
CIITU OF CORVAILLIS 
COUNCIL WORK SESSION 

AGENDA 

May 12,2008 
7:00 pm 

Downtown Fire Station 
400 NW Harrison Boulevard 

I. ROLL CALL 

11. UNFINISHED BUSIIWSS 

A. Planning Commission,Historic Resources Commission Interview Questions 

B. Planning Division Work Program and Priorities 

C. Business License Fee 

III. ADJOURNMENT 

For the hearing impaired, a sign language interpreter can be provided with 48 hours7 notice prior to the 
meeting. Please call 766-6901 or TTDITDD telephone 766-6477 to arrange for such service. 

A LARGE PRINT AGENDA CAN BE AVMkmLE BY GmLHNG 766-6901 

A Conzmunity That Honovs Diversity 
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CITY OF CORVALLIS 
COUNCIL WORK SESSION MINUTES 

May 1,2007 

The work session of the City Council of the City of Corvallis, Oregon, was called to order at 5 :35 pm on 
May 1, 2007, in the Madson Avenue Meeting Room, 500 SW Madison Avenue, Corvallis, Oregon, with 
Mayor Tomlinson presiding. 

I. ROLLCALL - 

PRESENT: Mayor Tomlinsoi~, Councilors Hamby, Wershow, Daniels, Zimbrick, Brauner, York, 
Brown, Beilstein 

ABSENT: Councilor Grosch (excused) 

11. NEW BUSINESS - 

A. Planning Commission Applicant Interviews 

Mayor Tomlinson noted Councilor Grosch's absence and said Councilor Grosch will review 
the work session audio recording in order to be eligible to vote at the May 7th Council 
meeting. Mayor Tomlinson also noted that he will ask the candidates to avoid any dscussion 
of current land use matters that may be appealed to the City Council. 

The Mayor and Councilors reviewedthe interview questions and discussedthe three vacancies 
and the partial term left from Councilor Hamby's position. The Council then discussed the 
voting process and agreed to fill the three full-term vacancies on the first ballot. After 
reaching majority on the three vacancies, the Council will fill the partial-term position by 
voting for one of the remaining candidates, unless a majority cannot be reached. 

The following Planning Coinmission applicants were interviewed: Karyn Bird, Denise 
Saunders, Dan Schofield, Patricia Weber, and Mark Knapp. 

Ms. Weber noted at her interview a change of employment on her application; she will begin 
work with Devco Engineering in a few weeks. 

During a break between interviews, the Council discussed the varied responses from the 
applicants to the interview questions. The Council concurred that a review of the interview 
questions is an appropriate work session item before next year's Planning Commission 
applicant interviews. 

In response to Councilor Zimbrick's inquiry, Mayor Tomlinson indicatedthat written answers 
from two applicants contained information concerning Witham Oaks development. That 
information would become part of the record if the case were appealed. 
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m. ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 7:,43 pm. 

APPROVED: 

CQJL c * T A s & a  
MAYOR 

ATTEST: 
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MEMORANDUM 

DATE: May 7,2008 

TO: Mayor and City Council 

FROM: Ken Gibb, Community Development Direc 

RE: 2007-2008 Planning Work Program Update - Council Work Session 

Background: 

In February 2007, staff met with the City Council to review the planning work program priorities as 
recommended by the Planning Commission. In addition, the Council also discussed the incorporation 
of the three 2007-08 City Council goals with Planning Division responsibilities relative to the planning 
work program. A summary memorandum following up on that discussion is attached as Appendix A. 

Discussion: 

Staff will provide a briefing on the status of the work program and seek Council feedback. The 
following areas will be addressed: 

1. Review of progress on work program items and City Council goals. 

2. Discussion of factors that have or will impact the work program. 

3. Discussion of an approach to providing staff support to the newly formed Downtown Commission - 
this relates to the Business License Fee discussion also on the work session agenda. 

4. Presentation of a proposed series of Land Development Code (LDC) adjustments - As previously 
discussed with the City Council, in the course of implementing the LDC Update over the past 16 
months, Staff has identified potential code changes. Other ideas have been identified by the Council, 
Planning Commission and public. Appendix B outlines a series of code amendment packages that 
could be processed as Staff, Planning Commission and City Council time permits. 

Requested Action: 

No formal action is requested. Staff is looking for Council feedback on the work program. 

. Nelson, City Manager 



Appendix A 
MEMO1 

r 

From: Ken Gibb, Community Development ~irect* dm= 

To: Mayor and City Council 

Date: February 28,2007 

Re: 2007-2008 Planning Division Work Program Followup 

1. - Issue 

On February 20, 2007, the City Council reviewed the recommendations from the Planning 
Commission and other input regarding the 2007 work program for the Planning Division. This 
memo captures staffs' understanding of the Council's direction from the meeting. It also provides 
the requested discussion of work effort associated with newly-identified projects. 

I I .  - Discussion 

A. Initial Priorities 

At the meeting, the City Council gave direction that the work tasks associated with Council Goals 
are priorities, and that the scope of work associated with these goals will be refined over the 
coming months. The Council recognized that this work is likely to a have direct effect on the 
ability to complete some of the tasks identified by the Planning Commission as first and second 
tier priorities. Council preferred keeping the Goals-related tasks separate from the list developed 
by the Planning Commission. 

The Council also indicated its priorities regarding the Planning Commission's list and identified 
two other possible tasks- development of a Benton County "Airport Industrial Zone" and "down- 
zoning" the higher density properties in the City's two National Register of Historic Places Historic 
Districts. Below are tables indicating the Council's priorities, and following the tables, a discussion 
of the work effort associated with these two additions. 

Currently, Planning Division staff are actively working on Items I and 16 below (LDC-related 
items) and on ltem 5, the Buildable Lands Inventory. We anticipate continuing our work on these 
items, cycling in the items related to Council Goals as directed, and accomplishing the remaining 
priorities, beginning with ltem 6, to the degree that time allows. At Council's direction, ltem 48, 
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tandem parking, has been moved to the second tier and is to be considered in conjunction with 
Item 22, parking requirements for multi-family dwellings. Council recognized that completion of 
all of these projects is likely to take a number of years, and that in addition to its Goals, other 
variables affecting work on and completion of the prioritized list of projects include: 

0 Current planning case load; 
Measure 37 responsibilities (may increase following passage of the revised Land 
Development Code); and 
Unknowns associated with the implementation of revised Land Development Code. 

lk = Lower Level 

mechanisms to implement the Code that need to be 
facilitate Phase Ill 

Establish a native plants list Code administration. - Establish a tree canopy coverage list and standard 
coverage allowance by species Underway, but not - Establish a mechanism to keep track of transferred 

Establish a mechanism to track easements, mitigation, and 
vegetation plans 
Mechanism to keep track of modifications and LDO's on a 

16. Identify and remedy unintended conflicts within the itial efforts started 
Revised Code that are substantive in nature and, 
therefore, could not be addressed in the consolidation 
effort that was just completed (raised by staff). 
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Ile = Lower Level 

6. Evaluate Chapter 4.2 - Landscaping, Buffering, On hold, due to size 

Corridors, & Wetland Areas. However, Significant Trees 
and Shrubs outside of these inventoried areas are still 
required, by Chapter 4.2, to be preserved to the 
maximum extent practicable. This is because they were 
too small to inventory and were, therefore, not part of the 
overall balancing that occurred as part of the Phase Ill of 
the Code Update. The uninventoried Significant Trees 
and Shrubs generally apply to individual trees, landmark 
trees, isolated tree groves that are less than 0.25 acres, 
and small groups of trees in developed areas. While the 
subject was discussed during Phase Ill of the Code 
Update, the effort was deferred by Council until adequate 
time could be allotted. (raised by staff). Note: 
Historically Significant Trees, as defined in Chapter I. 6 - 
Definitions, were already addressed with the Code 

5. Update Buildable Lands Inventory following Update of last year's 
implementation of the Natural Features Project LDlR data completed 

numbers that reflect 
the impacts of the 
Code Update has 
not yet begun, It is 

goals and priorities) 

1 I I 
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61. (A portion of #9 from Table 3) LDC Amendments to 
Downtown policies 

ogram (depending 

citizens and PC member) 

* = Lower Level ** = Medium Level 

15. Municipal Code provisions, developed in hold, due to size of 
conjunction with other City Departments, for: 

preserving vegetation, especially prior to rogram (depending on CC 
development; and oals and priorities) 
application of pesticides and herbicides. 
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11: = Lower Level 

recognize the lack of adherence to, and/or, as 
some have argued, the lack of necessity for these. 
(raised by PC member) more thorough review is 

n hold, due to size of 
roject, and pending 
pportunity in future work 

program (depending on CC 
goals and priorities). 

It is recommended that the 
effectiveness of the new 
solar access provisions be 

B. Additional Work Items Identified 

At the February 20,2007, City Council work session, two additional work items were identified for 
which the Council requested information regarding the magnitude of effort required. Staff will 
scope arid provide information back to Council through the Planning Commission and Historic 
Resources Commission regarding Historic District zoning. Similarly, staff will scope Airport 
Industrial zoning issues, including conversations with Benton County staff and the Airport 
Commission. 

Ill. Action - 

Staff request that the City Council review the information, determine if the Council's initial 
prioritization of projects has been accurately described, and determine at a later date where the 
additional work items fall within the overall list of projects (both the prioritized list from the Planning 
Commission and the complete list in Table Ill from the memo to Planning Commission dated 
January 10, 2007). Planning Division staff will use the resulting Work Plan priorities as in past 
years, focusing on completion of the top priorities within timelresource constraints, and 
completing other items as opportunities arise. 

Review and Concur: 

. / ~ f l & ' V & V  

J O ~ S .  Nelson, City Manager 
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Appendix B 
MEMORANDUM 

From: Ken Gibb, Community Development Director 

To: Mayor and City Council 

Date: May 7,2008 

Re: Land Development Code Text Amendments: 
Identify and Remedy Unintended Conflicts within the Revised LDC 

Attached are four tables that identify issues that have arisen with the implementation of the 
2006 LDC. Tables 1 through 3 describe the first several packages of amendments 
intended to remedy some of these issues. Table 4 is the master list of such issues. 

Table 1 identifies issues that staff believe have few complexities. Staff could craft 
corrections to the LDC and present them directly to the Planning Commission and City 
Council through the standard Text Amendment procedures. 

Table 2 identifies issues that are somewhat more complex. These could be addressed 
using work sessions before the Planning Commission to make refinements to staffs1 
proposed corrections for these issues. Following the Planning Commission's work session, 
staff would prepared a second Land Development Code Text Amendment for processing 
through the Planning Commission and City Council. 

Table 3 identifies issues that staff believe have some policy implications. These would 
require input from the broader community to assist in crafting responses. 

Staff propose that the first three packages be pursued as discrete projects as opportunities 
arise. Once these packages are complete, the balance of items on the master list and any 
new items could be reviewed and a new series of amendments developed. 



Table 1 
Land Development Code Text Amendments 

Package #I 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

Ch. # 

1.06 

1.06 

1.06 

I .06 

2.02 

2.06 

2.12 

2.14 

3.08 

CS = Customer Service 
C = 

L = Legal 

Create a definition for "Fractions" in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions - Definitions, and 
if needed, create a section in Chapter 1.2 - Lesal Framework regarding 
roundina? 

Change Chapter I .6 - Definitions so that the individual building type definitions 
allow multiple detached structures on a single lot (e.g. two duplexes, two 
detached single family dwellings, etc. 

Per ORS 657A.440, enacted in 2006, change the definition for "Day Care, 
Family1' and "Day Care, Commercial" in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions. The number 
of allowed children in the "Day Care, Family" needs to be 16 instead of 12. Also 
per this ORS, check to ensure that this use is outright permitted in all residential 
dwellings located in an area zoned for residential or commercial use. A& 
Chapter 3.0 

Create a definition for "Tract." Tracts are created through the same processes 
as lots or parcels, but in the Land Development Code, they are not intended for 
the same purposes. 

Although the definition of "Active Detailed Development Plan" was fixed via a 
Text Amendment, as of October 2007, there is still a discrepancy. The Planned 
Development chapter correctly uses the word "or" (section 2.5.50.09.c:), but the 
Zone Change chapter (section 2.2.50.06.b.3:) incorrectly retains the word "and. 
(Use one definition in the Definitions Chapter and cross-reference in the other 
Chapters). 

Correct Charter references in the LDC. Chapter 2.6 -Annexations and Chapter 
2.7 - Extension of Services incorrectly refer to the Corvallis Charter following the 
November 2006 voter approval of the new Charter. 

Explore changes to the Lot Development Option provisions, including a review 
of differences and thresholds between the 2006 and 1993 LDCs. 

The new Lot Line Adjustment criteria allow creation of "common open space 
tracts." Under State and County surveying laws,the LLA cannot be used to 
create new tracts of land. The Code needs to be clarified to require a partition 
in cases where Significant Natural Features are present. 

Modify Section 3.8.50.03.g as shown below to more clearly define "older 
persons." 

"Housing complexes that include 20 or more dwelling units reserved 
d e q y d  for eteter persons ased 55 or older do not require tot lots. 
However, Common Outdoor Space shall be provided as specified in "a," 
through "," above. 

ClarityIEfficiency 
Consistency 

Criterion 

C 
L 

CS 

L 

CS 
C 
L 

L 

L 

CS 

L 

C 
L 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

3.11 

3.20 

3.26 

4.01 

4.01 

4.02 

4.02 

4.1 0 

4.10 

4.10 

4.10 

Fix Chapter 3.1 1 - Professional and Administrative Office (P-AO) Zone, the 
Chapter 3.15 - Riverfront (RF) Zone, and the RS-1 - Extra Low Density Zone to 
add the standard text requiring a reduced level of compliance with Chapter 4.10 
- Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards where there is a lesser size of 
expansion. This standard provision is included in the other zoning chapters and 
appears to be an oversight. 

The only zone in the Code that allows the use type "Automotive and Equipment, 
9 - Storage of Nonoperating Vehicles" is the MUGC Zone and even there the 
use would have to be in an enclosed building. However, the MUGC restriction 
about "being within an enclosed building" is an error. This was intended to be 
the zone that allowed outdor storage. The Heading for Section 3.20.30.c states, 
"Commercial Uses - contained within an enclosed building." It should be . . 
amended as follows: "Commercial Uses- ZE endosed - 
Add "Schools" to the list of outright permitted uses in the RTC Zone. Because 
the Code now separates "Schools" from "Major Services" (old LDC grouped 
School uses in with Major Services"), this effectively but unintentionally made 
Ashbrook and Old Mill School nonconforming uses in the RTC Zone. 

Modify Section 4.1.70.d.l to also reference the Riverfront (RF) /Zone and Mixed 
Use Transitional (MUT) Zone in addition to the Central Business (CB) Zone. 

A parking requirement is needed for Social Service Facilities. 

Fix the typo in Section 4.2.20.a.l so that "cases by case" reads "case-by-case" 
instead. 

Modify Section 4.2.30.a.2 to add, at the end of the provision, the new sentence 
"This standard shall not apply to alleys located within the Central Business (CB) 
and Riverfront (RF) Zones." See if there are other provisions like this need 
adjusting in Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented Desian Standards or Chapter 
4.1 - Parkina, Loading, and Access Requirements etc. 

Clarify building orientation provisions to note that pedestrian access distance is 
measured as lineal ft. of walk instead of "as the crow flies." Clarify, if needed, 
that this building orientation criterion cannot be satisfied along secondary 
accesses like alleys. 

Clarify that along shopping streets pedestrian plazas can trump the angled 
parking (e.g. as long as angled parking is provided along the street in areas 
where there is no pedestrian plaza, then the proposal is consistent). Identify an 
appropriate pedestrian plaza size (another standard in Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian 
Oriented Design Standards requires 300 sq. ft. minimum). Also Chapter 4.0? 

Address building orientation requirements for flag Lots for a small number of 
dwelling units. Some infill is being discouraged because where a single lot is 
proposed to be partitioned into 2 lots, sometimes the 100-ft. to the front door 
pedestrian access requirement can't be met. 

Fix graphics in Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards that are 
incorrect for Section 4.10.60.01 .b (specifically Figures 4.10-1 6 and 4.10-1 7). 

CS 

CS 

L 

CS 
C 
L 

C 
L 

L 

CS 

C 

C 

CS 

L 



Table 2 
Land Development Code Text Amendments 

Package #2 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Ch. # 

1.06 

2.02 

2.04 

2.05 

2.09 

2.14 

2.19 

CS = Customer Service 
C = ClarityIEfficiency 

L = Legal 

Define "Usable Yard" to reflect the goal of the term and provide flexibility. 

Add a review criterion to all Zone Change requests that requires all the 
applicable review criteria to be met up front without the application of a Planned 
Development Overlay to address special circumstances. (Related to Item #4) 

Change Notice Area for Residential Subdivisions to a 300-ft. radius instead of 
a 100-ft. radius around site. The new staff-level process for Residential 
Subdivisions referenced many of the Partition processes in Chapter 2.14 - 
Partitions, Minor Replats, and Lot Line Adjustments. This reference enabled 
Residential Subdivisions to only use a notice area of 100 ft. Use of the previous 
300-ft. radius was the intent. 

Explore the implications of the State-mandated Planned Development Provisions 
for residentially zoned properties and identify solutions to address concerns with 
administratively: 
a removing a Planned Develoment (PD) Overlay; and 
=a nullifying a Conceptual Development Plan approval where no active 

Detailed Development Plan exists on the site. 

Address Emergency Tree Removal provisions in Chapter 2.9 - Historic 
Preservation Provisions per suggestions from Urban Forester. 

Change Code sections regarding "completeness" review time and the 120-day 
decision deadline in ORS 227. Reference the State provisions consistently for 
all processes. This ensures adequate staff review time and ensures that as the 
State provisions change, the Code will not have to be changed each time. 
Include all General Development Chapters. 

Expidited Appeal process for General Development Land Use cases 

Consistency 

CS 
C 
L 

CS 

CS 

CS 

CS 

L 

CS 
L 
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8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

3.08 

4.00 

4.02 

4.10 

4.1 1 

Modify Section 3.8.50.03.c as shown below to clarify that if public access to 
preserved natural areas is chosen as the means to address Common Outdoor 
Space, the areas are not within resources protected by Natural Resource andlor 
Natural Hazard Overlays. (The Overlay areas are not necessarily intended to 
be accessed except for limited circumstances.) 

c. A Common Outdoor Space may include any of the following, provided 
that they are outdoor areas: recreational facilities such as children's tot 
&tennis, - racquetball, and basketball courts, swimming poor and spas; 
gathering spaces such as gazebos, picnic, and barbecue areas; 
gardens; - preserved natural areas where public access is allowed. 
However, such publiclv accessed preserved natural areas cannot be in 
areas required to be protected bv 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, unless the area is located within areas that are developed 
under the Cha~ter4.11 Minimum Assured Development Area provisions. 

SWMP Appendix F exempts "sites draining directly into Mary's River or the 
Willamette River." Currently the LDC exempts "properties east of the Marys 
River and south of Highway 20134." The purpose of either exemption is to 
disperse water quickly low in the drainage basin. 

Expand 4.0.1 30.b.3 - Exemptions to Storm Water Detention Requirements, to 
add that detention is not required for sites draining directly into the Marys or 
Willamette Rivers per Stormwater Master Plan Appendix F. This would exempt 
sites which drain to the rivers through an enclosed, separated, non-CSO storm 
drain with adequate carrying capacity. This expansion would affect mostly 
developed areas downtown and east to Oregon State University. 

Clarify which internal sidewalks are subject to the requirements throughout the 
Code that ask for 5 ft. of landscaping on either side (both sides). 

Allow straight-in Handicapped Accessible Parking on Shoppping street. 
Chapter 4.2? 

Fix Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) so that it is 
very clear that once MADA is used to encroach into a protected area, the 
encroachment area is considered to be unencumbered thereafter. 

C 

CS 

C 

CS 

C 



Table 3 
Land Development Code Text Amendments 

Package #3 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

Ch. # 

I .06 

4.01 

4.05 

4.10 

CS = Customer Service 
C = ClarityIEfficiency 

L = Legal Consistency 

Define "Outdoor Display Area" and "Outdoor Storage" and evaluate the Zoning 
Chapters to see where these terms mav need to be introduced. 

Review possible solutions to parking impacts created by dwelling units that 
have a high numbers of bedrooms 

Address Landslide Runout Area requirements in the Code as they relate to 
geotech reports, etc. 

4.10.7 provisions to require visual compatibility for facades that front streets. 

C 
L 

CS 

CS 

C 



L:\CD\Planning\Future Code Tweaks\l2-07 Code Work by Kelly\Sorted Chapter Fix Matrix.wpd 1 

Master List 
Land Development Code Refinement Issues 

Address each zoning chapter of the Code to add the statement clarifying that Green Area 
pertains to portions of a site not subject to the Significant Natural Features provisions of the 

1.06 

I .06 

1.06 

1.06 

1.06 

1.06 

I .06 

I .06 

2.00 

2.02 

2.02 

Code. Also address the Chapter 1.6 - Definition chapter for definition of Green Area in same 
manner. Also requires modification to Section 3.11.40.02 to clarify that percent landscaping 
excludes areas subject to Significant Natural Features provisions of the Code. 

In Chapter 1.6 - Definitions create a definition for "Adaptive Re-use" - recommended by 
Councilor Brown. 

Create a definition for "Tract." Tracts are created through the same processes as lots or 
parcels, but in the Land Development Code, they are not intended for the same purposes. 

Create a definition for "Fractions" in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions - Definitions, and if needed 
create a section in Chapter 1.2 - Legal Framework regarding rounding. 

Define "Usable YardJ' to reflect the goal of the term and provide flexibility. 

In Chapter 1.6 - Definitions create definitions for "Private Facilities" and "Public Facilities." 

Define "Outdoor Display Area" and "Outdoor Storage" and evaluate the Zoning Chapters to 
see where these terms may need to be introduced. 

Per ORS 657A.440, enacted in 2006, change the definition for "Day Care, Family" and "Day 
Care, CommercialJ' in Chapter 1.6 - Definitions. The number of allowed children in the "Day 
Care, Family" needs to be 16 instead of 12. Also per this ORS, check to ensure that this use 
is outright permitted in all residential dwellings located in an area zoned for residential or 
commercial use. 

Change Chapter 1.6 - Definitions so that the individual building type definitions allow multiple 
detached structures on a single lot (e.g. two duplexes, two detached single family dwellings, 
etc. 

Reconciling 2.0.50.1 5 (re-application following denial) with Section 1.2.1 30 (the 120-day 
provisions) and with ORS 227.178 (the State 120-day provisions). This issue requires a 
consult with the CAO to specifically identify the issues. 

Check Section 2.2.70 regarding Map Errors to delete the ability for an administrative 
correction of instances where the Zoning Map is inconsistent with the Comprehensive Plan 
Map, unless such change was approved through a previous public hearing process. 
Otherwise, correcting such inconsistencies needs a public hearing process. 

Although the definition of "Active Detailed Development Plan" was fixed via a Text 
Amendment, as of October 2007, there is still a discrepancy. The Planned Development 
chapter correctly uses the word "or" (section 2.5.50.09.c:), but the Zone Change chapter 
(section 2.2.50.06.b.3:) incorrectly retains the word "and. (Use one definition in the 
Definitions Chapter and cross-reference in the other Chapters). 
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Master List 
Land Development Code Refinement Issues 

2.02 

2.04 

2.05 

2.06 

2.09 

2.12 

2.12 

2.12 

3.08 

Add a review criteria to all Zone Change requests that says that all the applicable review 
criteria can be met on their face without the application of a Planned Development Overlay 
to address special circumstances. 

Change Notice Area for Residential Subdivisions to a 300-ft. radius instead of a 100-ft. radius 
around site. The new staff-level process for Residential Subdivisions referenced many of the 
Partition processes in Chapter 2.14 - Partitions, Minor Replats, and Lot Line Adjustments. 
This reference enabled Residential Subdivisions to only use a notice area of 100 ft. Use of 
the previous 3004. radius was the intent. 

Explore the implications of the State-mandated Planned Development Provisions for 
residentially zoned properties and identify solutions to address concerns with 
administratively: 
e removing a Planned Develoment (PD) Overlay; and 
e nullifying a Conceptual Development Plan approval where no active Detailed 

Development Plan exists on the site. 

Correct Charter references in the LDC. Chapter 2.6 - Annexations and Chapter 2.7 - 
Extension of Services incorrectly refer to the Corvallis Charter following the November 2006 
voter approval of the new Charter. 

Address Emergency Tree Removal provisions in Chapter 2.9 - Historic Preservation 
Provisions per suggestions from Urban Forester. 

The new Lot Line Adjustment criteria allows creation of "common open space tracts." Under 
State and County surveying laws,the LLA cannot be used to create new tracts of land. The 
Code needs to be clarified to require a partition in cases where Significant Natural Features 
are present. 

Explore changes to the Lot Development Option provisions, including a review of differences 
and thresholds between the 2006 and I993 LDCs. 

Change Code sections regarding "completeness" review time and the 120-day decision 
deadline in ORS 227. Reference the State provisions consistently for all processes. This 
ensures adequate staff review time and ensures that as the State provisions change, the 
Code will not have to be changed each time. General Develo~ment Chapters 

Modify Section 3.8.50.03.g as shown below to more clearly define "older persons." 

"Housing complexes that include 20 or more dwelling units reserved t k s g m d  for 
ddw persons aged 55 or older do not require tot lots. However, Common Outdoor 
Space shall be provided as specified in "a," through "," above. 
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Master List 
Land Development Code Refinement Issues 

Modify Section 3.8.50.03.c as shown below to clarify that if public access to preserved 
natural areas is chosen as the means to address Common Outdoor Space, the areas are not 
within resources protected by Natural Resource andlor Natural Hazard Overlays. (The 
Overlay areas are not necessarily intended to be accessed except for limited circumstances.) 

c. A Common Outdoor Space may include any of the following, provided that they are 
outdoor areas: recreational facilities such as children's tot lots, tennis, racquetball, 
and basketball courts, swimming poor and spas; gathering spaces such as gazebos, 
picnic, and barbecue areas; gardens; - preserved natural areas where public 
access is allowed. However, such publiclv accessed preserved natural areas cannot 

3.1 1 

3.20 

3.26 

4.00 

4.01 

be in areas rewired to be protected bv Chapter 4.5 - Natural Hazard and Hillside 
Development Provisions. Chapter4.12 - Significant Vegetation Protection Provisions, 
and Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, unless the area is 
located within areas that are developed under the Chapter 4.1 1 Minimum Assured 
Development Area provisions. 

Fix Chapter 3.1 1 - Professional and Administrative Office (P-AO) Zone, the Chapter 3.15 - 
Riverfront (RF) Zone, and the RS-I - Extra Low Density Zone to add the standard text 
requiring a reduced level of compliance with Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented Design 
Standards where there is a lesser size of expansion. This standard provision is included in 
the other zoning chapters and appears to be an oversight. 

The only zone in the Code that allows the use type "Automotive and Equipment, 9 - Storage 
of Nonoperating Vehicles" is the MUGC Zone and even there the use would have to be in an 
enclosed building. However, the MUGC restriction about "being within an enclosed building" 
is an error. This was intended to be the zone that allowed outdor storage. The Heading for 
Section 3.20.30.c states, "Commercial Uses - contained within an enclosed building." It 

. . . . 
should be amended as follows: "Commercial U s e s 3  

Add "Schools" to the list of outright permitted uses in the RTC Zone. Because the Code now 
separates "Schools" from "Major Services" (old LDC grouped School uses in with Major 
Services"), this effectively but unintentionally made Ashbrook and Old Mill School 
nonconforming uses in the RTC Zone. 

SWMP Appendix F exempts "sites draining directly into Mary's River or the Willamette River." 
Currently the LDC exempts "properties east of the Marys River and south of Highway 20/34.11 
The purpose of either exemption is to disperse water quickly low in the drainage basin. 

Expand 4.0.130.b.3 - Exemptions to Storm Water Detention Requirements, to add that 
detention is not required for sites draining directly into the Marys or Willamette Rivers per 
Stormwater Master Plan Appendix F. This would exempt sites which drain to the rivers 
through an enclosed, separated, non-CSO storm drain with adequate carrying capacity. This 
expansion would affect mostly developed areas downtown and east to Oregon State 
University. 

Modify Section 4.1.70.d.l to also reference the Riverfront (RF) /Zone in addition to the 
Central Business (CB) Zone. 
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ions to parking impacts created by dwelling units that have a high 

Modify Section 4.2.30.a.2 to add, at the end of the provision, the new sentence "This 
standard shall not apply to alleys located within the Central Business (CB) and Riverfront 
(RF) Zones." See if there are other provisions like this need adjusting in Chapter 4.10 - 
Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards or Chapter 4.1 - Parking, Loading, and Access 
Requirements etc. 

4.05 

4.10 

4.10 

4.10 

4.10 

4.10 

4.1 1 

Address Landslide Runout Area requirements in the Code as they relate to geotech reports, 
etc. 

Clarify building orientation provisions to note that pedestrian access is measured as lineal 
ft. of walk instead of "as the crow flies" distance. Also modify various portions of the Code 
to make it clear that this building orientation criterion cannot be satisfied along secondary 
accesses like alleys. 

Clarify that along shopping streets pedestrian plazas can trump the angled parking (e.g. as 
long as angled parking is provided along the street in areas where there is no pedestrian 
plaza, then the proposal is consistent). Identify an appropriate pedestrian plaza size (another 
standard in Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards requires 300 sq. ft. 
minimum). 

Fix graphics in Chapter 4.1 0 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards that are incorrect for 
Section 4.10.60.01 .b (specifically Figures 4.10-1 6 and 4.10-1 7). 

Address building orientation requirements for flag Lots for a small number of dwelling units. 
Some infill is being discouraged because where a single lot is proposed to be partitioned into 
2 lots, sometimes the 100-ft. to the front door pedestrian access requirement can't be met. 

Clarify which internal sidewalks are subject to the requirements throughout the Code that ask 
for 5 ft. of landscaping on either side (both sides). Chapter 4.2? 

Fix Chapter 4.1 1 - Minimum Assured Development Area (MADA) so that it is very clear that 
once MADA is used to encroach into a protected area, the encroachment area is considered 
to be unencumbered thereafter. 
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To be Addressed in Future LDC Update Packages 

Plan Amendments. May want to leave it because it is possible that if a CPA Text 

2.04 

2.04 

2.06 

2.06 

3.00 

Amendment is proposed, then this review criteria could be relevant. 

Consider re-formatting the Subdivision Modification provisions to more closely match the 
format of the Conditional Development Modification provisions. 

In Chapter 2.4 - Subdivisions and Major Replats, Chapter 2.14 - Partitions, Minor Replats, 
and Lot Line Adjustments, and Chapter 4.1 3 - Riparian Corridor and Wetland Provisions, 
address the issue of post development hydrology needing to support existing (or 
protected??) wetland and riparian areas. A~plication requirement Sections 
2.4.30.01 .f.6(b)(I 0) and 2.14.30.01 .d. 12(b)(2)(c) mandate that "For Residential Development, 
excavation and grading shall maintain hydrology that supports existing wetland and riparian 
areas and the application shall demonstrate adherence." Review criteria Sections 
2.4.30.04.b.4 and 2.14.30.05.b(2)(d) mandate that "Excavation andgrading (for Residential 
Partitions) 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 this Code's 
Wetlands and/or Riparian Corridor provisions in Chapter 4.13 - Riparian Corridor and 
Wetland Provisions." First, the application requirements appear to be more lenient than the 
review criteria, and that issue needs to be addressed. Second, the review criteria need to 
be amended to be more realistic. Third, once amended to be more realistic, the review 
criteria need to be applied to Residential and Nonresidential Subdivisions and Partitions alike. 
While the provisions of Section 4.13.10 - Purposes touch on the subject of maintaining 
hydrological conveyance and storage capacity and protecting riparian and wetland plants and 
animals, the rest of the chapter application requirements and development standards are 
fairly silent on the issue of maintaining hydrology to support riparian corridors and wetlands. 
This chapter needs to be amended to address, in some realistic and fair way, the issue of 
post development hydrology needing to support existing (or protected??) wetland and 
riparian areas. 

Develop a Council Policy that outlines methodology for calculating 5-year supply of 
serviceable land. 

Consider amending Section 2.6.30.03.g which mandates that Annexation applications include 
a Comprehensive Plan Amendment for Significant Natural Feature areas to change them to 
C-OS Comprehensive Plan designation. 

Modify Section 3.0.30.02.j.2 (the use classification description for "Postal Services - 
Community Based") to add a sentence at the end of the description that states, " These 
facilities often include fleet storage." 
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Modify Section 3.0.30.02.0.2 (the use classification description for "Freestanding Wireless 

3.05 

3.1 

3.10 

3.1 I 

3.18 

implements the Low Density Residential Comprehensive Plan designation. 

"Properties within Comprehensive Plan Map areas designated for Low Density 
Residential and including a note indicating the opportunity for Extra-Low Density 
Residential, and which have the characteristics listed in Section 3.1 0.10, may be 
zoned Extra-Low Density Residential (RS-1) or RS-6." 

Modify Sections 3.5.90.02.b and 3.7.90.02.b as shown below to offer more architectural 
options that are contained in Chapter 4.1 0 - Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards, and to 
make more clear that "abutting structures" means "structures on abutting properties." 

Building Materials (Exterior Walls) - Lap horizontal or shinalelscallo~ed siding or walls of 
brick, masonry, or stone shall be required. Alternatives may be approved where the 
developer can demonstrate that  structures on abutting properties or the majority of 
structures within 300 ft. use materials similar to what is proposed. 

Consider modifying the Code requirements for air conditioning units and heat pumps to 
regulate them by sound rating instead of setback and screening. Res. Zones 

Add to the RS-1 Zone the requirements for adherence to the standard provisions of Green 
Area and Pedestrian Oriented Design Standards. 

Chapter 3.1 1 - Professional and Administrative Office (P-AO) Zone is missing some of the 
text and a graphic in Section 3.1 1.30.03 (step-down provisions for a certain distance when 
development is proposed on P-AO-zoned property that abuts a Low or Medium Density 
Residential zone). The missing text that is in other chapters of the Code addresses when 
an existing or planned street separates the land zoned PA-0 from the land zoned Low or 
Medium Density Residential and includes a graphic that clarifies that an existing or planned 
street does not satisfy the distance for the step-down requirements. These same changes 
need to be made to Chapter 3.14 - Neighborhood Center (NC) Zone (but don't want to lose 
street "enclosure"). 

Need a General Industrial - Office (GI-0) Zone to correspond with the new Comprehensive 
Plan designation of General Industrial - Office. 
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All parking created to satisfy the minimum parking requirements must be accommodated in 
parking lots, unless the underlying zone states otherwise; 
Up to 200 total spaces per floor for the first 3 floors of a development are allowed as surface 
parking. This includes minimum requirements plus excess parking, not to exceed 130% of 
the minimum parking standard; 
All non-required parking spaces in excess of the provision above must be placed in 
underground or structured facilities. Use of such facilities allows parking to increase to a 

4.02 

4.04 

4.07 

4.07 

4.10 

4.10 

maximum of 150% of the minimum required parking; 
When a development site has multiple buildings, the parking associated with each floor of 
all buildings must be added together when calculating the 200-space threshold above; & 
Handicapped spaces do not count toward the minimum parking requirements. 

Establish minimum standards for arborist reports per Urban Forester's suggestions. Chapter 
1.6 - 

Delete requirements in Code for specific lot depth to lot width ratios, since the new Code 
provisions don't lend themselves to compliance with these old provisions. 

Section 4.7.90.05.a does not provide clear standards for signs that are "inside the exemption 
area" AND which do not comply with item a-3. "The sign doesn't function as a graphic 
communication to people outside the exemption area." What if the sign DOES communicate 
to people outside the exemption area? Are they permitted at all ? If so, what are the 
standards ? (same or different as the same section??) 

Section 4.7.70.b references the US Flag Code as "Section 4 of the U.S. Flag Code." This 
reference is incorrect based on context of this part of LDC. Currently, it is Section 3 of the 
US Flag Code, but we will need to double-check this when we finally decide to update 
Chapter 4.7, to make it consistent with the US Flag Code (or remove the specific reference) 

Evaluate what changes (if any) need to be done to Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian Oriented 
Design Standards to clarify that they are not applicable to Accessory Dwelling Units etc. 

Address the problem regarding what level of adherence to Chapter 4.10 - Pedestrian 
Oriented Design Standards is required for what level of "expansion" is proposed. Sometimes 
there may be an overall "reduction" in square footage, yet large shifts and reconfigurations 
in square footage and changes to a site. For these circumstances, where there is no overall 
"expansion," there is a gap in the development standards. This problem showed up with the 
redevelopment of the existing Rite Aid building. No adherence to design standards for the 
building were required. This is an unintended gap in the provisions. 
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4.1 1 

4.13 

After further experience with the implementation of the MADA provisions, consider if changes 
are needed to create a graduated system allowing larger percentages of encroachment for 
small properties and smaller percentages for large properties. 

Evaluate the merits of modifying Section 4.1 1.50.02.c.3. This provision is specifically limited 
to detention facilities and people have asked if water quality facilities can be added. After 
discussion with Fred and Keith Turner, the consensus was that water quality facilities that are 
part and parcel of a detention facility system (e.g. water is cleansed through a water quality 
facility and detained somewhat while it is being cleansed, and then moves on to the actual 
detention facility), are okay to consider as detention facilities as mentioned in this provision 
(Section 4.1 1.50.02.c.3). However, other water quality facilities that are not associated with 
the detention facilities could not. Any consideration of adding these latter types of facilities 
to this provision would need to be carefully considered so as to not end up allowing people 
to develop into prime resource areas under the auspices of mitigation etc. 

Fix discrepancies in terminology in Code and Riparian Corridors and Wetlands Map 
pertaining to Wetlands of Special Concern etc. 
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MAY 6,2008 

TO: NPAUOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: JON S. NELSON, CITY AGER >-- 
G 

SUBJECT: PROSPERITY T m T  FITS PLAN: CITY ACTION ITEMS 

DISCUSSION 

The non-funded City action items in the PTF Plan were estimated to be $167,000. 

o Annual staff support for the Downtown Strategic Plan, including the Downtown Commission 
and Urban Renewal District (URD) program, was estimated at $105,000. 

e Annual support for consultant services and special projects (urban renewal, market study, 
marketing, parking related, way-finding plan, etc.) was estimated at $50,000. 

e Annual City "share" ofmonitoring, facilitating, and communicating progress on the PTF Plan 
was estimated at $12,000. 

There are other staff efforts (Blue Ribbon Panel, Barrier Buster Team, transit alternatives, project 
coordinator) that were not costed out because they were either short term and absorbed withn 
existing work plans (primarily Directors) or were funded using development services fees. 

As Council knows, the Downtown and Economic Vitality Plans Implementation Committee 
(DEVPIC) original "charge" was to determine an appropriate method for funding PTF Plan City 
action items requiring additional resources. The committee expanded t h s  charge to include all PTF 
action items. 

Because tlGs issue relates to the work session issues of the Business License Fee and Planning 
Division work program update, a discussion of Council alternatives for achieving the City PTF Plan 
action items is appropriate. 

ASSUMPTIONS 

Discussions to date have assumed that a Downtown URD program will eventually pay for the staff 
support of the program ($105,000). Additionally, there may be annual tax increment funds available 
for selected consultant and special projects ($50,000). Realistically, and assuming a positive 
May 19, 2009, election, district funding to pay for the eligible staff and perhaps some of the 
consultant/projects, will not occur until at least Fiscal Year 201 1-2012. From a staff perspective, 
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it is important to continue, at a minimum, the staff support for the Downtown Commission and 
URD. 

FUNDING AlLTERNAT 

A. Business License Fee (BLF) 

Discussions, to date, assume a competitive process with a total $250,000 available. This is 
a good source for the City's share of monitoring the PTF Plan ($12,000) and special projects 
(up to $50,000). Assuming all $167,000 of the City-related action items was not supported 
by DEVPIC and would use 70% of the projected BLF. 

B. Economic Development Allocations 

Coinpetition is stiff, allocations are relied upon by recipient agencies for operating support, 
and the Council Policy would need to be amended to allow city eligibility to compete for 
funding. This could be considered during the next policy review, or sooner, if directed by 
City Council. 

C. General Fund Support 

Two options exist: 

Option I :  Assume continued staff support for the Downtown Commission and URD effort 
without additional resources. Ths  approach prioritizes this activity in the Planning Division 
work program and absorbs much of the planning position added through the Budget 
Commission process. Restoring staff resources to work on the Planning Division work plan 
initiatives would occur when the tax increment funding source becomes available to pay for 
this support (Fiscal Year 201 1-201 2 at the earliest). 

Ovtion 2: Add funding to the Fiscal Year 2008-2009 budget for continued support for the 
Downtown Commission and URD efforts. T h s  may not require the full $105,000 because 
the URD program is not approved and passed. There may be challenges in defining, 
specifically, how much staff time is necessary. Additionally, attracting a qualified, part-time 
candidate to work on Planning initiatives promises to be challenging. 

RECO NDATION 

As a discussion starter, staff suggests the following: 

1. Continue Downtown Commission and URD effort support with current staff, until the URD 
has funding to provide support. Review the staff impact assumptions in one year. 
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2. Downtown and URD consultant and special projects funding support competes for BLF 
funding. 

3. City share (Fiscal Year 2007-2008 - $12,000) of monitoring, facilitating, and communicating 
progress on PTF Plan to come from BLF. 

4. City share of monitoring, facilitating, and communicating progress on PTF Plan for Fiscal 
Year 2008-2009 be added to the budget by Council at June 2 meeting. 

5. Also at the June 2 meeting, the Fiscal Year 2008-2009 budget be amended to include 
$250,000 appropriation and expenditure placeholders for a BLF. 

Review and concur: 



MAY 6,2008 

TO: MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: JON S. NELSON, CITY MANAGER 

SUBJECT: BUSINESS LICENSE FEE (BLF) 

Discussion 

At your May 5,2008 meeting, the City Council accepted the Downtown and Economic Vitality Plans 
Implementation Coinmittee's (DEVPIC) recoinmendation to develop a Business License Fee (BLF). 

An initial City Council discussion on key issues will ensure that products developed are consistent 
witli City Council intent. 

Issues we have asked Mayor Toinlinsoii to facilitate with City Council include: 

1. Does City Council wish to proceed witli a BLF? (All other questions assume the answer to #1 
is "yes"). 

2. Should the BLF be iinpleineiited through City Charter and Council Policy or City Ordinance 
aiid Council Policy? 

3. Should the products in #2 come to City Council through Administrative Services Committee 
(ASC), witli initial inaterial developinent occurring tl.~rougli a stakeholders group appointed by 
Mayor Toinliiisoii worlting with Finance staff! 

A Cha~lber Coalition Coinn~ittee report and sulbsequent DEVPIC review and action 
coim~u~i~icates certain BLF preferences. Initial Couulcil reaction will help ASC, stakeholders, 
aiid staff working on the products ill #2. 

4. Couilcil reaction to an annual BLF of $5 0 nliniinuin and $1,000 maximuin? 

5. Council reaction that fiulds fi-oin the BLF be used exclusively (with the exception of license fee 
adininistration and Prosperity That Fits (PTF) plan administration) for PTF plan action iteins? 

6. Cou~iicil reaction that the City PTF action iteins compete for funding with all other PTF action 
iteins? 

7. Couilcil reaction to a sunset provision, similar to the Trai~spoi-tation Maintenance Fee, iii~plying 
prograili assessinent and discussion before contiii~~iiig for another set number of years? 
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8. Coullcil reaction to the proposed advisorylallocation cormnittee? 

9. Coullcil reaction to the BLF being applied to out-of-city busiizesses doing business in Corvallis? 

10. Coullcil reaction to the goal of using a BLF for data collectioll pulrposes? 

11. Council reaction to the $250,000 arn~lal BLF target and intent to review license fee struct~~re 
if implenlentatio~l proves significantly different (high or low)? 

12. Other issue(s) Co~u~cilors believe requiring advance discussion? 

Thai& you for your discussioll and initial direction. 
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