian circulation system, so staff concluded that a variance 
was allowable to reduce that standard. 

Planner Young stated staff found that conditions regarding fire access and fencing will 
ensure the compatibility of the site design. Visual elements, compliance with POD 
standards and the 30-foot height limitation in the RS-9 zone will ensure compatibility 
with the surrounding development. There will be ample buffers on the north, west and 
south sides of the development. Staff is recommending a requirement of a fence to be 
constructed along the east property line. 

> Staff does not anticipate negative noise or odor impacts. As conditioned, water quality 
will be acceptable; as conditioned, lighting will not cast glare on the adjacent properties; 

I_ and, as conditioned, landscape will comply with applicable requirements. E - , 
L 
0 l 

The traffic analysis indicates that impacts will be negligible. On-site parking 
requirements are met for both bicycles and vehicles; however, because there is no on- 2 
street parking on Country Club drive, an arterial street, staff believes some overflow 
parking capacity should be preserved in the area. Therefore, staff is recommending a 
condition of approval that would require two-car garages for each dwelling, as well as 
ample space in front of garages to allow for tandem parking, allowed for this type of 
development. There are also a few on-site spaces shown within the alleys. 

Staff concluded that, as conditioned, the proposed development will comply with all 
POD standards. Compliance should be ensured through the building permit process. All 
bicycle and pedestrian transit circulation requirements are met. As conditioned, public 
facilities and services will be made available to serve the subject development. 

The proposed development is designed to comply with RS-9 standards, as allowed by 
the MADA. Staff supports exceptions to standards regarding hydrology, minimum lot 
size, and lot depth: width standards. Otherwise, all subdivision requirements are met, as 
conditioned. Staff recommends approval of the Conceptual and Detailed Development 
Plan and approval of the Tentative Subdivision Plat, as conditioned, with the noted 
addition of Condition #28. 

Commissioner Reese asked about the sentence on page 40 of the staff report, 
regarding the certainty of DEQ review of the development. Planner Young replied that a 
fill permit requires review by the DSL and the Corps of Engineers. The latter has the 
option of reviewing or not; they sometimes defer to the DSL. Mr. Young stated it is his 
understanding that when the Corps reviews fill permits, the DEQ review is essentially 
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required, and the DEQ reviews stormwater management plans for developments putting 
stormwater into wetland areas impacted by fill permits, such as in this case. He related 
that DSL and DEQ staff he contacted were not willing to say, without looking at a permit, 
whether they would review it. It is his understanding that there is a slight chance that the 
DEQ will not review the permit. 

G. Public Testimony in favor of the application: None. 

H. Public Testimony in opposition to the applicant's request: 

Walter Pritchard, 5250 NW Highland Drive, stated that he has concerns about the 
request for a variance to reduce sidewalk width from the standard 5 feet to 3 feet. He 
noted that if a person using a wheelchair is on a 3-foot sidewalk, there is not enough 
room for others to pass. Also, it is difficult to keep children and dogs on a 3-foot 
sidewalk; even a 5-foot sidewalk is marginal. 

Commissioner Bird asked whether any compromise from the 5-foot standard would be 
acceptable, such as 4 feet. Mr. Pritchard replied it would not; a 32-inch wheelchair 
leaves only a couple of inches on either side to navigate on a 36-inch sidewalk. 

Mark Knapp stated it was unreasonable to fill and develop even a quarter acre of 
wetlands. He stated that, according to an OSU professor, the presence of hydric soils is 
the best indication of where wetlands existed before the City was developed. Mr. Knapp 
presented City maps of hydric soils in Corvallis, showing how development over the 
years had greatly eliminated wetlands. Noting that the fish habitat and hydrological 
function of the subject wetland is intact, he said that, while the development has good 
intentions, it goes a little too far, by degrading Corvallis' water ecology. Mr. Knapp noted 
the application uses minimum density as an excuse to fill in wetlands; however, the staff 
report cited an apparent ambiguity in how density is defined. By defining density in 
terms of the net area, the density requirements would be met as well as a reduction in 
the number of houses in the development, resulting in complete natural features 
protection. 

Commissioner Howell replied that it is not the density that is driving the impact to the 
wetlands; it is the Land Development Code-established minimum developable area 
guaranteed to a property owner. Prior to that Code change, apart from a 50-foot corridor 
along the riparian area, the entire site could have been developed and it would have 
been mitigated elsewhere, so this plan is an improvement. Mr. Howell asked Mr. Knapp 
if there was another way to structure the site in order to have less impact on wetlands 
while still guaranteeing the same amount of buildable land. Mr. Knapp replied that he 
did not know of any way to do this; he had hoped the Commission would issue a waiver 
from the MADA so that the developers would only develop, say, 75% of what they 
proposed in order to avoid filling the quarter acre of wetlands. He questioned why the 
desire to develop as much as possible was allowed to supercede the public interest in 
preserving functioning ecosystems. 

I. Neutral testimony: 
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Rana Foster, 1415 SW Brooklane Drive, highlighted her written testimony. She 
expressed concern about percolation of petroleum products through the proposed 
pervious driveways into Tract A, and how drainage facilities at the ends of the three 
alleyways would be constructed to filter and capture petroleum products. Ms. Foster 
noted that while the staff report stated the applicant would give consideration to 
reducing use of pesticides and herbicides, this was not defined. She added that future 
development upstream will further reduce floodplain attenuation, resulting in increased 
flooding. 

Ms. Foster noted the plans show a 30-inch high retaining wall near the children's play 
area. She asked whether there should be a fence to protect them from falling over the 
flood plain barrier wall. She also asked how overhead street lamps would function in 
Tract A to reduce light pollution, since the site is currently fairly dark, and increased light 
pollution could affect how the site functions ecologically. 

Commissioner Gervais concurred that there was a lack of information on how pesticide 
use could be reduced or eliminated; perhaps the use of native vegetation would help. 
Ms. Foster advocated using a native seed mix rather than a commercial lawn, whose 
fertilization often runs off into waterways. 

J. Rebuttal bv Applicant: 

Mr. Hutchens noted that, regarding a guard rail for the retaining wall, thirty inches is the 
break point in the Building Code for requiring a rail. The applicant would accept 
incorporating one if there is a Code change. 

In regard to pesticide use, Mr. Hutchens noted that a conservation easement will be 
placed over Tract A; the DSL has minimum requirements for preservation in such 
easements. He suggested using DSL standard language for the easement area and that 
the CC&Rs for the Homeowners Association (HOA) also incorporate the same wording, 
in order to be consistent for wetlands preservation. 

Regarding the amount of overflow parking, Mr. Hutchens noted there will be a new 
sidewalk at the corner of 45th and Country Club Drive to provide easy access to Sunset 
Park's parking for special occasions. 

Commissioner Graetz asked about the section of 3-foot-wide sidewalk. Mr. Hutchens 
replied that it was part of the balancing involved in the site design and it reflects the 
desire for good connectivity without relying on a public way to get to the Tract B area, as 
well as minimizing wetlands encroachment. The applicant will live with the decision of 
the Commission on the issue. Commissioner Reese asked whether the applicant would 
be willing to reduce the 5-foot setback to the house instead of encroaching on the 
wetland in order to widen the walk. Mr. Hutchens replied the applicant would prefer to 
retain the livability of the full 5-foot minimum setback to the house from the sidewalk. 

Commissioner Saunders asked whether DSL language specifically addresses use of 
pesticides. Mr. Hutchens replied that he did not know if it specifically addresses 
practices. Ms. Saunders asked how the applicant would respond to language and 
conditions limiting the types of pesticides permitted or the planting of native lawns. Mr. 
Hutchens replied that a requirement for planting a native lawn would be fine; however, 
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the applicant would be more comfortable if there was Municipal Code language in place 
for pesticide use standards, rather than imposing enforcement for this particular 
development. 

Marc Knapp stated that losing a quarter acre of wetlands may not be as important as 
the potential for residents encroaching into the wetlands; the railing that was discussed 
could discourage, though not prevent, such use and would be a visual cue to keep 
people from wandering down to the creek. He asked that the record be held open for 
one week. 

L. Additional time for applicant to submit final arqument: 

The applicant did not waive the additional time to submit written argument. 

M. Close the public hearinq: 

MOTION: Chair Graetz stated that, since there has been a request to hold the record 
open, the Planning Commission would re-convene on the matter on January 2, 2008. 
Additional written testimony must be received by 5 p.m. on Wednesday, December 26, 
then there will be seven days for the applicant to respond. Commissioner Bird moved to 
close the public hearing. Commissioner Gervais seconded the motion and it passed 
unanimously. 

N. Discussion and Action by the Commission: 

Questions from the Commission: 

Commissioner Bird asked about details on limiting the use of pesticides and herbicides. 
Planner Young replied that Condition #2 on page 87 of the staff report discusses 
maintenance obligations for the development. The Condition notes that, due to the 
proximity to protected wetlands, the use of pesticides, herbicides, and fertilizers or other 
chemicals should be strictly limited. Mr. Young added, however, that it was not 
measurable. Standards for those materials are not enforceable by the City, but residents 
should be sensitive to the issue. Ms. Bird expressed concern that if the city says such 
use should be limited, but then doesn't say what those limits are, the statement is 
meaningless. Planning Division Manager Fred Towne added that when the recent Land 
Development Code was developed, it was determined that the Land Development Code 
was probably not the proper location for such concerns, and that the Municipal Code 
would probably be a more appropriate location when such standards are developed. 

Commissioner Bird asked if there was any standard which could be referenced. Planner 
Young replied that the Parks and Recreation Department may have standards for 
judicious chemical use near waterways, but he wasn't sure if it was codified. 

Commissioner Hann asked if stewardship of the wetlands falls to the HOA, would their 
submittal of a written maintenance plan for landscaping be the appropriate venue for 
regulatory scrutiny of whether the integrity of the wetlands would be maintained. Planner 
Young replied he wasn't sure how to encode that obligation. Mr. Hann added the design 
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wasn't at that level of detail yet; however, perhaps it could be addressed when detailed 
development specifics are submitted. 

Commissioner Howell asked whether new Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
standards, which would expand the 3-foot minimum sidewalk width to 4 feet, had been 
implemented yet. Manager Towne replied it was his understanding that the standards 
had not been implemented. Citing J-137 in the staff report, Planner Young added that 
the northwest corner of the property is the only section with the three-foot width 
sidewalks; the rest of the sidewalks are 5 feet wide. Staff believes that the pedestrian 
benefits outweighed the fact that this section does not meet ADA standards. Also, there 
is more than one way to get to destinations via a full-width sidewalk. Commissioner Bird 
asked if there was any way to include a 4-foot sidewalk. Mr. Young replied that it could 
not be included and still preserve a 5-foot separation between the unit on the southern 
end and the walkway. Manager Towne added that having the 5-foot separation 
preserves livability; the 3-foot limited-use sidewalk allows for connection while 
minimizing wetland encroachment. 

Commissioner Saunders asked if the Planning Commission could condition planting of 
native plants and lawns. Planner Young replied that it was possible, though it is not 
clear whether that condition is agreeable to the applicant. Ms. Saunders asked whether 
there should be any safety concerns regarding the retaining wall. Mr. Young replied he 2 

w 
was not sure whether a safety fence would be required for a 30-inch grade change, but 
one could probably be conditioned, though the extent of it would have to be specified. 2 = 
Mr. Towne added that if required by the Building Code, there could be a railing. II I g 1 

$= 
Commissioner Gervais asked for detail on a section of sidewalk placed to try to retain 6 
function of an area of wetland. Planner Young replied that a recent Capital Improvement 
Project (CIP) on Country Club Drive determined that there were significant wetlands in 
the roadside ditch in question; a number of measures were taken in the CIP to ensure 
that water continued to flow into that ditch to feed the wetland areas. The applicant's 
proposal places the sidewalk around that area. 

Commissioner Trelstad asked what the reference to meandering sidewalk meant. 
Planner Young replied that there are a number of significant, though not inventoried, 
trees; rather than mandating a straight sidewalk, he believes allowing it to meander 
would save some trees, as long as they were at least 24 feet from the edge of the right- 
of-way. 

Commissioner Howell asked whether stormwater filtering was to the normal standard or 
higher. Engineering Supervisor Turner replied that water quality facilities are geared 
towards removal of sediment, not chemicals. Trapped catch basins are an easy 
enhancement to that. However, with the use of pervious pavement, staff does not 
expect the need for catch basins, as the water then falls below the water quality 
threshold. The DEQ may or may not step in regarding the quality of water entering 
wetlands. 

Commissioner Trelstad asked about the Control Structure in Attachment N of the staff 
report. Supervisor Turner replied that the Control Structure detains roof water runoff 
from the detention pipes to the pre-development rate. The runoff eventually is 
discharged into the wetlands. 
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Commissioner Reese asked about density calculations. Manager Towne replied that the 
City was directed by the State Land Conservation and Development Commission 
(LCDC), and the State in general, to try to get greater density where possible in order to 
extend the life of the Urban Growth Boundary. This is the reason the recent Land 
Development Code has minimum densities per acre in different zones. 

Commissioner Saunders asked whether, if the building envelopes were approved as 
proposed, the applicant could come back and change the configuration; Manager 
Towne replied that because their access is off Country Club Drive through pedestrian 
use, the units must be rear-loaded through the alleys, and the pedestrian amenity to the 
front door must be provided. Planner Young added that the plat itself will lock in the 
location of the alleys, and the constraints of the envelope will require the development to 
be within the "box" that is being presented. 

Commissioner Howell asked whether it would be possible for someone to get a building 
permit for just two of the three attached units, if they are separate properties. Planner 
Young replied that it is theoretically possible to build a single unit with a party wall, but 
that is not typically done, as it is not cost-effective. Manager Towne added that it would 
be very difficult to do without an agreement between two lot owners. 

Commissioner Howell asked staff to later discuss how to guarantee subdivision 
compatibility, since the Planned Development process is meant to identify materials and 
most of the features ahead of time, and this application is less specific than that. 

Commissioner Hann asked if there were a total of eight overflow parking spots for the 
entire development; Planner Young confirmed that. Mr. Hann asked how such a limited 
number of spots have worked in other similar developments; it could be difficult to have 
yard sales or parties. He expressed concern for how the integrity of the shared parking 
spaces would be maintained. Mr. Young replied that the HOA could do that or staff 
could review provisions of the CC&Rs. 

Commissioner Saunders stated she would like staff to provide language that the 
applicants referenced regarding the conservation easement. Planner Young added that 
such language would be best incorporated as a condition of approval. 

Ill. PLANNING COMMISSION MINUTES: 

Commissioner Bird moved to approve the December 5, 2007, minutes as presented. 
Commissioner Hann seconded the motion and it passed unanimously. 

IV. OLD BUSINESS: 

Commissioner Howell recalled previous discussion on reviewing how previous 
applications turned out when built. He related that, as part of its POD, Appleby's 
Restaurant was allowed to run a public sidewalk away from the building; two benches 
were sited against the building and there was what was termed a plaza outside the 
entrance. He opined that the plaza feels as if it were simply a covered entrance and is 
not large enough to function as a public plaza. Due to a variance granted, the benches 
are covered by 4-foot-deep rather than 6-foot-deep awnings, so the north-facing 
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benches generally stay wet in winter. Also, perhaps due to lack of specificity, two bike 
parking hoops were installed oriented in such a way that all four bikes parked there will 
have uncovered seats. 

Manager Towne related that the new Land Development Code has a provision 
regarding the definition of a plaza as a minimum of 300 square feet. He agreed that 
weather protection is an important element, so when some design components are 
reduced in size, there is a point at which they lose their function. He added that most 
downtown awnings are at least 6 feet deep. 

V. NEW BUSINESS: 

A. Planning Manager's Update 

Planning Division Manager Fred Towne related that a number of appeals are still 
pending. 

1) The Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) upheld the City Council's decision 
on the Witham Oaks Planned Development. The appellants are not likely to 
proceed to the next level, which would be the Court of Appeals. 

2) Regarding the 7'h Street Station project, LUBA remanded to the City Council 
the Director's decision to remove the Planned Development Overlay from 5 
the residential portion of the site, without linking it to the Council's decision , 
to revert the zoning back to the previous Industrial zoning. LUBA also E ' 
remanded the change in the Comprehensive Plan designation and zoning of 1 ' 

g 2 
the site to the City because the proper procedures were not followed. 
Manager Towne related that the Council determined there had been 4 
adequate public testimony at the appeal hearing, along with additional 
public testimony when the record was held open. Given the time 
constraints, the Council has decided to hold a public hearing on January 7, 
2008, to address the remand of the two issues without taking additional 
public testimony. 

Commissioner Bird questioned how the January 7 Council meeting could be 
considered a public hearing if, in fact, there is no public testimony; Manager 
Towne suggested that the City Attorney could better respond. 

3) Nothing has been heard yet regarding the Whiteside Theater appeal. When 
the appellants asked to be allowed to submit additional information for the 
record, they automatically granted LUBA an undefined amount of time to 
process the issue. 

4) The LUBA records for the Brooklane Heights Planned Development and 
subdivision and the Cascade Crest Subdivision appeals are in the process 
of being finalized. 

Manager Towne related that staff is working on a list of needed Land Development 
Code updates, based on direction from the City Council. Once the list is finalized, 
a package will come back to the Planning Commission. Many of the changes 
will likely have few policy concerns and can go quickly from the Commission to 
the Council. Staff will ask that a commission ad hoc committee review and give 
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direction on those issues that do involve policy changes. 

Manager Towne related there will be a complete CIP presentation on January 2. 

Commissioner Reese asked if there had been any changes on the Evanite 
Riverfront Trail land use case. Manager Towne replied that the City had received 

an application from Evanite asking that a trail be allowed within 40 feet of the bank of 
the river and asking that the Willamette River Greenway (WRG) boundary be moved 40 
feet, also. State statutes require the WRG to be a minimum of 150 feet from mean high 
water; since the proposal is not consistent with state statutes, it would be difficult for the 
City to approve the request. As a result, staff had discussions with the LCDC, State 
Parks and Evanite representatives, and it became clear that the proposal would not go 
forward. Evanite will soon withdraw that application and resubmit another to be 
consistent with state statutes. When the application is re-submitted, staff expects 
several subsequent additional re-submittals, and the matter will probably come to the 
Planning Commission within a couple of months. The proposal will likely contain 
requests for a Comprehensive Plan Amendment, Land Development Code 
amendments, and associated Development in the WRG. 

VI. ADJOURNMENT: The meeting was adjourned at 9:08 p.m. 
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Ill. Public Hearing 
Evaluation of Proposals for the 
FY 2009 - 2013 Capital 
Improvement Program 

Approve as conditioned. 

V. 

VI. 

Forward the proposed CIP to the 
City Council as presented in the 
staff report, including the 
additionlmodification of 
assumptions and the conclusion 
of consistency with the criteria. 
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New Business 
A. Planning Manager's Update 

Adjournment - 950 p.m. 

X 



CONTENT OF DISCUSSION 

The Corvallis Planning Commission was called to order by the Chair at 7:00 p.m. in the Downtown 
Fire Station Meeting Room, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard. 

I. VISITORS' PROPOSITIONS: 

Chair David Graetz welcomed citizens and 

testimony and the applicant's 

A. Staff Update: 

2 Planning Division ttention to the applicant's final written 
.c, 
s testimony (Attachment B) submitted after 

E:  19, 2007, but before the record was closed 
-C 

g 2 
4 

Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) and the Court of Appeals. The 

standards themselves; 

wetlands will be required by the state and are not negated by the MADA provisions; 
5. The wetlands delineation has been accepted by the Division of State Lands (DSL); 

and 
6. As indicated in the staff report, the developer has the right to choose how density is 

calculated from among a number of different methods. 

Manager Towne offered to answer additional questions or respond to other testimony upon 
request. 

B. Discussion and Action bv the Commission: 

Questions from the Commission: 
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Commissioner Saunders requested additional information on why the MADA provisions 
allow for encroachment into wetlands. Manager Towne said the LDC was revised over a 
four-year period and included an inventory process, process, and an LDC 

re the Benton County 

Commissioner Saunders said t presented by the applicant 
val presented by the applicant 

prohibits use of the top t 

said he cannot s he assumes it is a spray that would kill 
tion suggested in the applicant's final 

ional information regarding the options provided to 
e MADA provisions. Manager Towne said density 
constrained or it can be calculated on the entire 

a that is unconstrained, then the remaining area 
separate tract, with no development allowed. 

n asked for additional response to Mr. Knapp's concern that due 
followed. Manager Towne said the LDC specifically identifies how to 

eatures associated with a site. If a site contains enough significant natural 
he applicant is not guaranteed the minimum development potential for the 

e MADA can be applied. This is not a matter of changing a zone or of 
a Comprehensive Plan designation. City Attorney Coulombe added that a 

Development or MADA application does not effectuate a zone change and that 
process is being satisfied by the standards themselves. 

In response to inquiries from Commissioner Bird, Manager Towne reviewed minimum and 
maximum densities for RS-6 and RS-9 zones, and agreed that 19-20 units would be 
allowed under RS-6 minimum density. 

Commissioner Bird said it has been indicated that the proposed 3-foot sidewalk would not 
be in a well-traveled area. She is concerned that it might be more traveled than expected, 
given that it will be a riparian view area. She asked if there is a way to get to the 5-foot 
standard without extending further into the protected area. Manager Towne noted that the 
applicant also expressed concern that expanding the sidewalk into the site may impact 
privacy issues for adjacent structures. He stated that this could be addressed through 
design of those structures, and that the Commission could require the sidewalk to meet the 
5-foot standard. 
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Commissioner Howell asked for additional information regarding the grading plan which, 
he said, may address concerns about privacy conflicts. Manager Towne said the entire site 

wall will be backfilled 
plan contained within 

Attachment J to the staff report. 

MADA provisions stipulate that, if in 
area, the applicant gets credit for 
simple way to address this sit 
a sidewalk through a wetland 

ut architectural compatibility and 

staff believes the e compatibility, and that there are 
provisions in the L outright is compatible. He said the 
CC&Rs do dictat 

2 
w 
c 

o approve the proposed Conceptual and Detailed 

z:  ed upon the staff recommendation to the Planning 

z proposed Condition of Approval #28. Commissioner 
2 2 
9 or a staff response to Rana Foster's concerns about lighting 

arlan area. Manager Towne reviewed Condition of Approval # I4 
e lighting plan that complies with LDC 4.2.80. 

d referred to Ms. Foster's concern regarding contaminates associated 
in driveways, and Ms. Bird asked if there is any assurance those 
d be filtered out before reaching the riparian area. Development 

ng Supervisor Keith Turner said there could be soluble components of those 
able to migrate. The LDC is set up to require that pollution generating 

us surface gets water quality treatment predicated on solids removal. The City's 
ddress soluble contaminates except as they might adhere to particles. 

There are biological actions that can decompose soluble contaminates over time and 
various filter systems that can address oils and greases, but Turner is not able to give a 
quantitative measure of how effective these measures would be. Any best management 
practices program would include education and awareness that residents are living in a 
sensitive area, and it is possible that something could be worked into the CC&Rs and 
enforced by the Homeowners Association (HOA). Brief discussion followed. 

Commissioner Howell said he thinks a 5-foot sidewalk is needed to provide enough 
passing room and asked staff to craft a proposed condition to provide for a 5-foot sidewalk 
that encroaches on the landscaped area. Brief discussion followed. 

Manager Towne suggested the following proposed condition: "The sidewalk along the 
western and northern edges of the development that provides access to the tot lot shall be 
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constructed at a 5-foot width and shall gain the additional 2 feet of width by reducing the 
distance between the sidewalk and the dwellings." 

MOTION TO AMEND: Commissioner Howell mov Condition #29 with the 
above wording. Commissioner Bird seconded the passed by a vote of 6 to 
I ,  with Commissioner Hann voting no. 

Commissioner Bird initiated discussio 
Towne said the applicant is proposin 
inches, in accordance with the City B 
additional requirement is needed. 

Commissioner Bird suggested that th ider adding a condition to address 
the applicant's recommendation for a lated to landscape maintenance. 

scape maintenance for the 
entire site shall be the r sociation. The HOA shall hire 

ides or herbicides on the site. 
The commercial o State Department of Agriculture, with 
licenses in the ca urf Herbicide and Ornamental and Turf 

appropriate insurance for 
tegrated Pest Management > - 

se of any pesticide material 
tified by Oregon Department a, a 

d. Individual home owners , E'; 
or fertilizers to their property. $ 2 
ation area is prohibited." +-r 

2 
ND: Commissioner Bird moved to add a new Condition of Approval #30, 
ove. Commissioner Gervais seconded the motion. 

ervais said pesticides include herbicides and fungicides. Following brief 
agreed to reword the last sentence of the above condition for clarification 
vidual homeowners shall be prohibited from applying any pesticides, 
ides, or fertilizers to their property." Manager Towne suggested that this 

to Condition #2 rather than be added as a new condition. Brief discussion 

The motion to amend was withdrawn. 

MOTION TO AMEND: Commissioner Bird moved to revise Condition #2 to include the 
wording proposed by staff and revised during discussion. Commissioner Gervais 
seconded the motion and it passed unanimously. 

Commissioner Howell initiated discussion about the applicant's suggestion related to 
standards for management of the conservation easement. Brief discussion followed. Staff 
agreed that it might be appropriate to address the management through a revision of 
Condition of Approval #2 which removes the reference to subsection f. 

MOTION TO AMEND: Commissioner Howell moved to revise the second sentence of 
Condition of Approval #2 to read "The CC&Rs shall address maintenance obligations for 
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Tract A that include the provisions of LDC 4.13.50." Commissioner Gervais seconded the 
motion and it passed unanimously. 

Commissioner Bird said cats often carry a disease that is detrimental to young children and 
she would discourage the inclusion of a sandbox in the tot lot. 

Commissioner Saunders said she found r. Knapp to be disturbing, 
but the applicant does comply with the ill vote in favor of the 
motion. 

Commissioner Hann said he will also v r, he appreciates 
the work done by Mr. Knapp and also s to be of great concern. 

Commissioner Ho motion. He said the MADA was 
a community compromise of v al property rights with impacts 
on the full community. 

Commissioner Bird agre nts and said she will vote in favor of 
the motion. She sa formation presented which helped the 
Commission in con 

1 The amended ously. 
w 
C 

f % approve the proposed Tentative Subdivision Plat 
r I recommendation to the Planning Commission. 
g 1 
+ nded the motion and it passed unanimously. 
3 

The Chair explained that the decision will be effective 12 days from when the Notice of 
Disposition is signed, unless an appeal is filed with the City Recorder. 

he Chair opened the public hearing. 

B. Staff Overview: 

Public Works Engineering Supervisor Greg Gescher introduced himself and Park Planner 
Jackie Rochefort. He said the Planning Commission has received a copy of the five-year 
Capital Improvement Program (CIP). His presentation will focus on the new projects in the 
proposed 2009 update, as well as new elements of ongoing projects. 

Supervisor Gescher reviewed the six new projects in this year's proposed update, as 
detailed in the CIP: 

c Osborn Aquatic Center; 
Special Use Facilities; 
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Country Club Drive Bike Lane; 
Fillmore and Lincoln Sidewalks; 

r Madison AvenueIOSU Improvements; and 
Walnut Boulevard Medians. 

Gescher also reviewed new element etailed in the CIP: 
City Hall Block; 
Municipal Buildings Rehabilitatio 
Park Development-New; 
Park Improvements-Existing; 
Riverfront Commemorative Park, 
Traffic Signals. 

Gescher then offered to answer any questio 

In response to inquiries from Commissioner Hann regarding the Country Club Drive Bike 
Lane project, Supervisor Gescher advised that the gravel shoulder on Country Club Drive 
is used for parking. There is a possibility that the bike lane can go in without restricting that 
parking, but there may be some impacts. The land for the bike lane is City-owned and it 
is not anticipated that additional right-of-way will need to be purchased. The City is 
responsible for maintaining bike lanes, and citizens may call the Public Works Department 
if blackberries or other vegetation encroach into any vehicle lane. 

testimony regarding the need for a neighborhood 
ed if that is in the five-year plan. Park Planner 2 

r plan includes acquisition of land for a neighborhood park, but - 
at will be. She said staff is aware of the need for a park in the E CY 
in other areas. Staff will consider needs as defined in the Park A= ' 

O 2  Plan and match those needs with the area where land becomes 3 
3 

ird asked if the section of Madison Avenue where a one-way street is 
include two-way bike traffic. Supervisor Gescher said he would assume 
d would include one-way bike traffic, but that level of planning has not yet 

e. Bird said two-way bike traffic would be preferable. 

missioner Bird asked if there will be a coordinated design for the Walnut Boulevard 
edians. Supervisor Gescher said he expects there will be an overall strategy, but the 

actual implementation will likely be done in a phased approach due to budget limitations. 
Brief discussion followed. 

Commissioner Saunders said she is the Planning Commission liaison to the CIP 
Commission. She referred to the Ninth and Circle Intersection Improvements on page 49 
of the CIP, and said the intent is to acquire right-of-way from the Bi-Mart property owner 
to construct a right turn lane. Saunders said the indication was that the turn lane would not 
be built to LDC or Comprehensive Plan specifications, and she expressed concerns about 
safety, aesthetics, and fairness. She asked Supervisor Gescher to comment. 

Gescher said that area of town has a lot of congestion and has had numerous accidents. 
The idea is to provide a right turn lane to address those safety concerns. A turn lane would 
require additional right-of-way from the property that is occupied by the Bi-Mart 
Corporation. The property owner's primary concern is that the project not jeopardize her 

Planning Commission, January 2, 2008 Page 7 of 9 



relationship with her tenant. Bi-Mart has concerns about impacts to customer parking. Mr. 
Gescher reviewed a graphic of the project, noting that the project as envisioned does not 
include a landscape strip because that would negatively impact the parking. Brief 
discussion followed. 

In response to inquiries from Commissioner Howell 
area of the Riverfront Park South G 
has not yet been done. She furt 
complex is still under consideration. 

In response to further inquiries from Gescher provided 
additional information about the Cou 
Sidewalks projects, noting that det 
status of the Goodnight right-of-wa 

Commissioner Hann express access related to the Fillmore 
and Lincoln Sidewalks pr upervisor Gescher. 

C. Public Testimonv: 

proposed improvements to the rose garden 
ration be given to moving the chapel at the 

e that piece of Corvallis history. She noted 
February. Chair Graetz suggested that 

t. Councilor Wershow suggested that Ms. 
ith the City Manager. In response to a 
said she has already been in contact with 

r of the Madison Avenue 
bmitted and reviewed a flyer outlining the history 

t C), as well as a handout with information 
orridor Project (Attachment D). He said 
all. Key goals are: 

, people and places; and 
o enhance pedestrian comfort and interest in the OSU-Downtown linkage. 

Mr. Livingston distributed and reviewed a list of related Comprehensive Plan findings and 
policies and reviewed consistency with the City-approved OSU Campus Master Plan. 

In response to inquiries, Mr. Livingston said the plan was presented to the Bicycle and 
Pedestrian Advisory Commission, which chose not to submit a letter of support due to the 
absence of a multi-modal path. He noted that the focus of the MATF is on pedestrians, 
who are the most vulnerable of those traversing the area and who would most enjoy the 
proposed features. 

E. Staff Re~ort: 

Senior Planner Kelly Schlesener reviewed her memorandum re: Evaluation of Proposals 
for the 2009-201 3 Capital Improvement Program. She said this evaluation focuses on: 
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t new projects added to the program with regard to consistency with the 
Comprehensive Plan and facility master plans; 
requirements of state and federal agencies; 
impact on public safety; 
continued maintenance of essential City servic 
contribution to the City's economic growth. 

Planner Schlesener revi 
detailed in the memorandum. In resp 
are proposed in order to provide a 
followed. 

MOTION: Commissioner Bird moved to 
presented in the staff rep 
conclusion of consistency with 
and it passed unanimous1 

IV. OLD BUSINESS: None. 

V. NEW BUSINESS: 

1 
n to the new meeting schedule on the back of the 

ent Hearings Board meeting on January 23 and a, 
on January 16. The next meeting of the Planning , 

, 2008, and will include a public hearing on the 2 
9 

VI. eeting was adjourned at 9:50 p.m. 
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ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: January 31,2008 

TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Kevin Young, Senior Planner 

SUBJECT: Additional correspondence regarding the appeal of the Ashwood 
Preserve Subdivision (PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003) 

Since the release of the January 25, 2008, Memorandum from Community Development 
Director, Ken Gibb, the attached correspondence has been received regarding the appeal 
of the Ashwood Preserve Subdivision (PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003), which is scheduled 
to be considered by the City Council on February 4, 2008. 



rage 1 or I 

Young, Kevin 

From: joliecharies@juno.com 

Sent: Saturday, January 26, 2008 758 PM 

To : Young, Kevin 

Subject: Ashwood Preserve Subdivision 

My husband and I live on 1646 SW Country Club Place. We have watched our area grow and 
grow. We've not complained abornt any of the new building, but this new subdivision is not a good 
idea. This area constantly floods and Country Club Drive is extrememly crowded from the 
building that has already gone on. I can't even imagine what it would be like with even more new 
building on that road. 

Both my husband and I are teachers. We both have second jobs in the evening, so going to 
community meetings isn't really an option for us. Hopefully, an email complaint will suffice. 

Thanks, 

Les and Jolie Charles 

Click for information on obtaining: a VA loan. 



RECEIVED 

January 27,2008 

Protest "Ashwood Preserve" 
Gomunity Development 

Planning Division 

As a 32-year-resident of Country Club Drive in Corvallis, I am concerned about the proposed 
Ashwood Preserve development for four reasons, (1) density, (2) building into the floodplain (3) 
traffic, and (4) process in making land use decisions. Surrounding existing homes are single 
family residential. The proposed development is high density, making "Ashwood Preserve" 
housing development an oxymoron, as is the "The Gardens" down the street, "Grand Oaks," 
"Timberhill" and other developments throughout town that destroy the very natural features 
these developments are named after. Is sweet little Corvallis, as recently portrayed in the new 
promotional movie celebrating Corvallis's 150th birthday, becoming another "Boomtown"? 
Having worked in real estate in Corvallis for over twenty years, I believe what our city really 
needs is more developments like Stoneybrook, with single level, totally handicap-accessible 
homes. Far too many builders are putting up three bedroom, two and a half bath homes, with 
bedrooms and main bath upstairs. Most of us will need handicap-accessible housing eventually, 
City planners are focused on infill and maximizing density, with a resulting lack of properties 
that serve the long term needs of home owners. 

My second concern is that some of the proposed development is on the floodplain. Historically, 
builders have tried to build for maximum profit rather than wise land use. I remember when the 
City and Montgomery Brothers proposed building high density apartments and attached housing 
on t i e  corner of Country Club Drive and 35" Street. An engineer representing the developer, 
Montgomery Brothers, seriously proposed burying the creek (then Squaw Creek - now Dunawi 
Creek) in a pipe all the way to the Willamette River and then building over it. We must respect 
and protect our natural features. The proposed development destroys floodplain. 

Regarding traffic problems, it is already difficult to pull out of my driveway during rush hours, 
due to all the recent development west of my property. Though the speed limit is 25 mph, many 
drivers use Country Club Drive as a thoroughfme and drive much faster. More high density 
housing will only exacerbate traffic problems. 

As to process, though I live only two tenths of a mile from the proposed development, the city 
did not notify me of it. A small sign on the property and notice in the newspaper have been 
ineffective in notifying neighbors of this major land development decision. To appeal it, 
citizens have had to pay $250. The public hearing for this appeal will be Monday, February 4"' , 
at 7:30 p.m. at the (main) City Fire Station Meeting Room, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard, Please 
attend and keep the city from riding rough shod over citizen concerns. Let's try to prevent 
Corvallis from becoming just another boomtown. 

3 800 S W Country Club ~ y i v e  
Corvallis, Oregon 973 3 3 
(541) 753-8383 



From: 
Sent: 
To : 
Subject: 

Louie, Kathy 
Wednesday, January 30,2008 1 :I3 PM 
Young, Kevin 
FW: Ashwood Preserve 

Kevin, here's one . . . .  do you want me to continue to send to you and then copies can be 
made for Monday at noon? 

- - - - -  Original Message----- 
From: Bill York [mailto:wardl@council.ci.corvallis.or.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2008 1:05 PM 
To: Maxine Eckes 
Cc: wardl-web-archive@council.ci.corvallis.or.us; Louie, Kathy 
Subject: Re: Ashwood Preserve 

Ms. Eckes, 

I can't discuss this outside of the Public Hearing forum. I will forward your concerns to 
the other members of the Council and include it in the Public Record. 

Regards, 

Bill York 
Councilor - Ward 1 

> Dear Mr. York: 
> 
> I am very concerned about the new development called "Ashwood 
> Preserveu. It's location in a wetlands, its density, its design. As 
> these three story townhouses are proliferating around town, I wonder 
> if any other group has expressed disappointment in this kind of 
> construction. It surely is changing the face of Corvallis. A number 
> of people of mentioned to me that they have looked for one-story 
> housing in new construction and there is very little. All new homes 
> appear to be huge, two story buildings. Another concern is the 
> increased traffic on Country Club Dr and 35th. We live just off 35th 
> and experience the increase over the past few years. 
> 
> Putting up these structures in an area designated as wet lands is also 
> of great concern to me. As our Ward 1 Councilor, is there anything 
> that can be done about it, or is it a done deal? I am sad. 
> 
> Maxine Eckes 
> 3581 SW Par PI 
> Corvallis 
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Date: 30 January 2008 
To: Corvallis City Council and Mayor 
From: Marilyn Koenitzer, 4240 SW Fairhaven Drive 97333 
Subject: Ashwood Preserve (PLD07-00009lSUB07-0003) 

I have walked the three-mile loop from my home through the Ashwood Preserve area 
hundreds of times over the past 34 years. I have seen the area in flood stage. Many times 
the multi-use path is impassable due to high water. I am concerned about encroachment 
of housing into the floodplain and onto the wetlands. There is legal precedent that allows 
jurisdictions to restrict development in floodplains1. I do not believe the City has to allow 
encroachment into the floodplain. 

I am convinced that the development proposal could be improved either by Council 
action or by remand to the Planning Commission and still allow reasonable development. 
I will address two serious obstacles to development, give one rose, give two solutions for 
change, and then present several inconsistencies and/or changes for your consideration. 

Obstacles: 
I. Buffer Requirements and Vegetation Maintenance: LDC Chapter 4.13.40.b (b) requires 
a 25' setback buffer around the upland edge of locally and non/locally protected 
wetlands. Additionally, the vegetation maintenance provision in the staff report (Ref: 
OFC 304.1.2) mandates a 25' fire buffer clear of vegetation. There is no buffer in the area 
encroaching into the wetland. I cannot determine from the maps and the staff report the 
amount of buffer in the other areas. Given the stated requirement, I would expect a 50' 
buffer adjacent to the wetland. If this cannot be accomplished the development should be 
denied. 

2. Staff Condition 2 (page 76): Maintenance Obligations: I agree that no pesticides, 
herbicides, fertilizers, or other chemicals should be allowed to be used within the 
development or any of the Tracts. It is quite unlikely, however, that the proposed 
Homeowners' Association will be able to enforce this condition. Without a reasonable 
expectation of enforcement, the development should be denied. 

Rose: 
I applaud Applegate Development Group for proposing to use permeable paving 
throughout the development. I believe that permeable paving should be required in all 
new development in driveways and parking lots (and should have been used adjacent to 
this proposed development on the recently paved parking lot situated in the floodway at 
"The Gardens"). 

Background - on Solution 1 : 
The staff report states: A requirement of LDC 4.11 S0.04 states, "All unconstrained lands 
shall be used before encroachments can occur." The smaller upland areas on the west side 
of this property may be problematic, but deserve a second look. 
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Solution 1: Remove the condos from the floodplain and wetland areas and replace a 
triplex to the unconstrained upland piece immediately west of the last drawn duplex, 
adjacent to Country Club Drive. (See Attachment M within Attachment J.) 

Background on Solution 2: 
While reacquainting myself with the June 26,2000 Comprehensive Plan and the new 
Land Development Code for this hearing, I am again reminded that the City is trying to 
protect urban streams and wetlands through many of its Findings, Policies and Codes 
listed below. 

Floodplains and Flood Hazards: Findings 4.8.a to i, Policies 4.8.1, 4.8.3; 
Water Resources: Findings 4.9.a to c., Policy 4.9.1 ; 
Urban Streams and Other Drainageways: Findings 4.1 O.a to 4.10.0, Policies 
4.10.1 to 4.10.12; 
Wetlands: Findings 4.1 1 .a to4.11 .e, 4.1 1 .g to 4.1 1 .j, Policies 4.1 1.1 to 4.1 1.14. 
Wetlands: LDC Chapter 4.13) 

But other planning policies and MADA seem to thoroughly undermine protection of 
these enviroilrnentally critical areas. I recognize that one of the intents of the Comp. Plan 
and LDC is to balance preservation with development, and I further recognize that our 
standards are required to be "clear and objective," but since the MADA was adopted, and 
the City and Century Properties finalized the appeal of the LDC, this is a new era, not 
only because of new awareness of global warming and sustainability, but also because of 
the passage of Measure 49. 

The MADA provisions are unique to Corvallis and Benton County. No other jurisdiction 
has adopted them. This is the first time the MADA calculations have been applied to a 
development. While the chart numbers are clear and objective, the source of the 
calculations is arbitrary. In Ordinance 2004-36, the MADA was adopted with a further 
revision: (Section 4.1 1.40.03.a Table 4.1 1.1) - "Change the Base MADAIAcre for the 
RS-1 District from 9,500 Sq. ft. to 10,000 sq. ft." This prior change demonstrates that the 
City Council can choose to adopt a text amendment revising the MADA calculations to 
reflect more protection for our natural resources. 

Solution 2: In the Ashwood case, I believe that the MADA base calculation figures could 
and should be reduced to restrict encroachment into the 100-year floodplain and the 
wetland. This change could better protect stream and wetland integrity, water quality, 
flood control, and wetland drainage due to upland development. 

Other Concerns: 
Solar Access; MADA requirements for density exempt this parcel from solar 
requirements. Given the developer's willingness to use permeable paving, it miglit be 
possible to convince him to change the roof design to accommodate solar panels. This is 
a south-facing property with no current obstructions to sunlight. The State is now 
encouraging solar usage. If it is feasible for the developer to reorient his buildings or redo 
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the massive eastlwest facing roof structure, I encourage you to encourage him to do so. 
This change could also make the condos more salable. 

Change in H~drologv, Storm Drainage: According to the Staff Report, encroachment into 
the wetland by MADA provision will cause hydrology to be changed. Even with the use 
of permeable paving, storm drainage will increase with the development, especially with 
more than 25,000 sq. ft. of roof area. There are no storm sewers in the older parts of 
town, and none are being built with new development. Because of changes in hydrology, 
drainage and hydrology continue to be problematic, even with detention facilities. 

Homeowners Maintenance: Since Wetlands and the 100-year Floodplain are involved in 
this development, and since State and Federal permits are required, the maintenance of 
the conserved area ('Tract A) should not be left up to the Homeowners' Association. 
Instead, maintenance should be assumed by the City. 

Compatibility,Visual, and Basic Site Design: The staff report has conflicting statements 
regarding the building heights. I do not believe the height and the design of the 
condominiums are compatible with the adjacent, older single-family surrounding 
neighborhood. 

Thank you for your attention to and consideration of my testimony. For the reasons listed 
above, I request that the proposal either be denied or remanded to the Planning 
Commission for changes that would disallow encroachment into the wetland and 
floodplain. 

' ( h c a s  vs. South Carolina Coastal Council). 



MEMORANDUM 

January 30, 2008 

TO: Mayor and City Co~~nci l  

FROM: $1 Nancy Brewer, Finance Director \L,\\ 
''6 

SUBJECT: Re-Authorization of the Purchasing. Chapter of the Municipal Code 

I. Issue 

State law requires the City Council to re-authorize purchasing practices that are different from 
State law each year. 

I%. Discussion 

Staff has completed a review of the purchasing chapter of the Corvallis Municipal Code (Chapter 
1.04, attached). Staff is recornmencling ~naltillg two lni~ior changes to the language when the code 
is re-authorized: 

In section 1.04.040 ( I )  there is a niinor typographical error on the first line, where the 
reference is the Manua1,Purchasing where it should be a reference to Purchasing 
Manual. 

0 In tlie same section, the lang~lage refers to the 2004 Oregon Attollley General's Public 
Contract Manual. Since the Attorney General updates the manual after each 
legislative session, staff reco~nn~ends changing this reference to the current Attorney 
General's Public Contract Manual. 

Staff recoln~nellds lnailltaini~ig all other language as is. 

111. Requested Action 

Adopt tlie attached ordinance amending Chapter 1.04 Purchasing of the Corvallis Municipal 
Code, and re-authorizing the chapter. 

Purchasing Chapter Re-a~~lhori7ation Page 1 



Attachment A 

Chapter 1.04 

Purchasing (repealed by Ord. 2005-01 and reenacted by Orcl. 2005-01 on 
02/07/2005) 

Sections: 

1.04.010 Title. 
1.04.020 Local Contract Review Board. 
1.04.030 Purchasing Agent. 
1.04.040 Purchasing, Procurement, and Contracting Process 
1.04.050 Prohibition of Interest. 
1.04.060 Gifts and Rebates. 
1.04.070 Unauthorized Purchases. 
1.04.080 Street, Sewer, and Water Improvements. 
1.04.090 Penalties. 
1.04.100 Validity. 
Section 1.04.010 Title. 

This Chapter shall be lmown and may be cited as the Purchasiag Chapter of the 
City of Corvallis Municipal Code. 
(Ord. 2005-0 1 5 l,02/07/2005) 

Section 1.04.020 Local Contract Review Board. 
1) The City Council is hereby designated as the Local Contract Review Board 

and, relative to contract concerns of the City, shall have all the power granted to the 
Local Contract Review Board. The Local Contract Review Board may delegate any of 
its powers and duties to the Puuchasing Agent. 

2) The Local Contract Review Board may, by resolultion, adopt rules pertaining to 
purchasing as identified in state law. 

3) The Local Contract Review Board may, by resolution, esempt contracts not 
exempted by State law froin competitive bidding if it finds: 

a) The lack of bids will not result in favoritism or substantially diminished 
competition in awarding the contract; and 

b) The exelnptioil will result in substantial cost savings. 
c) In malting such findings, the Board may consider the type, cost, amount 

of the contract, number of persons available to bid, and such other factors as the Board 
may deem appropriate. 

4) The Local Colltract Review Board nlay determine that a coiltract is exempt 
from colnpetitive bidding if the Board determines that emergency co~lclitiolls require 
prompt executioli of the contract. A deter~nination of such an emergency shall be entered 
into the record of the meetiilg at wl~ic l~  the deternliilation was macle. The Board shall 
adopt rules allowing the governing body to declare that an emergency exists. Any 
contract awarded ~lncler this subsection ~iic~st be awarded within 60 clays following 
declaration of the emergency, unless the Boarcl grants an estensinn. 

5 )  Thc I.ocal Contract Reviem Boarcl may cleterminc that a contract is exempt 
from compet~ti\ e hiclcling to aclclrcss 01. mitigale pi~blic health ancl hafet! impacts of a 
natur~~l disaster. or similar scale. emergent! occurrence. l'hc 1'111 clias~ng /\gent ma> 
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Attachment A 

wares, mercl~andise, sewices, or in payment of obligatio~ls ordinarily and reasollably 
neecled or incuwed by cities in the State of Oregon of comparable size and engaging in 
lilte pursuits as the City, together with a~lthority to malte all expenditures incidentally and 
reasonably needed in connection therewith. 

9) Sell or dispose of all personal property which has become obsolete and 
unusable. All property acquired with Federal dollars shall follow Federal guidelines for 
the disposal of such propel-ties. 

10) Declare the existence of a na t~ ra l  disaster, or similar scale emergency, that 
may require immediate City purchases of goods, materials or services to mitigate the 
public health and safety impacts. 
(Ord. 2005-01 92, 02/07/2005) 

Section 1.04.040 Purchasing, Procurement, and Contracting Process 
I)  Except as set out in the Manua1,Purchasing the City of Corvallis adopts for 

local public procureineilt and purchasing requirements those statutes and administrative 
rules enacted by the State of Oregon which relate to public purchasing and procurement, 
and which generally are contained in ORS Chapters 279A, 279B and 279C and the 2004 
Oregon Attorney General's Public Contract Manual, as these may be amended from time 
to time. 

2) The rules, procedures and processes specifically set forth in the City of 
Corvallis P~lrchasing Manual shall be applied by the City rather than any model rule that 
coi~flicts with the City of Corvallis rule, procedure or process. 

3) Notliing in this section shall prevent the City from using any alternative ineans 
of procurement allowed by State law even if the City of Corvallis Purchasing and 
Procurenlent Manual is silent about the alternative means of procurement. 
(Ord. 2005-01 92, 02/07/2005) 

Section 1.04.050 Prohibition of Interest. 
No officer or employee of the City sl~all use his or her official position or office to 

obtain finailcia1 gain, other than official salary, for hiinself or herself or for ally inember 
of his or her household, or for any busiiless with which he or she, or a member of his or 
her housel~old, is associated. 
(Ord. 2005-01 92, 02/07/2005) 
(99-08. Alllended. 0612111999) 

Section 1.04.060 Gifts ancl Rebates. 
The Purchasillg Agent and every officer and employee of the City are expressly 

prohibited from accepting, directly or indirectly, from any person, company. fir111. or 
corporation to which any purchase order or contract is or might be aw-arcled. any rebate, 
gift, money, or anything of value whatsoever, except where given for the use a11d benefit 
of the City. 
((3rd. 2005-01 92, 02/07/2005) 

Section 1.04.070 Clnauthorized Purchases. 
Any P L I S ~ ~ L ~ ~ C  c,~-der or contract made contras! to the pro\lision.s hercol'shnll not 

be ;tpprovecl b l  the Cit! oflici~lls. and the Cit! shall ~ i c t t  hc bouncl tlicseb! . 
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award any contract necessary to address or mitigate a natural disaster, or similar scale 
emergency, within 30 days following the declaration. 

6) Real propel-ty may only be sold with the approval of the Local Contract Review 
Board, except as allowed under Chapter 2.12 of this Municipal Code. 

7) The Local Contract Review Board shall establish the dollar amo~ults which 
require that a solicitation for work, goods, or services shall be subject to formal 
solicitation processes. The City Manager shall illcorporate these dollar amounts into the 
Corvallis Purchasing Manual. 

8) In addition to the powers and duties established hereby, the Local Contract 
Review Board shall have such additional powers as authorized by State law. 
(Ord. 2005-01 92,0210712005) 

Section 1.04.030 Purchasing Agent. 

The City Manager is, by Charter provision, designated as the Purchasing Agent of 
the City. The City Manager may delegate any of the powers and duties to any other 
officers or employees of the City. The City Purchasing Agent shall have the power and 
duty to: 

1) Purchase or contract for all s~~pplies and colltractual services needed by any 
using agency which derives its s~~ppol-t wl~olly or in part from the City, in accordance 
with purchasing procedures as prescribed in this Chapter and such rules and regulations 
as the City Manager shall adopt for the internal nlanagen~eilt and operation of the City. 

2) Establish and amend rules and regulations which are necessary and proper to 
f~~lf i l l  the intent of this Chapter for procurement as well as dispositioll of surplus 
property. In the event of delegated responsibility, all changes will be subject to the 
approval of the City Manager. 

3) Adopt an official City of Corvallis Purchasing Manual. The City of Corvallis 
Purchasing Manual shall constitute the local rules a~thorized by ORS 279A.O65(5)(a)(B) 
and ORS 279A.070. The City of Corvallis Purchasing Manual shall be reviewed, revised 
if necessary, a ~ d  readopted by the City Manager each time the Attorney General inodifies 
the Model Rules. 

4) Prescribe and maintain such forms as may be reasonably necessary in the 
operation of this Chapter. 

5) Declare vendors ill default in their quotations, irresponsible bidders, and to 
disqualify them from receiving any business froin the City for a stated period of time. 

6) Declare a vendor a sole source vendor, ~ ~ p o n  developlnellt of written findings 
as identified in ORS 279B.075. 

7) Define special procureinent procedures that differ from tlie staildard procedures 
for a class of purchases, upon developluent of written findings that describe the proposed 
procedures. the goods or services or the class of goods or services to be acquirecl thro~lgh 
the special procurement, and the circumstances that justify the use oC special procurement 
procedures. in accord with ORS 279B.085. 

8 )  Wlal~e. \\iithout f~lrtl~er authorization from Council. all expenclitures reasonably 
necessarj Sos tlie orderly. uniform operation of the City as long as the same are \ \ i t l i in  the 
budget allo\\,lnces allotted for said operations for the fiscal jcnr in \\Iiich the 
espaiditc~l-c\ ,~sc maclc. ancl also \ \ ~ t l i i n  wicl buclgct pro\ is~c)ns. to mL1l,e. \\ itlio~lt I ~ I I - ~ I I C I  
aulIic)~.~~at~c)~i Ison1 C'ouncil. scicli c\pencl~tures as are rc;lsonul~lj ncccssarj for go~cls. 
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(Ord. 2005-01 ~2,0210712005 

Section 1.04.080 Street, Sewer, and Water Improvements. 

Nothing contained herein shall be construed in ally manner to render invalid any 
street, sidewalk, sewer, or water improvement or assessment. 
(Ord. 2005-01 92, 02/07/2005) 

Section 1.04.090 Penalties. 
Any person violating any provision herein sl~all, upon coilviction thereof, be 

punished by imprisolu~lzent for a period not to exceed 30 days, or by a fine not to exceed 
$1,000, or by both such fine and imprisoml~ent. Each violation of a provision herein shall 
constitute a separate offense; and each day or portion thereof over which the same 
violation occurs shall constit~~te a separate offense. 
(Ord. 2005-01 52, 02/07/2005) 

Section 1.04.100 Validity. 
If any Section, subsection, sentence or pal? herein shall be Ileld to be void by any 

coul-t of competent jurisdiction, the remaining parts herein shall remain and be in fill1 
force and effect; and Council hereby declares that the provisions of the Cl~apter are not 
interdependent. 
(Ord. 2005-01 52,02/07/2005) 
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ORDINANCE 2008- 

AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO PURCHASING, AMENDING MUNICIPAL 
CODE CHAPTER 1.04 PURCHASING AS AMENDED. 

TI-IE CITY OF CORVALLIS ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. Municipal Code Section 1.04.040 is hereby amended as follows: 
1 )  Except as set O L I ~  in the kl&wx& Purchasing Manual the City of Corvallis adopts for 

local public procurement and purchasing requirements those statutes and administrative rules 
enacted by the State of Oregon which relate to public purchasing and procurement, and which 
generally are contained in ORS Chapters 279A, 279B and 279C and the XKM Current Oregon 
Attorney General's Public Contract Manual, as these may be amended from time to time. 

2) The rules, procedures and processes specifically set forth in the City of Corvallis 
Purchasi~ig Manual shall be applied by the City rather than any model rule that conflicts with the 
City of Corvallis rule, procedure or process. 

3) Nothing in this sectio~i shall prevent the City from using ally alternative means of 
procurement allowed by State law even if the City of Corvallis Purchasing and Procurement 
Manual is silent about the alternative mealis of procurement. 
(Ord. 2008 - - 9 1,2/04/3008; Ord. 2005-01 92, 02/07/2005) 

Section 2. M~micipal Code Chapter 1.04 Reauthorization 
The City Couilcil hereby re-a~~thorizes Corvallis M~ulicipal Code Cllapter 1.04 

Purchasing with these amendments. 

PASSED by the City Coullcil this day of ,2008. 

APPROVED by the Mayor this day of ,2008. 

EFFECTIVE this day of ,2008. 

Mayor 

ATTEST: 

City Recorder 
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February 1,2008 

Corvallis City Council 
501 S W Madison Avenue 
Corvallis OR 97330 

Dear Council Members: 
rt.7 ;"jAp;i>CL:.qs 
J I  I , l i i - 1  

OFFICE 

Cornerstone Associates, Inc. and its next door neigl~bor Evanite Corporation are presently 
engaged in negotiations to complete a lot line adjustment (LLA) between their properties 
which would result in the transfer of approximately two acres from the six-acre 
Cornerstone property, to Evanite. In addition to the LLA, the parties propose that 
Cornerstone grant a traffic easement across a portion of the Cornerstone parent parcel 
that will be retained by Cornerstone. The LLA application is currently pending with the 
Corvallis P l d l g  Department. 

The Cornerstone property is subject to a mortgage held by the City of Corvallis which 
secuses a promissory note in the amount of $24,635.63. This obligation arose in 1984 as 
the result of street assessments in connection with improveillents made to Crystal Lake 
Drive at the time. 

The mortgage and note both provide that the debt will not become due and payable unless 
and until either 1) Cornerstone "transfers" the property to a t l ~ d  party, or 2) Cornerstone 
no longer uses the property for its non-profit purpose of providing employment 
opportunities to disabled worlters in the community. 

Cornerstone continues to use the property for its non-profit purpose, and intends to do so 
for the indefinite future. However, the transfer of property to Evanite under the LLA, and 
the grant of the easement, are both teclvlically "transfers" of property interests, even 
though only partial, which could trigger the provisions in the note and mortgage malung 
the debt due and payable. The purpose of this letter is to request that the City of 
Co~vallis 1) grant permission for these transactions to proceed without accelerating the 
debt, and 2) grant a release of the mortgage as it applies to the propesty being transferred 
to Evanite (it will of course remain attached to the parent parcel retained by Cornerstone). 

It is important to note that the LLA transfer involves essentially what is for practical 
purposes a strip of unimproved land along the shared boundary with Evanite (there are 
some unused derelict structures on the parcel, but they are of no value and will in all 
lilcelihood be eventually demolished, regardless of who owns the property). The parent 
parcel that will be retained by Cornerstone includes all of the improvements of value, 
including the main office building, the wood shop, and the new building (nearing 
completion) that replaces Ille structuse destroyed by fire in 2006. The proposed easement 
encompasses the already-existing driveway, and so will not result in any changes on the 
ground. 

- - 
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The City's mortgage will remain attached to the Cornerstone parent parcel after the LLA 
and easement grant. The City will thus remain fully secured as to the debt, with all 
provisions of the 1984 mortgage remaining in effect. It is our belief that the restriction 
on transfers was probably meant to only apply to a complete disposition of the property, 
and not to a partial transfer, after which Cornerstone will continue to pursue its non-profit 
mission on a highly valuable piece of property. Nevertheless Cornerstone wishes to fully 
apprise the City of the situation, to seek its waiver of the debt-acceleration provisions of 
the mortgage and note, and to request the release of the mortgage as it applies to the 
parcel to be transferred to Evanite.. 

Thank you very much for your consideration of this request. 

Nancy Maxwell 
Executive Director 

cc. Mayor Charlie Tolnlinson 
City Manager Jon Nelson 
City Recorder . 



BEFORE THE LAND USE BOARD OF APPEALS 

OF THE STATE OF OREGON 

7TH STREET STATION, LLC, 
Petitioner, 

VS. 

C ORVALLIS, 
Respondent. 

LUBA NOS. 2007-140 and 2007-141 

FEB 0 B 2008 

ORDER ON MOTION FOR 
ATTORNEY FEES AND COST BILL 

Ci?Y MP,IVA!>&RS 
OFFICE 

MOTION FOR ATTORNEYS FEES 

Petitioner moves for an award of attorney fees pursuant to ORS 197.830(15)(b), 

which provides: 

18 "The board shall * * * award reasonable attorney fees and expenses to the 
19 prevailing party against any other party who the board finds presented a 
20 position witho~zt probable cause to believe the position was well-founded in 
2 1 law or on factually supported information." 

h determining whether to award attorney fees against a nonprevailing party, we must 

determine that "every argument in the entire presentation [that a nonprevailing party] makes 

to LUBA is lacking in probable cause * * *." Fechtig v. City ofAlbany, 150 Or App 10, 24, 

946 P2d 280 (1997). Under ORS 197.830(15)(b), a position is presented "without probable 

cause" where "no reasonable lawyer would conclude that any of the legal points asserted on 

appeal possessed legal merit." Contreros v. City of Philomoth, 32 Or LUBA 465, 469 

(1996). In applying the probable cause analysis LUBA "will consider whether any of the 

issues raised [by a party] were open to doubt, or subject to rational, reasonable, or honest 

discussion." Id. The party seeking an award of attorney fees under the probable cause 

3 I standard must clear a relatively high hurdle and that hurdle is not met by simply showing that 

32 LUBA rejected all of a party's arguments on the merits. Brotvn v. City of Ontario, 33 Or 
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LUBA 803,804 (1 997). 

In the present appeal, we remanded the city's decision because we found that th6 city 

had misconstrued the applicable law when it conditioned its approval of petitioner's request 

for removal of a Planned Development (PD) overlay from petitioner's property on a change 

in the zoning and plan map designations for the property. We remanded the decision so that 

the city could adopt an order removing the PD overlay without improperly requiring that the 

property's plan and zoning map designations be changed. We declined petitioner's request to 

a f f m  the part of the city's decision that removed the a PD overlay and reverse the part of the 

city's decision that changed the zone and map designations, because our rules do not 

expressly a~~thorize us to affirm in part and reverse in part. 

Petitioner argues that every argument that the city made in defense of the challenged 

decision was lacking in probable cause. In stlpport of this contention, petitioner points to the 

minutes of the city council hearing d~~r ing  which the decision that was the subject of the 

appeal was made. Those minutes include the city attorney's explanation to the city co~mcil of 

its options in addressing petitioner's application. Record 76. The min~ttes indicate that the 

city attorney advised the council that if the council chose to remove the PD overlay but also 

change the plan and zone map designations for the property, the city's action could subject 

the city to an award of attorney's fees in favor of petitioner. 

The city has not responded to petitioner's motion for attorney fees. Petitioner has 

made a prima filcie case that the city's defense of its decision was "lacking in probable 

ca~~se," and the city offers us no reason to conclude otherwise. Fechtig v. City ofAlbany, 150 

Or App at 24. Accordingly, petitioner's motion for an award of attorney's fees is granted. 

Under ORS 197.830(15)(b), the requested attorney fees must be reasonable. LUBA 

has discretion to determine the amount of attorney fees that is reasonable under the specific 

facts of the case. Gallagher v. City of Myrtle Point, 50 Or LW3A 769 (2005). However, whle  

we independently review attorney fee statements for reasonableness, the failure of an 
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opposing party to contest such statements is at least some indication that the attorney fees 

sought are reasonable. See 671 0 LLC v. City of Poutland, 4 1 Or LUBA 608, 6 1 1 - 12 (2002) 

(discussing reasonable hourly rates and reasonable amount of time to pursue a LUBA 

appeal). 

Petitioner submitted a statement of attomey fees, seeking $14,280.00 in attomey fees. 

Petitioner's attorneys spent approximately 67 hours at hourly rates of $225 and $175, and 

$1 12.50 for travel time. We agree with petitioner that approximately 67 hours is a reasonable 

amount of time to have spent in prosecuting this appeal, and that petitioner's attorneys' 

hourly rates are reasonable. Id. 

Petitioner's motion for attorney fees in the amount of $14,280.00 is granted. 

COST BILL 

12 Petitioner filed a cost bill requesting award of the cost of its filing fees, in the amount 

13 of $175 for each appeal. Petitioner also requests return of its deposits for costs. Respondent 

14 has not responded to petitioner's motion. 

15 Petitioner is awarded the cost of its filing fees, in the amount of $350, to be paid by 

16 respondent. The Board shall return petitioner's $300 deposits for costs. 

17 Dated this 29& day of January, 2008. --. .. 

Board Member b' 

Page 3 



Certificate of Mailing 

I hereby certify that I served the foregoing Order On Motion For Attorney Fees And Cost Bill 
for LUBA No. 2007-1401141 on January 29,2008, by mailing to said parties or their attorney 
a true copy thereof contained in a sealed envelope with postage prepaid addressed to said 
parties or their attorney as follows: 

Bill Kloos 
Law Office of Bill Kloos PC 
375 W 4th Street, Suite 204 
PO Box 11 906 
Eugene, OR 97440 

James K. Brewer 
Fewel, Brewer & Coulombe 
456 SW Monroe Ave Suite 101 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

Dated this 29th day of January, 2008. 

;i"~ ;L,,.,_- 
Kelly Burgess Debra . Frye 

Paralegal Executive Support Specialist 



ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: February 4,2008 

TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Kevin Young, Senior Planner 

SUBJECT: Additional correspondence regarding the appeal of the Ashwood 
Preserve Subdivision (PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003) 

Since the distribution of City Council packets on January 31, 2008, the attached 
correspondence has been received regarding the appeal of the Ashwood Preserve 
Subdivision (PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003), which is scheduled to be considered by the 
City Council on February 4, 2008. 



January 27,2008 

Protest cLAshwood Preserve" 

JAN 3 E 2U08 
c;-:'v b;R?<ii:)=,fRS 

OFFICE 

As a 32-year-resident of Country Club Drive in Corvallis, I am concerned about the proposed 
Ashwood Preserve development for four reasons, (1) density, (2) building into the floodplain (3) 
traffic, and (4) process in making land use decisions. Surrounding existing homes are single 
family residential. The proposed development is high density, making "Ashwood Preserve" 
housing development an oxymoron, as is the "The Gardens" down the street, "Grand Oaks," 
"Timberhill" and other developments throughout town that destroy the very natural features 
these developments are named after. Is sweet little Corvallis, as recently portrayed in the new 
promotional movie celebrating Corvallis's 150th birthday, becoming another "Boomtown"? 
Having worked in real estate in Corvallis for over twenty years, I believe what our city really 
needs is more developments like Stoneybrook, with single level, totally handicap-accessible 
homes. Far too many builders are putting up three bedroom, two and a hz'if bath homes, with 
bedrooms and main bath upstairs. .Most of us will need handicap-accessible housing eventually. 
City planners are focused on infill and maximizing density, with a resulting lack of properties 
that serve the long term needs of home owners. 

My second concern is that some of the proposed development is on the floodplain. Historically, 
builders have tried to build for maximum profit rather than wise land use. I remember when the 
City and Montgomery Brothers proposed building high density apartments and attached housing 
on the comer of Country Club Drive and 35th Street. An engineer representing the developer, 
Montgomery Brothers, seriously proposed burying the creek (then Squaw Creek - now Dunawi 
Creek) in a pipe all the way to the Willamette River and then building over it. We must respect , 

and protect our natural features. The proposed development destroys floodplain. 

Regarding traffic problems, it is already difficult to pull out of my driveway during rush hours, 
due to all the recent development west of my property. Though the speed limit is 25 mph, many 
drivers use Country Club Drive as a thoroughfare and drive much faster. More high density 
housing will only exacerbate traffic problems. 

As to process, though I live only two tenths of a mile from the proposed development, the city 
did not notify me of it. A small sign on the property and notice in the newspaper have been 
ineffective in notifying neighbors of this major land development decision. To appeal it, 
citizens have had to pay $250. The public hearing for this appeal will be Monday, February 4'" , 
at 7:30 p.m. at the (main) City Fire Station Meeting Room, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard. Please 
attend and keep the city from riding rough shod over citizen concerns. Let's try to prevent 
Corvallis from becoming just another boomtown. 

3800 SW Country Club Drive 
Corvallis, Oregon 973 3 3 
(541) 753-8383 



NOTICE OF POtENTkAL LAND USE PUBLIC HEARING* 
Monday, February 4, 2008, 7:30 PM 

City of Corvallis City Council 
City Fire Station Meeting Room, 400 NW Harrison Boulevard 

CASE: Ashwood Preserve (PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003) 

HEARING TOPIC: A potential* appeal of the Planning Commission's decision to approve a Conceptual 
and Detailed Development Plan, and a Tentative Subdivision Plat 

SITE LOCATION: The subject site is located on the north side of Country Club Drive, between 45th Place 
to the west and Research Way to  the east. The subject site is also identified on 
Benton County Assessor's Map 12-5-09 A, as Tax Lot 1800. 

APPLICANT I OWNER: 

Applegate Development Group, 
LLC 
2022 SW 45'h Street 
Corvallis, OR 97333 

REQUEST: 

Potential appeal(s) of the 
P lann ing Commiss ion ' s  
jecisions to approve a 
Conceptual and Detailed 
Development Plan and a 
Tentative Subdivision Plat to 
construct a 28-unit subdivision 
of two- and three-unit attached 
single famiiy dwellings on a 
9.52-acre site. 

WHOM TO CONTACT FOR 
MORE INFORMATION: 

Kevin Young, Senior Planner 
( 5 4 1 )  7 6 6 - 6 9 0 8 ,  
kevin. young@ ci. con/aIIis. or. us 
Mailing Address: City of 
Corvallis, Planning Division, 
P.O. Box 1083, Corvallis, OR 
97339 
Office Location: City Hall, Main Level, 501 SW Madison Avenue 

Ashwood Preserve Subdivision 
(PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003) 

*Note: Due to State-required land use decision deadlines, and Land Development Code notice requirements, this 
announcement is being released prior to the completion of the legal appeal period for the Planning Commission's 
decisions on the Conceptual and Detailed Development Plan and Tentative Subdivision Plat. Please call the 
Planning Division, at 766-6908, after January 15, 2008, to confirm if the City Council hearing will be necessary. 

PLEASE TURN OVER FOR MORE INFORMATION 



THE HEARING PROCESS I OPTIONS FOR PROVIDING COMMENT: 
At the hearing, the City Council receives public testimony, deliberates, and typically makes its declsion befors 
adjourning the meeting. 
The City Council may approve, modify, or deny the proposed application. 
If you wish to testify on the proposal, you may provide written or oral testimony to the City Council. 

* The Mayor will set a time limit of three minutes per person for oral testimony at the public hearing. Written 
testimony is encouraged. While written testimony will be accepted up to and including the night of the public 
hearing, written testimony submitted to the Planning Division by noon, eight days prior to the public hearing, will 
be included in the City Council packets that are delivered prior to the hearing. 

* Any person participating in the hearing is entitled to request that the hearing be continued to a second hearing 
if new evidence or documents are submitted in favor of t h e  application. The "continuance" hearing will be limited 
to the issues related to the new documents or evidence for which the continuance was requested. 
A person testifying also may request to have the written record remain open for seven days to allow for the 
submittal of additional written testimony. 
"Raise it or waive it": Failure to raise an issue in a hearing, in person or by letter, or failure to provide statements 
or evidence sufficient to afford the decision maker an opportunity to respond to the issue, precludes appeal to 
the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) based on that  issue. This means that in order to appeal the City's 
decision to LUBA based on a particular issue, you must raise that issue at the City's public hearing. The failure 
of the applicant to raise constitutional or other issues relating to proposed conditions of approval with sufilc~ent 
specificity to allow the local government to respond to t h e  issue precludes an action for damages in Circuit Court. 

DECISION: 
The City Council decision on this matter will be final unless the case is appealed to the State Land Use Board of 
Appeals (LUBA). Appeals to LUBA may be filed within 21 days of the date a notice of disposition is signed and must 
be filed by 5 0 0  p.m. on the final day of the appeal period. Where the final day of an appeal period falls on a weekend 
or holiday, the appeal period shall be extended to 5:00 p.m. on the next work day. 

DECISION-MAKING CRITERIA: 

The City Council will evaluate this request based on specific review criteria from the Corvallis Comprehensive Plan 
and Land Development Code. Staff-identified decision-making criteria are listed below. Generally, these criteria 
specify that developments address compatibility with surrounding development, traffic and circulation, site design, 
landscaping requirements, natural resource and natural hazard protections, parking, and pedestrian accessibility. 

Comprehensive Plan policies: 
3.2.1,3.2.3,4.2.1,4.2.2,4.5.1,4.7.1,4.8.1,4.8.2,4.8.12,4.10.3,4.10.4,4.10.5,4.10.6,4.10.17,4.10.19,4.11.12, 
5.3.1, 7.2.5, 7.5.5, 9.2.1, 9.2.2, 9.2.4, 9.2.5, 9.3.2, 9.3.5, 10.2.6, 10.2.12, 11.2.1, 12.2.2, 11.3.9, 11.5.2, 11.7.1, 
and 12.2.5 

Land Develo.pment Code Chapters: 
1.2, 1.6, 2.0, 2.4, 2.5, 2.19, 3.0, 3.3, 3.4, 3.33, 4.0, 4.1, 4.2, 4.4, 4.5, 4.6, 4.10, 4.11, and4.13 

Citizens are encouraged to become familiar with the application and applicable review criteria. A 
staff report discussing the request in relation to the criteria will be available seven days before the hearing. 
Ail documents may be reviewed at the Planning Division office without charge; copies will be provided upon 
request. The Land Development Code and Comprehensive Plan documents are available in the Corvallis- 
Benton County Public Library (645 NW Monroe Avenue), and on the City's web site (www.ci.corvaliis.or.us). 

THE CORVALLIS PLANNING DIVISION ENCOURAGES YOU TO NOTIFY YOUR NEIGHBORS AND 
OTHER PERSONS YOU BELIEVE WOULD BE AFFECTED BY THIS MATTER. 

MaillPost: January 11, 2008 



Attachment 

I Middle Unit 

Garage Level Main Floor Top Floor 

520 SF 788 SF 
Garage L9vel Main Flwr 

ront Elevation Wood Siding '--~asmry 

730 SF 
Top Floor 

INTERIOR TOWNHOME UNIT FLOOR PLAN 
SCALE: 11s" = 1'4" 

SAMPLE PLANS 8 ELEVATIONS USED TO INDICATE HOW COMPLIANCE 2 
WITH CHAPTER 4.10 COULD BE ACbllEVED, ACTUAL BUILDING DE3.S 
TO BE SUBMITTED WITH APPLICATION FOR BUILDING PERMIT. ll,m/oI 

ATTACHMENT "U" 





31 January 2008 

City Council 
Corvallis OR 97330 Gommunity Development 

Planning Division 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

Re: Protest to the Ashwood Preserve development 

My m n e  is Bill Maier, a resident and owner of the house at 1725 SW Whiteside, here in Corvallis 
since 1975. Our home is located at the end of Country Club Drive where it intersects with 35& St. 
Since that t h e  we have seen more than 350 dwellings built along Country Club drive between 
3 5 ~  and 53Td streets, not counting Stoneybrook. The area is flooded with houses and apartments, 
and the automobile's associated with those houses and apartments come down Country Club 
Drive towards 35& Street. 

During this time (since 1975) we have seen the trafEic increase to gigantic proportions. At times, 
during the 8:OOsun morning rush, fi-om lny kitchen window I can see cars backed up beyond the 
top of the rise in the road, which is about 100 yards, waiting to enter the 35%Vhiteside traffic. 

Starting at 7: 15am (it is still dark) children are waiting on the corner of 35~/Wtes ide  and 
Knollbrook for the school bus. Again at 8:30 another group of children are waiting for the bus to 
take them to school. Cars come zipping by with little regard for the 15 or so children waiting on 
the corner. Those co~ning off of Country Club Drive, making a left hand turns, want to squeeze 
in between the cars coming down the hill on Whiteside. It is scary. 

More apartments in the natural wetland area where these apartments are being proposed will only 
increase the demand on an already over stressed intersectioa This is c . I ask that you please 
stop this madness and consider this as a formal protest to the proposed development of the 
Ashwood Preserve. Ashwood Preserve?? What is being preserved? 

More houses wiU mean more taxes to increase revenues to the city coffers, but I'll bet it will not 
reduce my tax burden. 

Respectfully Submitted 

William D. Maier 
1725 S W Whiteside 
Cowallis, OR 97333-1502 



January 26,2008 

PROTEST "ASHWOOD PRESERVEy 

~ € 0  - 'I 2005 

community Development 
planning Division 

I own a home and reside at 3929 SW Country Club Drive. About five years ago I bought 
this property and had my home built in this neighborhood of established single-family 
homes. This neighborhood was further complimented by the addition of upscale homes 
across the street. 

I am against this "Ashwood Preserve" subdivision: 

A subdivision of 28 three story attached homes does not compliment out neighborhood. 
The following problems could surely arise fiom such a development: 

1. Traffic Problems. 
The impact of an additional 30 to 60 cars on Country Club Drive could be a 
significant detriment to this area. 
Even now the tr&c at times is heavy and the speed limit is 
often ignored. 

2. Desctruction of Weltlands. 
"Ashwood Preserve" will not preserve our wetlands, instead will have a negative 
effect on this area. Consider the importance of our Wetlands. 

3. Drainage Problems 
Consider the effect the Ashwood Preserve 28 attached homes would have in this 
area. Consider the impact on Dunawi Creek. Many residents with homes down 
stream are very concerned about flooding. 

I ask the Planning Commission to consider maintaining values and quality of life for 
existing homeowners and tax payers before approving subdivisions that do not 
compliment our area and in fact may cause problems. 

Lois J. Gerner 
3929 SW Country Club Dr. 
Corvallis, OR 97333 
(541) 738-8191 



From: 
Tent: 
' 0 :  

Subject: 

Louie, Kathy 
Friday, February 01, 2008 1 :41 PM 
Young, Kevin 
FW: [Fwd: <web>Protest Ashwood Preserve] 

Kevin, here's one that will need to be copied (13) and I can hand it out Monday noon . . .  K 

- - - - -  original Message----- 
From: Bill York [mailto:wardl@council.ci.co~~a11is.or.us] 
Sent: Friday, February 01, 2008 1:20 PM 
To: Louie, Kathy 
Cc: wardl-web-archive@council.ci.corvallis.or.us 
Subject: [Fwd: <web>Protest Ashwood Preserve] 

For the record. 

Regards, 

Bill York 
Councilor - Ward 1 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Original Message . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Subject: <web>Protest Ashwood Preserve 
From : "Ardelle Merrittn <atmerritt30@msn.com> 
Date : Fri, February 1, 2008 9:51 am 
To : wardl@council.ci.corvallis.or.us 

This is an inquiry e-mail via %s from: Ardelle Merritt 
(atmerritt30@msn.com) Due to a prior commitment I am unable to attend Monday's meeting. 
Please add my name to list of residents who protest this development. I oject to any 
building on this area of flood plain. 
Further, the proposed project is too dense for this neighborhood and will result in major 
traffic congestion given the nearby schools and industry on Research Way. Further, the 
multable dwelling units are out of character for the neighborhood of single family 
dwellings. I live on Country Club Place: why were we who are close neighbors not informed 
sooner? I appreciate your attention to my concerns. Ardelle Merritt,1676 SW Country Club 
Place 



The Housing Alliance - About Us 



The Housing Alliance - About Us 



The Housing Alliance - About Us 



The Housing Alliance - Opening Doors to Opportunity 



Housing A 
Opening Doors to Opportunity 

Application fo r  Membership 
Membership in the Housing Alliance is open to all who endorse our goals and agree to our operating 
principles. There are two categories of membership. Members include non-profit organizations, 
government entities, and housing authorities. For-profit entities and individuals are invited to support the 
Housing Alliance as Associate Members (non-voting). 

Yes! We'd like t o  join as a I an 
Member 

O Associate member (non-voting) 

Dues structure: 
Non-Profit Partner Organizations 
Operating Budgets under $200,000: $50 t o  $250 
Operating Budgets over $200,000: $250 t o  $20,000 

Trade Associations and Membership Organizations: $1,000 - $5,000 

Large Political Jurisdictions: $2,500 t o  $20,000 

Small Political Jurisdictions: $500 t o  $2,500 

For-Profit Associate Members, organizations (non-voting): $500 t o  $10,000 

Associate Members, Individual: $35 t o  $250 

Dues Category and amount: 

Organization Name 

Address 

City, State, Zip 

Telephone E-mail 

Contact person 

Please submit form wi th  pavment to: 
Housing Alliance, c/o Neighborhood Partnership Fund 
1020 SW Taylor Suite 680 
Portland, OR 97205 

Questions? Call Janet Byrd at  503-226-3001 ext. 103 or e-mail at jbyrd@tnpf.org 



ENHANCING COMMUNITY LIVABILITY 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: February 4,2008 

TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Kevin Young, Senior Planner 

SUBJECT: Additional correspondence regarding the appeal of the Ashwood 
Preserve Subdivision (PLD07-00009, SUB07-00003) 

The attached correspondence has been received since noon today (February 4, 
2008) regarding the appeal of the Ashwood Preserve Subdivision (PLD07-00009, SUB07- 
00003), which is scheduled to be considered by the City Council on February 4, 2008. 
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Opposing "Ashwood Preserve" ~7‘- - %---.<, 

6' 

My name is Ray Chesbrough; I live at 3800 SW Country Club Drive, two tenths of 
a mile from "Ashwood Preserve." Let me start by thanking the Mayor and City 
Council for their service to the citizens of Corvallis. I thought about attending this 
meeting wearing n ~ y  cowboy hat and six guns but I decided to wear my beret and 
pens in my front pocket instead, for surely "The pen is mightier than the sword"! 

I am very concerned about process. I was not made aware of this development until 
the day before the deadline for filing an appeal. After walking the neighborhood 
and visiting with people, I found out I was not alone. A great many citizens 
expressed anger when I explained what was planned for the property. There is also 
a great deal of apathy. Many feel left out of the decision making process, disgusted 
with the City and developers, hopeless, and not willing to get involved. The City 
needs to require all developers to install a large 4 by 8 sign showing visual designs 
of proposed buildings. People need visuals! 

If the developer of Ashwood Preserve would build homes that are compatible with 
surrounding homes, stay out of the flood plain, and build them all one story or at 
least handicap accessible, then I would be cheering him on. What is proposed now 
is not compatible with the existing homes and could easily become student rentals. 
Just visit the newly completed units on the comer of 53rd and Windflower (close to 
Bi-Mart) to get a visual of what could happen here. I have had thirty plus years 
experience as a landlord of student rentals. I know what it is like to deal with 
students, beer bottles, unpaid rent, loud parties, cramming more kids in apartments 
without permission, etc. Think about this possibility - the entire 28 units bought by 
an investor who rents it out to students, who double up in each bedroom and all own 
vehicles (6 per unit times x 38 units equals 169 vehicles). The City cannot restrict 
who buys what property in Corvallis. This is a very real possibility -just talk to 
your police and fire department about similar developments citywide or drive 
around campus and look. 

There comes a time when we must say no to more of this type of development. 
When I was 15, my family moved to ~ a z o s e ,  California, to an area near Paul 
Masson Winery. Today all the natural features of this area are gone - no Inore 
orchards, no more Paul Masson, no more vineyards, just developments. You would 
not want to live there now. Our City is heading in the same direction and is to 
blame for such bad land use decisions as "Ashwood Preserve." The City changes 



zoning on property without informing citizens. Our City governement is the villain 
here! 

Following are additional concerns with the proposed development: 

Traffic - this is a growing problem. A police officer has told me Country Club Drive 
is a "Duck Pond;" he said drivers regularly exceed the 25 mph speed zone and he 
caught one driving 62 mph rounding the comer near my home. This is a huge 
problem for folks living at Stoneybrook, we need better police coverage and the 
speed limit needs to be 25mph for the entire length of Country Club Drive. The 
proposed development will only exacerbate the traffic problem. 

Floodplain - Ash trees love their feet in the water. Have respect for Mother Nature 
and don't build where Ash trees grow. I own a townhouse at 1678 SW Country 
Club Drive, three-tenths of a mile downstream from the proposed development. 
During the 1996 flood, I was surprised to discover I owned waterfront property. . 

I pay taxes and I expect the city to hire planners who plan and protect Colvallis fioni 
such developments as "Ashwood Preserve." I am very unhappy with services 
rendered. 
Corvallis recently showed at the Majestic Theatre a new documentary under 
development celebrating Corvallis's 1 5oth birthday. The young woman 
colnmentator in it frequently refers to "our sweet Corvallis." My concern is that we 
are losing our sweetness, and fast approaching the sourness of cities such as San 
Jose. 

Sincerely, 

Ray Chesbrough 
3 800 SW Country Club Drive 
Corvallis, Oregon 97333 
753-8383 

RECEIVED 

Community Development 
Planning Division 

Copies to Corvallis's Police Department and Fire Department 



Feb 4,2008 

Opposing "Ashwood Preserve" 

My ilame is Ray Chesbrough; I live at 3800 SW Country Club Drive, two tenths of a mile from 
"hshwood Preserve." Let me start by thanking the Mayor and City Council for their service to 
the citizens of Corvallis. My concerns about Ashwood Preserve are (1) floodplain, (2) density, 
(3) traffic problems and (4) process. 

( I )  Asllwood Preserve is not just another development like those we've seen before in Corvallis. 
This development sets a precedent, enacting for the first time the City's new policy of allowing 
developers to build on properties encunlbered by natural features. The proposed developn~ent 
destroys floodplain. Ash trees love their feet in the water. I believe we should respect Mother 
Nature and not build where Ash trees grow. I own a townhouse at 1678 SW Country Club Place, 
three-tenths of a mile downstream from the proposed development. During the 1996 flood, I was 
surprised to discover I owned waterfront property. 

(2) The proposed developlnent is high density, and not compatible with existing surrounding 
homes. Having worked in real estate in Corvallis for over twenty years, I believe that what 
Corvallis needs is single level, totally l~andicap-accessible homes. Most of us will need 
handicap-accessible housing eventually. But instead, city planners are focused on infill and 
maximizing density, with a resulting lack of properties that serve the long term needs of home 
ow11ers. 

(3) Regarding traffic, it is already difficult to pull out of my driveway during rush hours, due to 
all the recent developnzeilt west of 111y property. Though the speed limit is 25 mph, many drivers 
use Country Club Drive as a thoroughfare and drive much faster. More high density housing 
will only exacerbate traffic problems. 

(4) About process - I did not find about this development until the day before the deadline for 
iiling ail appeal. After walking the neighborhood and visiting with people, I found out I was not 
alone. A great nlany citizens expressed anger when I explained what was planned for the 
propel-ty. Many feel left out of the decisioil making process. No-one knew about zoning changes 
Sor the area. 

T have not had time to research an important concern. Who is on the Planning Com~nission for 
the City? Is it a fair representation of the general public and developers, or is it solely people 
who have econoinic gains to make from Planning Com~nission decisions? 

Thanli you for hearing these concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Ray Chesbrougl~ 
3 800 SW ~0~11;try Club Drive 
Corvallis, Oregon 97333 
753-8383 
c: Corvallis Police and Fire Departments 
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Young, Kevin 

From: NAWWEW@aol.com 

Sent: Monday, February 04,2008 1 :02 PM 

To : Young, Kevin 

Subject: Ashwood Preserve (PLD07-00009-SUB07-00003) Subdivision 

I strongly object to this subdivision. These types of subdivision were created all over the Los Angeles 
Metropolitan area. They created traffic problems and drew less desirable people to the neighborhood after an 
initial period of time because the "attached" homes concept fell out of favor and into disrepair. They do not fit in 
this neighborhood of mid to high price homes near the golf course. 

These types of dwellings may be suitable in Southeast Corvallis, not Southwest Corvallis. Personally, I would 
not vote for them in the City of Cowallis. 

Additionally, does Cowallis really want to have this image? 

Is Applegate Development Group so greedy for money they have to cram that many units on the land? 

Where are their values and where are Cowallis' values? 

Blessings, Nancy Waldron, 2839 SW 45th Street, Corvallis, OR 97333, 541.758.2061 

Who's never won? E3icqgest Grammy Award surprises of all time on AOL Music. 



04 Feb 2008 

Applicant's suggested wording for Condition of Approval No. 29 

Internal Sidewalk Width - The sidewalk along the western and northern edges of the development, 
which provides access to the "tot lot", shall be constructed with a 5-ft width, and shall gain the 
additional 2 feet of width by utilizing the available MADA area. 





Appellant's Presentation for Ashwood Hearing 

by Mark Knapp 
February 4,2008 

A review of the maps of hydric soil and current wetland shows that Corvallis has 
already lost most of its historical wetland. What remains in the watersheds of 
Dixon, Oak and Dunawi Creeks are the remnants of what existed 150 years ago, 
before European settlers inhabited the land. 

Given that history of wetland destruction, I strongly object to a special chapter in 
the Land Development Code that gives developers a trump card, on 30 to 60 
percent of any property, to override all of the protections that were created for 
natural features. 

Due to the t ime limits of this public hearing, I will focus the remainder of my 
testimony on technical details of the current land development application. 

First of all, the application violates section 4.11.50.04.b of the Land Development 
Code: 

"All unconstrained lands shall be used before encroachments can 
occur." 

The developer of Ashwood has proposed to encroach upon 16,729 square feet of 
wetland and flood plain, while leaving 22,136 square feet of the property 
undeveloped. 

Attachment M of the application shows all of the relevant areas on the site. 

Secondly, the largest portion of the calculated MADA fatally flawed. 

Based on 13,000 square feet per acre (or 30 percent of the site), the base MADA 
for the 9.52 acres of Ashwood is 123,760 square feet. The application claims 9,426 
square feet of additional MADA based on the provisions of Section 4.11.50.02.c.l 
of the Land Development Code: 

"The Minimum Assured Development Area ... may be increased above 
the base MADA by adding the areas determined by ... the area of 
public right-of-way dedications resulting from a required width in 
excess of the width needed for a local street, provided the required 
street is identified in the Corvallis Transportation Plan." 

Country Club Drive is identified as a collector street on page 3-7 of the Corvallis 
Transportation Plan. 



Table 4.0-1 nicely summarizes the right-of-way requirements for all of the street 
classifications in Corvallis. When measured from the centerline of the street, the 
required right-of-way is 34 feet - with 11 feet for a motor vehicle lane, 6 feet for a 
bicycle lane, 12 feet for a planting strip, and 5 feet for a sidewalk. 

The current right-of-way on Country Club Drive is only 30 feet from the centerline. 
So 4 feet more would be required. 

The application also proposes an additional 13 feet of right-of-way along the 
western portion of the site. As shown on page 20 of the staff report, the stated 
purpose of this unusual move would be to protect the "wetland" in the ditch along 
the north side of Country Club Drive. 

By claiming MADA credit for protecting the curbside ditch, the application proposes 
to swap the protection of a ditch for the destruction of an equal area of Locally 
Significant Wetland of Special Concern. This proposal would be a clear violation of 
the public interest, and I doubt that it is legal. 

Henderson Land Services performed a wetland delineation on the Ashwood 
development site in February 2005. Their report was reviewed and certified by 
Janet Morlan of the Department of State Lands. However, that delineation did not 
include the curbside ditch, because the ditch is in the existing public right-of-way 
and not part of the private property. 

&LDA& Credits ,%bore Basehle 

Riparian Zone Crsdit 

tM0 sq. ft 

Plantar Strip Credit 

4,000 aq. ft. 

So why does the Planning Division think that the ditch is a wetland? 

I spoke with the Public Works Department about their recent improvements to 
Country Club Drive. Jennifer Goodridge of Pacific Habitat Services analyzed six 
ditches on Country Club Drive in February 2007 to determine i f  they could be 
classified as wetlands. 



I found that none of the sample sites in Ms. Goodridge's study were in the ditch 
adjacent to the Ashwood development site. Her only conclusion about that ditch 
was as follows: 

"Portions of Ditch F are adjacent to wetlands outside of the right-of- 
way, therefore, DSL may take jurisdiction over sections of Ditch F." 

The project manager of the road construction told me that the key consideration 
was one of financial precaution. Based on the possibility of a state or federal 
wetlands finding, the Public Works Department chose to avoid the possible delay of 
a required wetlands permit by avoiding the ditch altogether during their road 
construction. 

Meanwhile, however, the report by Pacific Habitat Services has not been reviewed 
or certified by any government agency. The ditch does not have the same legal 
standing as the Locally Significant Wetland of Special Concern along Dunawi Creek. 

Therefore, protection of the curbside "wetland" is not required. And the Corvallis 
Land Development Code is clear. Only required right-of-way dedication qualifies 
for increasing the MADA. 

Furthermore, what DSL inspector in their right mind would consent to the swap 
envisioned in the application? 

A third consideration is that the application proposes MADA credit for area in the 
riparian buffer zone. The development would wisely move the sidewalk against the 
curb in that area - thereby slightly minimizing the ecological impact. 

That would also push the sidewalk into the existing 30-foot right-of-way. The 
whole point of the calculations for extra MADA is to determine the additional 
required right-of-way dedications. I n  this case, the right-of-way already exists. 

Furthermore, it would be illogical to allow additional natural features destruction as 
a result of an area of natural features destruction. Perhaps we could characterize 
this as "double jeopardy." 

So here are the numbers. 

The property is approximately 1150 feet long, with 150 feet of that as buffer in the 
riparian zone. 1000 feet times 4 feet of extra right-of-way is 4,000 square feet of 
MADA credit. 150 feet times 4 feet in  the riparian zone is 600 square feet. 

Over along the disputed curbside wetland, the application proposes 13 feet of 
additional right-of-way along 378 feet. That would create about 4,900 square feet 



of MADA credit. So the total credit from those three areas would be about 9,500 
square feet. 

The combined area of development and unconstrained areas that are not being 
developed must be less than the Minimum Assured Development Area. I n  this 
case, the total proposed development area is 131,930 square feet, and the claimed 
MADA is 133,186 square feet. 

However, a t  least 5,500 square feet of the proposed MADA credit is invalid. The 
true MADA is less than 127,700 square feet. The development proposal exceeds 
this area by over 4,000 square feet. 

Therefore, the application must be denied. 

There is a final issue that also deserves to be addressed. 

The process of constructing eleven buildings would probably necessitate heavy 
machinery rolling over portions of wetland that are not considered for development. 
Therefore, the total degradation of wetland would actually exceed the area of 
encroachment listed in the application. 



Testimsny to Corvailk C i t y  Council 
February 4, 2008 
By David Eckert 

2311 RIW Van Buren Avenue, Corvailis, Oregon 97330 
Speaking on Behalf of the Marys Peak Group of the Sierra Club 

RE:: Ashwood Preserve Subdivision (PLD07-000009, SU 07 - 00003) 
Request: Deny the Planning Commission's approval of the Ashwood 

Presewe Su bdiviision 

9. I am representing the Narys Peak Group of the Sierra Club. 
Approximately 800 of our over 3,000 members reside in the City of 
Cowallis. The Sierra Club believes that wetlands are one of the most 
precious habitats for fife on each and that their protection is also 
critical to ensuring the health and safety of nearby residents. Flooding 
and other hazards can resuit from wetlands destruction. High-level 
water quality mitigation is also lost when wetlands are destroyed. 
Engineered mitigation is not a suitable substitute for wetlands. 

2. I am here tonight to testify that the Mays  Peak Group of the Sierra 
Club urges the City Council to  reverse or deny the Planning 
Commission's approval of the Ashwood Preserve Development Project. 

3. Our concern is that the CiI-yrs MADA chapter 4.11 of the Land 
Development code presumes to override the Ciw's much heralded 
Natural Features Inventory as implemented in chapters 4.12 and 
4.23, which the City widely proclaimed as an environmental victory 
and an example of environmentaLly progressive reform. 

4. We have concern that the staff's interpretation of MADA and the MADA 
ordinance itself is capricious, without legal precedent, ethically 
indefensible in its disregard of environmentai and social impacts, and 
is in irreconciiabie conflic$ with the City's Comprehensive Plan: 

a. C PP 4.2.c - "When natural systems are altered, they may not 
remver or return to Itheir original sta& and ecobgical fun&ion. 
We do not yet fulfy understand the complex interactions between 
natural systems, or the cumulative impacts of changes on such 
systems," 

b. CP P 4.2,2 - "Natural features and areas determined to be 
significan k shaN be praewed; crp- have their losses mitigated, 
and/or recl'aimed. " 

c. CPP 4.7.1 - "Deve!opmenks shall not be planned or located in 
known areas of natural haza P-dS without appropriate sa Feguards. " 

d . C P P 4.8.~ - "Rivers are dg/namic and subject to channel 
migrathn and changing flood patterns." 



e. CPQ 4.8.2 - ' l and  desigraated as 1 00-year floodplain shall be 
treated as FolIOw: A. Development of new buildings on 
undeveloped lands ( h e r e  such development does not fall within 
the definition of inW contained in Article SO) shall be prohibited 
in the 100-year floodplain of Cowallis streams, with the 
exception of the WiIlamette River, the Marys River, and the 
Millrace. I f  pre-existing parcels are entirely within the 100-year 
floodplain or if this policy renders an otherwise buildable parcel 
unbuildable, exceptions may be considered to allow limited 
development." 

f. CPP 4.11.1 - "Consistent with State and Federal policy, the City 
adopts the goal of no net loss of significant wetlands in terms of 
both acreage and function. The City shall comply wie;F7 at least 
the minimum protection requirements of applicab le State and 
Federal wel-land laws as interpreted by the State and Federal 
agencies charged with en forc6ng these laws. " 

g . C P P 4.12 - "City wetland management plans for significant 
wetlands, as defirsed by the State through the Statewide 
Planning Goal 5 process or by a formally adopted plan, shall 
require protection of these [ands consistent with State 
provisions." 

5. We contend that the MADA presumes to override the intention of 
Oregon" Statewide Pglanning GoaBs and Guidelines, Goal  5 
[OAR 660-015-.0000(5)]. Goal 5 states: "Local governments shaN 
adopt programs that wijj protect natural resources and conserve 
scenic, historic, and open space resources far present and future 
generations. These resources promote a healthy environment and 
natural landscape tha t contributes to Oregon 's livability. The follo uving 
resources shall be inventoried: a, Rjparian corridors, including water 
and riparian areas and fish habitat;"The City complies with the Natural 
Features Inventory and the Riparian Corridors and Wetlands Overlay, 
but, the City then inserted MADA Chapter 4.11, which significantly 
overrides the City" implementation of Goal 5. 

6. We contend that the MADA Chapter was not the focus of the judicial 
review initiated by a special interest organization comprised of local 
developers that challenged the new Land Development Code. We 
contend that the City needs to overturn both the Planning 
Commission's approval of the Ashwood Preserve Subdivision Plan and 
the MADA chapter of the City's Land Development Code. It is the only 
legal and ethical position the City can take in protecting the wetlands 
and floodplains in Corvallis. 



January 25,2008 

Protest "Asl~wood Preserve" 

We are the owners and residents of 3925 SW Country Club Drive, tlxee (3) properties east of 
the proposed "Ashwood Preserve". We had a local builder build our 2600 sq. ft. home 5 
years ago. A local developer has recently built single family llomes across the street. It 
complimellts the Country Club and maintains the quality and home values of the llomes 
around it. In tlGs neighborhood there are no 3 story or attached homes. 

We ase against this "Ashwood Preserve" s~lbdivision proposal for tlle followillg reasons: 

1. The development does not compliinent any of the current single family homes in the 
neighborllood. 

2. Applegate Development Group does not need to encroach on its property wetlands. This 
property should be approved for 5 or 6 individual residents. This would compliment the 
housiilg already across the street. This development sllould not be allowed on this property. 
Tlle zoning should remain RS 6. 

3. "Ashwood Preserve" does not have its own catch basin for water run off as other current 
built subdivisions. Dunawi Creelc could swell wider past this development because of the 
iinpact this subdivision has on the wetlands. We are concerned that llomes down stream, 
including ours, will be impacted by this increased and contaminated runoff from the 28-unit 
attached homes. If you consider tlle square footage of 28 gro~lped rooflines in this 
development, it will iinpact Dunawi Creelc. The city needs to protect the currellt residents 
down stream. What is porous pavement, has it been tested and will it iinpact the wetlands? 

4. "Asl~wood Preserve" is not a preserve and will negatively affect the wetlands. The city just 
improved the baseball parlc wetlands west of this development. Residents in "Ashwood 
Preserve" subdivision will not enjoy tlle views of this wetland area as no windows face them 
and only 2 benches will be provided as bea~ltification of the wetland side. A retaining wall 
will collect garbage at the bottom. Corvallis residents enjoying a wallc on the path north of 
this subdivision will not enjoy the views of this wetland area either beca~~se they see 
retaining walls on the back side of this subdivision. 

5. "Ashwood Preserve" does not have adequate parlcing for 28 units with the street and 
garage designs and there is no street parlcing on Country Club. T11e impact of at least 30 to 60 
cars coming and going on Country Club is too high. The subdivision by the baseball parlc has 
two entrances coining from two different streets and llas street parlcing. I thiillc there are 
about 28 units there. How many acres is that s~lbdivision? They didn't have any wetland 
concerns and could use all the land, b~lt  does this give Applegate Developmellt Group the 
right to squeeze 28 units onto tlle available 3 acres at "Asl~wood Preserve"? No! 

6. Who does the developer target to buy these attached llomes and with the close proximity to 
OSU, are there any collstraints on subleasing to college students. Tlle closest similar 



subdivision is at Windflower, off of 53rd. There is a homeowners association there, but if you 
drive by you will see 3 Real Estate signs and 2 For Rent Signs. The other (3) similar 
subdivisions are next to OSU, which this design is similar to. With 28 units proposed, this 
will impact the atmosphere and home value of neighboring residences. Is this the best for tliis 
property and Country Club Drive? 

We hope that each of you on the Planning Commission will take a look at these stated 
concerns and consider the rights of the developer, the rights of current neighbors, and the 
best sceilario for the f ~ ~ t u r e  of Country Club Drive and Corvallis. Vote No to this 
development and ask Applegate Development Group to look at developiilg 5 or 6 nice single 
homes that could e~~hance  and beautify this property. When they bought this property, they 
lulew there would be building constraints. There should be no "Variations to Development 
Standards". Help them to vision the best use for this unique developnlent oppoi-tunity wit11 
integrity. 

Tllaidc you, 

Kirk Gerner 

Doreen Gerner 

3925 SW Country Club Drive 
Corvallis, OR 97333 
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4 February 2007, to Corvallis City Council, From Will Koenitzer, 
4240 SW Fairhaven Drive, 97333. Subject: Ashwood Preserve Appeal 

The City went to considerable time and expense to hire consultants to map the Significant 
Natural Features, and to hold numerous public hearings to ensure that the public had a say in 
which features, including wetlands, would be preserved. 

The public perceived all the work done to identify significant natural features as an attempt to 
preserve them. 

The Planning Commissioners and City Councilors who adopted the Minimum Assured 
Development Area (MADA) code in 2004 must have thought that it would protect our Significant 
Natural Features. 

But now, the Ashwood Preserve proposal is the first test of the MADA calculations. As you know, 
this is the first test statewide, since Corvallis is the only City in Oregon with this formula. Any 
program of this kind may look good on paper, but usually a regulation as far-reaching as this 
needs test and evaluation. I hope that you recognize that the MADA may have to be changed to 
reflect our goals of saving wetlands and other significant features. 

The benefits of wetlands are incalculable. "Freshwater wetlands act as natural filters for our 
ground water supply, reducing the need for expensive investments in water purification. They 
also protect us from floods by absorbing water and releasing it slowly, which reduces the costs 
that we might otherwise pay for insurance and cleanup. They provide crucial habitat for birds 
and other wildlife. Sustaining our wetlands is an important way to protect both human 
settlements and natural habitat.' " 

The reason for my concern is that even with wetlands mitigation, Oregon is still losing wetlands. 
We have lost 38% of our original wetlands. Oregon does, however, have a goal of net wetland 
gain. Corvallis should be the Oregon leader in not only preserving our wetlands but also in 
increasing them. 

Now is the time for Corvallis to take positive action to be that leader in preserving our wetlands. 
Now is the time to enforce our buffer zones adjacent to wetlands. We could also establish wider 
buffer zones. Now is NOT the time to chip away at our existing wetlands. We should adhere to 
the goals in our 20120 Vision statement and the policies in the Wetlands Chapter (4.1 ) of the 
Comprehensive Plan. In doing so, we reduce the possibility of irreparable damage to our life 
support system. 

Please deny the Ashwood Preserve proposal and schedule hearings for a review and revision of 
MADA. We no longer have to feel intimidated by Measure 7 or Measure 37. We have the power 
to enact more stringent regulations than the State or Federal laws. The State allows us to do so. 
Let's enact them. 



i r"P--- 
February 4, 2008 
TO: Corvallis City Council 

!JL [-; {fl~i~ ' ," 
FROM: Bob Frenkel bi O 

4954 SW Hollyhock Circle 
Corvallis, 97333 
(541) 754-6790 
fi-enlcelr@,seo. oregonstate. edu 

RE: Ashwood Preserve Plan Development (PLD07-00009) & 
Subdivision (SUB07-0003) 

As a Corvallis resident for 47 years, I have participated in *and become familiar with the city's 
planning process. I am also a specialist in wetland resources and have reviewed with care many 
documents related to the Ashwood Proposal. I address one issue - wetlands. 

Wetlands 
Corvallis' Local Wetland Inventory (2003) establishes that within the UGB the city lost about 
90%i -- not surprising for a city. Not dwelling on the loss, I deal with the little lee. 

I reviewed three on site delineations/deterrninations: 
1994 by Loverna Wilson (on file Corvallis Assessors Office and DSL), 
2006 by Henderson Land Services' LLC 
2003 Corvallis City Local Wetland Inventory (LWI) 

All three substantially agree as to boundaries and wetland area delineation. Delineations reflect 
presence of independent defining parameters: wetland vegetation, hydric soils, and hydrology. 
The 1994 and 2006 delineations followed DSL and Army Corps standards. They do not evaluate 
wetland quality. 

Treating artificial ditches as "wetlands" is problematic. The important consideration is that a 
ditch has principally one hnction - a conduit; other critical wetland functions are few. DSL 
should be consulted on designation. The hnction of a ditch is to drain water away fi-om an area, 
or to irrigate an area, or channel water around an area, etc. A wetland, although hydrologically 
dominated by water has almost diametrically different functions. Some of these are listed in the 
City's LWI, page 3 such as water quality improvement, storm water abatement, nutrient 
trapping, etc. 

The City LWI, an extension of The Natural Features Inventory (NFI), follows a DSL protocol for 
estimating wetland called Oregon Freshwater Wetland Assessment Method (OFWAM). 
Within the UGB 122 wetland units occupy about 2,608 ac, 15% of city land, the majority 
farmland. The OFWAM system allows the city to qualitatively compare 122 wetlands by such 
properties as wildlife habitat, water quality, flood control, education, recreation, etc. Forty eight 
Corvallis wetlands were rated significant, occupying 1,247 ac., most were judged not significant. 

Of 122 Corvallis wetland units, 12 qualitatively rated as Wetlands of S~eeial Interest 
for Protection. The Ashwood wetland unit (WC- SQU-W3) is among the units rated highest as 



"Wetlands of Special Interest for Protection". Why is it so valuable? Besides the high O F W M  
assessment, the Ashwood wetland forms a rare cluster of protected wetlands at Starker Arts 
Park to the north and Sunset Park to the west. Undeveloped, it provides a wild core to a more 
recreationally developed area. Such a cluster presents a rare opportunity for wetland 
preservation in our urban area. 

Conclusion 
My conclusion is that the Ashwood property contains an outstanding wetland the loss which 

cannot be mitigated. The unique nature of this very special wetland is not given adequate 
weight in the a n i m u m  Assured Development Area (CDC Chapter 41 1) application. 

Regardless of development precautions and due diligence by the Home Owners Association, the 
wetland will suffer brther degradation through on site and offsite disturbances. I have seen 
this kind of irreparable damage at Jackson Frazier Wetland where 1 have served as volunteer for 
Benton County for 15 years. 

Thank you for your attention and please make my testimony part of the oacial record. 



February 4,2008 
TO: Corvallis City Coun 
FROM: Liz Frenkel 

4954 SW Hollyhoc 
Corvallis, 97333 
(541) 754-6790 
lizbobfrenkeliii,i~roaxis.com 

RE: Ashwood Preserve Plan Development (PLD07-00009) & 
Subdivision (SUB07-0003) 

I am Liz Frenkel. I recently moved to within an easy mile walk of the proposed Ashwood site. 
During the summer, I walked to Sunset Park to the west, Starker Arts Park to the north and along 
the multiple-use trail to the north of Dunawi Creek. The Ashwood site is, to a large extent, 
surrounded by designated Open Space-Conservation. hi an area that is already densely 
populated (many apartments, multiple family dwellings, relatively dense single-family 
residences), it seems to me that Corvallis could do better than just providing "limited" protection 
for this area, allowing wetland and flood plain "encroachment" in exchange for 28 residential 
units. 

Since this is my first winter in the area, though I cannot personally comment on flooding in the 
area, Dunawi Creek is identified on FEMA maps as in the flood plain with notes about flooding 
in 1996. Stream corridors and adjacent wetlands bordering Dunawi Creek are critical to flood 
plain management when the Marys River cannot flow into the Willamette because of flood 
conditions, such as 1996. 

The "encroachment" of the proposed Ashwood project into both flood plain and wetland is 
described in the Staff Report. It implies that the impacts and values are essentially the same 
because the two Overlays refer to a similar area. (Staff Report p. 15) The purposes of flood plain 
protection and wetland protection are not identical. The filling proposed for the development, 
would reduce the acreage of both the flood plain and the wetland area. Reducing the flood plain 
area reduces the capacity of the area for spreading and buffering the flooding waters. Reducing 
the wetland acreage would reduce its water quality functions as well. The "retaining wall", 
separating the flood plain fiom the development, certainly should be considered a "structure" and 
hence construction standards within the 100-year floodplain (LDC 4.5.50.08) should apply. A 
retaining wall is meant to inhibit some floodplain functions. These "encroachments" into flood 
plain and wetland would have a two-fold impact to the public purposes of both the flood plain 
and the wetland overlays and should not be allowed. (LDC 4.1 1.50.05) 

Destruction of a portion of the wetland may or may not be allowed by the Division of State 
Lands. If allowed, the Division will require mitigation for the loss. The cost of mitigation would 
be borne by the present owner or by the future Home Owner's Association. 

The proposed conservation easement for Tract A lays a heavy burden on the future Homeowners 
Association, as required by Condition #%The HOA will have responsibility and liability for 
Tract A on into the future. The HOA will also be responsible for insuring that the proposed 



pervious surfaces will continue to meet stormwater requirements on into the future. This is not 
"common" land in the ordinary sense of the word. 

The changes to design features (e.g. minimum lot sizes, usable yard area, minimum density) if 
denied, would still allow development (conditioned on a waiver). This still leaves the applicant 
with a viable economic development and a handsome profit over the 1995 purchase price of 
$225,000. There appears to be no "takings" issue for the City as the owners would not lose all 1 
economic value loss as a result of regulation. 

I ask that the City Council either reject this application outright, remand it to the City Planning 
Commission for exploration of further options, or continue the hearing to further evaluate staffs 
figures and assumptions and alternate options. 

Thank you for your attention and please make my testimony a part of the official record. 



Date: 4 February 2008 
To: Corvallis City Council and Mayor 
From: Marilyn Koenitzer, 4240 SW Fairhaven Dr. 97333 
Subject: Ashwood Preserve Appeal 

I support the testimony of Mark Knapp, Liz and Bob Frenkel and Will Koenitzer. 
In addition to the testimony from me included in your packet, tonight I will add 
comments about right-of-way dedication and variances for landscape strips. 

Additional right-of-way dedication for the public sidewalk would give City 
permission to the developer to take out more wetland, as Mark Knapp 
discussed. A variance to the requirements of LDC 4.0 would not increase the 
right-of-way and would leave it at 30 feet from the centerline of Country Club 
Drive. The city could allow the developer to build a planting strip that is 8 feet 
wide, instead of 12 feet wide. That would eliminate the MADA credit proposed in 
the application. 

The Planning Division was clearly aware of granting a variance to the 
requirements for landscape strip improvements. Condition 20 of the application 
grants exactly such a variance for the 150-foot section of street that crosses the 
riparian zone. In that area, the planting strip would be entirely removed. This 
means to me that the Planning Division or you could require a variance for the 
entire length of the property. While I generally do not like the idea of variances, 
in this case it makes sense, and protects the public interest. 

The tools of Planned Development can be used to protect the public interest, the 
developer's interest, or both. I would like to see the City put more effort into 
protecting the public interest. 

I hope you will have the time to carefully consider all the technical information 
which I and others are presenting before you make your final decision on this 
matter. 

Thank you for the opportunity to testify. 



Comments on Ashwood Preserve Development proposal. Feb 4,2008. 
3?~ikz/ UiL - 

Dan M. Sullivan, Associate Professor, Soil Science, Oregoil State University. 
Residence: 161 1 SW Country Club Place (approximately % mile from subject property). 

Regarding the developer-requested variation to code s IJC2.4.30.04(b)(4) to 
pennit filling a portion of protected wetlands (approx. square feet). The proposed 
compensating benefit listed is: "use of porous pavement will reduce impesvious surface 
area and pollution and will control the flow of stosmwater. The stormwater management 
plan required by DEQ will require mimicking of pre-construction flows, quality, and 
quantity." 

Comment: Porous pavement is an emerging technology. It has not received widespread 
application in constnlction in Oregon until the past 10 years or so (probably not that 
long). Therefore, it is not possible to demonstrate that the installation of porous 
pavement will provide long-tenn control of runoff. Because porous pavement depends 
~ p o n  pores to transmit water, what happens when the pores clog (with mineral or organic 
debris)? What post construction maintenance will insure that infiltration capacity is 
maintained in the porous pavement? If porous pavement fails, what recourse will the city 
have? Will the HO Association have sufficient monetary reserves to maintain porous 
pavement over the long tenn? What infiltration rate is required for porous pave~neiit to 
perfonn adequately in eliminating sunoff! Will the soil under the pavement have enough 
hydraulic conductivity to transmit water rapidly? 

How will DEQ illonitor "pre construction water flows, quality and quantity"? What data 
has been collected to document the present quality of subsurface flow from the subject 
property into the wetland? If water flow, quality and quantity not measwed now, on what 
grounds can DEQ prosecute the developer or other responsible parties later on? 

The installation of porous pavement does not provide the other functions of a wetland. 
Porous pavement will not have the soil biological activity that is responsible for cleansing 
water before it is transmitted to Duiiawi Creek. The porous pavement does not support 
plants, wildlife or oilier wetland functions. 

I think the porous pavement is a good technology, but it is unproven in the long-sun, and 
it is not typically a stand-alone practice to control stonnwater flows. The development 
needs to have additional technologies to control stormwater flows. Wetlands cannot be 
replaced by porous pavement or other engineering solutions. 

Additional comments: 
In City of Cosvallis online project description for Ashbrook Commons, Attachment 1, 1 - 
7, Item 24 i11 a big table says that stonnwater detention facilities will be iinpleinented on 
the site. How will this be done, given the lack of open space withn the development 
site? Why is a King County, WA standard adequate for the design of stormwater control 
facilities in Cosvallis? Underlying soils are different in Seattle (glacial) vs. Cosvallis 
(alluvium), and this should affect the performance of stosmwater detention facilities. 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Bill York [wardl @council.ci.corvallis.or.us] 
Monday, February 04, 2008 2:41 PM 
Louie, Kathy 
ward1 -web-archive@council.ci.corvallis.or.us 
[Fwd: Ashwood Preserve] 

For the "record". 

Regards, 

Bill York 
Councilor - Ward 1 

............................ Original Message ............................ 
Subject: Ashwood Preserve 
From : "Joy Jensen" <jjensen@peak.org> 
Date: Mon, February 4, 2008 2:10 pm 
To : wardl@council.ci.corvallis.or.us 

Dear Mr. York, 
1 am unable to attend the meeting tonight, but I am concerned about Ashwood Preserve. 
There is no longer any excuse for ignoring the impact of the destruction of wetlands. 
When such a large are is filled, what happens when the next flood occurs? Where will all 
that displaced water go? Please, before approving the project, be totally convinced that 
the existing properties in the flood plain will not be endangered. 
Joy Jensen 
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from maybe street flow as sheet flo.2~ &om Cotintry C'irab brivi: may ha~ze to, moxsf: down 
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these dixch lines on &her side of Co~li3tq C i ~ b  Drive. 
T assume the frontage along Cor:nxr;l Cittb egress and regress and sidewalk will be 

IQQ% Elled to the noah dkchvay and will force or rero~lte ac re  drainage from Country 
Citrb Drive into the next nearest iocation and that may be the easi: aost  ditch line. 

That TPTUCI'I moFe ditch will be eliminated from Csenntry Club drive with this much zrea 
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applicaiicm as that much open ditcfi il0'3J is buried and or that water is mi aliowed to 
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T7 C ' nP.9 ax '. prom rei~iew 01 F Y Y ~  vdetiznd delinea~mn these h ~ o  ditch mzy have 2 homeowners 
group ar,d or the C o u n r ~  Club agreemeat ti, maintain these ditshlines. 

iashwood Presewe H8A nay not be %illy able to maintain both the ditchwbiy. Or'er 
time the $it6h~?zy may be dreGged a d  more upland has been created as noted in i9.33 
delineation and current delineation record comparison. 

'iiariorts mammalils live ir? this area and burrcv~ ixio these \vet mils perh~p~cr;eatir?g 
draina~e way changes and aliwaing more water ;!flew over the k~2:cr ash swale areas 

$ 6  &om these ivjs ;ao$h mszl; GC:~ZI; Iiarss. 

LE C 4.13.70.02 Easemez~ts, easemem res~z-ictions, dedicaxians and easemezt widihs 
perhap applies. 

TT . . . * .  
%%Ti11 the awltr  take responsibiiity for mazntammg n~storic easemeas er allc~ving 

ihe easements to be maintained by the v~hrioeis parties who o m  easements on this pace;? 
Countv club, HOA for 45& street, city of Cornallis, Power Company? Ashwood Preserve 
HOA may be responsible for mzintziniag some of these easements? If so ~hic iz  ones? 
7 Parcel tax iot mmbers changed from 1800 to 1000 and more area was added to tax lot 
i 000 w sb~l =sernest may be the reasm for the acres increasing and i b z  ins Iot number 

- - 7 %  changing here T assume, so ar, easement agreement or easement to be ma~~t.;~nea cXJ Y the 
owner may be active o v e n q  this pace!. 

n 3 -  i i  ~ection 4 13.50 Use t i~ i ta t ions  and exceptions within nrgnry protected riparian 
i;orridrtrs and riparia%--related areas. 
a. Ke~~?ovai of ~Jegetation %om Riparian corridors and Piparirian related axeas, is 
prohibited, except fog the f~llowing pqmses: 
1 .  Stream restorati~n and enhancement programs 
2. Removal of mnnatttlve invasive and LX ncxxious nor! riatiire plants.. . - C 3. Substi~~ticzl of local source native plant specleij ror non-native plants.. . 
4. Dev~,lopmer,Tt ofwzter-related c t ~  wzt;ier dependest U S ~ S  as defined in Chapter 1.6- 
De5niiio1:s. . . 
5. Removal of emergent in ~hanrrel vegeti?tiw likely to  cause fli,c.ding.. . 

7 2 .  P 6 ,  uenmeter mowingicutting for nre hazard . . 
7. mczy zaof nlf7j945' GS if dea!,~ wj% czg 7~,~e  m?d cg cizemjcal QS~D . . .  
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~ o ~ d o r  and wet'!mds. 
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i 0. H-azmd ,iiee removal r ~ q i  i?ni app[y  

P a he parcei has various inuasive species invading due t~ flosdflov~~ site grzzing, site 
ciistubance by the city for buried stility, and preseme of relatively high qrrality 
wetlandslash swale riparizn  orr rid or ss Eoodplain. 

Some plant inxiasives on site in Tract A &zit could be managed for remwal are: Reed's 
Canary Crass and m n  native yellow EvIeade~v ii~utterci_rp and Engiish Ivy may to be 

r spread from rhe creek to this pzcel. DSL may rerpire na rwitigat~asa roc loss 3f wetla~d .- , * 
and floodplain due to the fact the area is smal'rer then one acre, but r i  tiis is ieq~ire2, 



- .  
perkan3 r -  onsite mitiea:ion b can ;%<or$; to aBeqt  to remaoval inii7aG-i;es, 2nd a3ezipr over 

rr .. 1 ' -  . . - .  
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TAhP '-7" . - ,,,, t.. rry may require speciles be planted in Y zea, ~ 2 ~ 3  honcl.fi:ilir Y-=-+-=..T --- 911 piantings in Tract 
.11 1 * < A ;y-ii oe using iocai 11;~atesai f ~ g n d  oe":gi~a! to the Ti$qJ. 

P . . - .  
dumping of yard waste wiluamage pFny p f a c ~  ~sdumpp_@ 8s it ,~,tal;n 

, I  I native !andscapizg ;x:eeds from_ ~ t b r  pats of tke ;i,~orc3 ass :%$asre as cheaica! 2nd 
dog/c& fecal rnzfzkl- picked gp f r ~ m  lawns. Y a d  wastz &mld be gut into ya_rJ waste 
containers and a priwte iawn cars company who coiltracts far this sits should be 
monitored to note mrer time that this E;EtmpaEy is tnrly a d  r=thica't!y ~cr t  IEWE clippings 
a d  iea-s7es into yz-rii debris clzntainers or into their tmck bed ti! &an r' to sanita-y storarr- m- 

site fur crrm=sosti~g. 

,-- I he Crztlntry Club Drivf: two ditch iine wiii take sore  water owe that much mere @Den 
ditch I s  paved rrvez the a h t m e ~ t  of this parcel to Cotmiry Club Drive and city future 
upgrade to the intersection of Country cl~t?!45'~ and Starker Arts Park if the most recent 

1 '  changesac i,Et:- iiniersf:cti~2 haxi2 nst aIreg&y changed area arzlnagi: pae-3 i++lE . . 
change them in the 52t";zre $0 & - a l ~  south most .&teh line and ash swale @per., spxe  
p- *,. d ~ ~ - , m e ~ t  fix thz Starker Arts P s k  bike path to Tract A. 

R .  r n  i'r raxz!ng or aznsst park graxr~l paZcigg lot in 2007 may direst more wzier tir;. be F ~ E  arr - 
quicker an4 k-$ked up in this ge~eral  pai-lling Iat area with deeper stan.3Ezg vzzter that 

I . . m_ay arazn uzder Zrar-er L d ~ ~  access rgsij on exis:lng nzvdrai clay layers to the ~~~~ ";i;:ier 
location, at the bikepath and into the west edge of this parcel. 

2.5.40.04 Rf;rsevr Criteria 
a. Conr;gatibility Factors 

i4- PC- . . . !2.  s;s;c;czs rsr, air and~~rziter sjuagty (11-91,te: a DEQ p e r ~ i t  is pat sa2<~ient to meer rbis 
eri.;;.E)" 

4.5 C .  C~ngtr~dii3.n St:~ngj~g&.j the 100 yekr Fj0~d-11-i~ f--a 
2. "&A1 i.iecessa-r,j permits be obtaii.,& from t b s e  gov, ~ge9$&~ &om ;vhich 

approval is req~ire& b.7 3 u ~ , r a 1  - and state ja~,x+, incfsding Section 404 of Fed. PCA . . ." 

---- pdsc; -3 ,?P. ,esSliiy~~& h - ~ - - -  &-esei?:e S t a f f r - p o ~  . gms~.1ss&2z I s  or nli ki~riaA h A and water qua&i:. Staff J '  - ri~;Gs --,. , in the firE$ pparqg-ach third s e ~ t ~ ~ ~ ~ :  . . .??mhoggb it ;Is &ely DEQ revieiv y=' "Y 

*-- -- .- - 
UE: ~ ~ c c P ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  CL?3js3~ti~i?. yrifh the DSE ACGE f i l i  perifiii that i-i,iqii be nwessa?; to . . 
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fT - . .  riydro!o!.gi.c ~nr"crmation = aztal s~~rfacg to h3rdened is av&k&ie. to the 
. Y public. i 2133 Ydetland Defiineatioi? $2xec seeps or springs in the swthem upland areas so 

'I. fill will ovei-2aE these nistoS~aMy seasonal seeps or springs. 
7. - - 
&I!! i i o l s ~ ~ e  a d  c,uahty ;1re ? . i ~ 2 ~ w i n  as pire the meahods ~f c~nstn-icting the wji~ater 

convance systems/and maintznce or" thJs key stgrfzce zind bt~ried drabage engineering 
interior to the dwe!o~ment ~ ~ ~ 4 t h  use of French drains and e x ~ e ~ o r  to the devel.opment as: 
c~lvefis along Country Cl'crb Drive lgiih ihe loss or't'nai many square feet of the xorth 

1 1  open ditchiine at Cijuiliy Clt~b Drive and the disciijsed and udisciosea aram eagineering 
rhat will move each house's 1zwn irrigatior, I2~atw and rgn  tvater h r n  the gild gxeq into 
Tr.-. -f . .=LC a. 

I asarme v~ifhout a DEQ a ~ d  ACOE pemit the site s h ~ ~ i l d  be c~e,ftafly ~onitored by 
1 T C I  tne d u A  for &xnctkrJtxpBeep of the perzious paTzemei?r and care that Tract A ditch . . 

ort%falls do not m s w  too deeply to T ra~ t  A and or yard waste is wt disp~sed sf  into Tract 
3-7- - . , - - m  

.I; == the savA may never haw the abllrt;~ tto ma~nta~n rag? G should it begome ili3o ' ' C C U  

invaded by -on natives or too eroded zt the ot~.th!i aFezis k i o ~  fill bzainage to Tract A. 
Two ditch @2:iP,T as easeaem azd aii urility easements may need to be maimained by 
their assoc;izttzd otwers ~ v e r  time due to increa5ed %cers &water to these two drains 
tiom Country Club Drive to the south and west at intersection of 4 5 ~ / ~ t ~ ~ r k e r  Arts Park 

'7 2nd z u g g i  Park neykfer SU~&CP, chang~c L -- ma firl,add&&tg the west. 

Development upstream at 53rd and 20/34 9411 add that much more pressure to Dunawi 
Cresk and er increase flmdflo-LV vshrne by disp~aceme~t a ~ d  or irzcease tctotal area 

n 3 hardened -i;;rill add that m3ch more zrasn voi.;rme to Dunawi C ~ e e m A a ~ ~ c  .T River and 
vg I? - 7 s  :- .- - 

J-iaIriatLi. F d V t f i .  
. . 

PvIore propeed damage doR%stream of fi llsd streas ansde t'rese small watershed s ' t ~ ~ h  as 
DmziW:; Creek $9 its hist*zric 00 year f l ~ o $ p l a + ~  may evaju&ed for ai;res lost over 

C C  I time by variot~s Insurance agencies from tcptzil acres ox zzl: in floodplains. Dunawi Creek . . may become more ~nclsed d~re to more and h t e r  flovs %om hardened stri"a3ces ~-i.pslope. 
P q Trad A is U S S I ~ , ~ ~  to rd sce  flow speeddsponge like and is TSiter incoming wstter &tom 

- 1 '  I = m- . . 
u~slooe a i 13 f n : ~  i~iiatersned, : hanks to the oY.%ers for s ~ n s e ~ ~ i n g  and -a:ntarn thfi ripEdan 
ash wetland and EOYJ corridors for Dunatvi Creek. This creek is a treassrd a ~ d  dynamic 
nature feature in o1.u- =idst thar v?e shoufd enjoy and exp2ore. 

Thanks, X. FQ@W J7 fch u L 
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